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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Agricultural Marketing Service 

7 CFR Part 1051 

[Doc. No. A0-15-0071; AMS-DA-14-0095] 

Milk in California; Notice of Hearing on 
a Proposal To Establish a Federal Milk 
Marketing Order 

AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Sl!l'\·ir:c, 
USDA. 
ACTION: Notiu! of public hr!aring 011 

proposed rulmnaking. 

SUMMARY: A public hearing is bcillg held 
to considm and take evidence on a 
proposal that wonld establish a FPd1~rc1l 
milk marketing order to rcgulntc tlu! 
handling of milk in California. Tht! 
proposP.d marketing are<l wnuld 
incorporate t hP entire stalt• of Cd i fornia. 
USDA n!ct!ived four proposals from 
intert!S\l!d parties, sonw that include 
certain milk pricing and pooling 
provisions not found in curwnt Federal 
milk tlrdors. The proposals i11t:orporate 
the same dairy product classification 
svstmn used throughout thn f'nderal 
11-1ilk marketing order systt:m. 
Additional features would recognizP 
C:alifornia quota pmmium and fluid 
milk fortification vahws. The propus;ds 
noticed herein vvould not modify ;mv 
existing Federal milk marketing .ordr-~rs. 
DATES: The hr~<.uing will convene at !1:00 
a.m. on Tuesday. September 22. 201;-J. 
ADDRESSES: The ht)aring will lw !wid ill 

the Clovis Veterans Memorial Distrit:t 
Building, 808 Fourth Stwt:t, f:lo\·is. 
California 93(112; tclephont! (;i;J!l) zq~l-

0471. If still ongoing. tht~ ht:<Hing willlw 
held m1 (ktolwr 22 and 2:L 201:J, at thl! 
Piccadilly Inn Airport Hotrd. :'111 :1 E. 
McKinlev Avenue, Fresno. California 
93727; tf;h:phone (559) :F5-77GO. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

William f'rancis, Director, Orcil:r 
Formulation and Enforcement Division. 
USDA/AMS/Dairy Program, Stop 
oz:n-Room 2!16!1-S. 1400 
lndnpundence Avenw: SW .. 
V\Tashington, DC 20250-02:~1: (202) 720-
G274; email addwss: lt-illiaJ/1./i'(Jnr:is-·d 
a ms .u.wlo.gov. 

Persons requiring t1 sign !anguagr· 
intnrpreter or otlwr SJWci;ll 
accommodations should contod DicllH' 
llirsch. AMS Dt~ir~' Progrt~m, at (42:i) 
4B7-5601. email: dhirsrh@ 
jinmaseattfe.r:nm. bdon~ tlH~ ht~ilring 
br-~gins. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
administrativn action is gn\'l~rrwd b~ tlw 
provisions of Suctions 55(1 and 557 o! 
Title 5 of tlw lJnilf~d States C:odt~ ;mel. 

tlwrdon~. is excludt~d from the 
n~qu i n~nwn ts of Exccutivt: Order 128£-lf-i. 

Notice is IH~wb~-' given of a public 
!waring to be held at the Clovis Veterans 
Mt~n1oiiallJistrict. Clovis. California, 
beginning at 9:UO a.m. on Tw~sday. 
St~ptnmber 22.2015, \Vilh respect tll thn 
pruposed r:sti.LblislHncnt of a markding 
dgn~ement and mclt~r (order) regulating 
tlw handling of milk in the StJtc of 
c;Lllifornia. 

The hearing is cclllucl pursuant to tlw 
provisions of tlw Agrir.ulturcli Marb\ting 
Agreement Act of·t~J37, as anwndt~d (7 
U.S.C r;o·J-G74) (Act), and the 
applicahln rult~s of practice and 
pnH:edun: gtlvnrning the formulation of 
marketing <~grcr:ments and markt~ting 
orch~rs (7 C:FR part 900). 

The purpost) of the !waring is to: 
(a) i{pceivt: evidence \vith respt\d to 

thP PCotHnnic and marketing conditions 
which n:liltC to the proposed marketing 
t~gn't:Illt~Ilt and onll)r, lwwinafter set 
forth. !lilli any ilpproprii!te modifications 
t!Jt~I't!Of' 

(b) u:~terminc wlwtlwr the handling of 
milk in the area proposed for regulation 
is in the current of intmstate or fornign 
r:rltn\\11)l'Ce or directly burdens, 
ohstmt:ts, or affor:ts intmstate or foreign 
t ·.omm erce; 

(c) lJP!erminc wlwtlwr there is need 
for a marketing agreement or order 
regulating the handling of milk in the 
area: 

(d) Dett~rwint~ the economic impact of 
tlw proposed orciPr on the industrv in 
the proposed marb!ting area and on the 
public affuctnd by such program; and 

(1~) Dntrmllitw whether the proposed 
markl!ting ng1n~nwnt and order or 
appropricllt~ modifications tlwwof vvould 
U\nd to effectuate the declared policy of 
the Act. 

Actions under tlw Ft)dmal milk order 
program ;m~ suhj1-)ct to the Rr;gulatory 
J<lexihilitv J\ct (5 U.S.C. G01-G12) 
(i{Ft\). Tl~n RFA su1~ks to ensure that, 
\\·ithin tlw stJtutorv authoritv of a 
prrJgr<lm. the regulcltory and information 
collt't:tion requinmwnts are tailored to 
tlw sizr! and n<.ltuw of small businesses. 
!'or 1 hl~ purpose of tlw Rf A. a dairy farm 
is a "small business" if it has an annual 
gmss wvc~nue of h!ss than $750,000. and 
il di!iry products manufacturer is a 
"small busitwss" if it has fewer than 500 
~~mployeps (1:1 CFR 121.201). Most 
p<!rties subjt~ct toil milk order am 
considered snwll businesses. 
Accordingly. inkrestl:d partit:s an~ 
invited to pn•st~llt t~\-idcncc m1 tlw 
probablr: regulatmy and informational 
impact of tlw heilring proposals on 
snlilll husirwssus. Also, parties llld~.- offpr 
mudifir:iltiuns of these proposals for tlu: 
pmpose of tililuring their applicabilit_v 
to small lnr:-;inesses. 

Exm:utive Order 12988, Civil Justice 
Reform 

The marketing order propos1~d lwwin 
has been revinvved under Exccutivt~ 
Order 12988. Civil Justice Reform. It is 
not intended to have a retroactive nfh:ct. 
If adopted. operation nf stat\~ bw is such 
that tlw state law may be suspendt~d. in 
part or in whnln. if a fcdeml order is 
implementt:d. 

Preliminarv Economic Analvsis and 
Detailed A;1alysis Informati~n 

A preliminary economic analysis as 
\veil as additional detailed analvsis. 
data and information ust~d in · 
devtdoping the preliminill'\ ecoJlomic 
analysis arc pwscntcd at tlw AMS Dair~ 
Programs V\leb site, wwlv.nms.u:-;do.gol-/ 
duizv. 

Thn Act provides that administrative 
proceedings must be nxhau.str:d before 
partit~s may file suit in court. Under 
Section 8c(15)(A) of the Act, any 
handler subject to an ordm may request 
modification or exmnption from such 
order by filing with the United States 
IJ1~partment of Agriculture (USDA) a 
petition stating that the order, any 
provision of the order, or any obligation 
imposed in connection with the order is 
not in accordance with the law. A 
handler is afforded the opportunity for 
a hearing on the petition. Afier il 
hearing, USDA would rule on thn 
petition. Thn Act provides that the 
district court of the United States in any 
district in •vhich the handler is an 
inhabitant. or ha.s its principle plan~ of 
business. has jurisdiction to rnvit:w 
USDA's decision on the petition, 
provided a complaint is filed not later 
than 20 davs after the date of tlw clltn· 
of the ndi1~g. . 

lnterusted parties \Vho wi.sh to 
introduce exhibits should provide tlw 
Administrative Lmv Judge ilt the hearing 
with four (4) copies of such exhibits for 
the official record. Additional copies 
should be made available for the usc of 
other }waring participants. Any party 
that has submitted a proposal notin)cl 
herein, \vhen participating as a witness. 
is n~quired to makl! their testimony-if 
prnpared as an t:xhibit-and any other 
exhibits. available to USDA offici<.lls 
prior to the start of the hearing on tht) 
day oftlwir appearance. Individual 
dairy farmers arc not subject to this 
requirenwnt. 

The hearing will continue until such 
time as dctmmirwd to havn nndl~d bv the 
presiding Admini.strativP l.;nv judgt;. 
Tlw sclwduln for the next session vvill 
he aniHlllncnd dt the time of 
adjournml)nt. Such reconvening date 
and tim1~ will also be poslt\d on the 
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AMS-Dairy Programs Web sitr; at http:!! 
11 wwams. usda .go\'/ dni IY. 

The provisions of the proposed 
marketing order designated 7 CfR part 
1051, as set forth below, have not 
reccivl!d the approval of USDA. 

List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 1051 

Milk marketing orders. 

• 1. The authoritv citation for 7 CFR 
part 1051 reads <lS follmvs: 

Authority: 7 l.l.S.C. (i01-li74, and 725:l 

• 2. Testimonv is invited on the 
following proPosal.s or appropriate 
modifications to such proposals. 

Proposal Number 1 

Submitted by Califomia Dairies, Inc.: 
Duiry Farmers of America. Inr:.; and 
Lund 0' Lakes, Inc. 

• :~.This proposal Sl!l!ks to add a new 
part 1051 to read as follows: 

PART 1051-MILK IN THE CALIFORNIA 
MARKETING AREA 

Sec. 

Subpart A-Order Regulating Handling 

General Provisions 

1051.1 Geneml Provisions. 

Definitions 

1051.2 California mmkcting area. 
1051.3 Route disposition. 
1051.4 Plant. 
1051.5 Distributing plant. 
1051.6 Supply plant. 
1051.7 Pool plant. 
1051.8 Non pool plant 
1051.U Hnndler. 
1051.10 Producer-handler. 
10!11.11 !Reserved] 
1fl51.12 Producer. 
10!11.13 l'rnducer milk. 
1051.14 Other souru~ milk. 
10!11.15 Fluid milk product. 
1051.16 Fluid cream product. 
1051.17 CDFA. quota premium, quota 

nonfat solids, and non-quotnmilk. 
1051.18 Cooperativr~ association. 
10!11.1!) Commr.rcinl food processing 

establishmrmt. 

Market Administrator 
1051.25 Market administrator. 

Administrative Provisions 

1051.2G Continuity and sq1arability of 
provisions. 

Handlers 

Hl51.27 Handler responsibility for n~cords 
and f<lcilities. 

1 051.21-! Terminal ion of obi ig<llion:-.. 

Reports 
1051.30 Report:-. ofn~ceipts <lllrl lltili/<llion. 
1051.31 l'roducnr dr:li\·cry ar1d paymll 

reports 
IO:i1.:12 Other· WJHII"ts. 

Subpart 8-Milk Pricing 

Classification of Milk 

1051.40 Classc:-. of utilization. 
1 051.41 IRcsnrv1~d 1 
1051.42 ClassificHtion of transfr;r:-. <md 

divr~rsions. 

l051.4:l c;enm;tl classification rules. 
1051.44 c:lassifir:;~tion ofjl!"flducer milk. 
1051.45 MHrkct ar!ministr;ilor"s reports cmJ. 

announumwnts cnncnrning 
di!ssil'iullion. 

Class Prices 
1()51.50 (:]aSS j.Hict'S. componrmt prims. 

and ;Hh·;mced pricing factors. 
10.'11.51 Class l diffr~rrmlial and prier: 
1 O:i1.52 Adjusted Class I diffmn1tials 
1 0.'11.53 Announu~mr~nt of d;tss prices. 

cmnponent pricns. and <Hh ;mcr:d pricing 
factors 

1051.54 Equi\"a]ent priu~ 

Marketwide Service Payments 

1051.55 Transportatinn credits. 
1 OS 1.5\l Mi lr~age ratr: lor lr;mspul'l<llion 

nnlils 

Producer Prices 
1051.li0 Handlr)r·s ,.,litH~ of milk. 
1051.\il ComJllllillion r1f producer 

comJHmrmt pricr~s and produe<~r price 
diffcruntictl 

1 051.G2 i\nnuunu~ment of producm prices. 

Subpart C-Payments for Milk 

Prodm:er Payments 

1051.70 l'mducr~r-sr~ttlcnwnt fund. 
1051.71 l'<~ymcnts to the prnduccr-

scttlcment fund 
1051.72 1'<1_\"lnents fmm the prodm:m

sr;ttlcmrmt hmd 
1051.73 l'avmcnls to produu~r.~ and 

coopcr<ttin~ associations 
1051.74 IRr:s1:rYt:rll 
1051.75 l'l;mtloc<~lion ;tr!jtJ.~tnH~Il!S for 

nonpuol rnilk. 
1 051. 7() P<tymrmts b\" a hand ll)r opr:rc11 i ng <I 

p<trtiilll~- rPgulatr~r! distrilmting plant. 
1051.77 i\djustmcnt of;tr:count:-.. 
1 051.7H CIJ<Irgr~s on ovPrduc nccounts. 

Administrative Assessment and Marketin~ 
Service Deduction 

1051.115 i\ssPsstnr~nt for order 
administmtion. 

10:i1.1i!i Deduction for Jll<trb~ting snrvir:es. 

Subpart D-Miscellaneous Provisions 

1tl51.!Hl Date-;. 

Authority: 7 l .S.C. fi0'1-li74 

Subpart A-Order Regulating Handling 

General Provisions 

§ 1051.1 General provisions. 

The tr~rms. ddinitiuns. and provisions 
in part 1000 of this chapter apply to this 
p;nt 1051. In this part 10;'11. <lll 
rdt~renu~s to soctions in part I 000 rder 
to part 'I 000 of this chapter. 

Definitions 

§ 1051.2 California marketing area. 

The marketing area means all territory 
within the bounds of tlw following 
states and political subdivisions, 
including all pims. docks. and ,,vharves 
comwctnd therevvith and all craft 
moored thereat, and alltmritorv 
occupied by government (municipal. 
State, or Federal) reservations, 
installations, institutions, or ntlwr 
similar establishments if any part 
tlwmof is v\rithin anv of thn listed stt.ltns 
or political subdivi.~ions: All of the StatP 
nf California. 

§ 1051.3 Route disposition. 

St:e § 1000.:3. 

§1051.4 Plant. 

See§ 1000.4. 

§ 1051.5 Distributing plant. 

See§ 1000.5. 

§1051.6 Supply plant. 

See§ 1000.6. 

§1051.7 Pool plant. 

Pool plant mPans a plant as specified 
in paragraphs (a) through (d) of this 
section, but excluding a plant specified 
in paragraph (f1 of this section. The 
pooling standards described in 
paragraphs {d) of this section are subject 
to modification pursuant to paragraph 
{e) of this section: 

{a) A distributing plant, other than a 
plant qualified as a pool plant pursuant 
to paragraph {b) of this section or 
§ ___ . 7{b) of any other F1~deral milk 
order, from which during tlw month 25 
percent or more of thr) total quantity of 
fluirl milk products physically received 
at th1) plant (excluding concentrated 
milk received from t.~nother plant by 
agrcf~ment for other than Glass I use) are 
disposed of as route disposition or are 
transferred in the form of packaged fluid 
milk products to other distributing 
plants. At least 25 percent of such route 
disposition and transfers must be to 
outlets in the marketing awa. 

(b) Any distributing plant located in 
the marketing area which during the 
month processed at least 15 percent of 
the total quantity of fluid milk products 
physically received at th1! plant 
(excluding concentrated milk received 
from another plant by agreement for 
other than Class I usc) into ultra
pastrurizl~d or aseptically-processed 
fluid milk products. 

(r:} A plant that is located in the 
marketing an~t.l which during tlw month 
n~cnives milk from a producer located in 
tlw marketing area nr from a cnoperati\'e 
marketing thn milk of a produu!r 
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located in thn markr~ting area pursuant 
tn ~ 10o1.9(c). 

(1) A plant localt~d in C::hun:bill 
muntv NeV<Jda that rPceives milk from 
prndu-cms located in Churchill County 
ur in tho marketing areo or from a 
cooperativt! markding the milk of a 
prorlun~r located in the marketing areCJ 
or in Churchill Count~· pursuant to 
~ 1051.'l(c). 

(d) A supply pLmt local!:d outsidP the 
markr~ling arcH kxcopt a plant dt~scribed 
in ~ 10S 1. 7(c:)( 1 )) from which the 
qu<.mtity of bulk fluid milk products 
shippt~d to (and physical I~' unloaded 
into) pLwts dt~scribed in paragraph (a) 
and (b) of this sr~c:tion is not less than 
50 pcn:nnt of tlw Grade A milk n:ccived 
from dairv brmcrs and handlers 
c!escribncf in§ 1000.9(c), including milk 
divm·ti~d pursuant to§ 10S1.1:L subject 
to tlw following conditions; 

(1)lf milk is delivPn~d directly from 
prndur:ms' farms tlwt tlrc located 
outsick of the marketing <Ht:a such 
producers must be grouped by state into 
n•porting units cmd n<Jch mporting unit 
must independently llWt!t the shipping 
n~quirenwnts of this paragraph; and 

(2) Conccntrutcd milk transfP.rred 
from the supply pli!nt loe<ltecl outside 
the marketing area tn u distributing 
plant shall be excluded from the supply 
pl,mt's shipments in computing the 
pnrccntagns in p<H<Jgraphs (d)(1). 

(c) Th1~ applicahln shipping 
pcrcentagPs of paragraphs (dJ of this 
snction and~ 1051.Ll(d)(2). and (d)(:l) 
ma\' bt~ increaSt!d or der.rnased, for all or 
par"t nf the marketing awa. by the market 
tldministrator if tlw market 
administrator finds that such 
<ldjustmnnt is nnccssary to encourage 
JU-)Pdnd shipnwnts or to prevent 
unl~conomic shipments. Bdom making 
sud1 d finding, th1~ nwrb;t administrator 
shall investigate tlw JH!cd for adjustment 
r:itlwr on the marknt administrator's 
own initiative or at tlw rnquest of 
internsted parties if the request is made 
in writing ill least 15 clays prior to the 
month for \-vhich tho requested revision 
is d1~sired dfl~ctive. If tlw invt)stigation 
shows that ll!l adjustHJcnt of thn 
shipping pnn:entagcs might hl! 
appropriatl). the market administrator 
shall isstw a noticn stating that an 
adjustmnnt is bei11g considered and 
ill\·itt~ data. vit~\1\..'S <HHI argu11wnts. Any 
dl~Cisioll tn re\·ist~ an applicable 
s!Jillping lH diYer.sion percl~nlagt~ must 
I H) isstwd in writing at h:a.st one day 
bdnre the dfcctivr: date. 

(f) Tho t1m11 pool plant shall not appl~· 
to the following plants: 

(1] A producer-handkr as defiw)d 
llndm am· federal order: 

(2) An ~·xumpt plant dS ddinnd in 
~ 1 OOO.B(n): 

(3J A plant locatnd within the 
marketing area and qualified pursuant 
to paragraph (a) of this section which 
meets the pooling requirements of 
another Federal order. and from ·which 
more than 50 percent of its rnute 
disposition has bcm1 in tlw othm 
Federal ord1~r marketing <Ht~<l for 1 
consecutivn months: 

(4) A plant locatod outsidn any 
Fcdewl order marketing awa and 
qualified pursuant to paragraph (a) of 
this section that mnets the pooling 
requirements of <.lJHJther F1~dcral order 
and has had greater route disposition in 
such other Feclewl order's marketing 
area for 3 consecutive months; 

(5) A plant located in another Fed1'!ral 
ordl!r marketing area ond qualified 
pursuant to poragraph (a] of this .Sl~Ction 
that me1~ts tlw pooling n~qnirenwnts of 
such ntlwr Fedcnd orrlnr and docs not 
have a majority of its route distribution 
in this marketing area for 3 consccutivt~ 
months or if tlw plant is requirnd to lw 
regulated under .such other Pecl!!ral 
ordnr without rBgard to its routP 
disposition in any other Federal ordt~r 
marketing area; 

(6] A plant qualified pursuant to 
paragraph (c) of this section which also 
mcd.s the pooling requirements of 
another Federal order and from which 
greater qualifying shipments arc madn 
to plants regulated under tlw ntlwr 
Federal order than are made to plants 
regulated under the order in this part, or 
the plant has automatic pooling st;ltus 
under tlw other Federal ordN; and 

(g) Any plant that qualifies as a pool 
plant in each oftlw imnwdiutcly 
preceding :3 months pursuant to 
paragraph (a] of this snction or tlw 
shipping pcrumtages in paragraph (cJ of 
this section that is unabl1~ to meet such 
performancP. standards for the current 
month because of unavoid<JbiP 
circumstances determined bv the rnarkr~t 
admiHistrator to be bevoml t1w control 
of the handler operatiJ-lg the plant, .such 
as a natural disaster (icl! storm. wind 
storm, flood], fire, bwakdown of 
nquipment, or work stoppag1~. shall br~ 
con.sidt'!red to h<Jve met the minimum 
perfonnancc standards during thn 
period of such unavoirlabh~ 
cirr:umstances, but such relief shall not 
be granttod for more than '2 consccutivf~ 
months. 

§ 1051.8 Non pool plant. 

Snn § 1000.8. 

§ 1051.9 Handler. 

See§ 1000.9. 

§ 1051.10 Producer-handler. 

Produr:er~handler means u purson 
\vho: 

(a) Operates d dairy farm <llld <l 
distributing plant from which there is 
mute disposition in tlu~ marketing an~a. 
and from which total route disposition 
and packtlgPd sall)S of fluid milk 
products to llllwr plants dming the 
month dol's not cxcnt'd :-J million 
pounds; 

(b) RPcPi\"l~S fluid rnilk from oWJl Lll"ln 
production or milk that is fully subject 
to the prir:ing and pooling pnn·isinns of 
the ord~:r in this p<lrt or any other 
r()dcrcll nrdl'r: 

(cJ RPrTive~ at its plant or c1cquirns for 
route disposition no morP than 150,000 
pounds of fluid milk products from 
handlers full_v n)guLltcclundm any 
Federal order. This limitation shall not 
apply if tlu~ prod UC!~r-llilnd !t~r's own 
farm production is kss than 150,000 
pounds clming tlw month: 

(d) Disposes of no otlwr sou1u~ milk 
as C:lass I milk except hy inr:n:asing the 
nonfat milk solids cnnttmt of thn fluid 
milk products: 

(o) Provides proof satisfactmv to the 
mark!~\ administrator th<Jt tlw c~ttfl! and 
managcnwnt of tlw (Lli!"~' animals and 
othl~l" fl!SOUI"Ct~S nccPS.'>di"Y tO produce alJ 
C:lass I milk handled (1~xcluding receipts 
from h;mdlers fully· n~gulated under any 
Fedora] ordf~r) and tlw proD)Ssing and 
packaging operations dfC thP producer
handler·s own t~nkrpri:;e and <lt it.s own 
risk: and 

(f) Any produu~r-handlnr H·ith Class I 
route dispositions and/or tmnsfcrs of 
packaged fluid milk products in tlw 
lll<.Hketin,>.; area dc.,cribnd in~ 1131.2 of 
this chaptPr shall be subkct to paynwnls 
into tlw OrdPr 1'1 :11 producl\r sctlltmwnt 
fund Oil such dispositions pursuant to 
~ J0()(l.76(d) and Jl<lVIllcnts into tlw 
Order 1 n-1 adllliniStrilti\·e fund 
pnn·idcd such di.-;positions are less than 
thrt-:n millitm potlnds in tlw curn~nt 
!llonth nnd such producn-handll)r had 
totnl Class I route dispositions and/or 
transfers of pacbgud fluid milk 
products frrllll mvn farm production of 
thrnt~ rnillioll pounds or more tlw 
previm1s month. If tlw prodw:er-hundler 
ha;; Cl<~s.S I rotlil) dispositions and/or 
transfers of packaged fluid milk 
products into tlw nwrkf~ting lli"Cil 
ch-;crihml in~ 11 :n .2 of this chapter of 
thn~~~ million pounds nr mon• during the 
CUJTl)nt month. such produu~r-handlm 
slwlllw suhjt~ct to the pnl\'isinns 
dPsr:riiH~cl i r1 ~ 11 :11 . 7 (1ft his d 1a pter or 
~ ]()(l().7fi(d). 

§1051.11 [Reserved) 

§ 1051.12 Producer. 

(a) E;o..cept as JHm·idt~d in p<~I'i.lgraph 
(b) of this ;;cction, producer nwans em~' 
pt•rsmJ \\"hn producns milk approvr~d hy 
a duly constituted regulatnry ilgPJH:y fnr 
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fluid consumption as Grade A milk and 
vvhosr~ milk is: 

(1] Rr:u~iYcd at 8 pool plant directly 
from th(! producer or diverted by the 
(-l!ant operator in accordalH:e \vith 
S Hl~1.1:~; or 

[2] Rr:u:in!d !Jv a handler described in 
§ I 1100.9(<). . 

[b) Producer shall not include a dairy 
farnwr describnd in paragraphs [b)(1) . 
through (5] of this scction. A dairy 
fcmncr described in paragraph (b)(5) of 
this section slwlllw known as a duily 
farmer for olhf7t JJWtkets. 

('I) A producer-handler as ddim:d in 
anv l<'!:deral urd!!r; 

(:~]A dairv fan111:r whose milk is 
recnivncl at ~n f!X!:mpt plant, excluding 
produu:r milk div!:rted to the !:xempt 
plunt pursuant to§ Hl51.13(d): 

(3) A dairv farmer whose milk is 
wceivnd hy "din~rsinn at a pool plant 
from a handlr~r regulated undt-~r another 
federal ordnr if the other Fedt~ral order 
clF!signall!s tlw dairy farmer as a 
producer under that ordt!r and that milk 
is allocated hy mrpwst to a utilization 
other than Class 1: 

(4) A di!irv farmer whose milk is 
wported as (!iverted to a plant fully 
n!gulatt~d under another Ft!deral order 
\Vith respect to that portion of the milk 
so diverted that is assig1wd to Class I 
under the provisions of such other 
orc!Pr; and 

(5) A dair_v farnwr \vho having hnd a 
Grade A permit has marketed milk as 
ollwr than GrCJde A milk for more than 
:w const!cutivt! davs shall nut be a 
producer until12 -~:onsecutive months 
havH passed from the time non-Grade A 
status started. 

§1051.13 Producermilk. 

Except as provided for in paragraph 
(c) of this section. flrorJur:er milk nwans 
the skim milk (or the skim equivaltmt of 
compmwnts of skim milk), including 
nonfat components, and butterfat in 
milk of <1 producer that is: 

(a) Recnivnd by thn npmator of a pool 
plant directly from a producer or a 
handler described in § 1 000.9(c). All 
milk recei\·ed pursuant to this 
paragraph shall be priced at the location 
of the plant wlwre it is first physically 
rt!t:nivecl; 

(b) ReceivPd ]1\- a handler described in 
§ 1 000.9(c) in t!X~~~~ss of tlw quantity 
dtdivered to pool plants; 

(c) Diverted by <l pool plant operator 
to another pool plant. Milk so diverted 
shall bt! priu~rl <lt tlw location of the 
plant tn which divPrted; m 

(d) Diverted hv tlw operator of a pool 
plant or a cuopemtivt~ association 
describPcl in§ 1000.0[c) to a nonpuol 
plant subject tu the follovving 
conditilms: 

(1) Milk of a dairy farmer shall not br~ 
eligible for diversit;n until at least fivt! 
days" production of such dairy farmer is 
physically received as producer milk at 
a pool plant during the first month the 
dairy farmer is a producer. If a dairy 
farmer loses producer status under the 
order in this part (except as a result of 
a temporary loss of Grade A approval or 
as a result of the handler of the dairy 
farmer's milk failing to pool the milk 
under anv order), tlw Jairv farmm's 
milk shail not be eligibln {or diversion 
until at least five days' production of the 
dairy farmer has been physically 
received as producer milk at a pool 
plant during the first month the dairy 
farmer is re-associated with the market; 

(2) Thn quantity of milk diverted by 
a handler described in§ 1000.9(c) may 
not exceed 50 percent of the producer 
milk receipts reported by the handler 
pursuant to§ 1051.30(c), providr~d that 
not lPss than 50 percent of such receipts 
an'! delivered to plants described in 
§ 1 051.7(a) or (b). These percentages are 
subject to any adjustments that may be 
made pursuant to§ 1051.7(e); and 

(3) The quantity of milk diverted to 
non pool plants by the operator of a pool 
plant d<!scribed in§ 1051.7(a) or (b) may 
not exceed 50 percent of the Grade A 
milk received from dairy farmr~rs 
(except dairy farmers described in 
§ 1051.12(h)), including milk diverted 
pursuant to§ 1051.13; and further, such 
milk is subject to the pooling 
requirements of§ 1051. 7(d)(1 ); and 

(4) Diverted milk shall be priced at 
the location of the plant to which 
diverted. 

(e) Producer milk shall not include 
milk of a producer that is subject to 
inclusion and participation in a 
marketwidc equalization pool under a 
milk classification and pricing program 
imposed under the authority of a State 
government maintaining markdwidc 
pooling of returns. 

(f) The quantity of milk reported by a 
handlr~r pursuant to either 
§ 1 051.:JO(a)(1) or§ 1051.oO(c)(1) may 
not exceed 115 percrmt of the producer 
milk receipts pooled by the handler 
during the prior month. Milk divt!rted to 
non pool plants reported in r~xcess of 
this limit shall be mmoved from the 
pool. Milk in excess of this limit 
rccnivPd at pool plants, other than pool 
distributing plants, shall bn classified 
pursuant to§ 1000.44(a)(:J)(v) and 
§ 1000.44(b). Tlw handler must 
designall!. by producer pick-up, which 
milk is to lm n~movf!d from the pool. If 
thu handler fails to providr~ this 
information. the market administrator 
will make tlw determination. The 
following provisions <lpply: 

(1) Milk shipped to ;md physically 
received at pnol distributing plants in 
excess of the previous month's poolt!d 
volume shall not be subject to the 115 
percent limitation: 

(2) The m;nknt administrator mav 
Vl·ai\'t: the 11~ JWrcent lin1itatiun: · 

(i) For a IH~W handler on the order. 
subject to the provisions of 
§10ol.13(0(3).or 

(ii) For an existing hand!t~r with 
significantly changr:d milk supply 
conditions due to unusual 
circumstances; 

(:-1) A bloc of milk mav lw considered 
ineligible for pooling i(tlw mi.lrkct 
administrator dntrmnincs that handlers 
altered the reporting of such milk for the 
purpoS\! nf evading tlw provisions of 
this paragraph. 

§1051.14 Other source milk. 

See§ 1000.14. 

§1051.15 Fluid milk product. 

St)e §1000.1~. 

§1051.16 Fluid cream product. 

See §1000.Hi. 

§1051.17 CDFA, quota premium, quota 
nonfat solids, and non-quota milk. 

(a) CDFA wfers to the l.alifornia 
Department of f'ond and Agriculture, 
which is tht~ agr~ncy of the State of 
California n~sponsiblc for 
administration ofthr: California dairy 
producer milk quota program as 
established in the California f'nod and 
Agriculture Codt~. 

(b) Quota premium mP;ms the value 
establishwl pursu;mt to tlw California 
food and Agriculturn Code. Quota 
premium and quota premium volue 
mean the value per pound of nonfat 
solids, as adjusl\~d by the regional fjUOta 
adjusters, wlw!"f~ and as applie<1ble. 

(c) Quota nonfat solids means tlw 
pounds of nonfat solids of a producnr. 
as determinrHl and reported by C:DfA, 
·which qualify for the quota premium. 

(d) Non-quota milk means pool milk 
not eligibh~ for tlw quota premium. 

§ 1051.18 Cooperative association. 

S"" § 1000.11l. 

§1051.19 Commercial food processing 
establishment. 

See§ 1000.1~1. 

Market Administrator 

§ 1051.25 Market administrator. 

S\!C ~ 1000.2:1. 

Administrative Provisions 

§1051.26 Continuity and separability of 
provisions. 

St~n § 1 000.2(i. 



47214 Federal Register I Vol. ao. No. 151/ Thnrsday. August 6, 2015/ Proposed Rules 

Handlers 

§1051.27 Handler responsibility for 
records and facilities. 
See~ 1000.27. 

§ 1051.28 Termination of obligations. 

Si~C § 1000.2B 

Reports 

§ 1051.30 Reports of receipts and 
utilization. 

Each handlPr shall report monthly so 
that the JTii..lrkct administrator's office 
wccivi!S thu wport on or bdorc th~! Gth 
dav after the end uf tlw month. in thn 
d!!fail and on the prescribed forms, as 
follmvs: 

(a) Each handler that opcralf!S a pool 
plant shall report for each of its 
operations the follmving inform<Jiion: 

(1) Product pounds, pounds of 
butterfat, pounds of protein, and pounds 
of snlids-nnt-fat other than protein 
(other solids) contained in or 
rcpresentr~d by: 

(i) Rect:ipts of producer milk, 
including producer milk diverted by the 
mporting handler, from .sources otlwr 
than handlers described in§ 1000.9(c) 
[qualifit~cl cooperative assor:iati!Jnsl; and 

(ii) Receipts of milk from handlers 
describf:d in§ 1000.9(c); 

(2) Product pounds and pounds of 
butterfat contained in: 

(i) Receipts of fluid milk products and 
bulk fluid cream products from other 
pool plants; 

(ii) Receipts of other source milk: 
(iii) Receipts of all condm1sed skim 

and dry powder; and 
(iv) Inventories at the beginning and 

end of the month of fluid milk products. 
bulk fluid cream products, condensed 
milk, and dr~1 powder; 

(j) The utilization or dispo.sition of all 
milk and milk products rwjuired tn h!~ 
wp!lrted \lursuant to this paragraph: 

(4) Sur: 1 other information with 
respect to tlw receipts and utilization of 
skim milk, butterfat. milk protein, otlwr 
nonfat solids, as thr: markP.t 
ttdministrator may pn:scribe, including 
the usc of condenS!)d skim or drv 
powd!!r in fortification or reconStitution 
of Class I products. 

(b) Each handler opemting d parti;llly 
regulated distributing plant shall report 
with rcsp!!d to such plant in thn same 
manner dS prescribed for reports 
required by paragraph (a) of this section. 
Rcccipt.s of milk that vvould hilvn been 
producer milk if tlw plant had been 
hill~-' n!gulat!:d shall be n!porl!!d in lieu 
of producer milk. The reptlrt sh;dl shovv 
also the quantity of any reconstituted 
skim milk in route disposition in the 
lllilrkcting area. 

[c) Each handil!r descrilwd in 
~ 1000.9(c) shall report: 

(1) The product pounds. pounds of 
butll!rfat, pounds of protein, and pounds 
of solids-not-fill other than protein 
(other solids) contained in receipts of 
milk from producers: and 

(1) The utilization or disposition of 
such receipts. 

(ell Each handler nut specified in 
p<m1graphs (a) through (c) of this St!dion 
sh;lll wpm! with rnspect to its receipts 
and utilization of milk and milk 
products in such mannPr as the market 
administrattlr may prescribe. 

(e) Eil(:h handler shall wporl such 
additiorwl information as deemed 
n!:cessar\" b~· the market administrator. 

§ 1051.31 Producer delivery and payroll 
reports. 

(a} On or hdow thn 6th day after the 
end of each month. each harldler that 
opera\t)s a pool plant pursuant to 
~ 1 os·1. 7 and 1:ach handler described in 
§'I OO(J.q(c) shall report to tlw market 
aclministrutor its producer deliveries for 
tht) month, in the detail prnscrihed bv 
thn market administrator, showing fOr 
each producPr the information 
describeU in!:; 10:l1.7:Hf1; and any other 
information demnnd JWct:ssary by the 
Markd Administrator. 

(b) On or bdure the 20th dav after the 
cnd of each month, each hand-ler that 
operates a pnol plant pursuant to 
~ 1051.7 ;md Pach handler descrilwd in 
§ 1000.9(c) shall report to the market 
administmtor it.s producer payroll for 
tlw month, in the detail prescribed by 
th1~ market administrator, showing for 
each producer the information 
descrilwd in§ 10:l"J.7:1(f) and anv other 
infurmatirm d!!HmPd necessarv Jjv the 
Marknt Administraltlr. 

(c) E<1ch handler o1wrating a partially 
regul<llt!d distributing plant \vho nlncts 
to mak!! payment pursuant to 
§ 1000.7\J(b) shall wport for t!ach d;lif\' 
farnwr \vhn would have been a produ~:er 
if tht: plant had lwm1 fully regulated in 
thn same manner a.s prescribed for 
reports nnJuired by paragraph (a) of this 
S!!ction. 

§ 1051.32 Other reports. 

In addition to the reports wquired 
pursuJnt to ~§ HEi 1.:10 and 'I 051.31. 
each handkr slwll report any 
information thn market administrator 
d!~!~ms ner.nssarv to Vf'.rifv or !!Stahl ish 
t:ach handh:r's iJbligatim~ under tlw 
orch~r. 

Subpart B-Milk Pricing 

Classification of Milk 

§ 1051.40 Classes of utilization. 

Sec§ 1000.40. 

§ 1051.41 [Reserved] 

§ 1051.42 Classification of transfers and 
diversions. 

s"" § 1ooo.42. 

§ 1051.43 General classification rules. 

Sec§ 1000.43. 

§ 1051.44 Classification of producer milk. 

See§ 1000.44. 

§ 1051.45 Market administrator's reports 
and announcements concerning 
classification. 

St!C § 1000.45. 

Class Prices 

§ 1051.50 Class prices, component prices, 
and advanced pricing factors. 

See §1000.:10. 

§ 1051.51 Class I differential and price. 

The Class I differential shall bP thn 
differential established for Los Angeles 
Count_\-', California, which is reported in 
S 1000.52. The Class 1 price shall be the 
price computed pursuant to S HJ0050(a) 
for Los Angeles County, California. 

§ 1051.52 Adjusted Class I differentials. 

Sec§ 1000.52. 

§ 1051.53 Announcement of class prices, 
component prices, and advanced pricing 
factors. 

Set:§ 1000.5:1. 

§ 1051.54 Equivalent price. 

Sec§ 1000.54. 

Marketwide Service Payments 

§ 1051 .55 Transportation credits. 

(a) Paynwnts for transportation creUits 
to handlers and cooperative associations 
shall be made as follmvs: 

(1) On or bdore tlH! 1:Hh day (except 
as provided in§ 1000.90) after tlw end 
of each month the market administrator 
shall pay to each handh:r, including 
cooperative associations acting as 
handlers that delivered and reportnd 
pursuant to§ 1051.:Hl (c). milk directh· 
from producers' farms as spccifit!d in· 
paragraph (b)(1) to plants as Sp!:cifi!!d in 
(b)(1) and (2) of this section, an amount 
determined pursuant to paragraph (c) of 
this section. 

(2) Transportation credits paid 
pursu;mt to this section shall hn subject 
to final Vt!rification hv the markt:l 
administrator pursual1t to~ 1000.77; and 

(b) Transportation credits shall apply 
to tlw following: 

(1) Hulk milk delivered din!ctly from 
dairy farms to pool plants ckscriheJ in 
(h)(:Z.) in the following Transportation 
Zmws: 

(i} Tran.spmtation Zo1w 1-dcliverit~s 
to plants located in the countie.s of Los 
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Angelt!S, Orangu, Riversidn, San 
Bernardino, San Dif~gn and Ventura 
originating from dairy farms locatc~cl in 
tht! counties of Riverside, San Dit!go, or 
San Bernardino; 

[ii) Transportation Zone 2-deliveries 
to plants locatml in the counties of Los 
Angeles. Orange. Rivt:rside. San 
Bernardino, San Diego and Ventura 
originating from dair:v farms located in 
all countit!S \Vi thin tlw marketing area 
except Riverside, San Diego, and San 
Bernardintl; 

(iii) Transportation Zone :-1-
rlelivPries tn plants located in the 
countins of Alameda, Contra Costa. 
Marin. Napa, Santa Clara, San 
Francisco, Santa Cruz, San Mateo, 
Sacramento. Solano and Sonoma 
C:ountit~s originating from dairy farms 
located in all counties within the 
marketing area; 

[2) Pool plant(s) which for the month 
have utilization of gwater than SO 
pPrr.cnt in Classes I and/or II. The 
utilization ruquirenwnt may be met for 
the curnmt month or it mav be nwt on 
the basis of utilization durfng the 
preceding 12-month period ending with 
the curnmt month. 

(c) Transportation cmdits shall be 
calculated at the following rates: 

(1) With respect to each delivery 
described in paragraph (b)(l) of this 
section. the market administrator shall: 

(i) Dctmmine the shortest hard-surface 
higll\vay mileage between tlw shipping 
farm and the receiving plant. The 
mileage determined by this calculation 
shall not be oreater than 225; 

(ii) Multiply the pounds determined 
in§ 10S1.S5(b)(1) by the rate for the 
month computed pursuant to 
§ 1051.S6(a)(6) for each Transportation 
Zone. 

§ 1051.56 Mileage rate for transportation 
credits. 

[a) The market administrator shall 
compute the fuel adjustor rate and the 
hundredweight rate eac:h moth as 
follows: 

(1) f<or the fuel adjustor rate compute 
tlw simple avt~rage rounded to three 
dt~cimal places for the most recent H 
\\'t~t~ks of the Diesel (on Highway)-AII 
TJ'IWS PrieR pm gallon as reported by 
tlw EnPrgy Information Administration 
of the United States Department of 
Energy for the smies California Number 
2 Diesel Rctiiil Prices; 

(2) From the result in paragraph (a)(1) 
in this section subtract S4.0D9 per 
gallon: 

(3) !Jivirln the result in puragraph 
(a)[2) of this sAction bv 5.8, and round 
to tinct; dt;cimal placCs to compute the 
hwl cost ucljustnwnt factor; 

(4] Divide the result in paragraph 
[a)(:-~) of this st~ction by 520: 

(5) Round the result in paragraph 
(a)(4) of this st;dion to fivo decimal 
placAs to compute thn fuel adjustor rate. 

(6) Compu!t; the per hundredwPight 
ri.lte i.lS follows: 

(i) for Transportation Zmw 1 tht~ sum 
of $0.04407 plus thr; product nft}u; 
milt;s de!t;nninccl inS 10.S1.:i.S[c)(1)(i) 
tinws the sum of $0.!lO:J1H plus tlw 
amount determitH~d inS 1051.56(a)(5); 

(ii) f<or Transportation Zone 2 tht; sum 
of $0.004H5 plus the product of the 
miles determined inS 1051.55(c)(1)(i) 
times tlw sum of $0.00:i46 plus thn 
amount dctt;rmined in S 1 051.5f1(a)(5): 

(iii) For Transpnrtation Zonc :i the 
sum of$0.05441 plus the product of the 
miles dt~term ined in § 1 OS 1 .5S(r:)(1 )(i) 
times the sum of $0.00571 plus the 
amount determined in§ 1051.56[a)(5): 

(b) The market <~dministrator shall 
announce publicly on or bdon; the 2:-!rd 
day of thP month (uxcept as provided in 
§1000.90 of this chapter) the fut:l 
adjustor rate pursuant to paragraph (a) 
of this snction for the follmving month. 

Producer Prices 

§ 1051.60 Handler's value of milk. 

for the purpose of computing a 
handler's obligation for producm· milk, 
thA market administrator shall 
determine for each month thr~ value of 
milk of each handlnr with respect to 
each of the handler's pool pl<mts and of 
each handler described in§ 1000.9(c) 
vvith respect to milk that was not 
receivRd Jt a pool plant by adding the 
amounts computed in paragraphs [a] 
through [i) of this section and 
subtracting from that total amount the 
values computed in paragraphs (i) and 
[j) of this section. Unless otlwrwisP 
specifit;rl, thn skim milk. butterfat, and 
the combint:d pounds of skim milk and 
buttr:rfat rderred to in this section shall 
result from the steps set forth in 
~ 1000.44(a), (b), and (c), n"p"ctivelv, 
and the nonfat r.omponcnts of producer 
milk in each class shall be based upon 
the proportion of such components in 
producer skim milk. Reo:ipts of 
nonfluid milk products that are 
distribuh;d us labeled reconstituted milk 
for which payments Hl'P nwde to the 
producer-settlement fund of anotlwr 
Federal order under§ 1000.76(a)(4) or 
(d) shall be excluded from pricing under 
tbis S(;ction. 

(i.l) Cluss I valut:. 
(1) Multiply tlw pounds of skim milk 

in Class I bv the Class I skim milk price; 
and -

(2) Add an amount obtaiiwd bv 
multiplying the pounds of buttt:{-fat in 
Class I by the Class I butterfat price; 

(:1) Deduct for t:ach pnund nf milk 
solids-not-fat in nonfat dry milk used 

for fortifying Class I products during tlw 
current month a maximum chargt; equal 
to the current Class I .solids not fat price 
[the Class I skim milk price in the $2.10 
zone divided bv 9]. lnss tht~ current 
Clas.s IV solids .not fat price established 
in§ 1051.5:1. In no c<Jso shJll the 
deduction be less than zero cents ($0.00) 
nor more than nineteen and eighty-fiv1: 
hundredths cents ($0.1 ~J85); and 

(4) Deduct for nach pound of milk 
solids-not-fat in cond!'nsed skim milk 
used for fortifying Class I products 
during the current month a mi.lximum 
charge equal to the current Class I solids 
not fat price [th" Class I skim milk price 
in tlw $2.10 zone divided bv 9], less the 
current Class II solids not f~t price 
~:.stahlisheci in§ 1051.53. In no case shall 
the deduction be less than zern cHnts 
($0.00) nor morH than nine and eighty
seven hundn:dths cents ($0.0987). 

(b) Class II value. 
[1) Multiply the pounds of nonfi.lt 

solids in Class II skim milk by the Ch1ss 
II nonfat solids price; and 

(2) Add an amount obtained bv 
multiplying the pounds ofbutte~fat in 
Class II times the Class II butterfat price. 

(c) Class III value. 
(1) Multiply the pounds of protein in 

Class Ill skim milk by the protein price; 
(2) Add an amount obtained bv 

multiplying the pounds of other~solids 
in Class III skim milk by the other solids 
price: and 

(:i) Add an amount obtained bv 
multiplying the pounds ofbutte;fat in 
Class Ill by the butterfat price. 

(d) Class IV value. 
(1) Multiply the pounds of nonfat 

solids in Class IV skim milk bv the 
nonfat solids price; and -

(2) Add an Jmount obtained bv 
multiplying the pounds of butte~fat in 
c:Iass IV by the butterfat price. 

(e) Multiply the pounds of skim milk 
and butterfat ovmagt! assigned to each 
class pursuant to§ J 000.44(a)(11] and 
the corresponding step of§ 1000.44(b) 
by the skim milk prices and butterfat 
prices applicable to each r:lass. 

(f) Multiply the difference between 
tlw current month's l.lass I, II, or III 
prier;, as the case may be, and th" Class 
IV price for thn preceding month and by 
the hundredweight of skim milk and 
butterfat subtracted from Class I, II, or 
III. respectively. pursuant to 
§ 1000.44(<~)(7) and the corresponding 
step of§ I 000.44(b). 

(g) Multiply the difference between 
the C:lass I price applicable at the 
location of the pool plant and the Class 
IV price by the hundredweight of skim 
milk and butterfat assigw~d to Class I 
pursuant to§ 1000.43(d) and the 
hundredweight of skim milk and 
butterfat su btractecl from Class I 
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pursuant tu ~ 1000.44(a)(:1)(i) through 
[vi) and the corn~spowling stt)p of 
0 1000.44[h). t:xcluding n:ccipts of bulk 
fluid cream prodw:ts from plttnls 
n~gultt!t~d und1:r other Pt:dcral orders 
ilnd bulk concentrated fluid milk 
products from pool plants. pLtnls 
rcguLllcd under other fr:dertd orders. 
and tllneguliltt>d suppl.\· plant.-;. 

[h) Multiply tlw diffcn:nct: hdWI!I!!l 

the C:bss I prir:n e~pplit:tJb!e at tlw 
location nf tlw ned rest tlnrngul<lted 
supply pL11tls frnm \.vhich <lll t:quivah:nt 
volume \\'dS rl'Ct!i\'l:d and the r:lass III 
price by thn pounds of skim milk and 
butterfat in n:ccipts of c:ow:cntr<l!Pd 
fluid milk products assignncl to Class I 
pmsuant to§ ·1 000.4:1(d] and 
~ 1000.44(a)(:1)(i] and the corresponding 
step of~ 1000.44(b) and tlw pounds of 
skim milk and butterfat subtracted from 
Class I pursu<Hlt to~ 1000.44(a)(H) and 
tlw corn!sponcling stqJ of~ 1000.44(b). 
excluding such skim milk ;mel butterfat 
in reo~ipts of fluid milk prwlucts from 
<111 tmrcgulated supply pLrnt to tiH! 
extrmt that an nqui\·alt~nt amount of 
skim milk or huttnrf<.lt disposed of to 
such plant by handlers fully n~gulated 
undt~r <lllV Ft!deral milk order is 
dassifiecf and priced as Class I milk and 
is not used liS an offsr~t for anv other 
payment obligation unclt!r an}.· ordr!r. 

(iJ r'or n~constitutcd milk made from 
recrdpts of nonfluid milk pmducts. 
multiply $1.00 [but not 1110n~ tha11 tlw 
diffnrencc betvvr:r~n the Class I price 
applicablt: at tlw location of the pool 
plant and tlw CL!ss IV pried by thn 
hunclredwt!ight of skim milk and 
butterfat l:llntained in rt:n:ipts of 
non fluid milk products tlwt are 
allocated to Clllss I usc pursuant to 
'i 111{){).4:l(d). 

(jJ Curnputc the amtHint of t:rnrlits 
applictthle pursuant to§ 10~1.5~. 

§ 1051.61 Computation of producer 
component prices and producer price 
differential. 

Fur t'ach mnnth the nwrkct 
;1dministratm slwll cmnpute prndur:t!r 
c:ompolll~nt prices per pound for 
butterfat. protein. and othnr solids. Tlw 
n:port of any handlt~r who has not madP 
payments required pursu<~nt to 
~ 105"1.71 for the~ pn!ccding month shed] 
not ht! indurlnd in tlw cnmputtilion of 
thr; pwducer compmwnt prices. and 
such handl!;r"s report shall not lw 
included in tlw comput<1tion for 
suu:t~edir1g n1onths until tlw htmd]Pr 
has madt! full pa_vnwrll nf outstanding 
monthly uhligdtions. Subjr:t:l to tlw 
conditions of this p<lrugrdph. the market 
administrator shtdl com putt! the 
produu:r UlilljJtlllCiil prices in tlH! 
folltnviiig mannnr: 

(a) Combine into one tt1tal the values 
computed pursuant to§ 1\J51.GO for tdl 
handlers required to file rnports 
prescribed S 1 051.50; 

[1 J Subtract tht: value of quota 
premium for the month as reported to 
the Market Administrator bv C:DFA; 

(b) Subtract the total valu"i:s obtai1wd 
by multipl~·ing each hilndler"s total 
pounds of protr;in. other solids, and 
buttt:rfat contained in the milk for 
which an obligation \1\'as computed 
pursuant to§ "JO;J1.60 by the protein 
pricH, other solids pricP. and the 
buttnrfat /Jrice, rcspt!r:tivelv; 

(cJ Adc an amount r~qual to not less 
than one-half of tlw unobligated balanu~ 
in thr! producer-.settlmnent fund; 

(d) Divide the resulting amount by tlw 
sum of the following for all hancllnrs 
included in these computations: 

[1) The total hundredweight of 
producr:r milk; and 

[2) The total hundredweight for which 
a value is computr;d pursuant In 
~ 1051.GO(g): and, 

(e) Subtract not lnss them 4 cr~nts nor 
n1ow than 5 cents from the price 
computed pursuant to paragraph [e) of 
this section. The result shall be kno\vn 
as tbn producer price differential for the 
month (applicable in§ 1000.76(a)(2)). 

(f) The producer huttr~rfat protein, and 
other solids, prices shall be thr! result of 
the following computations. 

(1) The percentage contribution that 
the value nf butterfat. protein, and other 
solids make to the Class III price shall 
be computed and announced by the 
Markd Administrator on or bnfore 
Januarv 1 of the vear for which the 
percm{tages will-be applicable. The 
percentages will be computed as an 
average based on the prior fiscal ~rnar of 
December 1st through Novumber ::lOth. 

(2) The producer butterfat pricn shall 
be the result of adding thn price 
computed in § 1 000.50[1) to the result of 
multiplying the pen:cntagc butlt!rf~It 
t:ontribution announced in paragraph 
(0[1) by the producer prier; differential 
value and dividing the result b_v the 
handlnr's total pounds of butterfat 
contained ill the milk for which an 
obligation was computed pursuant to 
~ 1051.GO, and rounded to the fourth 
decimal plac!:. 

(3) The producer protein price shall 
be the result of adding tlw price 
computed in § 1000.50(n) to tlw re:;ult of 
multiplying the pmcentage protein 
c:ontrilmtitlil anlltllliH:cd in paragraph 
(fl(1) bv the producer price diffenmtial 
vahw Bnd dividing the n~sult bv the 
handl1~r"s total pounds of proll~·in 
contained in tlw milk for which all 
obligation was computed pursuant to 
§ 1051.60. and roundr~d to the fomth 
decimal place. 

[4) Tlu~ prodUr:t!I" otht:r solids price 
shall be tlw result of adding the price 
computed in~ 1000.50(o) to tlw result of 
multipl~·ing the ptm:nntage otlwr solids 
C:!mtribution announo:cl in paragraph 
{f1(1] by tlw producer prict; differential 
vcdut! and dividing tlw msult by tlw 
handlt:r"s tot ill pounrl.s of otlwr solids 
contained in tht! milk fm vvhir:h an 
obligation was computed pursuant to 
§ 1 Wi1.60, and roumlt~d to tht! fourth 
decimal place. 

§ 1051.62 Announcement of producer 
prices. 

On or before tlw 1 'I th clay after tlw 
end nf etu:h month. the ma.rkd 
administrator shall illlilounce publicly 
the following prices and information: 

(a) Tlw producer protein price; 
[1) The quota premium for nonfat 

solids: 
(b) The prodtrcer other snlids price; 
(c) Tlw producer butterfat price; and 
(d) Tlw statisticalunifmm priD! for 

non-quota milk containing :l.:i pnrcent 
butterfat, she1ll be tl1r~ sun1 oftl1e 
product:r prott;in price multiplit!d by 
2.~1915. the producm othnr solids price 
multiplied by 5.fi~J:l5, and tiH: producer 
buttmfat priu~ multiplit:d by :1.5. 

Subpart C-Payments for Milk 

Producer Payments 

§ 1051.70 Producer-settlement fund. 

s.,., §1000.70. 

§ 1051.71 Payments to the producer
settlement fund. 

Each ha11dlcr shall make payment to 
the producm-settlenwnt fund in a 
manner that providPs n:ceipt of the 
funds hv the milrket aclminislriitor no 
latnr th;~n the 1:Hh day Jftt!r the end of 
the month (exrTpt as providt!d in 
~ 1000.90]. Pavme11t shall be tht! 
amount, if am~·, hv which tlw amount 
spt~cifit!d in (;aragraph (a) of this section 
exceeds the amount spPcified in 
paragraph (hJ of this section: 

{a) Tlw total value of milk to the 
lwndler for tht: month as cletennined 
pursuant to~ 1051.fW. 

(b) Tlw sum of: 
(1) An anwunt t!qual to the quota 

premium value of produu~r milk of the 
handln as wportnd by CDFA: 

(2) An iliiHlUI1t obtainnd bv 
multiplying the total pound~ of prot Pin, 
other solids. and butterfat contained in 
prodw:er milk by the produr:t)r prott!il1, 
producer other solids, ilncl producer 
hutt1~rfat prices n:spectivrd~': and 

(:{)An amount obtairwd by 
multiplying the pounds of skim milk 
;mel buttnfat for which a vcd1w \\-'as 
computed pursuant to~ 1051.GO(i) hy 
tht~ producer price difft:rential as 
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adjusted pursuant to§ 1 0~ 1. 75 for the 
location ofthn plant from which 
Wt:t!iVPJ. 

§ 1051.72 Payments from the producer
settlement fund. 

No latter than the 14th dav uflcr the 
end of nach month (t;xcepl dS provided 
in~ 1000.~10), tlw markt~t administrator 
shall pay tu each handler tlw Hmount, if 
any, by vvhich tlw anwunt compult;d 
pursuant to§ 10:11.71[h) cxcc\!ds the 
amount comput!:d pursuant to 
§ 1051.71(<1); und to each cooperativt~ 
9(c] handler t}w quota prmnium vahu~ of 
its procluu;r milk us n;portcd b~· CDFA. 
If, at such time, the htdancc in the 
producer-sdtlcm(;nt fund is insufficim1t 
to make all payments pmsuant to this 
section, tht! marknt administrtllor shcdl 
reduct~ uniformly such paynwnts and 
shall complntn t}w payments as soon ns 
the funds are available. 

§ 1051.73 Payments to producers and to 
cooperative associations. 

[a) Each lwndkr shall pny each 
producer for producer milk for which 
paymeJJt is not made to a coopr~rativr~ 
association pmsuant to paragraph [b) of 
this section, as follows: 

[1) Purtial puymont. For nach 
producer who has not discontinued 
sh iprnents as of the date of this pi.lrti<Jl 
payment, payment shall be rnadt: so that 
it is recr~ived b~' r~ach producer on lll" 

bdon; the :~oth day of the month (l;xcept 
as provided in§ 1000.90) for milk 
received during thr~ first 15 days of the 
month from the producm at not less 
than the lowest announced class price 
for the preu~ding month. less propt:r 
deductions authorized in writing bv the 
producer. - -

[1) Final puymPnl. For milk n~ceivt~d 
during the month. paynwnt sh;lll bn 
madu so that it is n;r:ciYcd bv each 
producr;r no later than thn 15th cia~' after 
the end of tlw month [except ilS 

provided in~ 1000.\Hl) in an amount 
(;qual to not less than tht! sum of: 

{i) Tlw pounds of butterfat reet!ivcd 
times thn producer butterfat price for 
thn month; 

(ii) Tlw \'ahw of quota premium for 
nonfat solids of producer milk of the 
prnduo:r as n;portcd to tlw Markt:t 
Administrator hv CDFA lnnt of tnl\· 
dt;ductions if ap"plicable for dngra(lPd 
volumes of nonfat solids ntlwrwisc 
r~ntitlr~d to a quota premium I: 

(iii) The pounds of prntr:in rcu;ivt;d 
times the prnducE:r protein price for the 
month: 

(iv] Tlw pounds of (J\lH~r solids 
remivr~d times tht! producer other snlids 
prier; for tlw month: 

[v) Lt~ss illl~' paym~:nt madt: pursuant 
to paragraph [a)(l) of this section: 

(vi) Less proper deductions 
authoriwd in writing by such producer, 
and plus or minus adjustmr-mts for 
errors in pn;viou::; payments to such 
producer subjt!cl to approval by the 
market administrator: and 

(vii) L1~ss clwluctions fm marketing 
st!lTices pursuant to § 1000.86. 

(b) Pavmcnts for milk reet:ived from 
conpt;rativc association members. On or 
hnforn tlw day prior to tlw datPs 
spPcifiecl in paragraphs (a)(1) and [a)(2J 
of this snction [except as provided in 
~ 1000.90), each handlHr shall pay to a 
cooperativo association for milk from 
producers who market their milk 
through the coopnrative association and 
who hilve authorized the cooperative to 
collect such payments on their behalf an 
d!llount equal to the sum of the 
individual payments otherwise payable 
for such producer milk pursuant to 
paragraphs (a)(1) and (a)(2) of this 
section. 

[c) Payment for milk received from 
t:oopnrative association pool plants or 
from cooperativ1~s as handlers pursuant 
to~ J0Uil.9[c). On or before the day prior 
to the dates specified in paragraphs 
(a)(l) and (a)(2) of this section (exe<opt 
ilS provided in§ 1000.90), each handler 
vvho receives fluid milk products at its 
plttnt from a cooperative association in 
its capacity as thP operator of a pool 
plant or who recr:ives milk from a 
CfHlpcmtivr; association in its capacity as 
a handler pursuant to§ 1000.9(c), 
including the milk of producers who arn 
not members of such association and 
who the market administrator 
dett!rminns have authorized the 
COOJWrativc association to collect 
pa~:mcnt for their milk, shall pay the 
r:oopHrative fnr such milk as follows: 

(J) For bulk fluid milk products and 
hulk fl!1id cn;am prnducts received from 
a coopurativH association in its capacity 
as the operator of a pool plant and for 
milk rccr:iv1!d from a cooperative 
<L<;sociatinn in its capacity as a hcmdlcr 
pursuant to§ 11l00.9[c) during the first 
1 :i days of the month, at not less than 
tlw lowest announu:d class prices per 
hundredweight for the prect~ding 
month: 

(1) For the total quantity of bulk fluid 
milk products i.l!Id bulk fluid cream 
products received from a cooperative 
e~ssm:iation in its capacity as the 
opPrator of a pool plant. at not less than 
tlw total value of such products wr:eiverl 
from the dssocitltion's pool plants. as 
del!'rrninwl by multiplying the 
resjwr:tivc quantities assigned to each 
class undt;r ~ 1000.44. as follovvs: 

[i) Tlw hundn:dweight of Class l skim 
milk tinws tlw Class I skim milk price 
for the month plus the pounds ofl.lass 
I butterfat times tlw Class I butterfat 

price for the month. The Class I price to 
he usr!d shall br: that price effective ut 
thn location of the receiving plant; 

[ii) Tlw pounds of nonfat solids in 
C:lass ll skim milk h~, the Class II nonft1t 
solids price; 

(iii) The pounds of butterfat in C:lass 
II times the Class Il butterfat price; 

[iv) The pounds of nonfat solids in 
Class IV times the nonfat solids price: 

[\') Tlw pound:- of hutterfut in C:bss Ill 
and Class IV milk limPs tlw butterfat 
priu;: 

[vi) The pounds of protein in Class III 
milk time thr~ protein price: 

[vii) Tht~ pounds of other solids in 
Class III milk times the other solids 
price; and 

(viii) Add togt~thnr the amounts 
computed in parugraphs (c)(1)(i) 
through [vii) of this section and from 
that sum deduct any payment made 
pursuant to paragraph [c)(1) of this 
section; 

[3) For tht; total quantity of milk 
received during the mouth from a 
cooperative association in its capacity as 
a handler under§ 1000.9[c) as follO\vs: 

[i) Tlw pounds of butterfat received 
times the producer butterfat price for 
tlw month; 

[ii) The pounds of protf:in received 
times the producer protein price for the 
month; 

[iii) The pounds of other solids 
received times the producer other solids 
price for the month; and 

(iv) Add together the amounts 
computed in pamgraphs (c)(:~)[i) 
through [iii) of this section <Jnd from 
that sum d!~duc:t any paynwnt made 
pursuant to paragraph [c)(l) of this 
section. 

(d) If a handler has not received full 
payment from the market administrator 
pursuant to~ 1051.72 by· the payment 
date spt:cifind in paragraph [a), [b) or [c) 
of this section, the handler mav reduce 
pro rata its payments to produ(;nrs or to 
tlw cooperative association [with 
n!spect to receipts described in 
paragraph [bJ of this section, pn1rating 
thn undPrpayment to the volume of milk 
n:u~ivcd from the cooperative 
association in proportion to the total 
milk reet~ived from product:rs by the 
handler), but not bv more than the 
amount of the und;~rpaymt!nt. Thn 
payments shall bt: r:fltnpletf!cl on the 
next scheduled payment datt~ aft(~r 
receipt of the balanm due from the 
marb:t administrator. 

[c) If a handkr claillls that a required 
payment to a pmducer cannot be mc1de 
because the producer is deceased or 
cannot b1: locotr~d, m hPcausn the 
coopr;rative association or its lawful 
succt!ssor or assignee is no longer in 
existence. the payment shall be m<H-lc to 
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tlw pmduc!~r-snttlemcnt fund, and in the 
event that the handler subsequently 
l()[:atr~s and pays the produr:cr or a 
lav..rful claimant, or in tlw t~vent that the 
handlt:r no longer exists and a lawful 
daim is later established, the nwrk!!t 
administriltor shell! make the required 
payment from the producer- snttlcnwllt 
fund to thn handler or to the lawful 
claimant, as the case mi..ly be. 

(f) In making payments to producers 
purstwnt to this section, each handler 
shall furnish each producer, r:xcept a 
product::r \vhose milk was reet:ived from 
a cooperative association handler 
described in§ 1000.9(a) or (c), a 
supporting statmnent in a form thJt may 
be n:tainud by the recipient which shall 
sh1nv: 

(1) The name, address, Grade t\ 
identifit:r assigned by a duly constituted 
regulatory 3gt'''.llCy, and payrollllUlllbPr 
of the producer; 

[2) T!w daily and total pounds. and 
the month and dates such milk was 
n~ceivncl from that producer; 

(J) The total pounds of butterfat, 
protein. and other solids contaiJH!d in 
the producer's milk: 

(4) The pounds of quota nonfat solids 
in the producer's milk; 

(5) The minimum mte or rates at 
which payment to the producer is 
required pursuant to the order in this 
part; 

(6) The rate used in making payment 
if the rate is other than the applicable 
minimum rate: 

(7) The amount, or rate per 
hundredweight, or rat1~ per pound of 
component, and the nature of each 
deduction claimed by the handler; and 

(H) Tht: net amount of payment tu the 
pn1ducer or Cllopmative associati<m. 

§ 1051.74 [Reserved] 

§1051.75 Plant location adjustments for 
nonpool milk. 

For purposes of making paynwnts for 
non pool milk, a plant location 
<Jdjustment shall bn determined bv 
subtracting the Class I price specif·ied in 
~ 1051.~1 from the C:lass I price at the 
plant's location. The differenu:, plus or 
minus as tlw case mav be, shall be usr!d 
to adjust the paynwnts rcquin!d 
pursuant to~ 1000.76. 

§ 1051.76 Payments by a handler 
operating a partially regulated distributing 
plant. 

Sec § 1000.76. 

§ 1051.77 Adjustment of accounts. 

Sr!f! § 1000.77. 

§1051.78 Charges on overdue accounts. 

St~t~ § 1000.78. 

Administrative Assessment and 
Marketing Service Dedm:tion 

§ 1051.85 Assessment for order 
administration. 

On tlr before the paynwnt n~u!ipt ddtc 
specifir!d undr!r § 1051.71. c<Jch handlt!r 
shall paY to the market ildministratnr its 
pro rilta.sharc oftlw r~xptmse r1f 
tldministmtion of the urcler at i! ralt! 
sp1:r:ified hy tht~ marht i!dministmtor 
that is no more than H Dmts JWr 
hundredwnight with n:spt:cl to·. 

(a) Receipts of producer milk 
(including the handler's own 
production) other than such rcct!ipts by 
a handler described in§ 1000.9(c) that 
were delivered tn po(]] plants of other 
handlers; 

(b) Receipts fmm t1 handh!r described 
in~ 1000.9(c): 

[c) Receipts of concentrated fluid milk 
products from unregulated suppl~r 
plants and receipts of non fluid mi!k 
products assigned to Class I usc 
pursuant to§ HJOO.·U(d) ;md otiH~r 
smnce milk allocalt!d to C:li!ss I pursu<~nt 
tu 'i 1 ()(J0.44(a)(:J) and (8) and tlw 
corresponding stqJs of§ 1 000.44(b). 
except other souru~ milk that is 
r:xcludcd from thP r:omputt~tions 
pursuant to§ 1W)1.fiO(h) cmcl (i): and 

(d) Route disposition in tiH~ lll<Hkcting 
area from a parti<lli.v regulated 
distributing plant that exceeds the skim 
milk ;md huttt:rbt subtracted pursuilnt 
to§ 1000.7G(a)(1)(i) and (ii). 

§ 1051.86 Deduction for marketing 
services. 

See~ 1000.8G. 

Subpart D-Miscellaneous Provisions 

§1051.90 Dates 

Set!§ 100(UHl. 

Proposal Number 2 

Submitted b\· the Duinc ]n<-;/itutn o( 
(,'nlifonJia. 

• 4. This proposal s1:1:ks Ill <ldd <1 nmv 
part 10S-l to rP<ld as follows: 

PART 1051-MILK IN THE CALIFORNIA 
MARKETING AREA 

Subpart A-Order Regulating Handling 

General Provisions 

1051 1 (;(~llr~ral Prm·i~iow; 

Definitions 

!O:i1 -~ C:ilifnrniil 111:1rkt~ting ill't~:t 

IO:i1.:l RlltJ!t~ dispositi1111 

1051.4 Pl:lllt. 
HFiLi UistriiJutitJg pl:ttll. 
10:il.!i Suppl~· pl:Jilt 
1051.7 l'!lu] plant. 
1051.B i'\!lllJ)UUl plcllll 

10:11.!1 Hnndlnr. 
10:11.10 PnHiucer-h:mdlcr 
1051 '1'1 Cnlil'tlrlli<l tjuoto program ilnd 

pro1lucer quota. 
10:1 J 1 L ProducPr 
1051.1:l PnHlucmmilk. 
1051 14 Otht:r source milk. 
1051 15 Fluid milk produr:l. 
105'1 ](i Flui(l c.r(:<llll product. 
I 051. 17 l Rt~S()f\-'Ptl] 
l051.1B Cn11pcr<1ti\·n association. 
1051.1~! (;OllllllUrci:li food pro<.t~SSing 

nstablishment. 

1\-larket Administrator, Continuing 
Obligations. and Handler Responsibilities 

1051.2:1 M<1rkr:t <Jdmini:-.trator. 
1 051.2G Continuity and sep<~rability of 

proYisions. 
1051.27 ll:mcllr:r responsibility for records 

and fnciliti!~s. 
1U51.2B Tr:rmin<~lion (lfobligotions. 

Handler Reports 

lllS 1 .30 REports of n~cdpts and uti! izcltion. 
1051.31 l'roduo:r and payroll reports. 
1ll51.:-IL O!ht:r rt-~purts. 

Subpart 8-Milk Pricing 

Classifkation of Milk 

1051.40 Classes ofutilizotion. 
10:11.41 l.Rcs~:rvcd l 
1(]51.42 Clnssification of transfers and 

div(nsions. 
1051.4:1 C!mf)r:Jl classific;Jtion rul!~S. 
1 051.44 Classification of producer milk. 
1051.45 1'v1arket administmtor's reports and 

:mnounccmcnts concerning 
(:l;ts.':.ificltion. 

Class Prices 

1051.50 Class prices. component pricr:s. 
:md advano~d pricing f<~ctors. 

1051.:11 Class I differential and price. 
1051.:12 Adjusted Cl<~ss I diffcruntials. 
10:,1 .:J'J Announcement of chtss pri.u~s. 

cumponHnt prices. and advanced pricing 
factors. 

1051.54 Equh·alent pric!;. 
1051.55 Transport<Jtinn credits and 

tr;msporta\iun allow:tnces 

Producer Price Differential 

lfFil.GO IIand!nr'sy:tJw)ofmilk. 
10:11.61 c:omputation of producer price 

(\iff(~rential 

1 O:l 1.fi2 Announcement of producer prices. 
1051 .fiB Pa~'nwnts tu producers under th1~ 

Ci1liJ'urni<l Quota JlrogroJn. 

Subpart C-Payments for Milk 

Producer Payments 

1051.70 Producm-sr)\tlenwnt fund. 
1051.71 f'a\·Jm:nh tr1 \h(; producur-

sdt)(~ment fund. 
1051.72 l'il.\'lllCilts l'n1m the producHr

:-.dtl!~lllPtlt fund 
1051.7:! l':tl'li<ll p<1n11ents to prr)(\ucers ;md 

t(J coupcr<Jli\T <Jssoci<~tions. 
1 051.74 [1\l'S(;)'\'1:11 I 
1051.75 l'bntloc:ttion adjustnwnls for 

produu:r milk :111d non pool milk. 
1 051_7[) l'a\ men!:-. by tl handler operating a 

piirti:JII.Y regul;tted distributing pl:tnl. 
1 O:i I _77 .\djustJJH~nt of' accounh. 
I O!i 1.78 c:!Jarges on ovmdut: au:ounts 
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Administrative Assessment and Marketing 
Service Deduction 

1 O:Jl.H5 1\ssnssment for order 
ndministrat inn. 

1 O:i1.BG Dr"duction for marketing scrvicf!S. 

Subpart D-Miscellaneous Provisions 

JO:il.<JO LJ<Jtcs. 

Authority: 7 U.S.C. G01-(J08 

Subpart A-Order Regulating Handling 

General Provisions 

§ 1051.1 General provisions. 

The terms, definitions. and provisions 
in part 1 lHJO of this chapter apply to this 
part 10:11 unless othcnvisc specified. In 
this part 1 051, all references to sections 
in part 1000 refer to part 1000 of this 
chapter. 

Definitions 

§ 1051.2 California marketing area. 

The marketing awa means all territory 
\vithin the bounds of the following 
states and political subdivisions. 
including all piers, docks, and vvharV£)S 
conrwcted therewith and all craft 
moon:d thereat, and all territorv 
occupi!~d by governmrmt (municipal, 
Statt:, or Federal) reservations, 
installations, institutions, or othr~r 
similar establishments if any part 
then:of is within any of the listed states 
or political subdivisions: All of the State 
of California. 

§ 1051.3 Route Distribution 

Sec§ 1000.3. 

§ 1051.4 Plant 

Sec§ 1000.4. 

§ 1051.5 Distributing plant. 

SeeS 1000.5. 

§ 1051.6 Supply plant. 
See§ 1000.6. 

§1051.7 Pool plant. 

Pnol plan/ means a plant. unit of 
plants, or system of plants as specified 
in paragraphs (a) through (f) of this 
section, but 1:xcluding a plant specified 
in paragraph (h) of this si;ction. The 
pooing standards described in 
paragraphs (c) and (f) nf this section are 
subject to modification pursuant to 
paragraph (g) nf this section: 

(a) A distributing plant, other than a 
plant qualified as a pool plant pursuant 
to paragraph (h) of this section or§ __ 

. 7(b] of anv othr:r federal milk order, 
from whicll during the month 15 
percent or more of the total quantity of 
fluid milk producls physically received 
llt the plant (i~xclucling coJH:cntwtecl 
milk n:et~ivcd from another plant by 
agrei:mtmt fnr other than Class I US!~] are 

disposed of as route disposition or <:m; 
transferred in the form of packaged fluid 
milk products to other distributing 
plants. At least 25 percent of such route 
disposition and transfers must be to 
outlets in tlw marketing area. 

(b) Any distributing plant located in 
the marketing awa which during the 
month processed at least 1 :J percent of 
the total quantity of fluid milk products 
physicall~r received at the plant 
(excluding concentrated milk reu~ivcd 
from another plant by agn;ement for 
otlwr than Class I use] into ultra
pasteurized or asnptically-proccss(;d 
fluid milk products. 

(c) A supply plant from which the 
quantity of bulk fluid milk products 
shipped to (and physically unlnadt>d 
into) plants descrilwd in paragrtlph 
(c)(1] of this section is not less them 10 
percent of tlw Gradn J\ milk received 
from dairy f<HITii~rs (!;xcept dairy farmms 
described in§ 1051.12(b]) cmd handlNs 
dr;scribed in§ 1051.9(c) or (d). including 
milk diverted pursuant to § 1 051 .1 :~, 
subject to tlw following conditions: 

(1) Qualifving shipments mav lw 
madn to plai1ts described in pafagraphs 
(c)(1)(i) through (iv) of this section, 
except that whmwver shipping 
requirements are increased pursuant to 
paragraph (f) of this section, only 
shipments to pool plants described in 
paragraphs (a). (h). and (d) of this 
section shall count as qualifying 
shipments for the purpose of meeting 
the increased shipnwnts: 

{i) Pool plants described in 
§ 1051.7(a), (h), and (d); 

(ii) Plants of producer-handlers; 
(iii) Partially regulated distributing 

plants, except that credit for such 
shipments shall he limited to the 
<I mount of such milk classifiE;d as Class 
I at the transferee plant; and 

(iv) Distributing plants fully rugul<lll~d 
under other F"deral orders, except that 
credit for shipments lo such plants shall 
be limited to the quantity shipped to 
(and physic<Jlly unload(~d into] pool 
distributing plants during the month 
and credits for shipmimts to other order 
plants shall not include <.my such 
shiprrwnts mad" on tlw basis of <~greed
upon Class II, Class Ill. or Class IV 
utilization. 

(2] The percentage of Grade A milk 
receivt~d from dairv farnwrs bv d supplY 
plant di:scribed in ·paragraph (c) of this
snction that must lw shippi;d to (;mel 
physically unloaded into] plants 
described in paragraph (c)(1)(i] thn1ugh 
(iv) of this section shalllw adjusted 
UJ.nvarcl or downward basi~d on tlH~ 
avcraw~ Class I utilization perumtag!~ of 
all produc(~r milk undi!r th!~ order for 
tlw thrci; prior months for which such 
information is avail<Jblu. as lkscribnd in 

paragraphs (c)(2)((i) through (viii) of this 
sectirm. Tlw lllilrkct administrator shall 
announce any adjustnwnt to th(: supply 
plant shipping JWrcentages pursuant to 
this pdragraph at least 15 days prior to 
the month that such adjustments shall 
lw dh;ctivn as follows: 

(i) If tlw iiYcragn Class I utilization 
p!;rccntagr~ ilS clnscrihcd in paragraph 
(c)(2) of this section is bf:twren 15 
pnrcent il!ld 19.9 perumt. th!: required 
shipping ~wrcentage for a supply plant 
d!;scribt;d in paragraph (c) nf this 
st:clion shall be 15 percent. 

( i i) If the average Class I utilization 
1wn:entage as described in paragraph 
(c)(2] of I his section is betvvncn 20 
JWrcent and ~4.9 percent, the required 
shipping pe1umtag!~ for a supply plant 
dt;scrilwd in paragraph (c) of this 
section shall be 20 percent. 

(iii) If thE; <~vcrage Class I utilization 
perumtagc as d(;scrilmd in paragraph 
(c)(2) of this st~ction is between 25 
pen;(~lll and 29.9 percent, the required 
shipping percentage for a supply plant 
dcscrilwd in paragraph (c) of this 
Si~ction shall be 25 pen:i;nt. 

(iv] If the average Class I utilization 
percentage as described in paragraph 
(c)(2] of this section is between :-10 
pi;rccnt and :H.9 percent, the required 
shipping percentage for a supply plant 
dPscrilwd in paragraph (c) of this 
snction shall bi; :lO percent. 

(v) If tlH~ an~ragn Class I utiliz<ltion 
pnrceutHgc as described in paragraph 
(c)(2) of this section is between 35 
percent and 39.9 percent, tlw required 
shipping purccntagc for a supply plant 
dt:scribed in paragraph (c) of this 
st:ction shall be:-!~ percent. 

(vi) Iftlw average Class I utilization 
pPru~ntag(~ as described in paragraph 
(r:)(2] of this st:ction is betwc(;n 40 
p(;ru;nt and 44.9 pnrcnnt, the rcquin;d 
shipping pcrcHntage for a supply plant 
dPscribcd in paragraph (c) of this 
section shalllw 40 percent. 

(vii) Ifthi; avPrage Class I utilization 
perumtc1ge as ch;scribed in partlgraph 
(c)(2J of this S(;ction is between 45 
perumt and 49.9 percent, the required 
shipping percm1tage for a supply plant 
desc:rib!~d in paragraph (c) of this 
sHction shalllw 45 percent. 

(viii] If tlw averagi~ Class I utilization 
]Wrccntage as dt:scribed in paragraph 
(c)(2) of this section is 50 percent or 
greater, tlw required shipping 
pcrcent<~gn for a supply plant described 
in paragraph (c) of this section shall bn 
:10 pcn:nnt. 

(3) i\ supply plant under this 
pi.iri.lgraph ;mel hi:lndlers described in 
~~ 1 O:J1.\J (c) or 1051.9 (dJ that receives 
quota milk from producers must make 
f]Ualifying shipmrmts of 110 it:ss than 00 
]Wrumt of such milk, or an cquivalimt 
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\'olurne (including milk divertml 
pursuant to S 1051.1 J), to plants 
described in~ 10;11.7(a), (b), or [d). 

[4) During tlw months of July through 
FPbruary. tlw opnrator of a supply plant 
under this paragraph shall make 
qualifying shipments of up to 83 pt:n:ent 
of the quot<l milk. or an equivalent 
\·olunw of non-quota milk it physically 
n;u!ivHs from prnducf;rs in its own 
plants (including milk div!~rted 
pmsu;!nl to~ ·1 ()~'d .1 :1] to pool 
distribtJting plants for C:lass I usns if 
rt!qtws\t!d by the operator uf such pool 
distributing plant ur as diwctt;d by the 
markt;t <~dministrator, subject to the 
following conditions: 

(i) Tlw oper<t\or nf such a suppl_v plant 
i~ not obligated to ship milk in t~xcess 
of CL1ss I usagP to the pool distributing 
plant. 

(ii) The maximum pnrcentage of quota 
n1ilk tlwt must be shipped to (and 
ph~rsic:ally unloadPcl into) pool 
distributing plants t\Jl(J the month 
dming which such milk must bl~ 
;,hippt~clma~' be adjusted by thE~ market 
administrator subjt~cl to marknt 
crnHlitions. 

(5) Cnnu~Btratr~d milk transferred 
!rom the supply pLlnt to a distributing 
plant for an agncl~d-upon usn othP.r than 
Class I slwll be excluded from the 
supply plant's shipments in computing 
t!H~ supply plant's shipping pern~ntage. 

(d) Two or nwrP plants operated hy 
tlw S<lllH~ handh~r and located in the 
Jllarkcting area may qualify for pool 
status as a unit by mel:ting the total and 
in-an~a routf~ disposition requirements 
of a p()ol distributing plant specified in 
parc1gr<1ph (a) of the is Sl~ctinn and 
subjl~ct to the following additional 
rcquin~ments: 

("1) At lcdst mw of tlw plants in the 
unit must cpli!lif~· as li pool plant 
pur."uant to paragraph (a) nf this section: 

(2) Other plants in the unit must 
pron~ss Class lor Cla~s II products, 
using 50 pPn:ent or nwn~ oftht~ total 
Cri!dt~ A fluid milk products n~n~ived in 
hulk from at such plant or divt~rted 
tlwrdrom by the plant operc1tor in Class 
I or Class II proUw:ts: and 

(:-\) Tlw operator of the unit has filed 
<l \\'ritten rnqtwst \\·ith t1w market 
administrator prior to the first day nfthe 
nwnth for vvhir:h such status is desired 
to be dfectin~. The unit shcdl continue 
fnlln miJnth-to-nHmth tlwn~after without 
furtlwr notificatirm. The h;mdlor shall 
rwtih tlw market administrator in 
writ(ng prior to tlw first day of cmy 
month for whil:h termination or any 
change of thn unit is ch:siwd. 

(t:) :\system or 2 or liH)J'(! SUpply 
plants operated hv tJJW or more handlers 
!ll<.l~ .. qualify for pooling hy meding the 
shippirrg requirements of paragraph (c) 

of this section in the same llltlll!Wr as a 
singlt~ plant subject to the following 
additicmal requirements; 

(1) Each plant in tlw system is locatHd 
within the marketing area. Cooperativt: 
nssociatiuns or otlwr handlers mav not 
usP shipments pursuant to~ Hl!11 .. 9(c) or 
~ 1 051.9(c!) to qualify supply plants 
located outside the markding area: 

(2) TlH: handler(s) t~stablishing tlw 
s~:stem submits a writtt-m rnquest to the 
market administrator on or bdure julv 
1 S requesting that such plants qualif~: as 
a system for t!w tWriod of August 
through July of the follmving year. Such 
request will contain a list of the plants 
participating in the system in the order, 
beginning with the last plant, in which 
the plants will be dropped from tlH~ 
system if the stem fails to qualify. Each 
plant that qualifies as <l pool plant 
within a svstem shall continue t~ach 
month as a plant in the system through 
the fnllcn~ving July unlt~ss thP hcmdler(s) 
establishing tlw systnm submits a 
\Vritten request to tht: markl~t 
administrator that thn plant be delHtwl 
from the system or that tht~ systt~m be 
clisumtinued. Any plant that has been 
so deleted from a svstern, or that has 
failed to qualify in ~,my month. will not 
bt~ part of any systmn for the remaining 
months through July. The handler(s) 
that established a system may add a 
plant operated by such handler(s) to a 
system if such plant has been a pool 
plant each of the() prior months and 
would otherwise be eligihln to be in a 
system, upon writttm reqw:st to thn 
market ddministrator no btm than thl~ 
15th day ofthn prior month. In the 
nvm1t of an ownmship change or the 
business failuw of a bander that is a 
participant in a system, the system may 
be rnorganizcd to reflt~ct such changes if 
a written reqtwst to file a new marb~ting 
agn;Pmrmt is submittt~d to the market 
administrator: and 

(3) If a svstem fails to qualifv under 
the requir8ments of this paragfaph, thn 
handler responsible for qualifying the 
svstnm shall notifv the markl~t 
a~lministrator whi.~:h plant or plants will 
be deleted from the system so that tlw 
remaining plants may be pooled as a 
svstem. If the handler fails to do so. tlw 
n;arket administrator shall nxcludc one 
or more plants. beginning at the bottom 
of the list of plants in the systr~m and 
continuing up the list as necessary until 
thn deliveries are sufficit~nt to qualil\ 
thn remaining pLmts in tht: system. 

(±1 The applicab!n shipping 
pmcentages of paragraphs (c) and (l') of 
this section and~ Hl~1.1:L(cl)(2) and 
(d)(3) mav be increased or ch:cn:ast~d, for 
all of pari of the marketing dl'H<L h\ the 
market administrator iftlw markt~t 
ad!llinistrator finds thc1t such 

adjustment is nucessar~' to encourage 
necdt!d shipments or to prnvt~nt 
urwcmJomic shipments. Befon: making 
such d finding, the market administrator 
shall investigatf! th~: need for adjustment 
t~itlH:r on the markt:t administrator's 
nwn initiativt~ or at the recpwst of 
i Jllt~n~sted parties if the wqtwst is made 
i 11 writing at least 1 :l days prior to the 
numth fm which tlw n-1qunsll~d revision 
is desired dfectin:. If the invt:stigation 
shmvs thcll an adjustment of the 
shipping percf~ntagt~s might be 
c1ppropriate. thl: mmket administrator 
shall isstw a notice stating that an 
adjustmnnt is being considered and 
invitPd data, vinvs, and arguments. Any 
dPcision to n~vist: an applicable 
shipping or divt~rsion pnrumtagt~ must 
be iss\U~d in vvriting at least on~: d;:ry 
hdrm~ tlw effr~ctive datt~. 

(g) The term pool phmt shall not 
apply to the following /Jlants: 

(1) :\producer-hand eras defined 
unclnr anv fE~dcral order: 

(2) An f~xmnpt plant <Js defined in 
~ 1000.1\(.,): 

(:~),\plant located within the 
nwrkr~ting <Hell and qualified pursuant 
to paragraph (a) of this section which 
meets the pooling requirements of 
another feclmal order. and from which 
morn than 50 percent of its route 
disposition has been in the other 
fndnral order markl!ting area for 3 
l:onsf!CUtive months: 

(4) A plant located outside any 
Federal order mnrketing area and 
qualified pursuant to paragraph (a) of 
this st~ction that mel~ts thn pooling 
requirements of another federal order 
and has had grcatt~r route disposition in 
such other Feel mal order's markPting 
area f1Jr 3 consecutive months: 

(:1) A plant located in another federal 
nrdcr Blilrkcting area and qualified 
pursuant tu paragraph (a) of this section 
that meds the pooling requirements of 
such other federal order and does not 
ha\'t~ t1 majority of its route distribution 
in thi:; markding an~a fm 3 consncutivr~ 
months. or if tlw plant is required to bt~ 
regulated undnr such other Fcdl!I'i.d 
ordt~r \\'ithuut regard to its mutn 
disposition in any· other Fednrcd ordt:r 
nwrkt~ting ;1wa: 

(G) A plant qualified pursuant to 
pi!ragraph (c) of this section which also 
meets tht~ pooling rt~quircmlmts of 
mwtlwr Fl~dl~ral ordl~l' and from which 
greater qualifying shipments are made 
to plants rcgulatwl under the other 
Fndmal order than an~ made to plants 
n~gulatcd under the order in this part, or 
tlH~ plant lws automiltic pooling status 
under tlw other Fcclmal order: 

(7) Theil portion of a regulated plant 
dcsign;Jtt:d as ;1 nun pool plant that is 
physiccdly separatt: and opl~rated 
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separately from ttH~ pool portion of a 
regulatPcl plant as ll non pool plant must 
be requested in advance and in \Nriting 
by tlw handlt:r and must lw appmved by 
thR market administrcltor. 

(h) Any plant thot qualifies as a pool 
plant in each of tlw imnwdia\ldy 
preceding 3 months pursuant to 
paragraph (a) of this snction or the 
shipping percentages in paragraph (c) of 
this section that is unable to meet such 
performance standards for the current 
month because of unavoidable 
circumstances d!~ltmninnd bv the markd 
administrator to be bevond the control 
of the handler opcrati1;g the plant, such 
as a natural disash!r (ice storm, wind 
storm, flood, fire, breakdown of 
equipment, or \vork .stoppage, shall be 
considered to huv!~ met tlw minimum 
performance standards during the 
period of such UI\ilvoidabiP 
circumstancl!S, but such ndid shclll not 
bH granted for more than 2 consecutive 
months. 

§1051.8 Nonpoot plant. 
Se(~ § 1000.3. 

§1051.9 Handler. 

Handler means: 
(a] Any person who operates <1 pool 

plant or a non pool plant. 
(h) Any person who rnceivns packaged 

fluid milk products from a plant for 
resale and distribution to retail or 
\Vholesale outlets, any person who as a 
broker negotiat!!S a purchase or sale of 
fluid milk products or fluid cream 
products from or to any pool or non pool 
plant, and any person vvho by purchase 
or direction causes milk of producers to 
be picked up at the farm and/or moved 
to a plant. Persons \vho qualify as 
handlers only unUer this paragraph are 
not subject to thP payment provisions of 
§§ 1051.70.1051.71,1051.72, 1051.7:-!, 
1051.76, and 1051.35. 

[c) Any cooperatin: association \.vith 
respect to milk thut it receives for its 
account from the farm of a prnduccr Jnd 
ch:livl!rs to pool plants or divmts to 
nonpuol plants pursuant to§ 1051.1:1. 
The opl:rator of a pool plant receiving 
milk from a cooprm1tivn association may 
be the handler for such milk if both 
parties notify the marknt administrntor 
of this agreenwnt prior to the time that 
the milk is delivered to the pool plant 
and thl~ plant operator pmchasns the 
milk on thP basis of farm bulk tank 
\Vt:ights and samples. 

[d) Any pArson, except a cooplmttivc 
association, who operati~s il pool plant 
or non pool plant with rcspl!Ct to milk 
!hill it wceives for its account from the 
farm of a producPr in a t<Jnk truck 
ow1wcl and operated by, or undnr the 
control of, such person and which is 

delivered during the month for the 
cu:count of such person to thP- pool plant 
of another handlt~r or div!~rted pursuant 
to§ 1051.13, subject to tlw following 
conditions: 

(1) Such person [\vho, if qualifi!~d 
pursuant to this pilragraph, shall bt~ 
knmvn as a '"propril~tnry bulk tank 
handler") must operate a plant located 
in the marketing tm~a at vvhich milk is 
proD~ssed only into Class II, Class !II, or 
C:lass IV products; 

[2) Prior to operating as a handler 
pursuant to this paragraph, such pt!rson 
must suhmit to the market administrator 
a staterrwnt signed hy the applicant and 
the operator of the pool plant to which 
the milk \viii he delivm·ed specifying 
that the applicant will be the 
n!sponsible handlt:r for the milk. 

§ 1051.10 Producer-handler. 

Producer lwwil£~r nwans a person 
who opl:rates a dairv ftHm and a 
distributing plant fr(Jm which there is 
route rlisposition in the marketing area, 
from which tottll route disposition and 
packaged sales of fluid milk products to 
other plants during the month does not 
r:xceed :-! million pounds, and who the 
market arlministrator has designated a 
producer-handler after determining that 
all of the requirements of this section 
have been met. 

(a) Requirements for designation. 
Designation of any pl:rson as a 
producer-handler by the market 
administrator shall be contingent upon 
meeting the conditions set forth in 
paragraphs [a)(1) thrnugh (5) of this 
section. Following the cancdlation of a 
previous producer-handler dt!signation, 
a person set~king to havl! their producer
hand](;r designation reinstated must 
demonstrate that tlwsl~ conditions have 
b(~Pn md for till~ preceding month: 

(1) Tlw care and management of the 
dairv animals and the other resources 
and ~bcilities designated in paragraph 
(b)(1) of this section necessary to 
produce all Class I milk handled 
[t:xcluding receipts from handlers fully 
regulated under any Federal order] arc 
unch:r tlw complete and exclusive 
l:ontrol, llWiwrship. and management of 
tlw producer-handler and are operated 
as thr~ producer-handler's own 
!:n!Prprise tmd at its sole risk. 

(2) ThR plant operation ch:signated in 
parngraph (h)(2) of this section at which 
the producer-handler processes and 
pilckages, and from which it distributes, 
its own milk production is under tlw 
complete and exclusive control, 
ownership, and maJltlgenwnt llfthr: 
producer-handler and is operated as the 
producer-handkr's own enterprise and 
at its sole risk. 

(3) The producer-handler neither 
receives at its designated milk 
production resources and facilities nor 
receives, handles, processes, or 
distributes at or through any of its 
dcsignatl!d milk handling. prncAssing, or 
distributing resources and facilities 
other source milk products for 
reconstitution into fluid milk products 
or fluid milk products derived from any 
source other than: 

[i) Its designated milk production 
rcsourcl!S and facilities [own farm 
production]; 

[ii) Pool handlers and plants regulated 
under any Federal order within the 
limitation spec:ifi!)d in paragraph (c)(Z) 
of this sr:ction: or 

(iii) Nonfat milk solids which are 
used to fortify fluid milk products. 

(4) The producer-handler is neither 
directlv nor indin~ctlv associated vllith 
the bu~iness control Or manageme11t of, 
nor has a financial interest in, another 
handler's operation; nor is any other 
handler so associated v.rith thr~ 
producer-handler's operation. 

(5) No milk produced by the herd[s) 
or on the farm(s) that supply milk to the 
producer-handler's plant operation is: 

(i) Subject to inc! usion and 
participation in a markctwidc 
equalization pool under a milk 
classification and pricing program 
under tht! authority of a State 
government maintaining markdvvide 
pooling of returns, or 

(ii) Marketed in any part as C:lass I 
milk to the non-pool distributing plant 
of any other handler. 

(b) Designation of resources und 
fnr:ilities. Designation of a person as a 
prorlucer-handler shall include the 
determination of what shall constitut!: 
milk production, handling, processing. 
and distribution n~sourcns and facilit(t:s, 
all of which shall be considered an 
intt!grated operation, under the sniP and 
exclusive ownership of the producer
handler. 

(1) Milk production resources and 
facilities shall includ() all rnsourccs and 
facilities (milking hcrd(s). buildings 
housing such herd(s), and the land on 
\Vhich such buildings are located) usPd 
for the production of milk which urc 
solely owned, operatnd, and which the 
producer-handler has designt~lcd as a 
source of milk supply for the produu:r
handl!!r's plant operation. Ilovvcvcr, for 
purposes of this paragraph, any such 
milk production resources and facilities 
which do not constitute an actual or 
potential source of milk supply for tlw 
producer-handll~r's operation sh<~ll JHJI 

lw considered a part of tlw producer
handler"s milk production resoun:es and 
facilities. 
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[2) l\·1ilk handling. prnccssing, and 
distribution n~soun:t~s and ftJcilitit~s 
sh;lil includt~ all resources and fJcilitit:s 
(inclt1ding store outlets) ust)d for 
handling, processing. and distributing 
fluid milk products \.vhich arc solely 
owrwd by. and directly U]H~r<tlcd or 
CIJ!l\mllcd by the producPr-handkr or in 
\vhich tlw pruduu~r-handlnr in <!It~· wa~ 
has an intcn:st. including any 
OJntractual arrangement. tll' over \VItich 
tht: producer-handler din>ctly or 
indirectlv exercist~s any rlegn~n nf 
managnmt~nt cnriirol. 

(:1) All dcsigw1tions shall rmn;~in in 
dfnct until caiH:clcd pursuant to 
puragraph (c) of this SPclinn. 

(c) Cam.·ellutinn. Tlw designation as <l 

produccr-handlu she1ll be caJJu:lt~d 
upon cldcrmination hv the market 
administrator that anv of the 
rcquirnmcnts of pan1gmph [a)(1) through 
(5) of this section aw not continuing to 
be nwt, or under anv of tlw conditions 
described in paragr:1phs (c)(1), (2), or (3) 
of this section. Canudlation of a 
producer-hcmdlcr's sldtus I-JllfSllillll to 
this paragraph shall he (-;ffcctive on the 
first day nf thu month following tlw 
month in which the rcquin;nwnts were 
not met or the conditions for 
cancellation occurred. 

(1) Milk from thn milk production 
resources and facilities of thr~ producer
handler, dr:signatt:d in paragraph (b)(1) 
of this snction. is dP!ivncd in the name 
of anotiwr ]WfSon as producm milk to 
another handler. 

[2) The prodw:er-handler handlc:s 
fluid milk products d(;rivr;d from 
soun:cs other than the milk production 
facilities and resourcc:s dr:signatcd in 
paragraph (b)(1) of this section. r:xcept 
that it may receive at its plant, or 
acquirn for routr; disposition, fluid milk 
products from fully regulatr;d pl<mts and 
handlers under anv Ft:dcral order if 
such rccnipts do n;Jt nxceed 150,000 
pounds monthly. This limit<~lion shall 
not apply if the producer-handler's 
own-Lmll produdion is less than 
150,0ll0 pounds during the month. 

(:1) Milk from tht: milk production 
resources and facilities of tlw producer
handler is subject to indusion and 
participation in a llldrketwidc 
r~qualiza1ion pool under il milk 
classificatirm and pricing plan I>~Wrating 
undnr thn iluthnrity of c1 State 
gr\Ve!'llllWilt. 

(d) Puhfic rmnouJJrenwnt. The markr~t 
administrntor shall publiclv announce: 

[1) The n;Jmc. plant lrlt:lllinn(s). and 
farm location(s) of persons df:signated as 
p n lei u n:r- hand I r; rs; 

(2) TIH: ll<lllH:s of those persons whose 
designations havn bet:n cancr:llnd; and 

(J) Thn dfectivn clatr:s of producer
handler status nr loss of producer-

hancllr~r status for each. Such 
;mnounccments shall bn controlling 
with respect to the accounting at plants 
of other handlers for fluid milk products 
n~ceived from ilny producer-handi1~r. 

(e) Burden of estoblishing and 
nwintu in in,g producer-lwndlC'r status. 
Thr; burden wsts upon the handler who 
is dnsignatecl as a producer-handler to 
t~stablish thnlllgh rr:cords n:quired 
pursuant to§ 1000.27 that the 
requirc:ments set forth in paragraph (a) 
of this section have bnen and are 
continuing to be mel, and that thr" 
conditions snt forth in paragraph (c) of 
this section for canudlation of the 
designution do not exist. 

(fl Any produccr-handlur \Nith Class I 
roult; dispositions and/or transfers of 
packagud fluid milk products in tho 
marketing area described in§ 1131.2 of 
this chapter shall be subjnct to payments 
into the Order 1131 producer settlement 
fund on such dispositions pursu;mt to 
~ 1051.7{)(a) and I-Jaynwn1s into the 
Order 1131 administrative fund, 
provided such dispositions an: less than 
three million fH>unds in the current 
month and such producer-handler had 
total Class I routt) dispositions and/or 
transfers of packaged fluid milk 
products from own farm production of 
three million pounds or more the 
previous month. If the producer-handler 
has Class I route dispositions and/or 
transfers of p<H_:kagr:d fluid milk 
products into the marketing area 
described in § 1131.2 of this chapter of 
three million pounds or more during the 
curnmt month, such producer-handler 
shall be subjer:t to the provisions 
described in § 1131.7 of this chapter or 
~ 1051.7G(a). 

(g) No handler operating a pool 
distributing plant shall be considtm:d a 
producer-llimdlcr, unlt:ss it meets ail of 
the conditions specified in§ 1051.10(a) 
through (c), regardless of \vhethcr or no1 
tlw handier owns producer quota 
pursuant to§ 1051.11. 

§ 1051.11 California quota program and 
producer quota. 

(a) Cohfornia Quota Program mmms 
tlw applicablt: provisions of tlw 
California Ji'uocl and Agricultuw Cndr~. 
<llld rc:lated provisions of th1) pooling 
plan administr:n:d by the California 
Departmrmt nf Ji'ood and Agriculture 
(CDFc\). 

(h) Pmdur:t--!1" Quota is an individual 
produu:r's quota holdings of butterfat 
and nonfat milk solids components ilS 

defined bv CD FA. 
(1) CJ.uo.tu milk nw<Jns the prodw:cr's 

quota holdings of butll:rfat and the skim 
r:quivalent of the; producer's holdings of 
nonfat milk solids components tilill 
qualify as producer milk under 

§ 10~1.13. The skim equivalent of a 
producer's nonfat solids componr:nts 
and butterfi.lt that qualify as producer 
milk under the order, and whicil an: in 
r:xcr~ss of tlw producer's quota holdings 
of tlwse t:rlmpoJWnts arc rlPsignall~d as 
ovcrquota huttnrfat and m·prquota 
nonfat milk solids. res]H:r:tivclv. 

(2) Thn mJrkct administratnl· shall 
k1~1:p a record of r:ach pmdw:er's quota 
holdings and shall obtain monthh 
updatt;s frum C":DFA concerning a~l} 
changt:s to each producer's quota 
holdings. 

(3) The market administrator shall 
report monthly thf! amount of each 
California producer's milk fat ;mel 
nonfat solids cornpmwnts that were 
qualified as producer milk unch:r the 
order to CDFi\. 

(4) Each iwndlr!r shall wport monthly 
bv 9 davs after the end of thr~ month the 
disposition of quota and ovr)rquota 
buttl~rfat and nonfat milk solids 
components for that month. 

§1051.12 Producer. 

(a) Exu:pt as provided in paragmph 
(b) of this section. produr:~r mr:ans am· 
person ·who produces milk approved l1y 
a duly constituted regulatory agr:ncy fur 
fluid consumption as Grade A milk and 
whose milk is: 

(1) Received at a pool plant dimctly 
from the producHr or divnrtecl b~' the 
plant operator in <lccnrdanC\! with 
§ 1051.1:-l: or 

(2) Receivedlw a handler described in 
§ 1051.8(c) or (cti. 

(b) Produe~:r shall not incluck 
(1) A producer-handler as ddinPd in 

any Fr:dr:ral orch:r; 
(2) A dairy farmer \ovhose milk is 

received at ;;n exempt plant. r~-'\ciuding 
producer milk di\'Prtnd to thr: cxelllpt 
plant pursuant to §10~1.1:{(d); 

(:~)A dairy ftlrnwr whosP lllilk is 
received by -diversion at a pool plant 
from u handler n;gulatt~d undr:r au other 
federal nrclr~r if tlw other Fedmal orcl1)r 
dr~signatPs tiw dair_v Lumt:r as a 
producer undnr that ordPr and that milk 
is aiiocatud In- requr~st to a utilization 
ntlwr than r:Jdss 1: and 

(4) A clc1irv farnwr whose milk is 
wportecl as (ih-'I!I"tt~d to <l plant fully 
reguiatt:d tmdcr <Jnothm Fnderal r1rder 
\Vith rt)spnct to that portion of tiw milk 
so divf;rtr;d tb<lt i~ <.lssigiwd to Class I 
undf!r tlw prm-isions of such other 
order. 

§1051.13 Producer mitk. 

Except as pwvic!Pd fm in pilrilgraph 
(r~J of this sr-;ctinn, Producer milk llW<IIl." 
the skim milk [or tlu~ skim equivalunt or 
componr:nts of skim In ilk). including 
nonfat compntwnts, and buttcrlilt in 
milk of il producer that is: 
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(a) Received by the opt~ rat or of a pool 
plant directly from a product:r or a 
handler described in§ 1051.~1(c) or (d). 
All milk rcceivt!d pursuant to this 
I-J<lr<lgrai-Jh shall be prictocl at the location 
oftlw plant whew it is first phvsicallv 
n!ceived: 

(b) Reccivml bv <l h<.mdlt!r clcscrilwd iu 
§ 10S1.9(c) or (d) in excess of thl! 
quantity delivered to pool plants: 

(c) Divnrted by a pool plm1t opt!rator 
to another pool p!aJlt. Milk so diverted 
shall be pricnd at tlw location oft he 
plant to which divr~rted: or 

(d) Divmted by tlw operator of a pool 
plant or a cooperative association 
described in §10S1.9(c) or (d) to tl 

non pool plant located in the nwrkcting 
an:CJ, subject to the following conditions: 

('!)Milk of a dairv farmer shall not be 
t!ligible for diversiO'n unlt!SS ill least tilt' 
lessor of one day's production or 48.000 
pounds of milk of such dair~·' farmer is 
physically mceivnd as producer milk at 
a pool plant during the first month tlu! 
dairy farmnr is a producPr. If <J d<liry 
farmer losf~S producer status under the 
order in this p<lrt [uxcPpt as ll result of 
a temporary loss of Grade A approval or 
as a result of the handlnr of thn d<~irv 
farmer's milk failing to pool tlw milk 
under anv order). the dairy farnwr's 
milk sha(Inot be eligible J'or divf!rsion 
unless at least the h~ssor of one da\''s 
production, or 48,000 pounds of n~ilk of 
the dairy farmer hns bet!n physically 
received as producer milk at a pool 
plant during the first month thn dairy 
fanner is m-associah~d with the market: 

(2) The quantity of milk diverted b~· 
a handler descrilwd in§ 10S1.9(c) and 
(d) may not exceed a percentage equal 
to 100 percent minus tlw suppl~' plcmt 
shipping pcn:entagt! spt!t:ifit)d in 
§ 1051 .7(c) (or as adjusted pursuant to 
§ 1051.7(c)(2)) of the producer n1ilk 
receipts reported by the handler 
pursuant to§ 10S1.:W(cJ, pro\'idt~d that 
not less than 10 pcrr.cnt of such rt!et!ipts 
an; delivt;n;d to plants dt\Scrihecl in 
§ 1051.7(c)(1)(i) through (iii). Thr!sc 
pen:entagr:s an' subject to iln~· 
adjustments that nwy he madt! ptnsuilnt 
to§ 1051.7(c)(2](i) through (viii) or iltl~' 
additional adjustnwnts madt! pursuant 
tn§1051.7(1];and 

(3) T]w quantity of milk divcrtt!d to 
non pool plants by the opt!rdtor of ct pool 
plant described in§ 10:i1.7(a) or (h) llltl_\ 

ntJt nxcPt!d <1 pcn:cntagc nqual to HJO 

percent minus tlw supp]~: plant 
shipping percentilge specifind in 
§ 1051.7(c) (mas adjusted pursuant to 
§ 1 051.7 (c)(2)) oft lw Gracll' A milk 
recniv1!d from dairy farmers (except 
dairy farnwrs dP:-;crilJed in §10:1·1.12(h)) 
including milk divcrtnd pursucu1t to 
§ 1051.B: and 

(4) Divertt!d milk shall be prio~d at 
thP location of the plant to which 
diverted. 

(e) Producer milk shall not include 
milk of a producnr that is subject to 
inclusion and participation in a 
markd\\'ide equalization poolundnr a 
milk classification and pricing pmgram 
impost!d under the authority of a State 
gtlnmlmnnt maintaining markctwide 
pooling of returns. 

(fl The quantity of milk reported by a 
handler pursuant to f~ither 
§ 10Cl.:lO(a)(J) ur 'i 1051.:l0(r)(1) for 
April through f'd!fuary may not exceed 
12S p1!rcent, and for March mav not 
\!Xceed 1 :J!l ~wrcnnt, of the producer 
milk n:ceipts pooled by the handler 
during the prior month. Milk diverted to 
non pool plants reported in excess of 
this limit shed! be removed from tlw 
pool. .t'vtilk in c:xct)SS of this limit 
received at pool plants, other than pool 
distributing plants, shull be classified 
pursuant to§ 1051.44(a)(3)(v) and 
§ 1051.44(b). Tlw handler must 
d~!signatP, by producer pick-up, ·which 
milk is to bt! wrnoved from the pool. If 
the handler fails to provide this 
itlformafion. the market administrator 
will makn thn determination. The 
follmving provisions apply: 

(1) Milk shipped to and physically 
rt!Ceived at pool distributing plants in 
excess uf the previous month's pooled 
volume shall not be subject to the 12S 
or 13:1 p~:rcent limitation; 

(2) Producer milk qualified pursuant 
to §1:-l of any other Federal Order and 
continuously pooled in anv Federal 
Order fur the pwvious six Tnonths shall 
not be includt!d in the computation of 
the 1L:'l or 1:15 perr.ent limitation; 

(:{)The market administrator mav 
H·'aiw~ tlu~ 125 nr 135 percent limit3tion: 

li) For a new handler on the ordm-, 
subject to the provisions of 
<; JOC1.1:J(f)(4). or 

(ii) For an t)xisting handler with 
significdntly changed milk supply 
conditions dun to unusual 
t:ircumstant:es; 

(4) A hlCH: of milk mav be considen~d 
ineligihlt! for pooling i(tlw marb!t 
administrattlr ddermi1ws that han dims 
alttm~d the l't!porting of such milk for thn 
purprlSl! of evading the provisions of 
this paragraph. 

§ 1051.14 Other source milk. 

Other sourr:e milk mt!ans all skim 
milk dnd butterfat conUinnd in or 
rcpw.~t'nlt'd b_\·: 

(a) RPc:t~ipts nf fluid milk products 
tmd bulk rluid CH)iJJ11 products frnrll any 
smlrTt; otht~r than producers. handlers 
dcscribt!d in§ 1051.D(c) and (d). or pool 
pl<.mts: 

(b) Products (other than fluid milk 
products. fluid cream products. and 
products produced at the plant during 
the samt! month) from ;mv sourcn \vhicb 
an! n:processcd, coBvcrtc~d into, or 
combined with another pwduct in tlw 
plant during the month: and 

(c) Receipts of any milk product 
(other than a fluid milk product or a 
fluid cream product) fur \'\'hich tht! 
handlnr bils to 1:stablish a disposition. 

§1051.15 Fluid milk products. 

See §1000.15. 

§1051.16 Fluid cream product. 

Sec§ 1000.1fi. 

§ 1051.17 [Reserved] 

§ 1051.18 Cooperative association. 
Sce <; 1000.1H. 

§ 1051.19 Commercial food processing 
establishment. 

St!e § 1000.19. 

Market Administrator. Continuing 
Obligations, and Handler 
Responsibilities 

§ 1051.25 Market administrator. 

Sc" § 1000.25. 

§ 1051.26 Continuity and separability of 
provisions. 

Sec § 1000.26. 

§ 1051.27 Handler responsibility for 
records and facilities. 

See 'i 1000.27. 

§ 1051.28 Termination of obligations. 
Scc § 1000.2R. 

Handler Reports 

§ 1051.30 Reports of receipts and 
utilization. 

Each handler shall report monthly so 
that the marht administrator's olliu: 
receives the report on or bdore the mh 
dav after the end of tht~ month, in the 
deiail and on the prescribed forms, as 
follows: 

(a) Each handler that opt!rotcs it pool 
plant shall wport for each of its 
operations the following information: 

(1) Product pounds, pounds of 
hutturfat, pounds of protein, pounds of 
solids-not-fat other than protein (other 
solids). and the valtw of tht! somatic en! I 
adjustment pursuant to§ 10:J1.50(r), 
contained in or rnprcsented by: 

(i) Receipts of producer milk, 
including producer milk divnrtud hy th1~ 
reporting handlPr. from sources otlwr 
than handlnrs described in§ 10S1.9(c) 
or (d): and 

(ii) Rer.cipts of milk from handlers 
described in§ 10:'11.9(t:) or (d); 

(2) Product pounds and pounds of 
butterfat contained in: 
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{i) Receipts of fluid milk products and 
bulk fluid cream products from other 
pool plants; 

(ii) Rt~ceipts of otlwr source milk; and 
(iii) Inventories at the beginning and 

end of the month of fluid milk products 
and bulk fluid cn~am products; 

(:-})The utilization or disposition of all 
milk and milk products n~quin~cl to be 
reportwi pursuant to this paragmph; and 

[4) Such other information with 
n~spect to the rPcPipts and utilization of 
skim milk, butterfat, milk protr~in. other 
nonfat solids, and somatic cr~ll 
information. as the market administrator 
may prescribe. 

(b) Each hcmdler operating a partially 
regulated distributing plant shall n~port 
with respect to :>uch plant in thu sanw 
manner as prescribed fur n;purts 
required by paragraph (a) of this section. 
Receipts of milk that would h8ve been 
produCPr milk if thc plant had been 
fully regulutcd shall bl: reporteU in lieu 
of producer milk. The report shall show 
also the quantity of any n~constituted 
skim milk in route disposition in tlw 
marketing area. 

(c) Each handler described in 
§ 1000.~J(c) or (d) shall report: 

(1) The product pounds, pounds of 
butterfat, pounds nf protein, pounds of 
solids-not-fat other than protein (otlwr 
solids). and the value oft he somatic cell 
adjustment pursuant to§ 10;11.50[r). 
contained in receipts of milk from 
producers: and 

(2) The utilization or disposition of 
such receipts. 

(d) Each handh~r not specified in 
paragraphs (a) through (c) of this section 
shall report with respect to its receipts 
and utilization of milk and milk 
products in such manner as tlw milrkPt 
administrator may presc:rilw. 

§ 1051.31 Producer and payroll reports. 

(a) On or hr~fore the fHh clay after tlw 
end of each month, each h<lndler that 
operates a pool plant pursuant to 
~ 1051.7 Hml l:ach handler d!!S(:rilH:d in 
§ 1051.9 (c) or (d) shall report to the 
market administrator its produo:r 
deliveries for the month, in tlw detail 
prescribed by the marb~t administrator, 
shm,ving for each producer tlw 
infnrm<~tion dt:scribed in~ 1051.73(P]("l) 
through [4). 

(h) On or befon: tlw Loth cbv <1fter the 
end of each month, each ha!l(flt~r th;1t 
operates <I pool plant pursuant to 
§ 1051.7 <Jnd each handll~r dnscribt:d in 
§1051.~l (c) and (d) shall n:port to t\u: 
me~rket administrator its producer 
payroll for tlu: month, in tlw dcwil 
prescribed by the market administrator. 
showing for each producer the 
information describml in§ 'IO:J1.7:{(n). 

(c) KH:h handler operating ll partial\} 
regulated distributing plant who elects 
to make paymtmt pursutlnt to 
§ 1051.7(i(b) shall rep!lrt ftlr t!dch dairy 
farnwr who would ha\'P been a producl:r 
if the plant had bt:tm fully n~gulatcd in 
the sanw manner as prcscrilwd for 
reports required h~· paragraph [a) of this 
section. 

§ 1051.32 Other reports. 

ln addition to the ruports required 
pursU<lllt to§~ 1051.30 cl!ld 1 O;':d .3-1. 
each handlt:r shall rqHlrt any 
infonnation tlw markt:t administrator 
dl!l!ll1S IWCPSS<ll'V to Vl;rifv or establish 
t!<H:h handlt~r"s i-Jh\igutioJ;' uiHkr the 
ordm. 

Subpart B-Milk Pricing 

Classification of Milk 

§1051.40 Classes of utilization. 

Except as prm·idt:d in~ Hl:l1.42. all 
skim milk and butttnfat rnquirnd to be 
wpmtnd pursuant to~ 1 0:11.:-!0 shall bn 
de~ssifit!d ils follows; 

(u) Cluss I milk shall 1m all skim milk 
and huttt:rfat: 

(1) Disposed of in the form of fluid 
milk products, except as otht~rwisR 
providnd in this section; 

[2) In packagr:d fluid milk products in 
im'tmtmy at the t:nd of the month; and 

[:'!)In shrinkdgH assignt~d pursuant to 
§ 1 tl51.4:l(h). 

(h) Class II milk shall he all skim milk 
and butterfat: 

[l) In fluid milk products in 
containers larger than 1 gallon and fluid 
crne1m products disposed of or di\'l~rtcd 
to <1 comnwrcial food prou~ssing 
establishment if tlw market 
administriltor is pcrmittt:d ltl audit thn 
n~cords of the commercial food 
prot:r~ssing t~stahlishmcnt f()]' tlw 
purptlse tlf vPrification. Otherwist~, such 
uses shall bt~ Class L 

[2) Ust~d to producw 
(i) Cottagt: chPPSt~.lowbt cottagl~ 

chel~se. dry curd cottage dwcsc. ricotta 
cheese. pot clH!CSt:. C:rcolc clwnsc. and 
iln~: similar soft, high-moistun~ cht:OSt~ 
n~st~mhling cottag!: clwnst! in form or 
use: 

(ii) :\ttilkslwkt~ and ice milk mixes (or 
hast~s). froznn dt~ssnrts. omd fnJZt:ll 
desst:rt mi:-..l~S distributed in half~gallon 
contaillt'I'S or largl~r <111d intt~mlcd to be 
used in so!'! or st:mi-solid fmm; 

[iii) At:r;~tcd crt:llm. fn~~.t:n crt~<Jm. sour 
cn'ilm. ;.our hodf-illld-half. sour cream 
mixtun:s containing non-milk i\l!ms: 
yogurt. including yugurt UHltllining 
b!:Ymages \Yith LO pncent tll' mon: 
yogurt by weight and kdir. and any 
nthnr smni-solid !Jroduct n~selllhling a 
Class II product; 

(i\·) Cu .... tards, puddings, pml!:akc 
mixes, coatings, batter. and silllilar 
products: 

(v) Buttermilk biscuit mixes and other 
buttt~rmilk for baking thut contain food 
stun:h in excess of 2 peru~nt of tlw total 
solids, providt:d that the product is 
lalwh;c\ to indicatn thn fond starch 
content; 

(vi) Products eslwcially pwparcd for 
infrmt feeding or diet;~ry liSe (nw<:~l 
replaet:mt~nts) that am packaged in 
hemwticallv snalnd contaiiwrs and 
products th'B.t meet tlw compositional 
standards of~ 1000.15(a) but contain no 
fluid milk products included in 
§ 1000.1fi(a). 

(vii) Cmdy, soup, bakmy products 
and other prepared foods which arc 
processed for general distribution to the 
public, and intmrm~diate products, 
including S\VCt~!eiH:rl condensed milk, to 
lw usl:d in processing such prepared 
food products; 

(viii} A fluid cream product or any 
product containing artificial fat or fat 
substitutt~s that resembles a fluid cream 
product, Hxcept as othcrvvise provided 
in paragraph (c) of this section; and 

(ix) Any product not otlwrwisr: 
sp(~cified in this section; and 

(:-:;) In shrinkage assigned pursuant to 
§ 1051.43(h). 

(c) Class III milk shall be all skim milk 
and butterfat: 

(1) Used to pwducc: 
(i) Cream cheese and other spreadable 

clwesr:s, and hard cheese of types that 
may bn shredded, grated, or crumbled: 

(ii) Plastic cream, anhvdrous milkfat, 
and buttcroil; and -

(2) In shrinkage assigni:d pursuant to 
§ ltl51.4:l(b). 

(d) (:Jus.<; IV milk shall be ill\ skim 
milk <mel buttmfat: 

[1) Us!:d to produce: 
(i) Butter; and 
(ii} Evaporated or SV•/eetened 

cnnclcnst:d milk in a consumer-type 
package; and 

(iii) Any milk product in dri(;d form: 
(L) ln inventorv at the end of the 

mouth of fluid rr;ilk products and fluid 
cn)am products in bulk form: 

(:l) In thn skim milk nquivalnnt of 
nonfat milk solids used to modifv a 
fluid milk product that has nnt b;)en 
accmmtcd for in Class I and in the skim 
milk equivalent of nonfat milk solids 
used tn modify .. tl fluid milk product to 
JllC(~t the State ofCdifomia's fluid milk 
standards as dl:scribl:d in the Californi<l 
Food and Agricultural Coclt>: and 

(4) In shrinkage assigned pursuant to 
§ 1tl51.4:J(b). 

(t:} Other uses. Other uses includl: 
skim milk and butterfat used in anv 
product dt~scribcd in this Sl~ction that is 
dum1wd, IIS!!c\ for animal fpnd, 
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destroved, or lost bv a handler in a 
vchict;lar acciclcnt .• flood. fire, or similar 
occurrence bevond the handlr!r's 
control. Such ~1ses of skim milk and 
butterfat shall be assigned to the lowest 
priced class for the month to the extent 
that thr~ quantitir~s destroyed or lost can 
he vcrifir!d from records satisfactorv to 
thA market <Jdministrator. 

§ 1051.41 {Reserved] 

§ 1051.42 Classification of transfers and 
diversions. 

(a) Transfers and diversions to pool 
plants. Skim milk or butterfat 
transferred or diverted in the form of o 
fluid milk product or transferred in the 
form of a bulk fluid cream product from 
a pool plant to anotlwr pool plant shall 
bto dassifit;d as Class I milk unlP.ss tlw 
handlers both request the same 
classification in another class. In l~ithcr 
case, the classification shall be subject 
to the following conditions: 

[1) The skim milk and butterfat 
dassifind in each class shall be limill!d 
to the amount of skim milk and 
butterfat, respectively, remaining i11 
such class at the rccHiving plant after 
tlw computations pursuant to 
§ 1051.44(a)(9) and the corresponding 
otep of§ J051,44(b); 

(2) If the transferring plant received 
during the month other source milk to 
lw allocated pursuant to§ 1 051.44(<1)(3) 
or the corresponding step of 
§ 1051.44(b), the skim milk or butterfat 
so tmnsferred shall be dassifiwl so as to 
allocate the least possible (]ass I 
utilization to such other source milk; 
and 

(3) Iftllf: transfrming handler receivrd 
during tlw munth otlwr source milk to 
be allocat(~d pursuant to§ 1051.44(a)(8) 
or (9) or th(: corresponding steps of 
§ 1 051 .44 (b), the skim milk or butterfat 
so transferred, up to the total of the skim 
milk Jnd butterfat. n:spectiv1dy, in such 
receipts of other source milk, shztll not 
be classified as Class I milk to a greater 
extent thJn would be the case if the 
other sourc1! milk had been receivnd at 
the receiving plant. 

(b) Transfers ond diversions to (J plant 
regulated undt-:r anotht-:r Federal order. 
Skim milk or butterfat transferred or 
diV(!rted in the form of a fluid milk 
product or transfern~d in the form of a 
hulk fluid cream product from a pool 
(-llan\ to a plant regulated under another 
Federal ord(~r shall be classified in the 
following manner. Such classification 
shall apply only to the skim milk or 
but\(:rfat thut is in excess of any reet~ipts 
<li the pool plant from a plant regulated 
under anothm Fw!ertd order of skim 
milk cl!ld butterfat, respectively, in fluid 
milk products and bulk fluid cream 

products, rPSJWCtively, that are in the 
same category as described in paragraph 
(b)(1) or (2) of this section: 

(1) As Class I milk. if transferred as 
packag(~d fluid milk prnducts; 

(2) If transh!rred or div1:rted in bulk 
form, classification shall bn in tlw 
classes to which allocated under the 
otlwr order: 

(i) If the operators of both plants so 
reqtwst in their reports of rnceipts and 
utilization filed with tlwir respective 
nwrket tHlministrotors. transfers in bulk 
form shall be classified as otlwr !hun 
Class I to the f!XtPnt that such utilization 
is available for such classification 
pursuant to the allocation provisions of 
the other order; 

(ii) If diverted, the diverting handler 
mu."t request a classificJtion otlwr than 
Class I. If the plant rnceiving the 
divert,~d milk docs not have sufficient 
utilization available for the n~quested 
cLJssification and some of the diverted 
milk is consequently assigned to Class 
I use, the diverting handlnr shall he 
given the option nf designating the 
entire load of diverted milk as producer 
milk at tlw plcmt physically wceiving 
tlw milk. Altcrnativ1~ly, if the diverting 
lwndler so choost!s. it may designate 
which duirv farmers v.rhosn milk vvas 
diverted dt~ring the month will be 
designated as producers under th1~ ordm 
physicJIJy rt:C(!iving the milk. lfth(~ 
div,:rting htmdl(~r dcclim;s to accept 
eithnr of thl!Se options, the market 
administrator will prorate the portion of 
diverted milk in exe~:ss of Class II, III, 
and IV use among all the dJiry farmers 
whose milk was received from the 
diverting handler on the last day of thf! 
month, then the second-to-last dav. and 
continuing in that fashion until til.e 
cxct:ss diverted milk has been assigned 
as produn:r milk under the receiving 
order; and 

(iii) If information concerning the 
classes to which such transf(:rs or 
diversions wm·e allocated under the 
other order is not available to the market 
administrator for the purpose of 
establishing classification under this 
paragraph, classification shall be Class I, 
subject to adjustment when such 
information is available. 

(c) Trnn.'fers and rhw:rsions to 
prodw:er-hundler::; and to exempt 
plants. Skim milk or butterfat that is 
transferred or diverted from a pool plant 
to a producer-handler under any ft~deral 
order or to an Pxcm pt plant shall be 
classifiPd: 

(1) As Class I milk if transferred or 
diverted to a producm-handler; 

(2] As Class I milk if transferred to an 
t~xempt plant in the form of a packaged 
fluid milk product; and 

(3) In accordance with the utilization 
assigrwd to it by the market 
administrator if transferred or diverted 
in the form of a bulk fluid milk product 
or tmnsferred in the form of a bulk fluid 
cn!am product to an exempt plant. For 
this purpose, tlw reu!iving handler's 
utilization of skim milk and butterfat in 
each class, in serins beginning with 
C:la.ss IV, shall be assigned to the ~:xtent 
possible to its fi)Ceipts of skim milk and 
butterfat, in hulk fluid cream products, 
and bulk fluid milk products, 
respectively, pro rata tu each source. 

(d) Tmnsfers and diversions to other 
non pool plants. Skim milk or hutt(:rfat 
transferwd or diverted in the follovving 
forms from a pool plant to a non pool 
plant that is not J plant regulated under 
another order, an exempt plant. or a 
producer-handler plant shall be 
classified: 

(1) As Class I milk, if transferred in 
the form of a packaged fluid milk 
product; and 

(2) As Class I milk, if transferred or 
diverted in the form of a bulk tluid milk 
product or transferred in the form of a 
bulk fluid cream product, unless the 
following conditions apply: 

(i) If the conditions described in 
paragraphs (d)(Z)(i)(A) and (B) of this 
section are met, transfers or diversions 
in hulk form shall be classified on the 
basis of the assignment of the non pool 
plant's utilization. t!xcluding the milk 
equivalent of hoth nonfat milk solids 
and concentrated milk used in the plant 
during the month, to its receipts as set 
forth in paragraphs (d)(Z)(ii) through 
(viii) of this section: 

(A) The transferring handler or 
diverting handler claims such 
classificJtion in such handler's mport of 
n!ceipts and utilization filed pursuant tu 
~ 1051.30 for the month within which 
such transaction occurred; Jnd 

(B) The non pool plant operator 
maintains books and records showing 
tlw utilization of all skim milk and 
buttcrbt received at such plant which 
are made available for verification 
purposes if requested by the market 
administrator; 

(ii) Route disposition in the mJrkcting 
area of each Federal milk order from the 
non pool plant and transfers of packag~:d 
fluid milk products from such non pool 
plant to plants fully rngulated 
tlu~reunder shall be assigned to th(~ 
PXt(~nt possible in the following 
sequence: 

(A) Pro rata to receipts nf packagHd 
fluid milk prnclucts at such non pool 
plant from pool plants; 

(B) Pro rata to any runwining 
unassigned n:c1:ipts of packaged fltrid 
milk products at such non pool plant 
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from pLmts rcgulatr:d unclf~r other 
fr~dcrcd ordPrs: 

(C:) Pro rata to receipts of bulk fluid 
milk products at such non pool plant 
from pool plants: and 

(D) Pro rata to any remaining 
un;Jssignnd receipts of bulk fluid milk 
products tll such non pool plant from 
plants rcgulatnd under other l'cckral 
orders: 

(iii) All.)' remaining Class I disposition 
uf ptH:kagcd fluid milk products from 
tiH~ non pool plant shall he assignEd to 
the cxttml possible pro rata to any 
n!maining unassigned n:ccipts of 
pdcbgcd fluid milk products at such 
non pool plant from pool plants and 
plants rt'gulated under other Ft:der;_d 
orders; 

(i\-) Twnsfms of bulk fluid milk 
products from the non pool plant to a 
plant regulated under any Pedcralurder. 
to the t~xtcnt that such tran~fer~ to the 
rcgulatt~d plant exn!P-d receipts of fluid 
milk pmducts from such plant and aw 
alltle<:ltt~d to Class I at the receiving 
plant, shall he assigilt!d to the extent 
possible in the following sequence: 

(A) Pro rata to mceipts of fluid milk 
pmducts at such non pool plant from 
ptJo] plants; and 

(B) Pro rata to any remaining 
unassigned receipts of fluid milk 
products at ~uch non pool plant from 
pltmts n'!guLJted under other Peel em] 
ordt!rs; 

(v) Any remaining unassigned C:la.ss I 
disposition from the non pool plant shall 
ht! assigned to thP extent possihle in the 
l'tlllowing sequence: 

(A) To such non pool plant's receipts 
from dairv farmers vvho the market 
administ1:ator determine~ constitute 
n~gul<Jr soUJTCS of Grade A milk for such 
non pool plant; and 

(B) To such nnnpnol plant's receipts 
of Cradt! A milk from plants not fully 
n'gulakd under any Fcdr)ral order 
which the market <ldministrator 
dntr~rmines constitute regular sources of 
Grade J\ milk for such non pool p!Jnt; 

[\·i) Any rnmaining unassignt~d 
rcu!ipts of bulk fluid milk products at 
tlw non pool plant from pool plants and 
plants n~gulatcd undrn other Fr!deral 
ordt:rs shall bP assigned, pro rata among 
such pl;mts. to tlw t!XIcnt possiblr~ first 
to <Jny rumaining Ci<1ss I utilization and 
tlwn to all other utilization, in sequence 
lwginning with Class IV at such non pool 
plant: 

[vii) Rncnipts of bulk fluid cream 
products <It the non pool plant from pool 
plants and plants regulatr~d undnr other 
].'edcral mdnrs shall ht) assignod, pro 
r<~ld among such plant;;, to tlw ox lent 
possible to any n~m;1ining utiliz<Jiion. in 
scqtwnco bnginning \\'ith Class IV ill 
s1u:h nonpooli-Jlant; and 

(viii) In dt-:tt)l'Illining tht) non pool 
pLmt's utiliz<ltion fur porpos1~s of this 
paragraph, anv fluid milk products and 
bulk fluid crnam products transferred 
from such non pool plant to a plant not 
fully regulatr!d undt!r any Pndcml ordPr 
shall be classified on tht! basis of tlw 
sncond plant's utilization using tht~ 
same a~signnwnt priorities at thr~ st~conrl 
plant that an~ sd furth in this paragrt~ph 

§ 1051.43 General classification rules. 

In detnrmining thP dassification of 
producer milk pursuant to S 1051.44. 
the follmving rulr~s shall apply: 

{a] Each month the market 
;Jdministrator shall correct for 
malht-:matical and other obvious nrrors 
all n~ports filed pursuant to§ 105"J.:Hl 
<llld shall comJJUtt: sr,pdmtrdy for nach 
pool plant, for each hcmdler dr!scrihed 
in§ 10fi1.9(c) or (d), the pounds of skim 
milk and butter fat, wspcctively. in Pach 
class in cH:cordancn with §§ 1051 .40 cmd 
1051.42 and paragraph (b) of this 
section. 

(b) Shrinkage and (JJremge. For 
purposes of classifying all milk reported 
by a hamliN pursua11t to§ 1051.:-10, tlw 
market administrutor shall ddcnniiw 
tlw shrinkage or overage of skim milk 
and huttmfat for Pach pool plant and 
each handler de~cribed in§ 1051.9[c) or 
(d) by .subtracting total utilization from 
total receipts. Any positive diffcrenet~ 
shall he ~hrinkagc, and any nugativl! 
difference shall be ovtuage. 

(1] Shrinkage incurred by pool plants 
qualified pursuant to§ ·1 051.7 shall hH 
ilSsigneclto tlw lowest-priced class to 
thR extent that such shrinkage d(JHS not 
UXCI!t!d: 

(i) Two porcnnt, except for a pool 
plant qualified pursuant to§ 1051.7(b)
tv.'o percent plus any additional 
pen:rmtage calctJlall!d pursuant t(J 
§ 1051 .4:-l(b](l )( v), of tlw total qwmtity 
nf milk physically rect~ived at the plant 
directly from producers' fMms on thn 
basis of farm weights and tests: 

(ii) Plus 1.5 pen:rmt. except for a pool 
plant qualified purswmt to§ 1051.7[h)
"l.:i percent plus illlV additional 
pcrcentagP calculat~~d pursuant lcJ 
§ Hlf11.41[b)(1 )(v), of the quantitv of 
bulk milk physically rncnived 0;1 <l h<Jsis 
other than farm weights and tests, 
excluding concentrated milk received 
by agret-:ment for otlH!r til<m Class I use; 

(iii] Plus 0.5 pt!rct~nt, HXCC!pt for il pool 
plant qucliified pursuant to§ lO:i'l.?(h]
(),5 ptm:ent plus ;my additional 
JWrccntage Cillc:ulatnd purs11ant Ill 
§ "I 051 .4:1(b)( 1 )( \'). of thu qunnl i I y of 
milk divcrtnd b~, tlw plant operator to 
<mother plant on a basis otht~r than fann 
\\'f!ights cmd lr~sts; and 

[iv] Minus 1.:1 percent oftlw quanti!~ 
of bulk milk tr;msfnrn:d to otht~r plants. 

cxcludiilg cnnccntral(!d milk tmnsfmTed 
by agreement for other than Class I use. 

[v) Tlw additional percentage to bn 
;Jdckd pursu;mt to subparagraphs [i), 
(ii), and (iii) for a pool plant qualified 
pursuant to§ 1051.7(b) is the perctmtage 
of ultra-pastmnized or aseptically 
proccssr:d fluid milk and cn~am 
produc:ts of tlw total tluid milk and 
cwam products produced by the plant 
during the month timt-:s 0.03, rounded to 
thn nemnst tr>nth of a pr<rcent. 

[2) A handler cle~cribed in§ 1051.9(c) 
or [d) that de liners milk to plants on a 
b<1sis other than farm weight~ and tests 
shall receivt~ a ]oWt!St-priced-class 
shrinbgn <lllnvl''ilncc of 0.5 percent of 
tlw total quantity of such milk picked 
up <lt producers' farms. 

(:-s) Shrinkagt~ in r~xcess of the amounts 
provided in paragraphs (b](1) and [2) of 
this section shall be assigned to existing 
utiliziltinn in series starting with Class 
I. Tlw shrinkage a~signed pursuant to 
this paragraph shall be added to the 
handler's reported utilization and the 
n~sult shall be knowll as the gross 
utilization in each class. 

(c) If illlV of thu water but none of the 
nonfat so!"icls contained in the milk from 
which a pmduct is made is removed 
before the product is utilized or 
disi-Josed of by the handler, the pounds 
of skim milk in such product that are to 
hP considewd under this part as used or 
disposed of by the handler shall be an 
amount r~quivaltmt to the nonfat milk 
solids contairwd in such product plus 
tdl of tlw water originally associated 
with such s1Jlids. If any of the nonfat 
solids contained in thr! milk from \Nhich 
d product is made are removed before 
tlw product is utilized or disposed of by 
the handler_ tho pounds of skim milk in 
such product that arc to lw considnred 
under this part as used or disposed of 
by tht~ handler shall be an amount 
E;quivalcnt to the nonbt milk solids 
contained in such product plus all of 
tlw watRr and nonfat solids originall~, 
associated with such solids, cleterminod 
on a pro!t~in equivalent basis. 

[d) Skim milk and butterfat contained 
in n~r:r~ipts of bulk conCt!ntrated fluid 
milk and nonfluid milk products that 
arc rnconstiluted for fluid use shall be 
assignRd to Class I use, up to the 
wconstituted portion of labclwl 
n!constitutnd fluid milk products, on a 
pro rata has is (t:xcept for any Clas:-; 1 usr~ 
of specific concentrated receipts that i~ 
f!."i<Jblislwcl by tlw handler] prior to any 
;Jssigunwnts undmS 1051.44. Anv 
n!lll<lining skim milk and buttcrf3t in 
cmJt:t:ntratcd rccPipts shalllw assigned 
to US(!S undnr ~ 105 1.44 on a pro rata 
basis. unlr~ss a specific use of such 
n~cnipts is established by the hanrllr;r. 
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§ 1051.44 Classification of producer milk. 
fnr ~~;1ch month the market 

administrator shall determin\~ for each 
handler ciRscrilwd in § 1 O:i1.D(a) for nach 
pool plant of the handlt)f separately and 
fm each hcmdlcr dr:scribecl inS 1051.9(c) 
and (d) of this section the classification 
of producer milk by allocLJting the 
lwndler"s n~cnipts of skim milk and 
buth!rfat to the handler's gross 
utilization of such receipts pursuant to 
§ 1051.4:-l[b)(:-l) us follmvs: 

(a) Skim milk shall be allocated in the 
following mamwr: 

(1) Subtract from the pounds of skim 
milk in Class I tlw pounds of skim milk 
in: 

(i) Receipts of packaged fluid milk 
products from an unregulatl~d supply 
plant to thr: extent that an equivalent 
amount of skim milk disposnd of to 
such pl;mt b~r handlPrs fully regulated 
under anv federal order is classifiNI 
and pricCd as l.lass I milk and is not 
used as an offst~t for any other payment 
obligation under any order; 

[ii) Packaged fluid milk products in 
invtmtory at the beginning of the month. 
This paragraph shall apply only if tlw 
pool plant vvas subject to the provisions 
of this paragraph or comparablt: 
provisions of another federal order in 
tlw immediately preceding month; 

(iii) Fluid milk products rcceivt~d in 
packaged form from plants regulated 
under other Federal orders; and 

[h') To the t:xttmt that the receipts 
described in paragraphs (a)(1)(i) through 
[iii) of this section excend the gross 
Class I utilizc1tion of skim milk, the 
t~xcess recnipts shall be subtracted 
pursuant to paragraph (a)(3)(vi) of this 
st:ction. 

[1) Subtract from the pounds of skim 
milk in Class II tlw pounds of skim milk 
in tiH~ receipts of skim milk in bulk 
concentr<ltt:d fluid milk products and in 
other source milk [except other source 
milk rcccin~d in the form of an 
unconctmtrated fluid milk product or a 
fluid c.rnam product) that is used to 
produce, or added to, any product in 
Class II (excluding the quantit~y of such 
skim milk that was c\assifit:d as Class IV 
milk pursuant to § 1 051.40[d)(3)). To the 
extent that the n~ccipts described in this 
paragraph 1~xcccd the gross Class II 
utilization of skim milk, the excess 
n~u~ipts shall bt: subtmctcd pursuant to 
paragraph (a][3)(vi) of this sectinn. 

[:·q Subtract from the pounds of skim 
milk n~!llilining in t:llt:h dass, in series 
l·wginning v•,rith Class IV. the pounds of 
skim Ill ilk in: 

[i] Rt:et!ipts of hulk concentrated fluid 
milk products and other soun:c milk 
(t~xcept other source milk rcceivt:d in 
tlw form of an unconumtratnd fluid 
milk product): 

(ii] Rt:ceipts of fluid milk products 
and bulk fluid cream products for which 
appropriate health approval is not 
establislwd and from unidtmtifiecl 
sources: 

[iii) Receipts nf fluid milk products 
and bulk fluid cre<lm products frum an 
exempt plant: 

(iv) fluid milk products and bulk 
fluid cream products rt:ccivcd from a 
producer-handler as defint:d under th1: 
order in this part, or any other FedPral 
order: 

(v) Receipts of fluid milk products 
from dairv farmers for other markets: 
and -

(vi] The excess recnipts sp~:cifit~cl in 
paragraphs (a](1](iv] and (a](2) of this 
section. 

(4) Subtract from the pounds of skim 
milk rem<lining in all c\assPs otlwr than 
Class I, in sequence beginning with 
C:lass IV. the receipts of fluid milk 
products from an unregulated supply 
plant that were not pmviously 
subtracted in this section for \vhich the 
handler requests classification other 
than Class I, but not in excess nf tlw 
pounds of .skim milk remaining in tlwsc 
other classes combined. 

[5) Subtract from the pounds of skim 
milk remaining in all classes other than 
Class I, in .sequence beginning with 
Class IV, receipts of tluid milk products 
from an unregulall~d supply plant that 
were not previously subtracted in this 
section, and \l\1hich are in excess of the 
pounds of skim milk dctmmined 
pursuant to paragraphs (a)(S)(i) and (ii) 
of this section; 

[i) Multiply by 1.2:1 the pounds of 
skim milk remaining in Class I at this 
allocation .step; and 

(ii] Subtwct from the wsult in 
paragraph [a)(5)(i) tht: pounds of skim 
milk in receipts of produu~r milk and 
fluid milk products from other pool 
plants. 

[6) Subtract from the pounds of skim 
milk remaining in all cla:::;st:s othm than 
Class I, in sequence beginning with 
Class IV, thn pounds of skim milk in 
receipts of bulk fluid milk products 
from a handler regulated under <ll!Otlwr 
ft:deral ordnr that are in P-xcess of bulk 
fluid milk products transferred or 
diverted to such handler, if other than 
Class I classification is wquest!:d. but 
not in t:xct~ss of the pounds of skim milk 
remaining in these dasst~s combinnd. 

(7] Subtract from the pounds of skin1 
milk remaining in e;H:h class, in serins 
bnginning with Class IV. the pounds ol 
skim milk in fluid milk products and 
hulk fluid cream products in invt~ntmv 
at the beginning of tlw month that \-vnft: 
not pn:viously subtracted in this 
section. 

(g) Subtrc1ct from the pounds of skim 
milk remaining in each class at tlw plant 
rccnipts of skim milk in fluid milk 
products from an unregulated supply 
plant tlwt wt~m not pwviously 
subtrat:lt!d in this section and that \,vnre 
not offset bv transfers or diversions of 
fluid milk I;roducts to the unregulated 
suppl_v pl;mt from which fluid milk 
products to be alloc;Jted at this step 
wt:re rt~ccivcd. Such subtraction shall bn 
pro rata to thn pounds of skim milk in 
l.lass l and in C:ltlsses II, l!I, and IV 
combined. with the quantity prorated to 
Classt-~s II, III, and IV combined being 
subtracted in sequence bt~ginning with 
Class IV. 

[D) Subtract from th1: pounds of skim 
milk remaining in t:ach class the pounds 
of skim milk. in receipts of bulk fluid 
milk products from a handler regulatt!d 
under another Fcd~:ral order that are in 
t)XCt~ss of bulk fluid milk products 
transfnrrcd or di\'ertt~c\ to such handler 
that \.Vt:W not subtracted in paragraph 
(;~)(R) nf this section. Such subtraction 
shall he pro rata to the pounds of skim 
milk in Class I cmd in r:lasses II, III, and 
IV combined. with tlw quantity proratl)d 
to Classes II, III, and IV combined being 
subtracted in sequence beginning with 
C:lass IV, with respect to v.rhichevcr of 
the following quanti tiP-s represents thf! 
lowt:r proportion of C:lass I milk: 

(i) The t~stimatt:d utilization of skim 
milk of all handlers in each class as 
illlllOUnced for the month pursuant to 
~ 1051.45(CJ); or 

(ii) ThR total pounds of skim milk 
rnm<lining in t:olCh cluss at this 
CJl!ncation step. 

[10) Subtract from the pounds of skim 
milk remaining in t~ilt:h class the pounds 
of skim milk in receipts of fluid milk 
products and bulk fluid cream products 
from anntht:r pool plant according to the 
classificntion of such products pursuant 
to~ 10S1.41[a). 

[11) If the: total pounds of skim milk 
remaining in all classRs exceed th(! 
poul!ds of skim milk in producer milk, 
subtmct such excess from the pounds of 
skim milk n:maining in each class in 
series hnginning with Class IV. 

(h) Hutt~:rfat shal! lw allocated in 
dCet>rddnct~ with thn proct:dme outlined 
for skim n1ilk in Jl<lragraph (il) of this 
sct:t io11. 

(c) Tlw qucn1tit~· of prodw:m milk in 
t~ach cL1ss slwlllw t!w combined 
pounds of skim milk and butterfat 
n~mdining in t:uch class attPr the 
t:omputations pursuant to paragraphs [a) 
and (b) of this section. 
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§ 1051.45 Market administrator's reports 
and announcements concerning 
classification. 

(a) \\1hr.ne\Tr rcquimd for tlw purpose 
of alloetJting n~ceipts from plants 
regulated under other Fedcrttl orders 
pursuant to§ ·to:-11 .44(a)(q) <ind tllf~ 
corresponding slt~p of§ 1051.44(b), the 
mtukd administrator shall cstimal!! and 
publicl~r <l!Jllouncu tlw utilization (to the 
!l(~arcst wholl~ percentage) in C:l;_JSS I 
during tht! month of skim milk and 
butterfat, n:specti\'cly, in producer milk 
of all handlers. The cstimatP shall be 
based upon tlH! most current availabiP 
dtlla and shall bt! final for such purjJosn. 

(h) Tlw marht administrator sha I 
report to the market administrators of 
other Federal orders as soon as possible 
after the handlers' reports of n:ceipts 
and utilization are received. the class to 
which n~ceipts from plants regulnted 
undm other Feckral onh-!rs an; allocated 
pmsuant to§§ 105"1.4::J(d) and 10:JL44 
(including tlll\' rcclassificdtinn of 
in \'cntnries of lmlk COJlcentrated fluid 
ntilk products), ;mel thnreafter any 
r:hangc i11 allocatirln n~quirecl to cr1rwct 
r~rrors disclosed 011 the vmifkation of 
such wport. 

(c) Thr~ marknt administrator shall 
furnish r!ach handler operating a pool 
plant who has shippncl fluid milk 
products or bulk fluiJ. creom products to 
a plant fully n:gulated under anotlwr 
Federal order the class to which the 
shipnwnts were allocatr:d by the market 
administrator nf the other Fedr~ral order 
on thn basis of tlw n!port by the 
rnct-!i\·ing handler and. as necessary, an~' 
changr!S in thr! allocation arisi11g from 
tlw verification of such report. 

(d) The marb:t administrator shall 
report to each conprnative <JSSuci<ltion 
which so requests, the pen:nnte~12,c of 
producer milk ch:livcrcd by memlwrs nf 
the association that vvas used in each 
class by each handler n~r:eiving the 
milk. For thn purpose of this report. the 
milk so reu~ived shall be prorated to 
r~ach class in accordance with the total 
utilization of producer milk by tlw 
handler. 

Class Prices 

§ 1051.50 Class prices, component prices, 
and advanced pricing factors. 

r:lass prices per hundrcdwr~ight of 
milk containing :1.5 peru~11t butkrfat, 
component pricns, and advanu~d 
pricing factors slwll be as follows. The 
prices and pricing factors dt~scribed in 
paragraphs (a). (h), (e), (g), (h), and (s) 
of this section shct!llw lmsPd on a 
\Yr~ight1:d e~verag1~ of the most n:cnnt 2 
weekly pricr:s announced by the l!nited 
States Departmt~nt of Agriculture's 
Agriculturall'vfarkcting Servin: (AMS) 
in the National Dairy Product Sales 

H.eport (NDPSR) bdore the 24th dav of 
the month. Tht:se prices shall be -
<lllllOUJH:ed on or bdore the 2:1rd dav of 
the month and shall apply to milk . 
received during the following month. 
The prices described in paragraphs (i) 
through (r) of this scctio11 shall bt: based 
on a weighted avr:ragt~ for the prccncling 
month of W1~strnn Dairv Product \Vt~r:klv 
prices dnscribt~d in par~1graphs (n) 
through (q) of this section as detmmined 
and announced bv AMS in the NDPSR 
on or before the 5~th day of the month 
and shall apply to milk received during 
tlw preceding month. The price 
described in paragraph (f) of this section 
shall be dt~rived from the Class II skim 
milk price announced on or before the 
2:~rd day of the month preceding the 
month to which it applies and the 
butterfat price announcr:d on or bdon: 
the ~th day of the month follcnving the 
month to \vhicb it applies. 

(a) Class I price. The Class I price ]WI' 

hundredweight, rounded to the nearest 
cent, shall be 0.~165 tinws the Class I 
skim milk price plus 3.::i times the Class 
I butterfat price. 

(b) Class 1 skim milk price. The Class 
I skim milk price per hundredweight 
shall be the adjusted Class I differential 
specified in § "I 051 .52. plus the 
adjustments to Class I prices specified 
in ~§1005.51(b), J006.51(b) and 
1007.51(b) plus the higher of the 
advcmced pricing factors computed in 
paragraph (s)(1) or (2) of this section. 

(c) Class I nonj(rt solids price. The 
Class I nonfat solids prier~ per pound 
shall be the Class I skim milk price per 
hundredweight multiplied by 0.76. with 
the resulting number divided by 9. 

(d) (.'foss lfluid carrier price. Tht! 
Class I fluid carrier is that portion of 
CL!ss I skim milk that is not nonfat milk 
solids. The Class I fluid carrier price pnr 
pound shall be the Class I skim milk 
price per hundrcd·wcight multiplied by 
0.24, with th1! resulting number divided 
bvm. 

- (<:) Ouss l huttP.r(ot price. Tlw Class I 
buttnrfat price pcr.pound shall bn the 
adjusted Class I differential specifind in 
§ 1051.52 divided by "100. plus tht: 
adjustments to Class I prices specifit!d 
ill§§ "1005.~"1 (b). 1006.51(b) <I lid 
1007.51(b) divided by HHl plus the 
adv;mccd butterfat price computed in 
pari.lgraph [s)(:~) of this section. 

(f1 ThP. Class 11 prire pur 
lnmdwdweight, rounded to the JW<.Jn:st 
cent, shall be 0.96S times tlw Clt!ss II 
skim milk price plus :L5 tinws thn Class 
II butterfat price. 

(g) Uuss II skim milk price. Tlw Class 
II skim milk price per hundn~dweight 
shall b1: the advancml Class IV skilll 
milk price computed in paragraph (s)(:,!) 
of this section plus 70 cents. 

(h) Cfw;.<; llnon{at solids prir~e. The 
Class II nonfat solids pric1: 1wr pound. 
rounded to the nearest oJW-Illlndn~dth 
ct~nt. shall bt~ the Class II skim milk 
prier: divid1:d by 9. 

(i) Class lllwtter(at prir:e. The Clt~ss 
II buttrr'fat prict~ J.Wr pound shall be the 
lJilttl!rfat price plus $0.007. 

[j) Class lll prir·e. Thn Class III price 
per hundred\vt:ight. rounded to the 
nean~st cent. shall bt! o.:Hl:'i times tlw 
Class Ill skim milk priCE! plus :L:1 times 
thn butterfat prict!. 

(k) Class Ill skim milk Jnice. Thn C:L.l~S 
III skim milk pric1! pr:r hundredweight. 
rounded to the nearest cc!lt, shall br~ the 
protein pricl! per pound timr:s :L"J plus 
the other solids price per pound tinws 
5.D. 

(I) Class IV price. The C:lass IV prier~ 
p1:r hundredweight. roundnd to th1~ 
lll!ilff!St cnnt, shall be Q,q()5 times the 
Class IV skim milk priC:t! plus :-1.5 timr!S 
the butterfat price. 

(m) C/uss IF skim milk price. Tlw 
Class IV skim milk price pi~f 
hundredweight. roundt~d ttl the 11ean~st 
cent. shall br; tlw nonfat solids price per 
pound timi!S 9. 

(n) Butte1jat prirP. The buttcrf<J! pricf~ 
pm pound, rounded to the nnarest OJH~
hundredth umt, shall he the \-'\iesli!rn 
Dairv Product Price for butter survcv 
pric~: wported by the Department fo.r thl! 
month, less th1~ \V1~str:rn Butter 
Manufacturing Cost. with tlw n!sult 
multiplied by '1.211. 

[1) The Western Dairy Product Price 
for lmttnr shalllw computed at the 
weighted aver;~ge of the Crnde AA lmttt!r 
prices reported to A:'v1S under the 
mandat<Jry price rnpr1rti1Jg program hy 
plants manufacturing butter that an~ 
located in tlw stilli!s of Arizonll, 
California. Idaho. Nr~\.<:lcb. Oreg(lJl. Utah. 
and Washingto11. The \"lr~ekl.v price 
described in this paragraph shall be 
reported in the 1\iatinnal Dairy Product 
Sales RqlOr! (NDPSR). In the event that 
a Western D<1irv Product Prier: for buttl!f 
cannot lw rcpo~h~d. thr:n tlw price used 
in the calculations snt forth in 
~ "105"!.50(n) shall hr~ tlw natio11al 
\Vt~ightcd a\'t~ragn of tlw pn~ccdi11g 
l\lOllth's wnr:kl.\' prices for c;rade AA 
huttr~r <.lS dt~terminr!d and dnnouJH:ed ]Jy 

AMS in the NIJPSI~ on or hdorc the sti1 
dm-' of tlw month ami shall applv to <lil 
mi.lk wceivt:d during the prccnci'ing 
month. lnss 2.0H u~nts per p(lUlld. 

U) TlH~ \Vc.'dcm Butter Mcmufilctming 
Cost slwll be thr: cost obtai1wd from d 

survey of lmttr~r manuf<.H:turing p\;mts in 
tlHo wHstern n~gion descrihHd in 
~"I O.'i1.50(n)("I ). which shall ht! 
conducted IJy AI\ IS mnsistent H·ith the 
mcthoclolog;. USI!d bv tlw Cdiforniil 
Dep;utnwnt .of Food ·and Agr-iculture in 
dt~vcloping its lllllllllfacturing cost fm 
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California butter plants, \Vith the cost 
for Ctlifomia llllttt~r plants. with the 
further addition of butter markding 
costs. In tht~ m'Pnt that d \Vt~stern Butter 
tvl;mufacturing Cost is not avtliLlhln. tht~ 
butter manubctming cost ust~d in tlw 
calculation set forth in 810:i1.!JO(n) 
shtdl bt~ 17.24 cents. 

(o) .Von/(lt sohd:-; price. The nonfat 
solids prict! per pound, rounded to the 
nearest orw-lnmdn;dth cent. shalllw tht~ 
\VHstern Dain· Product Price nonfat drv 
milk survey 1Jriu~ reporlt~d by AMS . 
under tlw mdndatory reporting program. 
less the Western Nonfat Drv Milk 
Manufacturing Cost and m~lltipl~ring t\)(; 
result bv 0.99. 

(1) T!it; \:Vestt!m Dairy Product Prien 
for nun fat drv milk shall be com]Hltt~d 
at the \·Veigh led average of the Gradn A 
and Extra Gmde nonfat drv milk prices 
rnpnrted to i\MS undt;r th(; mandatory 
prict! reporting pn1gram by plants 
manufacturing rwnfat dr~' milk that arc 
located in tlw statt~s of Arizona, 
California. Idaho. Nm·t~cla. Oregon. lJtuh. 
and Washington. The weekly price 
dnscribed in this paragraph shall ht~ 
n~portt~cl in tlw National Dairy Product 
Sales Repmt (NDPSR). In the evPnt tlwt 
a \.Vestr:rn Dairv Product Price for nonfat 
dry milk C<llllH;t lw rPported, then the 
price used in the calcultl!ions set forth 
in~ 1051.50(o) shall be the national 
WPighll;d averagP oftlw precnding 
month's wceklv priu~s for Cradt~ A and 
Extra Grade no.nfat drv milk as 
detnrmined und aniwlmu~d hv AtvlS in 
the NDPSR on or before the sih dav of 
tht~ month and shall apply to all m.ilk 
received during the pn~ccding n1onth, 
less 2.57 c<mts per pound. 

(2) Tht~ \Vestr~rn Nonfat Drv Milk 
Manufacturing Cost shall bt~ llw cost 
obtnined from a surn~v of nonfat dry 
milk manubcturing plants in tht~ 
wc~stt~rn n~gion dt~scrihcd in 
~ 1051.50(o)(I), which shtlll be 
conducted by the Department uHL<;istent 
with the methodology used by the 
Californiil Dqmrtment of Food o1nd 
Agricultun~ in dcndoping its 
manufacturing cost for Califnrnia nonfat 
dry milk plants, with tlw furtht~r 
addition of nonfat drv milk marknting 
costs. In the t~vt~nt th;1t a Western Nnnfat 
Drv Milk Manufar:tming Cost is not 
on<lilahlc, the nonfat drv milk 
mdnufacturing cost used in tlw 
calculation set forth in~ 1051.50(o) 
shalllw 1D.D7 cents. 

[p) Jlrotein price. Tlw proh~in priu~ 
pt~r pound. I"llliJH!t:d to tht! IH!ilH!St OIU~
hundn;dth cent, shall be Ulmputt~d as 
follows: 

('!) ComputP tlw \Vt~skrn Dniry 
Product Priu~ for Cheddar ChnesP ilS tlw 
\Vt:ightt~d a\'l'ragl' of the wt~ckly 40-
pound block cheddar cht~PSP prio~s 

reported to AMS under the mandatory 
price n;porting program by pbnts 
manufacturing cheddar cheese that are 
located in the states of Arizona, 
C1lifomiu, Idaho, Nevada, Oregon. Utah, 
and \Nashington. Tlw weekly price 
describwl in this paragraph shall be 
reported in thf! National Dairy Product 
Sales }{cport (NIJPSR). In the event that 
a Western Dairv Product Price for 40-
pound cheddai cheese blocks cannot hP 
reported. then the price used in the 
c:!lculations sd forth in~ 'J051.50(p)(2) 
shall be the national \Veighted average 
of tht~ preceding month's weekly prices 
for 40-pound cheddar cheese blocks as 
determined and announced bv AMS in 
the ~DPSR on or before the sih day of 
the month and shall apply to all nlilk 
rt~ct;ivt;d during the preceding month, 
luss :1.40 cents per pound. 

(2) Subtract the Western States Cheese 
Manufacturing C:ost from the price 
computed pursuant to paragraph (p)(1) 
of this section and multiply the result 
bv 1.383; 

(:~)The Vv'Pstern C:heddar Cheese 
Manufacturing C:ost shall be the per 
pound cost obtained from a survey of 
cheddar cheese manufacturing plants in 
the western region described in 
§1051.50(p)(1), which shall be 
conducted by the Department consistent 
vvith the methodology used by the 
C:alifornia Department of food and 
Agriculture in developing its 
manufacturing cost for California 
cheddar cheesH plants, with the further 
addition of 40-pound block cheddar 
cheese rnarb!ting costs. In the event that 
a Western Cheddar Cheese 
Manufacturing Co.st is not available, the 
cheddar cheese manufacturing cost used 
in the calculations set forth in 
'i 1 051 .50(p )(2) and § 1 051.50(p )( 4)(i) 
shall be 22.91 cents. 

(4) Add to the umount computed 
pursuant to puragraph (p)(2) of this 
sPction an amount computed as folloVI1S: 

(i) Subtract the \-\'estern States C:heese 
Manufacturing C:ost from the price 
computed pursuant to puragraph (p)(l] 
of this section and multiply the result 
b\' 1.572;;md 

· (ii) Subtract 0.9 times the butterfat 
price computed pursuant to paragraph 
(n) of this section from the umnunt 
computed pursuant to paragraph 
(p)(4)(i) of this st~ction; and 

(iii) Multiply the amount computed 
pursuant to paragraph (p)(4)(ii) of this 
section by 1.17. 

(q) Other solids price. The other solids 
price per pound. rounded to the nc~Jrest 
mw-hundn~dth cent, shed\ be computed 
as follows: 

(1) Subtract the \Vnstern Dry Wlwy 
Manufacturing Cost per pound from tlw 
pn pound WPstr~rn Dairy Product Prict! 

for dry \-Vht!~' and multiplv tlw result by 
l.(J:j 

(2) Thn Wt~stnrn Ottine Product Price 
for dry \-vhn:v slwlllw cOmputt!d at the 
\Veightnd avt~ragt' of tlw wt~ekly dry 
\Vlwy prices rnported In AMS undt:r tlw 
mandatory price reporting program by 
plants mm1ufacturing dry whny thtlt an~ 
lncult~d in the states of Arizona. 
California. Idaho. Nevada. Owgnn, Utah. 
and Washington. The weekly price 
describt!d in this paragraph shall bn 
reported in the National Dairy Product 
Sales Report (NDPSR). In the event that 
a Wcstt!rn Dairy Product Price for dry 
whev c:mmot be rnportt~cl, thnn the price 
used in the calculations set forth in 
~ 1051.50(q)(1) shall be the nJtional 
weighted average of the preceding 
month's weekly prices for dry v.dwy as 
dctermirwd and annnunu~d bv AMS in 
the NDPSR on or before the :Jih day of 
the month and shall appl~' to all milk 
n;ccivcrl during the preu~ding month, 
less 0.84 cents per pound. 

(:1) Tht~ Western Dry Whey 
Manufacturing C:ust shall be the per 
pound cost obtained from a survey of 
dry \Vlwy manufacturing plants in the 
western region ckscrilwd in 
§ 1051.oO(q)(2), which shall be 
conducted by the Department consistent 
with the methodology used by the 
California Department of Food and 
Agriculture in developing its 
manufacturing cost for California dairy 
products, with the~ further addition of 
dry whey marketing costs. In the event 
that a Western Drv \Vhev Manufacturing 
C:ost is not availal)le, thC dry whey 
manufacturing cost ust!d in.the . 
calculation set forth in§ 105l.50(q)(1] 
shall be 2:~.10 cents. 

(r) Somatic cell adjustmnnt. The 
somatic cell adjustment per 
hundredvveight of milk shall be 
clctermirwd as follows: 

(1) Multiply 0.0005 hy thP- weighted 
3.\·'l~ragn price computed pursuant to 
paragraph (p)(1] of this ser:tiun unci 
round to t!w 5th decimal place; 

(2) Subtract the somatic cell count of 
the milk (n~portcd in thousands) from 
350;ancl 

(:~)Multiply tht~ amount computed in 
paragraph (r)(1) of this section hy the 
amount computed in paragraph (r)(2) of 
this st~ction and round to the nnarnst full 
cent. 

(s) Advancnd pricing factors. for the 
purpose of computing the Oass I skim 
milk priu~, tlw C:las.s II skim milk price. 
thP Class II nonfilt solids price, and the 
Cluss I butterfat price for thn following 
month, thn following pricing factors 
shall he computed using the \Veightt;d 
aver<Jgt~ of the 2 most rcctmt NOPSR U.S. 
average \Vcckl~' survey priet~s 
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announced bdorc the 24th clav of tbr~ 
month: -

(1] An advanced C:i<L~s III skim milk 
price per hundredweight. rouBdcd to 
the llPi.HPSI cent, shaJJIH: Ullllputnd dS 

follows: 
[i) following the procedure ."d forth 

in paragr<.lphs (p] and (q) of' this section. 
but using thn wcightt~d average nf tlw L 
most recent NDPSR U.S. average werkh· 
survey prices announu~d b!d'ore tlw 24-t.h 
day of the month. computt: a protein 
price and anotht:r solids price: 

(ii] Multiply tlu: protein prier; 
computl:d in paragraph [s](1)(i) of this 
section by 3.1; 

(iii] Multiply the other solids priu: 
per pound computed in paragraph 
(s)(1)(i) of this section hv S.~: and 

(iv) Add the amounts .computt~d in 
paragraphs (s)(l)(ii) and (iii) of this 
section. 

(2) An ;.tdvanct·)d Class IV skim milk 
price pt~r hundredwnight, rnuiHh)d lr1 
the nParest cent, shalllw computt)d l!S 

follows: 
[i) following tlw procedure sd forth 

in paragraph (o) of this section. hut 
using the weighted averagt! of the 2 most 
recent NDPSR U.S. uveragc weekly 
survey prices annouru:cd before the 24th 
day of the month, com putt! il ntmfat 
solids price; and 

(ii) Multiply the nonfat solids price 
computt)d in paragraph (s)(2)(i) of this 
section bv 9. 

(3) An ~Idvanceci butterfat price per 
pound, rounded to the nearest one
hundredth umt, shall be calculatt!cl b~· 
computing a weightt!d avnragu of the 2 

most recent U.S. avmagr. NDPSR AA 
Butter survey prices announct!d lwforn 
the 24th day of the month. subtracting 
17.15 cents from thi." avHragt', and 
multiplying thn result by 1.211. 

§ 1051.51 Class I differential and price. 

The f:l;_Iss I differential sllillllw the 
differential establishf!d for Los Angnlt!S 
f:ount.v, California, which is repmted in 
§ 1051.52. The r:lass I price shalllw the 
price computed pursuant to S 'l!l51.:i'l (a) 
for Los Angeles County. Cllifornia. 

§ 1051.52 Adjusted Class I differentials. 

SUt! s 1000.:12. 

§ 1051.53 Announcement of class prices, 
component prices, and advanced pricing 
factors. 

(a) On or bdorc the 5th d;n: of tlH! 
month. the markt!t administr.dtor fr1r 
each federal milk marketing ordt)J" shed! 
ttnnouncc tlw following prices (as 
applicable to thllt order) forth(! 
pn~cncling month: 

(1) The Class II price; 
(2) The Class II butlt!rfat prict); 
(3) Thn Class IJI pricP: 

(4) The Class III skim milk prin~: 
(5) The C\us:; IV prir:t~: 

(fi) The Class IV skim milk price: 
(7) The butterfat pricn; 
[H) The nonfat solids prier~; 
(9) Tht~ proh~in price: 
(10) Thn otlwr solids priu!: and 
(11) Tlu: somatic: cell adjustment rute. 
(b) On or bdore the 23rd dav of the 

month. the markt!t ddministraior for 
t!ach fedt!ralmilk marketing order shall 
ttnnnuncc tlw following prin'!s and 
pricing ftH:tnrs for tlw following month: 

('!) Tht! Ci<ISS l price; 
(2) Tht' C\i.lSS I skim milk price; 
[:l) The CL1ss I nonfat solids price; 
(4) Tlw Class 1 fluid carrier price; 
(:l) The Class l butll!rfat price; 
(G) The Class 11 skim milk priet!; 
(7) Tlw Cl<ISS II nonfat solids price; 

and 
(H) The cldvanccd pricing factors 

dHscrihPcl in~ 1051.50(s). 

§1051.54 Equivalent price. 

If fm any reason tl priet! or pricing 
constituent rt:quirnd for computing the 
prices describt!cl in§ 1051.50 is not 
i.l\'ailable. the market administmtor shCJll 
liSP a price or pricing constituent 
ciPtmmined by tlw Deputy 
Administr<.~tor, Dairy Programs, 
;\gricultural Marketing Service, to be 
t)quivalent to the prir:c or priciHg 
constitunnt that is required. 

§1051.55 Transportation credits and 
transportation allowances. 

(a) Each handlm operating a pool 
distributing plant c\escribt!d in 
~ 1051.7(a) or (b) or a pool distributing 
plant thc1t is par\ of a unit describcU in 
§ 105L7(d) that physically reet~ives bulk 
milk. skim milk, or condm1sed skim 
milk from anotht!r pool plant shall 
recei\·t~ <l trclllsportation crPclit for such 
milk computnd <IS follows: 

(1) Dnterminl) the hundredweight of 
milk eligible fur the credit as follow's; 

(i) The number of hundrechveights of 
milk rcr:ein~d from sources ckscribed in 
§ 105 Li5 (<~)(2) nr the numbur of 
hundrcd\\"t:ights of milk utiliZf~d in thn 
plcmt fort lw Jmlct:ssing and packaging 
of fluid milk products. whichever is 
It ~s s. 

(2) Determine the tmnsportation 
cn!dit rate for milk rectdvt!d at the pool 
distributing plants spt!cifit!cl in 
§ 1051.55 (a) as follows; 

(i) For plants located in the counties 
of Or;mge. Ri\·crside, San.lkmardino, 
Siin IJit!go. or Ventura Countins 
H~Ct~iving milk fmm plants loc;!led in 
Los Angtdns Countv. $0.54 
hun drcd\\'t)ight. . 

(ii) for pLmts located in tlw countit~s 
of Los AngniHs, Orange or Ventura 
receiving milk from plants located in 

fn~sno. Kings, or Tuhm~ Counties. SO.Hrl 
pHr hundrnclweight, 

(iii) For plants located in tlu: counties 
of Riverside, San Bt!rnarclino or San 
Diego wcniving milk from plants locatod 
in Fn!sno, Kings or Tulare Countit:s. 
$0.97 per hundredweight. 

(iv) For plants loc;JtPd in the countil)S 
of Alameda, San Francisco, Santa Clara. 
Solcuw, or Sonoma Counties from plants 
located in Merced or Stanislaus 
Counties. $0.75 per hundredweight, 

(v) for plants located in the countv of 
Sacramento from plants located in · 
Merced or Stanislaus Counties. $0.GB 
per hundredH-'eight. 

(:1) Multiply the applicable rate as 
specified in §1051.55 (a)(2) by the 
number of hundredweights of eligible 
milk as specified in§ 1051.55 (a)CJ). The 
resulting transportation credit 
calculated under this section shall be 
decluctccl from the reporting handler's 
value of milk as specified inS 10:11.60 
(a)(4). 

(b) Each handler operating ;m tdigihlP 
pool plant, and handler that transft!rs or 
diverts hulk milk from a pool plant to 
an eligible pool plant, and each hand lor 
described in§ 1051.9(c) or§ 1051.9(cl) 
that delivers producm milk to an 
eligible pool plant as described in 
§ 1051.55 (b)(1) shall mc<!iv" a 
transportation i!llmvance on milk 
eligibk for the allowance pmsuant to 
paragraph (b)(2) of this section. The 
allowance shall be computed by 
multi pi ying the hundredweight of milk 
eligible for the allowaw:e by tlw ratt~s 
described below: 

(1) Pool plants that are nligible to 
n~ceive tri.lnspnrtation allO\vanccs an: 
those that am located in thn dnficit 
receiving areas spl~cificd in§ 105'1.:i5 
[b)(2) and that ha\'c a combined Class I 
and Class II utilization pcn:entngc for 
the month that is 50 pnrcent or greater. 

(i] For a handlt!r that transft!rs or 
diverts hulk milk from a pool plant to 
an eligible pool plant. only that milk 
which is shippl'.d to (and physically 
unloaded into) an eligible pool plant 
shall qualif.y as uligihlf~ for 
trnnsportation ;Jl!mvanccs. 

(ii) for a handler described in 
§ 1051.~)(c) ur ~ 1051.9(d) that delivers 
producer milk to an eligible pool plant, 
only that milk which is shipped to (and 
physit:;dly unlnaducl into) an eligiblt~ 
pool plant ~hall qualify as eligible for 
transptlrtatinn alluwanu:s. 

(2) The transportation allmvancR ratRs 
for milk shippnd to (and physiccllly 
unlo<~dec\ into) nligiblc plants shall he as 
follows: 

(i) for plants located in the Southern 
California RHt:t~iving :\rna, t:tmsisting nf 
tlw countins of Los Angelt!S, Orangt!, 
Rivcrsidl), San BnnardirHl, Sa11 Diego, 
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and Ventura, ruceiving milk dclivurud 
from San Bernardino Countv; for 
shipmt:nls of more than ~n l11ilcs. 50.16 
hundrcdwt~ight. 

(ii) For plants locatr:d in tlw Southern 
California Receiving Area. consisting of 
the counties of Los AngtdE~s. Orangt!. 
Riverside, San fhmwrdino. San Dit!go. 
and Ventura, receiving milk delivered 
from Rin:rside County; for shipments of 
more than 9:~ miles, $O.:HJ 
hundn~dweight. 

(iii) For plants locatr:d in tlw locatP.d 
in tlw Soutlwrn California Rnct!iving 
Area, consisting of the counties of Los 
Angelt!S. Orange. Riversidr!, San 
Bernardino, San Diego. and Ventura 
Counties receiving milk delivernd from 
countit~s other than Riverside or San 
Bernardino: For shipments of mnre than 
79 miles but nut greoter than 99 mill:s, 
$0.16 hundredwr:ight; for shipnwnts of 
more than 99 but not greater than 119 
miles, $0.37 per hundredvvcight; for 
shipmtmts of more than 119 miles, $0.Ei4 
per hundrcchveight. 

(iv) f'nr plants located in tlw lur:att~d 
in tiH-; Bay Area Rt:ceiving Arna, 
consisting of the countit~s of Alameda. 
Contra Costa, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, 
San francisco and San Mateo, receiving 
milk delivered from anv countv: for 
shipments of 7~J milt~s r;r h:ss, $0.31 per 
hundredweight; for shipments of more 
than 79 milt!s but not greater than 199 
miles, $0.]7 hundn:dwnight; for 
shipments of morn than 199 miles, $0.45 
per hundmdweight. 

(v) For plants located in the locatt!d in 
the North Bay An'!a Receiving Area, 
consisting of the counties of Marin. 
Napa, Solano and Sonoma. rnct~iving 
milk delivered from anv countv: for 
shipnwnts of 45 milt:s Or less. $o.2:J pt~r 
hundrcdvveight; for shipments of mom 
than 45 mil As but not gn:att-~r th;m 9fi 
milns, $o.:u hundredweight; for 
shipments of more than 96 miles, $0.36 
per hundwdovtdght. 

(vi) For plants located in the locatf~d 
in the Sacramento RPcr~iving Area. 
consisting of Sacramento C:ounty, 
n:ceiving milk delivered from any 
countv: for shipments of 59 miks or 
less, $0.17 per hundredweight; for 
shipmtmts of more than 5!1, $0.2:~ 

hundredweight. 
(c) Tho transportation allowances and 

credits wtes shall be increased or 
ducn~ascd by the market ndministrator 
to refkct per hundrcdwt~ight changes in 
the actucd transportation costs dS 

published by the California Department 
of food and Agriculture in its Hauling 
Rate Sun·(~\'. 

[d) For p.urposr~s of this st~t:tion. the 
distances to bn computed shall be 
dntmmined bv the marknt administrator 
using tlw slHJ~test available state and/or 

Fndmal highway mileage. Milnagt~ 
dctt:rminatinns arc subject to 
rcdeterminJtion at all times. In the 
(~vent a handler requests a 
wdettmnination ofthA milPage 
pertaining to any plant, tb(~ market 
administrator shall notifv the handler of 
such redetermination \Vi.thin 3!l dews 
after tlw receipt of sur.h request. Ai1y 
financial obligations rAstdting from a 
chang!~ in mileagt: shall not be 
n:trocwtive for any ~wriods prior to the 
n:dctt~rmination by tlw market 
administrator. 

Producer Price Differential 

§ 1051.60 Handler's value of milk. 

For the purpost~ of computing a 
handlnr's obligation for producer milk, 
the market administrator shall 
dutr~rminc for !)ach month the value of 
milk of t~ach htmdler with respect to 
t~ach of the handler's pool plants and of 
each handlt:I' d!:scribed inS 1051.9(c] 
and~ HlS1.9(d] with respect to milk that 
\Vas not receivnd at a pool plant by 
e1dding the amounts computed in 
pare1graphs (a) through (i) of this section 
cmd subtracting from that total amount 
the values computed in paragraphs (j) 
and (k] of this section. Unless otherwise 
specified, the skim milk, butterfat, and 
the combined pounds of skim milk and 
butterfat mferred to in this section shall 
result from the steps set forth in 
~ 1051.44(a), (b), and (c). Wopectivoly, 
and the nonfat components of producer 
milk in each dass shall be based upon 
thn proportion of such components in 
producer skim milk. Receipts of 
nonfluid milk products that are 
distributed as labeled wconstituted milk 
for \vhich payments are made to the 
prnducnr-settlemnnt fund of unother 
Fr~dt~ral order undm ~ 1051.7(1(n)(4) or 
(d) shall be t:xclud!:d from pricing under 
this section. 

(a) Class I value. 
(J) Multiply the pounds of nonfat 

solids in Class I by the Class I nonfat 
solids price: and 

(2) Add an amount obtnined bv 
multiplying the pounds of fluid Carrit~r 
in Class I by the Class I fluid carrier 
price; and 

(3) Add an amount obtained hv 
multiplying the pounds of buttr~ifat in 
Cbss I by the Class I butterfat price: nnd 

(4) Subtract the value of the handler's 
transportCJtion cn~dits as calculCJted in 
§ 1051.55[a](1] through (a)(:3]; and 

(:1) Deduct for t~ach pound of milk 
nonfat solids in nonfCJt drv milk usnd for 
fortifying Class I product~, to meet the 
St<-lh~ of California's fluid milk standards 
as described in§ 1051.40(d)(:-)) a 
fortification <lllowance to be t:omputed 
CIS fullmvs: 

(i) Subtract tht: current Class IV nonfat 
solids price from the curn:nt Class I 
nonfat solids pdce 

(ii] Subtract the value calculatAd in 
§ 1051.60 (a)(5J(i] from zero cents 
($0.00). 

[iii) The fortification allowance for 
r'!ach pound of nonfat milk solids in tlw 
nont~1t drv milk used in fortification as 
descrihecf in this section shall be zero 
cents ($(l.00) nr the valun calculated in 
in§ 1051.60 (a)(5)(ii], \-vhichever is 
greater. 

(G) Deduct for euch pound of milk 
nonfat solids in condensed skim milk 
used for fortifying Class I products to 
meet the State of C:alifornia's fluid milk 
standards as described in 
§ 1051.40(d)(3) a fortification allowance 
to be computed as follows: 

(i) Subtract the current C:lass IV nonfat 
solids price from the current Class I 
nonfat solids price 

(ii) Subtract thA value calculated in 
§ 1051.60 (a)(5)(i) from 9.H7 c"nto 
($0.0987). 

(iii) The fortification allm·V<lllCC for 
each pound of nonfat milk solids in 
condensed skim milk used in 
fortification as described in this section 
shall be zero r.cnts ($0.00) or the value 
calculated in in§ 1051.60 (a)(6)(ii), 
whichevm is greater. 

(b) C:laoo It value. 
(1) Multiply the pounds of nonfat 

solids in Class II skim milk bv the Class 
II nonfat solids price; and -

(2) Add an amount obtained by 
multiplying the pounds ofbutte1:fat in 
Class II times the Class II butterfat price. 

(c) Class III vahw. 
(1) Multiply thf~ pounds of protein in 

Class III skim milk by the protein price; 
(2) Add an amount obtained bv 

multiplying the pounds of otlwr.solids 
in Class III skim milk by the other solids 
price; and . 

(:~)Add an amount obtained bY 
multiplying the pounds ofbutteffat in 
Class III by the butterfat price. 

(d) Closs IV vahw. 
(1) Multiply the pounds of nonfat 

solids in Class IV skim milk bv the 
nonfat solids price; and 

(2] Add an amount obtained by 
multiplying the pounds ofhuttr)rfat in 
Class IV by the buttt:rfat price. 

(r:) Com putt~ an adjustment for the 
somatic cdl content of producer milk by 
multiplying the values reported . 
pursuant to§ 1051.30(a)(1) and (c)(1) bv 
tlw percentage of total producer milk . 
allocatf~d to Class II, Class III. and C:lass 
IV pursuant to § 1 051.44(c); 

(f) Multiply the pounds of skim milk 
and butterfat overage assignr:d to each 
class pursuant to § 1051.44(a)(11) and 
the corresponding step of§ 1051.44(b] 
by the skim milk pricr~s and huttmfat 
prices applicable to each class. 
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[g) Multiply the difference h!:lwt~Pn 
the currt~Ill month's Class I, II, or III 
priu~. tts the casr: may be, and the Class 
IV pricP fnr tlw preceding month and hy 
thf: hundredwt!ight of skim milk and 
buttmfat subtractnd from Class I. II. or 
III, respectively, pursuant to 
§ 1 OS1.44(a)(7) and the corresponding 
step of§ HEi1.44(b]; 

(h) Multiply· the diffewnn! bct\veen 
thn C:Llss I price applicable at thn 
location of tlw pool plant and the (]ass 
IV price by the hundredweight of skim 
milk and butterfat assigned to Class I 
pursuant to§ 1051.4:1(d) and the 
hundredweight of skim milk and 
butterfat subtracted from C:lass I 
pursucmt to§ 1051.44(a)(3)(i) through 
(vi) and the corresponding step of 
§ 1 0~ 1.44(b). excluding receipts of bulk 
fluid cream products from plants 
regulated under other Federal ord!)rs 
and bulk concentrated fluid milk 
products from pool plants, plants 
mgulated under other Federal orders. 
and unregulated suppl~r plants. 

(i) Multiply the difference betwe1!n 
the Class I price applicublc ut the 
locatio11 of the nearest unregulut1!d 
supply plants from which an l!quivalent 
volume was ruceived and tlw CL1ss III 
price by thn pound:.; of skim milk and 
butterfat in receipts of conc1mtrated 
fluid milk products ussigned to Class l 
pursuant to§ 1051.43(d) and 
§ 1 051 .44(a)(:~ )(i) and the corresponding 
step of§ 1051.44(b) and tlw pounds of 
skim milk and butterfat subtracted from 
C::lass I pursuant to§ 1051.44(a)(8) and 
the corresponding step nf § 1051.44(b), 
~~xcluding such skim milk and butterfat 
in receipts of tluid milk products from 
an unregulatt~d supply plant to th!) 
HXIent that an equivalent amount of 
skim milk or butterfat disposed of to 
such plant by handlers fully wgulat!:d 
under anv Federal milk order is 
classifierf and priced as Class I milk and 
is not usnd as an offset for anv otiH~r 
paynwnt obligation under an}' orcl~r. 

(j) For fCConstituted milk made tram 
WCI)ipts of nonfluid milk products, 
multiply $1.00 (but nnt mow than the 
difference between the Class I price 
ttpplicable ill the location of the pool 
plant and the Cluss IV priu~) by the 
hundredweight of skim milk and 
butterfat contained in rcu:ipts of 
nonfluid milk products that are 
;!I located to Class I use pursuant to 
~ 10o1.4:J(d). 

(k) Subtract the value of the handler's 
transplll't<llion allovvanu~s calculat~:d 
pursuant to§ 10.51 . .S:i(a)(i] and [ll)(ii]. 

§ 1051.61 Computation of producer price 
differential. 

!'or t~ach nJonth tht: mt~rkd 
administrator shall compute a produu~r 

price diffewntial per lnmrln~dweight. 
ThP report of any handl~:r who has not 
mach: payments required pursuant tn 
§ 10.51.71 for t!w preceding month shall 
not be included in the computation of 
the prudJJccr pricn diffcn~ntial. and such 
handler's rnport shall not he included in 
the computlltion for succnnding months 
until the handler has lllJde full payment 
of outstanding monthly nbligations. 
Subject to tin: conditions of this 
pamgraph. the mllrkd administratof 
shall compute the pnHiucer price 
differential in th!! following manner: 

(a) C::omhi1w into one total th1~ values 
computed pursuant to ~ 1051.60 for clil 
handlt!rS n~quired to file reports 
prcscri bed in § 1 051.:10: 

(b) Subtract tlw total values obtained 
by multiplying each hand]!~r's total 
pounds uf protein. other solids. and 
butterfat conti..liiH!rl in tlu: milk for 
w·hich an obligation ,\.ilS computt:cl 
pursuant to 010:i1.GO hy the protein 
price. otlwr solids pricl!. and the 
buttmf<Jt price, respt!ctivt:ly. and the 
total vulue of the somatic u:ll 
adjustment pursuant to§ 1051.30[a](1] 
;md (c)(l); 

(c) Add an amount equ;d to the minus 
location adjustments and subtract an 
amount equ<d to the plus location 
adjustm1mts computed pursuant to 
§10~1.75; 

(d) Add an amount 1:qu.d to not loss 
than mw-llillf of tlw unobligated balance 
in the producm-s!~ttlcment fu11d; 

(!~]Divide the resulting amount by tlw 
sum ofth!) following for all handlers 
included in tlwse computations: 

[1) ThR total hundwdwcight of 
producer milk: and 

(2] The total hundredweight for which 
a vcduc is compul!~d pursuant to 
§ 10~1.GO(i): ;md 

(t) Subtract nut less than 4 cents nor 
mom than 5 cents from the price 
computed pursuant to paragraph (n) of 
this St)ction. Tlw rHstilt shall lw known 
as the produu~r price diffen)ntial for the 
month. 

§1051.62 Announcement of producer 
prices. 

On or before the 13th dav ilflnr the 
end of nach rnunth. tlw mil;·ket 
administrator shu II announce publicl.v 
the follm'l'ing pricns and information: 

(;l) Tlw prnduu:r priu~ differential: 
(b) The protein price: 
(c) Thn nonf<1t solids priu~; 
(d) The other solids price: 
(c) Thn butterfat price: 
(l) Tlw soJllatic cell <ldjustment rail~; 
(g) Tlw averngc buttnf<lt, nonLII 

solids. prntein und other solids content 
of producer Jllilk; and 

(h) The statistical uniform price for 
milk containing :~.5 pmcnnt buttt~rfat, 

computed by combining the C::lass III 
priCl! and the producer price 
differRntial. 

§ 1051.68 Payments to producers under 
the California Quota Program. 

Notification shall be given hy the 
market administrator to producers of 
intent to make payment of producer 
rdurns attributilhl!~ to producers who 
participate in the California Quota 
Program in uu:ordancn with§ 10~1 72. 
Prncluu~rs vvho participate in tlw 
California Quota Program shall be 
ich~ntifind as follows: 

Any produc~:r whose farm is local!:d 
in California and whose milk is received 
at ll plant local!;d in C:alifornia unless 
such producer irrevocably notifies the 
mark1;t administrator in writing bdore 
tlw first day of any month for which he 
first rdccts to rectdvt~ payment at tlw 
applicable prices announced under 
§ 1 051.62(h). 

Subpart C-Payments tor Milk 

Producer Payments 

§ 1051.70 Producer-settlement fund. 

Se" § 1000.70. 

§1051.71 Paymentstotheproducer
settlement fund. 

Each handler shall make payment to 
the pruduc:er-si~ttlnment fund in a 
manner that providAs receipt of the 
funds bv the market administrator no 
later th<~n the 15th day after the end of 
the month (except as Provided in 
§ 1000.90). Payment shall be th1! 
amount, if anv, hv which the amount 
spncified in p·aragraph (a) of this section 
exc(;ecls the amount specifiAd in 
paragraph (b) of this section; 

(a] The total value of milk to the 
hancllnr for the nlonth as determinncl 
pursuant to § 1 0~ 1 .60. 

(h) The aggregate amount paid tn 
producers and c:oopcmtive associations 
pursuant to§ l0.51.n. 

§1051.72 Payments from the producer
settlement fund. 

(a] The market administratnr shall 
com putt: tlw amount due each proclucur 
for milk recnivNI during tlw month from 
such produu!r by a handler(s] who 
made paynu~nts for such month 
pursuant to§ 10.51.71 in <lll amount 
Pqual to not lAss than tlu: sum of: 

(1) Tht~ hundteclweight of produCf:r 
milk recei\'l~d times tiH! producer price 
clifh:rential for tlw month as adjusted 
pursuant to§ 1051. 75; 

(2) The pounds of hutt!:rfat reu~i\'Td 
tinu:s the butterfat price for the month; 

[:~]The pounds of protein n~C!)ived 
times the protein price for the month: 



Federal Register/Yo!. IJO, No. 151 /Thursday. August li, 2015/Proposed Rules 47233 

(4) The pounrb of other solids 
rnceivecl times the other solids price fur 
the month; 

(5) The hundmdvvE!ight of milk 
rcccivl!d times tlw somatic cnll 
adjustment for thE; month; 

(G) Less any payment made pursu<mt 
to S 1051.73: 

(7) Less propl!f deductions authorizl!d 
in writing by such producer, and plus 
or minus adjustments for errors in 
pn;vious payments to such producer 
subject to approval by the market 
<tdministrator; and 

(H) Less deductions for marketing 
scrvicl!S pursuant to§ 1000.86. 

(b) On or bdorc the 18th dav ;tfter tin~ 
end of each month, the markci 
administrator shall pay direct to each 
producer who has not authorized a 
cooperative association to receive 
payment for such producer or for milk 
not subject to the California Quota 
Program pursuant to§ 1051.68, the 
amount calculated for such producer 
pursuant to paragraph (a) of this section 
subject to the provisions of§ 1051.86. 

(c) On or before the 16th day aftr~r the 
end of each month, the market 
administrator, subject to the provisions 
of§ 10:11.86, shall pay: 

(1) To each cooperative association 
authorized to receive payments clue 
producers who market their milk 
through such cooperative association, 
and which is not subject to the 
California Quota Program pursuant to 
§ 1051.68, an amount equal to the 
aggregatr~ of the payments calculated 
pursuant to paragraph (a) of this section 
for all produmr.s certified to the market 
administrator by such cooperative 
association to receive such payments: 
and 

(2) To the California Department of 
food & Agriculture's Milk Pooling 
Branch, for each producer and 
cooperative association for milk subject 
to the California Quota Program 
pursuunt to§ 1051.68, the aggregate of 
the payments otherwisr~ clue such 
individual producers and cooperative 
associations pursuant to paragraph (b) 
and subparagraph (c)(1) of this section. 

(d) If, at such time, the balance in the 
producer-settlement fund is insofficirmt 
to make all paynwnts pursuant to this 
section, the market administrator shall 
n~duce uniformly such paymtmts undr~r 
this section and shall complete the 
payments as soon as tlw funds arc 
avclilable. 

§1051.73 Partial payments to producers 
and to cooperative associations. 

(a) Each handlm shtdl pay each 
producer for producer milk for which 
paymtmt is not rl!ade to a cooperative 
association pursuant to paragraph (b) of 

this section and who has not 
discontinued shipments <lS of the dtltn of 
this partial paynwnt, fm Ill ilk received 
dming the first 15 davs of the BHJnth 
from tlw producer at !wt lt~ss th<m the 
ltnvt~st announced class price for the 
preceding month, less propPr 
deductions authorizr~cl in \,vriting by lhe 
producm; payment shall be matk so that 
it is received by each product~!' on or 
beforn the 2f'ith day oftlw month (except 
as provided in§ 1000.90). 

(b) Paymt~nts for milk recein;d from 
cooperative association Btemlwrs. On or 
before the da:y prior to the dcltP specified 
in paragraph (a) of this st~ctioll [exct;pt 
as provided in§ 1 000.90), t~ach handkr 
shall pay to a cooperativt~ <lSSuciation for 
milk from producers who lll<..!fkct tlwir 
milk through tlw cooperativt~ 
association and vvho havP authoriznd 
the cooperative to collr~ct such 
payments on their behalf an amnunt 
equal to the sum of the imlividu;ll 
paynwnts othenvis<~ payable for such 
producer milk pursuant to paragraph (a) 
of this section. 

(c) Payment fur milk received from 
cooperative association pool plants. 
from coopt~rativcs a.s handlers pursuant 
to§ 1051.9(c), or from handlPrs 
pursuant to§ 1051.9(d). On or before the 
day prior to the date specified in 
paragraph (a) of this section (except as 
provided in§ 1000.90), each handler 
who receives fluid milk products at its 
plant from a cooperative association in 
its capacity as the operator of a pool 
plant or who receives milk from a 
cooperative association in its capacity as 
a handler pursuant to§ 1051.9(c), 
including the milk of producers who <He 
not members of such association and 
who the markr~t c1dministrator 
dnterminns have authoriznd tlw 
cooperative association ttl <:<Jllcct 
payment for their milk, or from a 
handler pursuant to§ 10~1.9(d) shall 
pay tht~ coopr~rative or such lwndlcr for 
bulk fluid milk products and bulk fluid 
cream prod nets rr'.cnivt~d from a 
cooperative association in its capacit~-' as 
the operator of a pool plant and for milk 
n~ceivccl from a handlf~r pursucl!lt to 
§ 1051.9(c) or (d) during the first 15 days 
of the month, at not less than tin: lowt~st 
announced cli..!ss prices per 
hundredweight for thP preceding 
month.: 

(d) If <1 handler claims that a required 
payme11t to a producer cannot bt~ madP 
hecausP thn producer is dccHased or 
cannot hr: lnetlh~d, or because the 
coopnrativt~ association or its lawful 
suu:essor or assigrwn is no lnngPr in 
nxistt~ncc. tlu~ pa~rnwnt shall be made tu 
the prnducer-settlemr~nt fund, <.111d in the 
event that the haBdkr subsnqut:ntly 
lncdtes and pays tht~ produu~r or ;1 

lawful claimn.nt. or in the event that thn 
htllHlkr 110 ltmgcr exists and a lawful 
claim is later f!Stahlisht~d. the market 
administrator shall make the required 
paymf:nt from the prnduo:r-settlement 
fund to tlw handler or to the lavvful 
cbirn<Jnt, as tlw case mav be. 

(e) In making puymenis to producers 
pursuant to this sectimL each handlr:r 
shall fum ish each producer, cx<:ept a 
pmduct'r wlwsr: milk was recr~ived from 
a UHlpnrati\w association handler 
dt~scribcd in~ 1051.9(a) or (c), a 
supporting statement in a form that may 
be ret;linnd by the recipitmt which shall 
show: 

( 1) The tli.lrne, uddress, Grade A 
identifier assignt~d by a duly constituted 
regubtory agnncy, and payroll number 
of thr~ procluct~r; 

(2) The daily and total pounds, and 
the month mld datr~s such milk was 
n~ct~ivcd from that producer; 

(:l) The total pounds of buttprfat, 
prott~in, and other solids contained in 
the producer's milk; 

(4) The somatic cell count of the 
producer's milk: 

(5) The minimum rate or ratf~S at 
which paymEmt to the producer is 
n~quircd pursuant to the order in this 
part; 

(6) The ratE~ used in making payment 
if tlw rate is other than the applicable 
minimum rate; 

(7) The amount, or rate per 
hundredweight, or rate per pound of 
cornponrmt, and the nature of each 
deduction claimed bv the handler; and 

(H) The net amount of payment to the 
producer, cooperative association, and 
producer settlemHnt fund \Vith respect 
to such producer. 

§1051.74 [Reserved] 

§1051.75 Plant location adjustments for 
producer milk and non pool milk. 

For purposes of making payments for 
producer milk and non pool milk, a 
plant location adjustment shall be 
cletcrmirwd by subtracting the Class I 
price specified in§ 1051.51 from the 
C::lass I price at the plant's location. The 
clifh~rencn, plus or minus as thf~ case 
may be, shall be used to adjust the 
pa~'nwnts required pursuant to 
§§10S1.7:~ and 1051.76. 

§ 1051.76 Payments by a handler 
operating a partially regulated distributing 
plant. 

On or bdore the 25th dav after the 
end of the month (cxc<)pt a~<; provided in 
~ 1000.!Hl). the opmator of a partially 
n~gulatcd distributing plant. otlwr than 
a plm1t thdt is subject to markr)twicle 
puoling of producer returns under a 
State goven1nwnt's milk classification 
dild pricing program, shall pay to the 
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market administrator for the produu·r
scttlmlH:nl fund the amount conlpntcd 
pursuant tu paragraph [a) of this section 
or, if the handkr submits thn 
infnrmatioll spl~cified in~§ 1051.30(b) 
und 1051.31(b). the handler mav elect to 
pay the amount computr~d purs~l<llll to 
paragraph (h) of this .Sl~ction. A partially 
n·gulated distributing plant that is 
subjPct to market\•vide pooling of 
producl!r returns undm a State 
gov!!rnmnnfs milk classification and 
pricing progr<llll shall pay the amount 
r:ompuh~d pursuant to paragraph {c) of 
this section. 

(a) The pa~'nwnt undPr this paragraph 
.'dwll hl! ;m amount !'\!Suiting from the 
fo II owing com p u Ia I i( Jlls: 

(1) From thn plLtnt's route disposition 
in the marketing area: 

(i) Subtract receipts of fluid milk 
products classified as Closs I milk from 
p!lo] plants. plants fully wgulated undnr 
otlwr Ft~doral mdnrs. and handlors 
described in § 10S1.q(c) or (d)of this 
chapter. t~xu•pt thosn rnr;nipts subtracted 
undt•r a similar provision of another 
r(~d(~J'<l! milk order: 

(ii) Subtract receipts of fluid milk 
products from anothm non pool plant 
that is not a plant fully wgulated undf!r 
another Pedmal order to the extent that 
an Hquivalnnt amount of fluid milk 
products dispost!d of to the non pool 
plant by hcmcllers fully regulated under 
rmv Ped!~ral orcll~r is classified and 
priced as Class I milk and is not ust!d 
tts c1n offset for any payment obligation 
under anv order; and 

(iii) Subtract the pounds of 
n'!constituted milk made from nonfluid 
milk products which l.lre disposed of as 
route disposition in the marketing arna; 

[2) For ordt!rs with multipln 
component pricing. compute a C:lass I 
diffRrenticll price by subtracting Class Ill 
priu~ fwn1 tlw current month's Class I 
prin:. Multiply tlw pounds rcrrwining 
dfter the computation in paragraph 
(a)(1 )(iii) of this sectiou bv the dmount 
hv \·vhich tbn Class I diffe.rential prict: 
c~cet~ds the pn1du(:er price differential, 
both prict:s to be applicable at the 
location oft he partially regulalt:d 
distributing pLmt t~xccpt that neither the 
acljush~d f:lass I differential price nor 
the adjusted producnr price diffewntial 
shall he less than zt~ro: 

(:-!)For orders with skim milk and 
buttmfat pricing, multiply the remaining 
pounds by tlw amount by which tlw 
Class I pricn t:xu~eds the uniform pric~:. 
both prices to be applicablt! at tlu: 
loe<Jtion of the pi!rtially n~guhtPd 
distributing plant cxct:pt that neither tlw 
adjusted Class I price nor the adjuslt~d 
uniform price cliffmPntial shall he lt!SS 
thiln tlw lowest annmmn'd class pricn: 
illl rl 

(4) lJnlnss the pa~rmtmt option 
described in paragraph (d) is sdcct!~cl, 
add tlw <llnount obtai nne! from 
multiplying tiH: pounds of labeled 
reconstituted milk includc~d in 
paragraph (a)(1 )(iii) of this section hy 
any positivt~ difference between the 
Class I price applic:abln at the location 
of the partially wgulated distrilnltiJlg 
plant (less $1.00 if the reconstituted 
milk is labeled as such) and the c:l<JSS IV 
price. 

(b) The payment under this p<lragn!ph 
shall be the amount wsulting from the 
following computations: 

(1) Determine the value that would 
have been computt~d pursuant to 
§ 1051.{)0 for the partially regulated 
distributing plant if the plant had been 
a pool plLJ.nt, suhjPct to thn following 
modifications: 

(i) Fluid Ill ilk products and bulk fluid 
cream products received at thP- plant 
from a pool plant, a plant fully regulatt:d 
undtor anotlwr federal order. and 
handlers described in§ 1051.\1(c) or 
§ 1051.\1(d) of this chaplt~r shalllw 
allocated llt the partially regulated 
distributing plant to the same class in 
which such products were classified at 
the fully regulated plant; 

(ii) Fluid milk products and bulk fluid 
cream products transfcrrud from the 
partially regulated distributing plant to 
a pool plant or a plant fully regulated 
under another Federal ordt-)r shall h!~ 
classified at the pLtrtially regulatPd 
distributing plant in the dass to which 
allocated at the fully regulated plant. 
Such transfers shall be allocated to the 
extent possible to those receipts at the 
partially wgulated distributing plant 
from the pool plant and plants fully 
regulated under other Federal ordN.s 
that an~ classified in the corn~sponding 
class pursuant to paragraph (b)(1)(i) of 
this section. Anv such transfers 
remaining after flw above allocation 
vvhich aw in Class I and fur which a 
vahw is computed pursuant to ~ 1 051.b0 
for the partially wgulated distributing 
plant shall be priced at the statistical 
uniform price or uniform priet!, 
whichnvm is applicable, of the 
respective ordt:r regulating the h;llldling 
of milk at tlw n~ceiving plant. with such 
statistical uniform pricn !It' uniform 
prict! adjustnd to tht! location of the 
non pool plant (but not to be less than 
the lowest announced cldss pricP of tht~ 
rnsper:tive order); and 

(iii) If the operator oftht~ p<~rtia]h· 
n~gulated distributing plant so n:quests, 
the handler'.s value of milk determiiH!d 
pursuant to§ HE11.60 shall include a 
value of milk dt)terminwl fm t!tH:h 
nonpool plant that is not il pLmt fully 
regulated under another r(~deral mdi!r 
which snrVf)S as a supply plant for tlw 

partially regulated distributing plant by 
making shipnwnts to tlw partially 
regulated distributing plant during tlw 
month t~quivrllent to the requirements of 
~ 1 D51.7(c) subject to tlw following 
conditions: 

(A) TIH: opcwtor of tlw partially 
mgu!dtcd distributing plant .submits 
with its reports fi]Pd pursu;mt to 
§§ IO:Jl.:Hl(h) and 10:11.:n(b) similar 
reports for t~<Jch such rwnpool supply 
plrmt: 

(H) The op[!ftltur of the non pool plant 
maintains botJks and records showing 
tlw utilization of all skim milk and 
butterfcll recciv!:d at tlw plant which are 
Ill<Hic available if requested by the 
market rldtninistratnr f!>r vmification 
pmposns; and 

(C) The \'aluc of milk dt~termiiwd 
pursuant to~ 1051.GO fnr tlw 
Ullfl\~ul<!\(!d supply pltHit shall be 
ddcrmincrl in th!' ~lllllt~ maniWr 
prcst:rilH~d for computing tlw obligation 
of the partiillh· n~gulatccl distributing 
plant: and 

(L) From tlw ptlrtiall~, wgulated 
distributing plctnl·s \'<.due of milk 
computt:d pursuiint tu paragraph (bJ(1) 
of this section, subtract: 

(i) Tht~ gross Pll.vnwnts that Wt!n~ 
made !'or milk that \\'oulcl havt~ been 
producer milk hlld tlw plant been fully 
regulated: 

(ii) If paragraph (h)(1)(iii) of this 
set:tion appli!~s. the gross pa:ynwnts by 
tlw operator of the nonpnol supply plant 
for milk received at the plant during the 
month that \.vould hcl\'e been producer 
milk if th!! plant hacllwen fully 
rt)gulrltt)d: and 

(iii) The pa~'ments b.v the operator of 
the partially regulated distributing plant 
to tlw producer-st!ttlcnwnt fund nf 
anotlwr r(~d(!ral order llll(lm· which thn 
plant is also a partially rugulatt~d 
distributing plant and, if paragraph 
(b)(1)(iii) of this S!:ction applies, 
pllynHmts mack b.v the opcwtor of the 
nnnpuol supply plant to the producer
Sl'.ttlPllH~nt fund of any ordc:r. 

(L) Tlw npcwtor of Z1 partially 
n~gulated di."tributing plant that is 
subject to market wide pooling of wturns 
und!~r i! milk cla."sific1tion and pricing 
progrdlll that is impost~d under the 
tlllthorit\· of a Sta\!! governnwnt shall 
pa~' on or b!!fon~ tlw 2:1tll ddy after the 
end of tlw munth (!~Xt:Ppt as provided in 
§ 1000.\Hl) to the markHt administrator 
forth!! pwdur:cr-sdtlt!mcnt fund LJ.ll 

ilnJount computed as follows: 
After uJinplcting the compultltiuns 

dPscrilwd in pamgraphs (a)(1 )(i) and (ii) 
nl thi:-. S!~r:lion. dett•rmint> tlw VClhw of 
till' rcm;lining pounds of fluid milk 
products dispnst:d of as roult~ 
di.~ptlsition in tlw milrk!!ting an:a by 
multi plying t hn h undrcdweigh I of such 



Federal Register/Val. 80. No. 151/Thursday. August G. 2015/Proposed Rules 47235 

pounds by the <Jmount. if gmater than 
Zt!ro, that remains nfter subtracting the 
State program's class pricns npplicable 
tl1 such products at the plant's location 
from tht: fr;dm·al order Class I price 
applicJb!c at the loc<Jtion of the plant. 

(d) Any handler may dect partial!)' 
rnguLltPd distributing plilllt stntus for 
an_v plant with H!SJWcl to n;ct!ipts of 
nonfluid milk ingn!dicnts that arc 
reconstituted for fluid usc. Pavmcnts 
tll<JV be madt; to tht; prorhJcPr-~'iettlnmnnt 
fLllld of tlw ordr;r n;gulating the 
produu;r milk used to produce tlw 
non fluid milk ingredients at the positive 
diffr•mnct; hnt\Vt!t!ll t]ll; Class I price 
llpplicable under the r1tlwr order at the 
location of thP plant wlwn: the nonfluid 
milk ingredients \\'ere processed and the 
Class IV pricP. This pll~·'lllP!lt option 
shall apply only if a majorit~' of the total 
milk rect;ivr;d at tlw plllnt that prncc;sst:d 
the nonfluid milk ingn:dients is 
rngulcllecl undt;r tJJW or uJon; Federal 
orders and payment may only be made 
tr1 the producer-settlement fund of the 
order pricing a plm;J!ity of the milk 
used to produt:c t!w rwnfluid milk 
iugn;dicnts. This Jlil~'nwnt option shall 
not apply iftlw source; nfthe nonfluid 
ingmdients used in n~constituted fluid 
milk prnc\ucts cannot be detr;nuined hy 
thn nwrkd ndministrator. 

§ 1051.77 Adjustment of accounts. 

Sec§ 1000.77. 

§ 1051.78 Charges on overdue accounts. 

St:H § 1000.78. 

Administrative Assessment and 
Marketing Service Deduction 

§ 1051.85 Assessment for order 
administration. 

On or hdow tlw pu_\'lllcnt receipt date 
·"IH;cifit;rlunckr ~ 10:)1./1, t!tH:h handler 
shall pt~y to tlw nwrkd administrator its 
pro rata shtm; of the Pxpcnst~ of 
administration of tlw order tlt ll rate 
specified by tlw markd administrator 
tlwt is no nltln! than R cents per 
hundrech.vcight with n;spt:ct to: 

(a) Rt~et:ipts of producer milk 
(including tlw handlt;r's own 
pmduction) other tl1<1n such receipts b~, 
tl htlndlt~r descrilwd in~ Hl51.9(c) or (d) 
!hill \\·en~ dnliv1:red tr1 pool plnuts of 
other htmcllers: 

(h) Rt!Ct~i pts frolll il handler dr;scribnd 
in ~10~1-~J(c) or (d): 

(c) RPceipls of ctmcPnlrrlted fluid milk 
pn1dur:ts frtllll uumgulatt;d supply 
plilllts and n;ceipts of nonfluid milk 

products assigned to Class I usc 
pursuant to§ 1051.4:Hd) and othPr 
source milk allocated to Class I pursuant 
tu § 1051.44(a)(3) and (8) and the 
corresponding str;ps of§ 1 051.44(b], 
exct~pt other source milk that is 
excluded from thr; computations 
pursuant to§ 1051.60 (h) and (i); and 

(d) Route disposition in tlw marketing 
area from a partially regulated 
distributing plant that exceeds tlw skim 
milk and butterfat subtraclt!d pursuant 
to§ 1051.76(a)(1)(i) and (ii). 

§ 1051.86 Deduction for marketing 
services. 

See§ 1000.8fi. 

Subpart D-Miscellaneous Provisions 

§ 1051.90 Dates. 

See § 1000.90. 

Proposal Number 3 

SllbmittP.d by the California Product-!r 
Handlers Assor:intion 

• 5. This proposal would preserve the 
entire "Quota" system that is currently 
in place under the terms nf the 
California Pooling Act, California state 
marketing order and milk pooling plan 
administered bv the California 
Department of Food and Agriculture 
(CDFA). Speeifically, should USDA 
mcornmend a California Fedt:ral milk 
marketing order, this proposal argues 
that any provisions incorporated to 
''recognizn quota" as outlined in the 
2014 farm Bill, would include 
provisions that recognize, in the same 
mannt~r that is done currently by CDF A, 
the exempt quota held by current 
producer-distributors opmating in the 
State. Should USDA rccomn1fmd 
adlllinistcring all aspects of the 
California quota program, CPH:\ also 
proposes to remove the degrees of 
family consanguinity as it pmtains to 
the ownership of exempt quota to allow 
for the continuation of exempt quota 
transfprs v,rithin a family. 

Proposal Number 4 

Submitted by Ponderoso Dairy 

• 6. This proposal \1\.'ould add a new 
paragraph (c) to§ 1051.76 as clescrilwd 
uudcr Pitlwr Proposal 1 or Proposal 2 
abovt;, to read as follm.vs: 

§ 1051.76 Payments by a handler 
operating a partially regulated distributing 
plant. 

(t;) Any handler may elect partially 
rngulated distributing plant status for 
any plant located within the California 
marketing an~n with respPct to recPipts 
of milk from farms located outsidt; of 
the Californin markt;ting area. Such 
plant shall with rnspt~ct to such rnceipts 
make an election ilS provided for in 
§ 1051.7R and shall meet the reporting 
and paymt;nt rcquin~ments in part1graph 
(a) or part1gr<1ph (b) of this section \•vith 
respPct to such n~ceipts. 

Proposal No. 5 

Proposer! h_v Dni1y Program. 
Agricultuml Marketing Servir:e 

Make such changes as may be 
uecessary to ensum that all provisions 
of any potential markctiug agn;t~nHmt or 
ordPr that may rnsult from this hearing 
conform with t;ach other. 

Copies of this notict; of hnaring may 
be obtai1wd online at http:! I 
ll'Wl\'.ums.usd(J.gov!daiiy, or from the 
Hearing Clm·k, Unitnc\ States 
Dt~partmcnt of Agriculturt;, STOP 
9200~Room 1031, 1400 lndqwndcnct~ 
Avnnun S\V .. Washingloll. DC 20250-
9200. 

Copi1;s of the transcript of testimony 
and exhibits taken at the hearing ""ill be 
made available for viewing at http:!! 
HiWW.ams.usda.gov!daiiy after the 
hearing adjourns. If yotl wish to 
purchasP a cnpy, arrangements may be 
made v .. rith the reporter at the lwaring. 

When a Notiu; of Hearing is issued, 
USDA employees gain knovvl!;dge that a 
hearing will be held. from this timn and 
until tlw issuance of tl Final Decision in 
this proceeding. USDA employnes 
involved in tlw decisional procnss arc 
prohihitt:d from discussing the merits of 
the hearing issw;s on em r;x parte basis 
with tmy pPrStl!l having an interest in 
the proceeding. The prohibition applins 
to l!mployens in the following 
organizational units: Office of thP 
Stocretary of Agriculturn; Otficf~ of the 
Administrator. AMS; Office of the 
Gcrwral Couns1~l; and the AMS Dairv 
Program (\Vashington, DC office), m;d 
the offices of all Market Administrators. 
Procedural matters are not subject to the 
ahov1~ prohibition and may be discussP.d 
at any timt~. 

Dcl\r)d: July 27. 201~. 

Rex A. Barnes, 

Ass()(:iute Administrutor 

IFR Doc. 201 ;i-11l7tH Filed ll-:-,-1 :,: H:45 ami 
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1400 Independence Avenue, SW. 
Room 3071-S, STOP 0201 
Washington, DC 20250-0201 

Docket No. [ A0-15-0071 ] 
California- Federal Milk Marketi ng Order 
Promulgation Request 

Pursuant to the authority delegated to me by the Deputy Administrator, Dairy Programs, I 

hereby certify that, between the 5111 of August, 2015, and the l01
h of August, 2015, in accordance 

with Section 900.4(b )(ii) of the General Regulations (7 CFR Part 900), an official press release 
I 

announcing the Notice of Hearing in connection with the above Docket were forwarded to 

interested parties including: 

All California recognized cooperative, producers, processors, trade organizations, and 

others. 

Done in Washington, D.C., between the 5111 of August, 2015, and the 10111 of August, 201 5. 

Meredith Frisius 
Dairy Prod~ct ~larkcting Specialist 



Agricultural Marketing Service 
1400 Independence Ave .. SW 

Washington. DC 20250 I Room 3933-S 
Voice 202.720.8998 
Web: htlp.//www.ams usda.gov 

Release No. : 102-15 

News Release 
Contact: 

Greg Rosenthal, (202) 720-2739 
GregoryJ. Rosenthal@ams. usda.gov 

USDA Announces Hearing on Proposed California Federal Milk Marketing 
Order 

WASHINGTON, Aug. 5, 2015 - The U.S. Department of Agriculture will hold a public 
hearing starting on Sept. 22, 2015, in Clovis, Calif. , to consider the establishment of a 
Federal Mi lk Marketing Order (FMMO) for California. 

The hearing, which USDA expects to last several weeks, will begin at 9 a.m. Pacific 
Daylight Time on Sept. 22, 2015, at the Clovis Veterans Memorial District Building, 808 
Fourth Street, Clovis, Calif. 93612. The hearing is open to the public. USDA will hear 
testimony and receive evidence regarding four proposals for a FMMO in California. 

The California dairy industry represents 20 percent of all US milk production and is 
currently regulated under a state marketing order. The 20 14 Farm Bill allows for a 
California FMMO that recognizes certain state-specific aspects of the current order, if 
recommended by USDA and approved by California dairy producers . In February, AMS 
received a forma l hearing request from California Dairies, Inc.; Land 0 Lakes, Inc. ; and 
Dairy Farmers of America, Inc. to establish a FMMO in California. AMS received 
additiona l proposals from the Dairy Institute of California, the California Producer 
Handlers Association, and Ponderosa Dairy. All ofthe proposals can be viewed at 
www.arns.usda.gov/CAOrder. USDA has not taken a position on any of the proposals 
included in the Notice of Hearing, which has been transmitted to the Federal Register and 
is expected to publish soon. 

Those interested in testifying should notify USDA upon arrival at the hearing. For a copy 
of the hearing notice and additional information, visit www.ams.usda.gov/CAOrder or 
contact William Francis, Director, Order Formulation and Enforcement Division by mail 
at USDN AMS/Dairy Program, Stop 0231-Room 2969-S, 1400 Independence A venue, 
SW., Washington, DC 20250-0231 ; by phone at (202) 720-6274; or by e-mail at 
william.francis@ams.usda.gov. 

The hearing will be overseen by an impartial Administrative Law Judge who wi ll ensure 
testimony and evidence presented fall within the scope of what is contained in the Notice 
of Hearing. Anyone may testify. 



Individuals requiring a sign language interpreter or other reasonable accommodations 
should contact Diane Hirsch, AMS Dairy Program, by phone at (425) 487-5601 or bye
mail at dhirsch@fmmaseatt le.com before the hearing begins. 

# 

Get the latest Agricultural Marketing Service news at hllp:llwww.ams.usda.gov/neH:5 or follow us on 
Twiller @USDA A MS. You can also read about us on the USDA blog. 

USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer. To file a complaint of discrimination. write: USDA, 
Ojjlce a,/ the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights. Office of Adjudication. 1400 Independence Ave., SW. 

Washington, DC 20250-9410 or call (866) 632-9992 (Toll-free Customer Service), (800) 877-8339 (Local 
or Federal relay). (866) 377-8642 (Relay voice users). 
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1400 Independence Avenue, SW. 
Room 3071-S, STOP 0201 
Washington, DC 20250-0201 

Docket No. [ A0- 15-0071 ] 
California Federal Milk Marketing Order
Promulgation Request 

Pursuant to the authority delegated to me by the Deputy Administrator, Dairy Programs, 1 

hereby certify that, between the 5th of August, 2015, and the 1oth of August, 20 15, in accordanc~ 

with Section 900.4(b)(ii) of the General Regulations (7 CFR Part 900), true copies of the Notice 

of Hearing in connection with the above Docket were forwarded to the following officials: 

Governors of the States of Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Nevada, New Mexico 

Oregon, Utah, and Washington. 

Done at Washington, D.C., between the 5111 of August, 2015, and U1e lOth of August, 20 15. 

~ 
Dairy Product Marketing Specialist 

I 
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Preliminary Regulatory Impact Analysis 
Of Proposals to Establish 

A California Federal Milk Marketing Order 

I. THE PLRPOSE OF THIS A:-.IAL YSIS 

On February 5, 2015, the Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS) received a proposal to establish a 
Federal Milk Marketing Order (FMMO) for the state of California on behalf of California Dairies, Inc.; 
Dairy Farmers of America. Inc.; and Land 0' Lakes, Inc. (Cooperatives). In response to an AMS 
invitation, three additional proposals were submitted by the dairy industry as alternatives to the 
Cooperatives· proposal. In order to assess the impact of all four proposals, AMS has conducted a 
preliminary economic impact analysis. While the proposed California FMMO would regulate and impact 
the California dairy industry primarily, the analysis predicts that a California FMMO would also have an 
impact on the milk supply, product demand, product prices, and milk allocation throughout the United 
States. 

A. Scope of Analysis 

The estimated impacts of promulgation of a California FMMO arc measured as deviations from the 
baseline of AMS Dairy Program's Regional Econometric Model, which is aligned with the USDA 
Agricultural Baseline Projections to 2024. 1 The USDA baseline and the model baseline assume: (I) the 
Dairy Product Price Suppon Program and the Dairy Expon Incentive Program ended on February 7, 
2014; (2) the Milk Income Loss Contract program ended on September 1, 2014: (3) the Margin Protection 
Program- Dairy began on September 1, 20 14; and ( 4) the FMMO program would continue unchanged. 
National assumptions for the cost of feed arc provided by the USDA Baseline Projections. 

The regional econometric model used in this preliminary analysis simultaneously f{Jrccasts annual 
regional milk production, regional fluid milk and national manufactured dairy product consumption. 
regional dairy class utilization, national dairy product prices, and regional fann milk prices sequentially 
from 2014 through 2024. The explanation of the operation of the AMS Dairy Program's Regional 
Econometric Model specifications is available on the AMS Dairy Program website.' 
The model operates under the following basic assumptions: 

• Regional cow numbers arc functions of the producer milk price, feed costs, slaughter prices, non
farm earnings. and/or other variables. 

• Milk production per cow is estimated as a function of milk prices, feed costs, and other variables. 
• All-milk price estimates that drive milk production ttJr each region arc a function of the effective 

blend price of the order that draws primarily from the milk supply region. 
• Milk movements from the regional supplies are functions of relative blend prices between orders. 
• Milk movements arc summed to create pools for all markets regulated under FMMOs, California, 

and markets not regulated under FMMOs. 
• Regional demands for fluid milk per capita consumption arc functions of Class I price. income, 

and population under five years of age. 

1 U.S. Department of Agricultun.\ Ofticc of the Chief Economist. World Agricultural Outlook Board, Interagency 
Agricultural Projections Committee. 2015. Long-term Projections Report OCE -2015-1. 
http: ,...,..W\VW. usda.gov'oce:commodity-'projcctions/USDA _Agricultural Projections to_ 2024. pdf 
2 W\V\v.ams.usda.go\··Dairy 

Preliminary Economic Impact Analysis -August 2015 
2 



• Milk supplies for manufactured milk products arc based on total pool milk available minus 
volumes demanded for Class I products. 

• Classilications of manufactured milk within the pools arc functions of ratios of the wholesale 
prices to their respective class prices and other variables. 

• The unregulated pool is assumed to have the same classiticd utilization as the sum of FMMO and 
California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDF A) classitlcd utilizations, except that Class I 
utilization in the unregulated pool is estimated. 

• National demands for manufactured dairy per capita consumption arc functions of respective 
prices, per capita income, and other factors. 

• A two-step process is used to estimate ending stocks. First, average stock values of the monthly 
ending stocks from the last half or last quarter of each year arc estimated as functions of the 
product price. Second, year-end stocks arc estimated from average stocks. 

• Imports above the tariff rate quota and commercial exports lor American cheese. other cheese, 
butter. non-fat dry milk and dry whey arc estimated as a function of the difference between the 
domestic product price and the ti·ee-on-board international price. 

The regional econometric model generates long term supply, demand, and price baseline projections 
consistent with USDA ·s oflicial baseline projections tor the dairy sector. The model's baseline 
projections for 2014 arc updated to reflect actual data lor the year. Composite actual results of analyses 
for butterfat and other milk components ( .. at test") arc used where such data is available. Otherwise, 
default standards arc used for comparisons. The model is not able to consider intra-order movements of 
milk. Also, the effects of seasonal changes in production, consumption, and price cannot be analyzed on 
an annual basis. 

B. Methods of Analysis 

Baseline estimates arc constructed assuming the current CDFA marketing regulations remain in place. If 
FMMO regulation is adopted tor California. it is assumed for modelling purposes that the FMMO 
regulations would supersede the CDF A milk marketing regulations, beginning January I, 2017. 

This analysis estimates the expected impacts resulting !rom adoption of the tour proposals under the 
following subject areas: FMMO Pricing, FMMO Classitlcation, Fortilication Allowances. Transportation 
Credits and Allowances, Out-oi~Statc Milk. Producer-Handlers, Quota, and Pooling. 

For each proposal. deviations from the current CDFA marketing regulations arc idcntilicd and modeled. 
All analyses assume that all model parameters, except those that would change under each proposal, 
would remain unchanged during the comparison period. The impacts of the proposed rebJUiations arc then 
compared to the model's baseline projections tor the period 2017 through 2024. The results of this 
comparison arc lllllnd in the tables in Appendix B. 

The following indicators were selected to measure the potential impacts of the proposals: 
• Changes in the uniform price. all-milk price. and producer revenues, which indicate farmers' 

ability and willingness to produce milk; and 
• Changes in milk marketings, Class I usc, and other class prices, which measure the adequacy of 

milk supplies to meet tluid needs and the effect on consumer expenditures for tluid and 
manufactured dairy products. 
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II. A:\ EXA:vtiNA TION OF THE PROPOSALS 

A. Cooperative Proposal 
The Cooperatives propose a FMMO to replace the current State order operated by CDFA. The proposed 
FMMO includes a combination of current CDFA and standard FMMO regulations. Notable features of 
the Cooperatives' proposal include: 

• FMMO end-product pricing formulas and product classification provisions. 
• FMMO definitions and regulations for producer-handlers. 
• Similar treatment of out-ot~statc milk as under other FMMOs. 
• Transportation credits to incentivizc movement offann milk from supply areas to demand areas. 
• Allowances for fluid milk fortification determined on a sliding scale. 
• California's quota program would continue to be administered by CDFA, but the quota premiums 

would be deducted from the FMMO pool before a blend price is calculated. 
• Pooling standards. 

FMMO Pricing 

The Cooperatives' proposal would replace current CDFA class price fommlas with the end-product 
pricing formulas currently used in other FMMOs. FMMO pricing formulas would be used to calculate 
the Class I-IV prices. Current Federal order Class I di!Tcrcntials already in place for the State of 
California would be used. The principle pricing point for calculating the Class I price would be Los 
Angeles County, California. 

FMMO Classification 

The Cooperatives' proposal would alter the classification of certain dairy products to align with the 
FMMO product classification scheme. Affected products include half and half, buttermilk. eggnog, and 
aseptically packaged fluid milk. 

Adjustments in classification arc also made to account for fortifYing Class I products as required under 
CDF A regulations. The table below compares CDFA classes and the proposed FMMO classes. 

CDFA Class Equivalent F:\nto 
Class 

Class I Class I 
Class 2 & 3 Class II 
Class 4b Class Ill 
Class 4a Class IV 

Producer-Handlers 

The Cooperatives' proposal would adopt detlnitions and pooling regulations for producer-handlers similar 
to those in other FMMOs. Under FMMOs, producer-handlers arc exempt from pooling and pricing as 
long as their Class I sales do not exceed 3 million pounds per month and they do not take delivery of 
more than 150.000 pounds of milk !rom other regulated handlers. Some who qualify as producer
handlers under current CDFA regulations would likely be ineligible for regulatory exemption under the 
proposed FMMO. 
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Additionally, under current CDF A regulations, a portion of certain producer-handlers' Class I sales arc 
fully exempt from pooling. This is referred to as "exempt" quota. There arc no provisions for the 
maintenance of"excmpt'' quota under the Cooperatives' proposal. These producer-handlers would have 
their "exempt" quota converted to regular quota as pooled producers. 

Out-of-State Milk 

Under the Cooperatives' proposal, milk produced outside ofCalifomia and delivered to handlers in the 
regulated marketing area would receive at least the California uniform ''blend'' price (determined atier 
quota payments). Currently. the CDFA system docs not allow out-of-state milk to be pooled. Instead. 
handlers pay out-of~statc producers a "plant blend" price based on the utilization of the receiving plant. 

Fortification Allowances 

Fortification allowances currently in place in California would change under the proposed FMMO. 

Currently. handlers pooled under the California order receive a credit against pooling obligations tor 
fortifying tluid milk of$0.09X7 per pound of condensed skim milk used to fortify Class I products. 
Handlers fortifYing with nonfat dry milk can receive a credit of between $0 and $0.19X5 per pound of 
non tat dry milk used. depending on the ditTerence between CDFA Class I Non tat Solids and Class 4a 
Nonfat Solids prices. 

Under the Cooperatives' proposal, handlers fortifying with condensed skim milk would receive a credit of 
between $0 and 50.0987 per pound of condensed milk used, depending on the difference between the 
Class I Nonfat Solids·' and Class II Non tat Solids prices. The sliding scale related to tortitlcation with 
nonfat dry milk would continue to range between $0 and $0.1 9X5 per pound of nonfat dry milk used. 
depending on the difference between the Class I Nonfat Solids and the Nonfat Solids prices. 

Transportation Credits 

Under the current CDFA regulations. both producers and handlers receive credits to move milk from 
farms to plants and between plants. Under the Cooperatives' proposal. handlers would receive 
transportation credits on farm-to-plant movements between supply zones and demand zones. There 
would be no credit for plant-to-plant movements. The proposed transportation credit calculations can be 
seen bck1\v: 

Transportation Credit~ Mileage Rate x Eligible Milk Pounds 

The mileage rate is calculated by transportation zone: 

Transportation Zone I: Mileage Rate~ 0.04497 +(Mileage x (0.00318 +Fuel Adjustor Rate)) 
Transportation Zone 2: Mileage Rate~ 0.004X5 t (Mileage x (0.00546 +Fuel Adjustor Rate)) 
Transportation Zone 3: Mileage Rate~ 0.05441 t (Mileage x (0.00571 + Fuel Adjustor Rate)) 

Where the Fuel Adjustor Rate~ ((8 week Simple Average Number 2 Diesel Retail Price- 4.099) '"5.8)"'" 
520 

1 L'nder the Cooperatin~s· proposaL the Class I Nonhtt Solids price would be the Class I skim milk price tn the 
southern California 1.one \Vith the highest concentration of distributing plants. divided by 9. 
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And, 

Mileage~ the shortest hard-surface highway mileage between the shipping farm and the receiving plant, 
up to 225 miles. 

The pounds arc eligible if more than 50 percent of the pool plant's utilization is Class I and/or II. 

The transportation zones arc defined in the Cooperatives' proposal as: 

Transportation Zone I: deliveries to plants located in the counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San 
Bernardino, San Diego, and V cntura originating from dairy farms located in the counties of Riverside, 
San Diego, and San Bernardino. 

Transportation Zone 2: deliveries to plants located in the counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San 
Bernardino, San Diego. and Ventura originating from dairy farms located in all counties within the 
marketing area except Riverside, San Diego, and San Bernardino. 

Transportation Zone 3: deliveries to plants located in the counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, 
Napa, Santa Clara, San Francisco. Santa Cruz, San Mateo Sacramento, Solano, and Sonoma originating 
!rom dairy farms located in all counties within the marketing area. 

The Cooperatives' proposal retains the state's current quota system, with joint administration under 
USDA and CDFA. Quota premiums would be paid bctore determining the remaining markctwidc pool 
value and the uniform minimum price paid to producers. 

Under the current CDF A system and the Cooperatives· proposed FMMO, the ""non-quota"" blend price 
would be: 

Non-Quota Blend at 3.5 percent Butterfat- 2.9915 x (Producer Protein Price)+ 5.6935 x (Producer Other 
Solids Price)+ 3.5 x (Producer Butterfat Price) 

Where the, 

Producer Protein Price~ Protein Price+ ((PPD x Percent of the Class Ill price the Protein Value 
Contributed from the previous year) · 2.9915), 

Producer Other Solids Price- Other Solids Price+ ((PPD x Percent of the Class III price the Other Solids 
Value Contributed !rom the previous year) c- 5.6935). and 

Producer Butterfat Price~ Butterfat Price+ ((PPD x Percent of the Class III price the Butterfat Value 
Contributed !rom the previous year) c- 3.5). 

The Quota Blend price is calculated as: 

Quota Blend at 3.5 percent Butterfat~ Non-Quota Blend at 3.5 percent Butterfat+ (0.195 x X.6X5). 
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Pooling 

The Cooperatives' proposal retains current CDFA pooling provisions requiring all milk received at a 
California plant to be pooled. Currently, FMMOs require only handlers of primarily Class I milk to be 
pooled; other handlers have the option to not pool. 

B. California Producer-Handler Association Proposal 

The Calif{Jrnia Producer-Handler Association (CPHA) proposal was submitted in response to the 
Cooperatives' proposal and is addressed in this analysis as a proposed modification to the Cooperatives' 
proposal. 

Exempt Quota for Producer-Handlers 

Under current CDFA provisions, producer-handlers do not participate in the marketwidc pool on the 
volume of"excmpt" quota held. The CPHA proposal would maintain "exempt" quota lor certain 
California producer-handlers. The CPHA proposal supports the proposed treatment of producer-handlers 
under the Cooperatives' proposal, but would "grandfather in" certain California producer-handlers who 
own ·'exempt" quota and would continue to recognize the exemptions. 

Family Consanguinity 

The CPHA proposal would revise the family consanguinity requirements stipulated in current CDFA 
regulations to allow more flexibility regarding inheritance of exempt quota. 

C. Ponderosa Dairy Proposal 

The Ponderosa Dairy Proposal was submitted in response to the Cooperatives' proposal and is addressed 
in this analysis as a proposed modification of the Cooperatives' proposal. 

Out-of-State Milk 

Under current CDFA regulations, out-of-state milk cannot be pooled and out-of-state milk producers 
cannot own California quota. Under the Cooperatives' proposal, out-of~statc milk could be pooled and 
would receive the non-quota blend price. Under the Ponderosa Dairy proposal, milk produced outside of 
California and received at an in-state plant with fluid milk sales in the regulated marketing area would be 
subject to FMMO minimum pricing requirements at a level equal to or greater than the plant blend price. 

D. Dairy Institute of California Proposal 

The Dairy Institute of California (Institute) submitted a complete alternative to the Cooperatives' 
proposal. The Institute proposes a multiple component FMMO that would usc modified FMMO end
product pricing formulas and current FMMO product classification. The Institute's proposal would adopt 
standard FMMO regulations for producer-handlers. pooling provisions, and the treatment of out-of-state 
milk. The Institute's proposed transportation credits, fortification allmvanccs. and quota program would 
be somewhat similar to current CDFA regulations. 
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FMMO Pricing and Classification 

The Institute"s proposal would adopt the current FMMO product classification scheme as described under 
the Cooperatives' proposal in Section A, above. All of the CDF A class price formulas would be revised 
to reflect modified FMMO class price formulas using Wcstcm dairy product prices and Western 
manufacturing costs instead of national prices and costs. If Western dairy product prices and Western 
manufacturing costs arc not available. the Institute proposal provides default values. For the purpose of 
this analysis, the default values arc used in the following proposed price formulas. Additionally. the 
Class Ill price is proposed to be calculated based solely on block cheddar cheese prices. 

Cla.•;s I Price 

Class I Price~ (0.965 x Class I Skim Price)+ (3.5 x Class I Butterfat Price) 
f. Class f Skim~ Class I DifTcrential + Higher of Advanced Class Ill or Class IV Skim Price 
2. Class I Butterfat~ (Class I Differential 7 100) +Advanced Butterfat Price 

3. Class I Fluid Carrier~ (Class I Skim Price x 0.24) 7 91 
4. Class I Nonfat Solids Price~ (Class I Skim Price x 0. 76) 7 9 

Class II Price 

Class II Price~ (0.965 x Class II Skim Price)+ (3.5 x Class II Butterfat Price) 
I. Class II Skim~ Advanced Class IV skim+ 0.70 
2. Class II Nonfat solids~ Class II Skim 7 9 
3. Class II butterfat~ Butterfat Price+ 0.007 

Class II I Price 

Class III Price~ (0.965 x Class Ill Skim Price)+ (3.5 x Butterfat Price) 
I. Class Ill Skim~ (3.1 x Protein Price)+ (5.9 x Other Solids Price) 

Class IV Price 

Class IV Price~ (0.965 x Class IV Skim Price) "(3.5 x Butterfat Price) 
I. Class IV Skim Price~ Nonfat Solids Price x 9 

Component Price Calculations 

Butterfat Price- (Butter Price- 0.1932) x 1.211 
Nonfat Solids Price~ (Nonfat Dry Milk Price-· 0.2254) x 0.99 
Protein Price~ ((40 Pound Cheddar Cheese Block Price- 0.2631) x 1.383) + ((((40 Pound Cheddar 

Cheese Block Price- 0.2631) x 1.572)- (0.9 x Butterfat Price)) x 1.17) 
Other Solids Price~ (Dry Whey Price- 0.2394) x 1.03 

Somatic Cell Adjuster- 0.0005 x (350- Somatic Cell Count) 

Ad\'W1ccd Price Calculations 

Advanced Class Ill Skim Price - (3.1 x Advanced Protein Price)+ (5.9 x Advanced Other Solids Price) 
Advanced Class IV Skim Price ~ Advanced Nonfat Solids Price x 9 
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Advanced Butterfat Price~ (Advanced Butter Price- 0.1932) x 1.211 
Advanced Protein Price~ ((Advanced 40 Pound Cheddar Cheese Block Price- 0.2631) x 1.383) + 
(((Advanced 40 Pound Cheddar Cheese Block Price- 0.2631) x 1.572)- (0.9 x Advanced Butterfat Price)) 
X 1.17) 

Advanced Other Solids Price~ (Advanced Whey Price- 0.2394) x 1.03 
Advanced Nonfat Solids Price~ (Advanced Nonfat Dry Milk Price 0.2254) x 0.99 

Producer-Handlers 

Under the Institute's proposaL producer-handler provisions would align with definitions adopted by other 
existing FMMOs. 

Pooling 

Pooling under the Institute's proposal would be optional except for distributing plants, similar to current 
FMMOs. The Institute's proposed order would also provide manufacturing plant shipping standards that 
are adjusted depending on milk utilization across the state. 

The proposal also attempts to deter milk !rom leaving the market wide pool by establishing re-pooling 
standards similar to those in some other FMMOs. For the months of April through February. handlers 
who had previously de-pooled milk could not rc-pool more than 125 percent of the producer milk receipts 
they pooled during the previous month. For March, the rc-pooling limit would be 135 percent. 

Quota milk would also be subject to certain shipping requirements. 

Out-ot~State Milk 

The current CDF A system does not permit out-o!Cstate milk to be pooled. Under the Institute's proposal. 
out-of-state milk could be pooled. and qualifying out-of-state producers would receive a non-quota blend 
pnce. 

Transportation Credits and Allowances 

The Institute's proposal would provide transportation credits and allowances similar to those currently 
provided under the CDF A program. Transportation credits for plant-to-plant movement of bulk milk, 
skim milk, or condensed skim milk would be available to handlers. Transportation allowances for 
producers would continue lor ranch-to-plant movement of milk to plants with Class I and/or II utilization 
greater than 50 percent. The transportation credit calculations would be the same as under current CDF A 
regulations, with two exceptions: there \\.'auld no longer be a transportation credit for milk moving from 
Sonoma to Alameda, San Francisco, or Santa Clara Counties; and there \\'Ould be a one cent increase in 
the transportation credit lor milk moving from Merced and Stanislaus Counties to Solano and Sonoma 
Counties. The ditTerenees in transportation allowances under the current CDF A regulations and the 
Institute's proposal arc shown in Table I. 

Fortification Allowances 

The fortification allowances in Calitomia would change slightly under the Institute's proposal. The 
payment (per pound of product used) for condensed skim tortitication would be between SO and $0.0987. 
and the payment tor nonfat dry milk tortitication would continue to be between $0 and 50.1985. with the 
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two rates dependent on the differences between the Class I Nonfat Solids Price and the Class II Nonfat 
Solids or the nonfat solids price, respectively. 

One signitlcant difference between the current CDFA system and the Institute's proposal is the operation 
of the quota program. Under the Institute's proposal, producers would have the ability to opt out of the 
quota program and instead receive a traditional FMMO blend price. This is a one-time decision that 
could be made prior to any month; once a producer opts out, he or she could not opt back in. Producers 
who opt out of the quota program would receive the California FMMO blend price for all their pooled 
milk. Funds remaining in the marketwide pool after payment of the FMMO blend price would then be 
turned over to CDF A for re-b lending to determine quota value. 

10 
Preliminary Economic Impact Analysis August 2015 



Table 1. Comparison of Transportation Credits Under Current CDFA Regulations and the Institute's Proposed Regulations. 

CDFA Regulations Institute Regulations 

Supply County Deficit County Miles Dollars PerCWT Supply County Deficit County Miles Dollars Per CWT 

Alameda, Contra Costa, Santa Othrough 78 0.41 Alameda, Contra Costa, 0 through 78 0.31 

All CA Counties Clara, Santa Cruz, San Over 78 through 199 0.47 All CA Counties Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, San Over 78 through 199 0.37 

Francisco, and San Mateo Over 199 0.65 Francisco, and San Mateo Over 199 0.45 

Othrough 59 0.17 
All CA Counties 

Othrough 59 0.17 
All CA Counties Sacramento Sacramento 

Over 59 0.23 Over 59 0.23 

Othrough 29 0.13 

All CA Counties Shasta Over 29 through 49 0.16 

Over 49 0.19 

0 through 45 0.23 Othrough 45 0.23 

All CA Counties 
Marin, Napa, Solano, and 

Over 45 through 96 0.37 All CA Counties 
Marin, Napa, Solano, and 

Over 45th rough 96 0.27 
Sonoma Sonoma 

Over 96 0.46 Over 96 0.36 

Othrough 93 0.15 Los Angeles, Orange, 

Riverside Riverside, San Bernardino, 

Riverside and 
Los Angeles, Orange, Over 93 0.46 Ventura and San Diego Over 93 0.36 

San Bernardino 
Riverside, San Bernardino, 

Los Angeles, Orange, 
and Ventura 

San Bernardino Riverside, San Bernardino, 

Ventura and San Diego Over93 0.16 

0 through 79 0.15 
All OtherCA 

Los Angeles, Orange, Over 79 through 99 0.46 Over 79 through 99 0.16 
Counties than 

Riverside, San Bernardino, Over 99 through 119 0.67 All Other CA Over 99 through 119 0.37 
Riverside and Los Angeles, Orange, 

and Ventura Over 119 through 15' 0.84 Counties than Over 119 0.54 
San Bernardino Riverside, San Bernardino, 

Over 155 0.91 Riverside and 

Othrough 79 0.15 San Bernardino 
Ventura and San Diego 

All CA Counties San Diego Over 79 through 119 0.46 

Over 119 0.84 
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Ill. ANALYSIS OF BENEFITS A:\D COSTS 

A. Introduction 

This section describes the methodology of determining potential benefits and costs resulting from 
abandoning current CDFA regulations and adopting each of the four proposals described herein. 
Instances where features of a proposal could not be modeled arc noted. The forecasted impacts of 
adoption of each proposal arc described as deviations from the model baseline as adapted from the USDA 
dairy baseline projections. 

B. Cooperative Proposal 

For the purpose of this analysis. USDA has identified key areas where the Cooperatives proposed 
FMMO ditfcrs significantly from current CDFA regulations. The Cooperatives' proposal would establish 
fundamentally dilTcrcnt methods to address milk pricing, classification. treatment of out-of-state milk, 
treatment of producer-handlers. transportation allowances and credits, and fluid milk f(lrtification. The 
Cooperatives' proposal would maintain both the quota program and "inclusive" pooling as they currently 
operate under CDF A regulations, so no deviation from the baseline is measured for those features. 

FMMO Pricing 

The current FMMO pricing equations arc used in the model to calculate C A FMMO classified prices. 
TheCA FMMO prices arc then used to calculate quota and non-quota blend prices at 3.5 percent 
butterfat Quota, non-quota, and statewide blend prices at test arc also calculated. 

FMMO Classification 

The Cooperatives proposal would align the California milk classification system with the equivalent 
FMMO classes as outlined below: 

CDFA Class Equivalent BUIO 
Class 

Class I Class I 
Class 2 & 3 Class II 
Class 4b Class III 
Class 4a Class IV 

Additional classitication changes would include: 

• Reassigning buttermilk !rom CDFA Class 2 to FMMO Class I; 
• Reassigning nonfat solids used to fortify fluid milk products !rom CDF A Class I to FMMO Class 

IV: 
• Reassigning condensed solids used in fortifying fluid milk products !rom CDF A Class I to 

FMMO Class IV: 
• Reassigning the Class I skim volume increase due to fortifying fluid milk products from CDFA 

Class 4a to FMMO Class!; 

Changes in classitication for eggnog and aseptically packaged tluid milk arc not accounted for due to lack 
of available data. 
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Quota and Pooling 

The Cooperatives· proposal would maintain the current CDF A quota system along with the "inclusive" 
pooling provisions. There arc no changes from the baseline for quota or inclusive pooling. 

Out-ofState Milk 

Under the Cooperatives· proposal. out-ot~state milk. currently unregulated under the CDF A order. would 
become regulated under the California FMMO and receive the "non-quota blend price." For the purpose 
of this analysis, volumes of out-of-state milk entering California arc expected to remain at current levels. 

The model makes the following assumptions: 

• A three-year average of out-of-state milk movements is used for the forecast period. 
• In the baseline. California Class I sales from out-of-stale handlers arc accounted for in the 

California regional tluid milk demand estimate. To account t{Jr the proposed regulation of those 
sales, that volume is instead accounted for as unregulated Class I sales. 

• Under the Cooperatives' proposaL out-of-state milk movements into California arc removed from 
the unregulated region and arc pooled on the California FMMO. 

• ;\significant volume of out-of-state milk coming into California is used for fluid milk. 
• Under the Cooperatives· proposal, out-ot~slatc Class I sales arc added back into theCA Class I 

utilization. 

Producer-Handlers 

In this analysis, "exempt" quota owned by producer-handlers is considered to be pooled and priced. 
"Exempt" quota milk is addressed similarly under the baseline to out-of-stale milk, where estimated Class 
I fluid demand is reduced by the amount of exempt quota milk to calculate theCA Class I utilization. In 
this analysis, ··exempt'' quota is converted to regular quota. and consequently the quota nonfat solids 
volume increases. 

Transportation Allowances and Credits 

The Cooperatives' proposal includes a system of transportation credits that arc similar to the current 
CDF A regulations. The proposal would partially reimburse transportation costs for delivery of milk hom 
supply areas to deficit areas, commonly referred to as ··ranch to plant" shipments. These credits arc 
funded through deductions from the markctwidc pool. 

This analysis compares actual payments for transportation allowances under the current California order 
to expected payments. had the Cooperative proposal been in place for 2014. Results indicate a 2.234 
percent increase in payments under the Cooperatives' proposal. The actual yearly average CDFA 
transportation credit payments f{Jr 2011-2013. increased by 2.234 percent, arc then used to project 
transportation credits for the forecast years of 2017-2024. 

The Cooperatives' proposal docs not provide for credits on plant-to-plant milk movements: that volume is 
reduced to zero in the analysis. 
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Fortification Allowances 

The condensed skim and nonfat dry milk fortification allowances outlined in the Cooperatives' proposal 
arc calculated using the FMMO Class I SNF, Class II SNF, and nonfat solids prices. The calculated 
allowances arc multiplied by 2011-2013 CDFA three-year average of nonfat solids in condensed skim 
and nonfat dry milk. The total fortification allowance value is then removed from the total pool value to 
calculate the producer butterfat. protein, and other solids prices. 

I. Impacts on Dairy Farmers 

To evaluate the impact of the Cooperatives' proposal on dairy fanners, changes in the California and ten 
existing FMMOs' statistical uniform blend prices at 3.5 percent butterfat (3.5 8F) (Table 81) and at test 
(Table 82) arc considered. Also, changes in dairy product prices (Table 83), all-milk prices (Table 84), 
milk production (Table 85), total milk marketings (Table 86 ), and producer revenue (Table 87) in the 14 
regions arc considered. 

This analysis forecasts that adoption of the Cooperatives' proposal would increase total California 
producer revenue by an average of$700 million per year across the 2017 to 2024 forecast period (Table 
87). The proposal would also increase theCA all milk price by S 1.03 per cwt. (Table 84) and increase 
CA milk production by 540 million pounds (Table 85). Adoption of the Cooperatives' proposal would 
also increase the statistical uniform California FMMO price by $0.94 per cwt (Table 8 I). Given the 
current volume of milk production in California (in excess of20 percent of total U.S. production), this 
increase would likely lead to lower uniform prices, lower milk production. lower all-milk prices, and 
lower producer revenues across most of the rest of the United States. An exception is observed in the 
currently unregulated areas of the former Western (FW) FMMO, covering parts of Utah, Idaho, and 
Nevada, where modest increases in producer revenue and increases to the all-milk price would be similar 
to those observed in California. 

2. Impacts on Fluid :\<!ilk Processors and Dairy Product Manufacturers 

To evaluate the impact of the Cooperatives' proposal on fluid milk processors and dairy product 
manufacturers, Dairy Product Prices (Table 83), FMMO Component Prices (Table 88), FMMO Class 
Prices at 3.5 8F (Table 89), CA to FMMO Class Prices at 3.5 BF (Table 8 I 0). FMMO Class Prices at 
Test (Table 8 II), and National Class Utilization (Table 8 13) are considered. 

This analysis forecasts that adoption of the Cooperatives' proposal would decrease national prices for 
cheddar cheese, butter, nonfat dry milk. and dry whey for the analysis period of 2017-2024 (Table 83 ). 
The analysis observes modest increases in the protein price (Table 8~) stemming from sharp declines in 
the butter price. There arc also slight declines in the nonfat solids and other solids prices, but the changes 
round to zero. 

The observed declines in dairy product and component prices lead to lower FMMO Class Prices, except 
in the Class 111 skim milk price (Table 89). The Class 111 skim price is driven upward by the higher 
protein price, and leads to a slightly higher Class I skim price than otherwise expected during those 
months when the Class 111 skim price is above (higher than) the Class IV skim price (and used as the basis 
of the Class I skim price). The majority of fluid milk bottlers and dairy product manufacturers already 
regulated by an existing FMI\10 may experience slightly lower raw milk costs (Table 8 II). 

Impacts on California tluid milk processors and dairy product manufacturers that may fall subject to 
FMMO regulation as proposed by the Cooperatives arc mixed. Overall, observed impacts on California 
FMMO prices across the observation period of 2017-2024 point to a decrease in the CA Class I price 
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( -$0.X I), and increases in the Class II ($.78), lll ($1.84), and IV ($0.35) prices (Table B II). The 
California Class I price decreases even though the California Class II, Ill, and IV prices increase because 
of the change from CDFA pricing fonnulas to FMMO pricing formulas. 

Since the baseline in this analysis uses current CDF A price formulas, the Class I price changes to FMMO 
at 3.5 8F (Table B I 0) arc useful for comparison. However, minimum class prices "at test" arc the 
regulated prices tluid milk processors and dairy product manufacturers must pay and arc referenced for 
the best assessment of handler impacts (Table 8 II). 

This analysis compares the California Class I price to the FMMO Class I price, a weighted average of the 
CDFA Class 2 and 3 prices to the FMMO Class ll price, the CDFA Class 4b price to the FMMO Class III 
price, and the CDFA Class 4a price to the FMMO Class IV price. 

CDFA Class Equivalent Fi\t:\10 
Class 

Class I Class I 
Class 2 & 3 Class ll 
Class 4b Class III 
Class 4a Class IV 

3. Effects on Consumer Retail Prices 

This analysis is unable to estimate the potential impacts of the Cooperatives' proposal on retail prices, and 
thus consumers. In general, changes in all-milk and wholesale product prices arc passed through to 
consumers, but how fast those changes occur is undetermined. This analysis a~sumcs that any increases 
or decreases in raw milk costs to fluid processors or dairy product manufacturers would rapidly pass 
through wholesale and retail sales chains with little impact on margins. 

4. International Trade Impacts 

Because of the bulky and perishable nature of packaged tluid milk, most international trading of dairy 
products is in manufactured products. The analysis suggests that a decrease in domestic national dairy 
product prices (Table 83) could suppress imports of dairy products into the United States (Table BIS) 
and stimulate exports of U.S. dairy products abroad (Table 816). 

C. California Producer-Handler Association Proposal 

The CPHA Proposal was submitted as a partial alternative to the Cooperatives' proposal. The CPHA 
proposal is modeled similarly to the Cooperatives' proposal, with one exception: "exempt" quota milk is 
excluded from the California FMMO pooling and pricing regulations. As a result, less Class I milk is 
pooled than would be under the Cooperatives' proposal, and the volume of California nonfat solids quota 
participating in the market wide pool reverts back to that assumed under current CDF A regulations 
(baseline). Since the results of the analysis f(Jr the CPHA proposal arc similar to those observed for the 
Cooperatives' proposal, this section highlights differences between the results under the two proposals. 

The proposed change by the CPHA to the definition of family consanguinity is not modeled. 
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I. Impacts on Dairy Farmers 

The analysis for the CPHA proposal relies on the same type of tables (Tables 8 17-832) as discussed for 
the Cooperatives' proposal. Results of the CPHA analysis are similar to the Cooperatives' proposal, and 
show increases in theCA statistical uniform price (Table 8 17), CA effective blend price at test (Table 
8 I g), CA all-milk price (Table 820), CA production (Table 821 ), and CA producer revenues (Table 
823) 

A i'cw modest differences in observed results for the CPHA proposal compared to the Cooperatives' 
proposal that would affect dairy fanners, other than producer-handlers, include the following: 

• The Southeast blend price at test rounds to one cent less than under the Cooperatives' proposal. 
• The California all-milk price rounds to one cent less than under the Cooperatives' proposal. 
o The Florida all-milk price rounds, on average, to one cent more than under the Cooperatives' 

proposal. 
o On average, the U.S. producer revenues round to I 0 million dollars less than under the 

Cooperatives' proposal. 

2. Impacts on Fluid Milk Processors and Dairy Product Manufacturers 

As under the Cooperatives' proposal, fluid processors and dairy product manufacturers would be atlectcd 
by lower dairy product prices (Table 8 19), lower minimum FMMO butterfat prices, (Table 824), lower 
FMMO Class prices (except for Class Ill skim) (Tablc825). C A Class prices (except for Class I and IV) 
at 3.5 8F (Table 826) arc higher. National dairy product prices and FMMO class prices at 3.5 8F arc 
nearly identical under the CPHA and Cooperatives' proposals. 

While Class prices at 3.5 8F arc useful for comparison, the prices at test impact the minimum prices tluid 
milk processors and dairy product manufactures must pay. Under the CPHA proposal, most class prices 
at test (Table 827) round to the same as under the Cooperatives' proposal. The largest di!Tcrcncc is in the 
CA Class I price. which is 13 cents lower under the CPHA proposal because less Class I milk is pooled 
under that proposal. The Florida (FL) Class I price is one cent lower, and the Upper Midwest (UM) Class 
IV price is one cent higher under the CPHA proposal. Class II prices arc one cent higher in the Southeast 
(SE). Mideast (ME), Pacific Northwest (PN), and Southwest (SW) FMMOs under the CPHA proposal. 
The pooled C A Class I, II, and IV utilizations (Table 829) decrease more in the CPHA proposal than 
under the Cooperatives' proposal. CA Class I revenues arc $46.g million less than under the 
Cooperatives' proposal. 

The analysis reveals that the volume of Class I milk available nationally under the CPHA proposal is the 
same as under the Cooperatives' proposal. The volume of milk available nationally for manufacturing is 
555 million pounds more per year on average (Table 829), 6 million pounds less than under the 
Cooperatives' proposal. 

3. Effects on Consumer Retail Prices 

This analysis cannot estimate the potential impacts of the CPHA proposal on retail prices, and thus 
consumers. In general, changes in all-milk and wholesale product prices arc passed through to 
consumers. but how fast those changes occur is undctcnnincd. This analysis assumes that any increases 
or decreases in raw milk costs to tluid processors or dairy product manufacturers would rapidly pass 
through wholesale and retail sales chains with little impact on margins. 
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4. International Trade Impacts 

Because of the bulky and perishable nature of packaged fluid milk, most international trading of dairy 
products is in manufactured products. As under the Cooperatives· proposal. the decrease in the domestic 
national dairy product prices (Table B 19) is projected to suppress imports of dairy products into the 
United States (Table B31) and stimulate United States exports of dairy products abroad (Table 832). 
Under the CPHA proposal, imports of other than American cheese would be slightly less than under the 
Cooperatives' proposal. while butter imports would be slightly more. Exports of all products except 
buller would be greater under the CPHA proposal than under the Cooperatives' proposal. 

D. Ponderosa Dairy Proposal 

The Ponderosa Dairy proposal was submitted in response to the Cooperatives' proposal. The Ponderosa 
Dairy proposal is modeled similarly to the Cooperatives' proposal. with one exception: milk produced 
outside of California and received at an in-state plant with fluid milk sales in the regulated marketing area 
would be subject to FMMO minimum pricing requirements at a level equal to or greater than the plant 
blend price, and would not be pooled. As a result. handlers would not contribute into the marketwidc 
pool lor that milk received from out-ot~statc producers, thus lowering the total value of the markctwidc 
pool. 

Most of the results for the Ponderosa proposal arc very similar to those for the Cooperatives' proposal 
because the analysis assumes the same provisions. except for those addressing the pooling of out-of-state 
milk. In general, the forecasted impact from adoption of the Ponderosa proposal is smaller than the 
impact from the complete Cooperatives' proposal because the treatment of out-of-state milk would be 
similar to that under current CDF A regulations. Since the results of the analysis f(Jr the Ponderosa 
proposal arc similar to those observed for the Cooperatives· proposal. this section highlights differences 
between the results under the two proposals 

I. Impacts on Dairy Farmers 

Results of the analysis f(Jr the Ponderosa proposal can be tound in Tables 833-848. Results of the 
Ponderosa analysis arc similar to those under the Cooperatives" proposal, and find increases in statistical 
uniform (Table 833). C A effective blend price at test (Table 834), CA all-milk price (Table 836), CA 
production (Table 837), and CA producer revenues (Table 839). 

A few differences in observed results include: 

• TheCA statistical uniform price, CA blend price at test, CA all-milk price. and Former Western 
all-milk price round, on average, to one cent less than prices under the Cooperatives' proposal. 

• TheCA quota and non-quota prices at 3.5 BF and at test also round, on average, to one cent less 
than under the Cooperatives' proposal. 

• The Northeast (i'iE) and Appalachian (AP) statisticalunilorm prices round to an average one cent 
more than under the Cooperatives' proposal. 

• The Florida, Southeast. Central (CE). and Southwest blend prices round. on average, to one cent 
more than under the Cooperatives· proposal. 

• The all-milk prices in the Northeast and in Florida also round. on m-crage. to one cent more than 
under the Cooperatives proposal. 

• The Upper Midwest milk production is I 0 million pounds less than under the Cooperatives 
proposal. 
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The decreases in cheddar cheese, nonfat dry milk, butter, and dry whey prices (Table 835), on average, 
arc similar to those under the Cooperatives' proposal. 

Overall, the expected effects of adopting the Ponderosa proposal on dairy fanners arc similar to those 
under the Cooperatives' proposal, with slightly smaller impacts. 

2. Impacts on Fluid Milk Processors and Dairy Product Manufacturers 

Under the Ponderosa proposal, fluid processors and dairy manufacturers would be affected by lower dairy 
product prices (Table 835): a lower minimum FMMO butterfat price (Table 1340): lower FMMO Class 
prices at 3.5 BF (Table 841 ). except for the Class III skim price: and a lower CA Class I price at 3.5 BF 
(Table 842). After rounding. adoption of the Ponderosa proposal results in the same prices for all dairy 
products except butter. which is one cent higher than under the Cooperatives' proposal. FMMO class 
prices at 3.5 BF would be the same as under the Cooperatives' proposal, except for the Class I skim and 
Class Ill skim, which would be one cent lower, and Class II and IV prices, which would each be one cent 
higher. 

While the Class prices at 3.5 arc useful for comparison, the prices at test impact the minimum prices tluid 
milk processors and dairy product manufacturers must pay. Under the Ponderosa proposal, all classiticd 
prices at test (Table 1343) round to the same as under the Cooperatives' proposal except for: 

• The decrease in C A Class I price is $0.34 greater: 

• Increases inCA Class II and IV prices arc one cent greater: 
• Decreases in Appalachia (AP), Florida, and Arizona (AZ) Class I prices arc one cent greater: 

• Class II prices in all the FMMOs arc one to two cents more: and 
• Class IV prices in all the FMMOs arc one to two cents more. 

The volume of Class I milk available nationally remains unchanged from the Cooperatives' proposal. but 
less Class I milk would be pooled in California. The volume of milk available nationally for 
manufacturing would average 556 million pounds (Table 845) more per year on average, 5 million 
pounds less than under the Cooperatives· proposal. This decrease is due to slightly less overall U.S. milk 
production. 

3. Effects on Consumer Retail Prices 

This analysis cannot estimate the potential impacts of the proposal on retail prices. and thus consumers. 
In general. changes in all-milk and wholesale product prices arc passed through to consumers. but how 
fast those changes occur is undctcnnincd. This analysis assumes that any increases or decreases in raw 
milk costs to tluid processors or dairy product manufacturers would rapidly pass through wholesale and 
retail sales chains with little impact on margins. 

4. International Trade Impacts 

Because of the bulky and perishable nature of packaged tluid milk, most international trading of dairy 
products is in manufactured products. This analysis observes similar impacts to those expected under 
adoption of the Cooperatives' proposal. including decreasing domestic national dairy product prices 
(Table 835), decreasing imports of dairy products into the United States (Table 847), and increasing 
exports of United States dairy products abroad (Table 848). 
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Under the Ponderosa proposal, imports of other than American cheese would be slightly less than under 
the Cooperatives' proposal, while butter imports would be slightly more. Exports of cheese and dry whey 
would be greater, while exports of butter and nonfat dry milk would be slightly less than under the 
Cooperatives' proposal. 

E. Dairy Institute of California Proposal 

This analysis estimates the expected impacts resulting from adoption of the Institute's proposal for the 
following: FMMO pricing, FMMO Classification. Fortification Allowances, Transportation Credits and 
Allowances, Out-of-State Milk, Producer-Handlers, Quota, and Pooling. 

FMMO Pricing 

The Institute's proposal would adopt the current FMMO product classification scheme as described in 
Section A, above. The proposal would adopt current FMMO end product price formulas. with some 
modifications. First, the proposal seeks to utilize FMMO pricing formulas that arc established using 
\VCstcrn dairy product prices and western manufacturing costs instead of national prices and costs. If 
western dairy product prices and western manufacturing costs arc not available. the Institute's proposal 
provides for relying on delimit values. For the purpose of this analysis, the default values arc used. Usc 
of the default values results in C A FMMO component prices used in this analysis that are below 
component prices used in analyzing the impacts to other FMMOs.' 

The proposal also relics on the block cheddar price to establish the California protein price, as opposed to 
a block/barrel price as currently used in FMMO price !(Jrmulas. Additionally. the Class I price would 
include a Class I nonfat solids price and Class I "fluid carrier" price. The tluid carrier is described in the 
proposal as the ponion of skim milk that is not nonfat solids. 

To estimate the impact of the Institute's price formula alternatives, block/barrel prices' and cheddar block 
prices" lfom 2000-2014 were compared. The block price was observed to be on average. one cent lower 
than the block/barrel price. Therefore. to analyze the Institute's pricing formulas, the model's 
block/barrel price is reduced by one cent to represent the proposal's suggested pure block price in theCA 
FMMO protein price formula. 

FMMO Classification 

The Institute's proposal would classify dairy products in the same manner as in the Cooperatives' 
proposal. In turn. this analysis makes the same assumptions for both proposals. 

-1 CA PvtMO butterfat price is 2.6] cents lower than the F\1MO butterfat price. 
CA FMMO nonfat solids price is 5.70 cents lmver than the f'MMO nonfat solids price. 
CA FMMO protein price is 20.69 cents lower than the FMMO protein price. 
CA FM\110 other solids prices is 4.15 cents lower than the FMMO other solids price. 

~ A :VIS Announcement of Class and Component Prices Report. Prior to April 2012, this data \vas published by the 
~a tiona! Agricultural Statistics Service in Dairr Product..,· Prices. 

6 National D;iry Product Sales Report average n{onthly cheddar block price. \Veighted hy \Veekly sales. 
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Fortification Allowance 

The fortification allowances currently in place in California would change slightly under the Institute's 
proposal. The payment (per pound of product used) for condensed skim fortification would be between 
$0 and $0.0987, and the payment for nonfat dry milk fortification would continue to be between $0 and 
$0.1985, with the two rates dependent on the differences between the Class I Nonfat Solids Price and the 
Class II Nonfat Solids or the nonfat solids price, respectively. 

This analysis detcnnincs the total value of fortillcation allowances provided to fluid milk bottlers under 
the Institute's proposal by computing a three-year average using 2011-2013 CDFA data on the nonfat 
solids content in condensed skim milk and nonfat dry milk. This figure is then used to estimate impacts 
to the overall value of the markctwidc pool. 

Transportation Credits and Allowances 

The Institute's proposal would provide transportation credits and allowances similar to those currently 
provided under the CDFA program. Transportation credits tor plant-to-plant movement of bulk milk, 
skim milk, or condensed skim milk would be available to handlers. The transportation credit calculations 
would be the same as under current CDFA regulations, with two exceptions: there would no longer be a 
transportation credit lor milk moving !rom Sonoma to Alameda, San francisco, or Santa Clara Counties: 
and there would be a one-cent increase in the transportation credit tor milk moving from Merced and 
Stanislaus Counties to Solano and Sonoma Counties. 

Transportation allowances for producers would continue for ranch-to-plant movement of milk to plants 
with Class I and/or II utilization greater than 50 percent. Relying on the same methods of analysis as with 
the Cooperatives' proposal, the transportation allowances and credits under the Institute's proposal arc 
calculated using 2014 CDFA data. Results indicate the Institute's proposal would result in a 38.52 
percent decrease in total deductions !rom the pool lor the payment of transportation allowances and 
credits than what was actually paid in 2014. In turn, the analysis then relics on the actual yearly average 
CDFA transportation credit payments for 2011-2013, decreased by 38.52 percent. The result is estimated 
to be the future outlays lor the payment of transportation credits and allowances tor the forecast years of 
2017-2024. 

The differences in transportation allowances under the current CDF A regulations and the Institute's 
proposal arc shown in Table 1 above. 

Out-of-State Milk 

The current CDF A system docs not permit out-of-state milk to be pooled. Under the Institute's proposal, 
and in this analysis, out-of-state milk could be pooled by meeting certain pcrlormancc requirements, and 
qualifying out-ot:statc producers would receive the non-quota blend price. 

Producer Handlers 

Producer-handlers with exempt quota milk arc similarly addressed as in the analysis for the Cooperative 
proposal. The Institutes· proposal would establish the same producer handler provisions as the 
Coopcrati\·cs' proposal. In turn, this analysis makes the same assumptions for both proposals. 
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Under the Institutes' proposal, the CDFA administered quota program would continue to exist, although 
participation would be optional. 

In order to determine the potential impact of optional quota program participation under the Institute's 
proposal, the volume of milk that would potentially not participate in the Calit(Jrnia quota program, and 
the point at which the decision would be made to participate, had to be determined, To do so, this 
analysis relics on current CDF A quota ownership data, C A FMMO blend prices forecasted starting in 
2017, theCA quota price and theCA ovcrbasc price,' The analysis assumes that quota holders will 
compare their weighted quota blend price' against theCA FMMO blend price and will choose to receive 
whichever is higher. 

Since theCA FMMO blend price would be higher than the weighted quota blend price, if a producer only 
owns small amounts of quota, they would most likely choose to not participate in the quota pool. Under 
the proposaL the decision would be irrevocable. As more quota holders permanently exit, the value of the 
quota pool decreases leading to larger quota holders choosing theCA FMMO blend price over their 
weighted quota blend price. 

The analysis observed that alter the I'' decision point (which could be considered one month), quota 
holders with less than or equal to 25 percent of their production under quota will choose the California 
FMMO blend. Alter the 2nd decision point, quota holders with less than or equal to 85 percent of their 
production under quota will choose the Cali!(Jrnia FMMO blend. A tier the 3"1 decision point, the 
analysis predicts that all California producers would choose the California FMMO blend price over the 
weighted quota blend price. 

Pooling 

Current CDF A regulations require all non-exempt California plants to participate in milk pooling. The 
Institute's proposal would give handlers that do not bottle milk the option to participate in the markctwidc 
pool. Since there is no historical data on milk not pooled in California, a way to analyze the impact of 
these pooling decisions was developed. 

The pooling provisions proposed by the Institute arc similar to those in the Upper Midwest FMMO, 
which, like Calitomia, has a high share ofmanofacturing milk. The methodology uses 2000 through 
April 2015 data on Upper Midwest manufacturers' monthly milk pooling decisions to show how those 
decisions change with the difference between their Class price and the uniform producer blend pricc 9 

This analysis shows that manufacturers in the Upper Midwest choose to pool less milk when their Class 
II, III, or IV price is high relative to the uniform price; and this analysis assumes that Calilomia 
manufacturers \vill respond to the same incentives in the same way. 

7 ;\II are computed 3.5 percent butterfat and at test. 
-~ \Veighted quota blend price is what an individual producer receives based on their quota (\vhich receives the quota 

price) and non-quota holdings (which v.·ould receive the overbase price). 
')The follov,:ing econometric relationships \Vere ti:mnd bctv,:ccn milk not pooled and the monthly Class-uniform price 

difference in the Upper Midwest FMMO ('milk not pooled' includes only milk that is ·nonnally' pooled): 
Cl. !!milk not pooled.CIII milk pooled- 0.957161 - (0.59094 x (Uniform Price Cl. II Price)) 
Cl. Ill milk not pookd.CI.III milk pooled~ 0.260105- (0.51657 x (Unit(Jrm Price Cl. Ill Price)) 
Cl. IV milk not pook<H'I. IV milk pooled- 1.32555~- (0. 6207X x (Lnitorm Price Cl. IV Price)) 

There is greater than 99.99 pL"rcent statistical confidencL" that there is a positive relationship bdwcen the price 
ditll-rence and the amount of milk pooled, for each Class. The 'R-squared' of the equations are 0.6515, 0.53-f.f. and 
0.3771 for the Class II, IlL and IV equations. respectively. 
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The analysis used to evaluate the proposals is based on an annual model. Pooling decisions arc made 
monthly based on Class-to-unifonn price relationships Therefore, the methodology developed took 
observed monthly pooling decisions, historical monthly variations, and annual prices to estimate how 
much milk of each Class is pooled and not pooled over the course of a year. 

The analysis found that on average, approximately 32 percent of milk normally pooled per year was not 

pooled because of price. On a classified usc basis, 44 percent of Class II, 26 percent of Class Ill, and 32 

percent of Class IV milk normally pooled per year was not pooled because of price. 

I. Impacts on Dairy Farmers 

Results of the analysis for the Institute's proposal can be found in Tables 849-864. To evaluate the 
impact of the Institute's proposal on dairy farmers in the ten FMMOs and California, statistical unifonn 
blend prices at 3.5 8F (Table 849) and at test (Table 850) arc considered. Also, the changes in the dairy 
product prices (Table 851), the all-milk prices (Table 852), milk production (Table 853), milk 
marketings (Table 854), and producer revenue (Table 855) in the 14 regions arc considered. 

The analysis forecasts that adoption of the Institute's proposal would, on average, increase annual CA 
producer revenue by $70 million (Table 855). The proposal would also increase theCA all-milk price by 
$0.10 per cwt (Table 852), and increase CA milk production (Table 853) and milk marketings (Table 
854) by 60 million pounds, due to a slight increase of$0.11 in theCA blend price at test (Table 850). 

Given the volume of milk production in California (in excess of20 percent of total U.S. production), 
changes in California milk production can be expected to have an impact on the rest of the country. At a 
national level, the U.S. all-milk price (Table 852) is predicted to increase by $0.07 per cwt. Milk 
production (Table 853) increases by 450 million pounds in response to changes in the all-milk price, 
(Table 854) which increases U.S. producer revenue (Table B55) by $230 million. 

The impact varies largely by region. The largest increases in producer revenue arc seen in the Upper 
Midwest (UM) region, followed by California and the Southwest. The FMMOs with the greatest 
decrease in producer revenue is the Northeast, followed by the Mideast, Arizona, and the Southeast. 

2. Impacts on Fluid Milk Processors and Dairy Product Manufacturers 

The analysis predicts that fluid milk processors and dairy product manufactures in California and 
throughout the United States would be affected by adoption of the Institute's proposal. 

California fluid milk processors and dairy product manufacturers that may fall subject to FMMO 
regulations as proposed by the Institute may experience different impacts depending on their use of milk. 
The analysis predicts that California Class I utilization increases by ~65 million pounds because out-of
state milk and "exempt" quota milk is pooled.'" The analysis predicts that the California Class I price at 
3.5 13F decreases by $0.94 per cwt (Table 858) compared to the baseline because of the proposed default 
values included in the product price formulas that lower the component prices. The increase inCA Class 
I utilization (Table 860) causes an increase in theCA Class I revenue (Table 862) despite the decrease in 
the Class I price at test (Table B59). 

111 Out-of-state milk and exempt quota milk is not currently pooled in California. and therefore its use \·alue is not 
included in current California utilization data. 
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California Class II, Ill, and IV utilization decreases (Table B60) in part because handlers can elect to not 
pool manufacturing milk. The analysis predicts that utilization decreases by the following: 

• CA Class ll: 1.270 billion pounds 
• CA Class Ill: 8.846 billion pounds 
• CA Class IV: 8.090 billion pounds 

The decrease in cheese production and the U.S. Class Ill utilization increases the cheddar cheese prices. 
The dry whey production decreases with declining cheese production and increases the dry whey price. 
The decreases in Class Ill utilization shifts more milk into Class ll and IV utilization. The greater 
utilization in Class ll and IV reflect increased butter and nonfat dry milk production. The increase in 
production lowers the butter and non tat dry milk price, which then leads to decreases in Class ll and Class 
IV prices at test (Table B59) in all regions. 

Throughout the United States, dairy manufacturers arc affected by the changes in dairy product prices and 
FMMO class prices. Nationally, Class I and Ill utilization decreases, while Class ll and IV utilization 
increases (Table B61 ). This lowers FMMO butterfat and nonfat solids prices and raises protein and other 
solids prices (Table B56), which then impact FMMO Class Prices at 3.5 BF (Table B57). While the Class 
prices at 3.5 BF arc useful t(Jr comparison, the prices at test arc the minimum prices paid by fluid milk 
processors and dairy product manufactures. FMMO class prices at test (Table 859) vary by order. The 
analysis predicts decreases in the Class ll and IV prices at test and increases in the Class Ill prices at test, 
across all FMMOs. 

3. Effects on Consumer Retail Prices 

This analysis cannot estimate the potential impacts of the Institute's proposal on retail prices, and thus 
consumers. In general, changes in all-milk and wholesale product prices arc passed through to 
consumers, but ho\\' fast those changes occur is undctcnnincd. This analysis assumes that any increases 
or decreases in raw milk costs to fluid processors or dairy product manufacturers would rapidly pass 
through wholesale and retail sales chains \Vith little impact on margins. 

4. International Trade Impacts 

Because of the bulky and perishable nature of packaged tluid milk, most international trading of dairy 
products is in manufactured products. Decreases in the domestic national dairy product prices (Table 
B51) for butter and nonfat dry milk are projected to suppress imports into the United States (Table B63) 
and stimulate exports from the United States (Table B64) of those respective products. 11 The opposite is 
predicted for American cheese and other than American cheese where the results show increasing imports 
and decreasing exports of those products due to domestic price increases. Lastly, increasing national dry 

. I' 
\vhcy pnccs arc expected to dccn:asc dry whey exports. -

11 ~ont~lt dry milk imports are not forecasted in the model because the U.S. imports a negligible amount. 
1 ~ Dry whey imports are not forecasted in the model because the U.S. imports a negligible amount. 
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F. Summary 

This analysis tincts that throughout 2017-2024, the Cooperative proposal will increase the California 
blend prices at test. increasing the California all-milk price and California milk production. in turn 
increasing California producer revenues. The increase in California production causes an increase in U.S. 
milk production, which decreases dairy product prices in all current FMMOs and across the rest of the 
United States. This analysis also linds that the Ponderosa and CPHA proposals result in impacts to the 
dairy industry that arc very similar to the Cooperatives· proposal. 

This analysis finds that the Institute's proposal has mixed effects in California. Adoption of the proposal 
would lead to increases in California all milk price, California milk production, and Calit(Jrnia producer 
revenue. While the U.S. all milk price and milk production overall increase, impacts to individual orders 
vary. 
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IV. APPEI'IDIX A: ABBREVIATIONS 

AP: Appalachian 

AMS: Agricultural Marketing Service 

AZ: Arizona 

C A: California 

CDFA: California Department of Food and Agriculture 

CE: Central 

CPHA: California Producer Handler Association 

CPPD: Class Producer Price Differential 

FL: Florida 

FMMO: Federal Milk Marketing Order 

FW: Former Western 

HIAK: Hawaii and Alaska 

ME: Mideast 

NE: Northeast 

PPD: Producer Price Differential 

SE: Southeast 

SW: Southwest 

UM: Upper Midwest 

UW: Unregulated West 

U.S.: United States 
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V. APPENDIX 8: TABLES 

TABLE Bl S tatJsttca lU f m orm p 1 5 BF Ch nccs at _. angcs un d h c crt c oopcrat1vc p ro osa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min MO< 

NE Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.09 

AP Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.13 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.15 -0.14 -0.13 -0.15 -0.09 

FLStatistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.10 -0.09 -0.08 -0.08 -0.07 -0.10 -0.10 -0.09 -0.10 -0.07 

SEStatistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.07 -0.08 -0.06 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.08 -0.0< 

UM Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0.12 -0.0! 

CE Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.09 

ME Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.12 -0.0! 

PN Statistical Uniform Pme $/CWT -0.09 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.12 -0.09 

SWStatistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.08 

AZ Stattstical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.12 -0.09 

CA Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT 0.92 0.88 0.89 0.91 0.94 0.97 1.01 1.03 0.94 0.88 1.03 

CANon-Quota Blend Price $/CWT 0.95 0.90 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.95 0.98 1.01 0.94 0.90 1.01 

CA Quota Blend Price $/CWT 0.95 0.90 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.95 0.98 1.01 0.94 0.90 1.01 

TABLE 8° Bl d P ~- en nccs at T est Ch angcs un d h c crt c ooperattvc p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min MO< 

NE Blend Price $/CWT -0.10 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.14 -0.14 -0.12 -0.14 -0.10 

AP Blend Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.14 -0.14 -0.14 -0.13 -0.13 -0.15 -0.15 -0.13 -0.15 -0.09 

FL Blend Price $/CWT -0.10 -0.18 -0.21 -0.21 -0.22 -0.24 -0.29 -0.31 -0.22 -0.31 -0.1 

SE Blend Price $/CWT -0.13 -0.22 -0.25 -0.26 -0.27 -0.28 -0.32 -0.34 -0.26 -0.34 -0.13 

UM Blend Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 ·0.11 -0.11 -0.13 -0.09 

CE Blend Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.09 

ME Blend Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.09 

PN Blend Price $/CWT -0.10 -0.14 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.14 -0.1 

SW Blend Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.09 

AZ Blend Price $/CWT -0.05 -0.07 -0.07 -0.06 -0.05 -0.05 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.07 -0.05 

CA Blend Price $/CWT 1.11 1.06 1.07 1.09 1.12 1.14 1.19 1.20 1.12 1.06 1.2 

CANon-Quota Blend Pr~ce $/CWT 1.03 0.98 LOC 1.01 1.05 1.07 1.12 1.14 1.05 0.98 1.1 

CA Quota Blend Price $/CWT 1.03 0.98 LOC 1.01 1.05 1.07 1.12 1.14 1.05 0.98 1.1 

TABLEB1 D P d - . mry ro uct p nccs Ch anges un d h c crt c ooperattvc p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min MO< 

Cheddar Cheese $/LBS -0.0053 -0.0087 -0.0085 -0.0083 -0.0079 -0.0076 -0.0070 -0.0069 -0.0075 -0.0087 -0.0053 

Butter $/LBS -0.0229 -0.0289 -0.0277 -0.0239 -0.0235 -0.0243 -0.0260 -0.0265 -0.0255 -0.0289 -0.0229 

Nonfat Dry Milk $/LBS -0.0019 -0.0018 -0.0020 -0.0022 -0.0026 -0.0029 -0.0032 -0.003 -0.0025 -0.0032 -0.0018 

Dry Whey $/LBS -0.0024 -0.0036 -0.0033 -0.0032 -0.0030 -0.0028 -0.0025 -0.0025 -0.0029 -0.0036 -0.0024 
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TABLE B4 II M"lk P :A - I nee Ch angcs un d crt h c Coopcrallve Proposal 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min MO> 

U.S. All-Milk Price $/CWT 0.26 0.23 0.24 0.26 0.28 0.30 0.32 0.33 0.28 0.23 0.33 
NE All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.09 

AP All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.14 -0.14 -0.13 -0.13 -0.13 -0.15 -0.15 -0.13 -0.15 -0.09 

FLAil-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.17 -0.20 -0.21 -0.22 -0.23 -0.29 -0.31 -0.22 -0.31 -0.09 

SE All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.12 -0.21 -0.23 -0.24 -0.25 -0.26 -0.30 -0.32 -0.24 -032 -0.12 

UMAII-Milk Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.13 -0.08 

CE All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 ·0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.09 

ME All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.09 

PN All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.09 

SW All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.09 

AZAII-Milk Price $/CWT -0.05 -0.07 -0.07 -0.06 -0.05 -0.05 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.07 -0.05 

CA All-Milk Price $/CWT 1.02 0.97 0.98 0.99 1.02 1.04 1.09 1.1( 1.03 0.97 1.10 
FW All-Milk Price $/CWT 0.99 0.94 0.96 0.97 0.99 1.02 106 106 100 0.94 106 

UW All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.07 -0.10 -0.10 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.10 -0.07 

HIAK AII-Mi lk Price $/CWT -0.02 -0.04 -0.05 -0.06 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -0.02 

TABLEB5 MlkP d I ro uct10n Ch angcs un d er t h c c oopcrat1vc p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 

U.S. Milk Production Bii.LBS 0.41 0.60 0.60 0.61 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.6C 0.58 0.41 0.62 

NE Milk Production Bii.LBS 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 

AP Milk Production Bil. LBS 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.oc 0.00 -0.01 0.00 

Fl Milk Production Bii.LBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 

SE Milk Production Bil. LBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 -0.05 -0.07 -0.02 -0.07 0.00 

UM Milk Production Bil. LBS 0.00 -0.02 -0.06 -0.08 -0.10 -0.12 -0.14 -0.15 -0.08 -0.15 0.00 

CE Milk Production Bil. LBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 0.()( 

ME Milk Production Bil. LBS -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 -0.03 -0.04 -0.02 

PN Milk Production Bil. LBS 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.()( 

SW Milk Production Bil. LBS 0.00 -0.02 -0.05 -0.07 -0.10 -0.12 -0.14 -0.17 -0.08 -0.17 0.00 

AZ Milk Production Bil. LBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 

CA Milk Production Bil. LBS 0.32 0.41 0.49 0.54 0.59 0.62 0.66 0.69 0.54 0.32 0.69 

FW Milk Production Bil. LBS 0.12 0.29 0.31 0.33 0.36 0.38 0.41 0.44 0.33 0.12 0.44 

UW Milk Production Bil. LBS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 

HIAK Milk Production Bil. LBS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

TABLE B6 M"lk M k I ar ctmgs Ch anucs un d er t h c e oopcrat1ve p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min MO> 

U.S. Marketings Bil. LBS 0.41 0.60 0.60 0.61 0.62 0.62 0.62 0.60 0.58 0.41 0.62 

NE Marketings Bil. LBS 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 

AP Marketings Bil. LBS 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 000 0.00 0.00 -0.01 0.()( 

FL Marketings Bil. LBS DOC 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 O.OC 

SE Marketings Bil LBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 -0.05 -0.07 -0.02 -0.07 0.00 

UM Marketings Bil. LBS 0.00 -0.02 -0.06 -0.08 -0.10 -0.12 -0.14 -0.15 -008 -0.15 0()( 

CE Marketings Bil. LBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 O.OC 

ME Marketings Bil. LBS -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.03 -0.04 -0.02 

PN Marketings Bil. LBS 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0()( 

SW Marketings Bil. LBS 000 -0.02 -0.04 -0.07 -0.10 -0.12 -0.14 -0.17 -0.08 -0.17 0.()( 

AZ Marketings Bil. LBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.()( 

CA Marketings Bil. LBS 0.32 0.41 0.49 0.54 0.59 0.62 0.66 0.69 0.54 0.32 0.69 

FW Marketings Bil. LBS 0.12 0.29 0.31 0.33 0.36 0.38 0.41 0.44 0.33 0.12 0.44 

UW Marketings Bii.LBS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.()( 

HIAK Marketings Bil. LBS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0()( 

27 

Preliminary Economic Impact Analysis- August 20 I 5 



TABLE B 7 p d ro ucer R cvcnuc Ch ano-cs un d crt h c c oopcrat1vc p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma. 

U.S. Producer Revenue Bil. $ 0.66 0.62 0.67 0.72 0.78 0.83 0.90 0.95 0.77 0.62 0.95 

NE Producer Revenue Bil. $ -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.03 

AP Producer Revenue Bil. $ -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 

FL Producer Revenue Bil. $ 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 

SE Producer Revenue Bil. $ 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.01 -0.03 0.00 

UM Producer Revenue Bil. $ -0.04 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -0.0' 

CE Producer Revenue Bil. $ -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 

ME Producer Revenue Bil. $ -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 

PN Producer Revenue Bil. $ -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 

SW Producer Revenue Bil. $ -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 -0.05 -0.05 -0.06 -0.04 -0.06 -0.02 

AZ Producer Revenue Bil. $ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 O.CX 

CA Producer Revenue Bil. $ 0.59 0.59 0.63 0.67 0.72 0.76 0.81 0.85 0.70 0.59 0.85 

FW Producer Revenue Bil. $ 0.21 0.24 0.26 0.28 0.30 0.33 0.36 0.39 0.30 0.21 0.39 

UW Producer Revenue Bil. $ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o_cx 
HIAK Producer Revenue Bil. $ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 O.CX 

TABLE B8 FMMO C omponcnt p nccs Ch anges un d h c crt e oopcrat1vc p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma. 

Butterfat Price $/CWT -0.03 -0.04 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.03 

Nonfat Solids Price $/CWT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o_cx 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Protein Price $/CWT 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 

Other Solids Price $/CWT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 O.CX 0.00 0.00 o.cx 
Somatic Cell Adjuster $/CWT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 o.cx 0.00 0.00 0.00 

TABLE B9: FMMO Class Prices at 3.5 BF C angcs un crt h d h e Cooperative Proposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma. 

Class I Price $/CWT -0.07 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.14 -0.1 -0.11 -0.14 -0.07 

Class I Fat Price $/CWT -0.03 -0.04 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.03 

Class I Skim Price $/CWT 0.02 0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.00 -0.03 -0.03 0.00 -0.03 0.02 

Class II Price $/CWT -0.11 -0.14 -0.14 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.14 -0.14 -0.13 -0.14 -0.11 

Class II Skim Price $/CWT -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 -0.02 

Class Ill Price $/CWT -0.07 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.09 -0.09 -0.10 -0.12 -0.07 

Class Ill Skim Price $/CWT 0.02 0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.02 

Class IV Price $/CWT -0.11 -0.14 -0.14 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.14 -0.14 -0.13 -0.14 -0.11 

Class IV Skim Price $/CWT -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 -0.02 

TABLE BIO: CA to FMMO C ass Pnces at 3.5 BF C angcs un crt h d h c Cooperative Proposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma. 

CA Class I price $/CWT -0.42 -0.47 -0.46 -0.46 -0.46 -0.45 -0.38 -0.41 -0.44 -0.47 -0.38 

CA Class I! price $/CWT 0.24 0.22 0.22 0.23 0.22 0.22 0.21 0.21 0.22 0.21 0.24 

CA Class Ill price $/CWT 1.42 1.36 1.40 1.38 1.47 l.SO 1.58 1.59 1.46 1.36 1.59 

CA Class IV price $/CWT 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.03 -0.03 -0.01 -0.03 0.01 
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TABU" Bll FMMO Cl ass p nccs at T est Ch anges un d crt h c c oopcrattvc p roposa 
Order 1: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 
NE Class I price $/CWT "003 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.05 -0.09 "0.09 "0.06 -0.09 -0.03 

NE Class II price $/CWT -0.18 -0.22 -0.21 -0.18 -0.19 -0.19 -0.21 -0.21 -0.20 -0.22 -0.18 

NE Class Ill price $/CWT -0.09 -0.14 -0.14 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.14 -0.09 

NE Class IV price $/CWT -0.11 -0.13 -0.13 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.11 

Order 5: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 
AP Class I price $/CWT -0.03 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.05 "0.09 "009 -0.06 -0.09 -0.03 

AP Class II price $/CWT -0.28 -0.34 -0.33 -0.29 -0.29 -0.30 -0.32 -0.33 -0.31 "0.34 -0.28 

AP Class Ill price $/CWT -0.14 "020 -0.19 -0.18 -0.17 -0.17 -0.17 -0.17 -0.17 -0.20 -0.14 

AP Class IV price $/CWT -0.11 -0.30 -0.35 -0.43 -0.47 -0.42 -0.39 -0.35 -0.35 -0.47 -0.11 

Order 6: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min MO> 
FL Class I price $/CWT -0.03 -0.06 -0.06 -0.07 -006 -0.06 -0.09 -0.09 -006 -0.09 -0.03 

FLCiass II price $/CWT -0.42 -0.53 -0.51 -0.44 -0.44 -0.46 -0.49 -0.5 -0.47 -0.53 -0.42 

FLCiass Ill price $/CWT -0.16 -0.22 -0.21 -0.19 -0.19 -0.19 -0.19 -0.19 -0.19 -0.22 -0.16 

Fl Class IV price $/CWT -0.39 -0.48 -0.47 -0.40 -0.40 -0.42 -0.45 -0.45 -0.43 -0.48 -0.39 

Order7: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min MO> 
SE Class I price $/CWT -0.03 -0.06 -0.06 -0.07 -0.06 -0.06 -0.09 -0.09 -0.07 -0.09 -0.03 

SE Class II price $/CWT -0.29 -0.36 -0.35 -0.30 -0.30 -0.32 -0.34 -0.34 -0.33 -0.36 -0.29 

SE Class Ill price $/CWT -0.10 -0.15 -0.14 -0.14 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.15 -0.10 

SE Class IV price $/CWT -0.26 -0.33 -0.32 -0.27 -0.28 -0.29 -0.31 -0.31 -0.29 -0.33 -0.26 

Order 30: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M" 
UM Class I price $/CWT -0.02 -0.04 -0.04 -0.05 -0.04 -0.04 -0.07 -0.07 -0.05 -0.07 -0.02 

UM Class II price $/CWT -0.27 -0.34 -0.32 -0.28 -0.28 -0.29 -0.32 -0.32 -0.30 -0.34 -0.27 

UM Class Ill price $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.09 -0.09 -0.10 -0.12 -0.08 

UM Class IV price $/CWT -0.34 -0.39 -0.35 -0.35 -0.28 -0.30 -0.33 -0.3( -0.33 -0.39 -028 

Order 32: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 
CE Class I price $/CWT -0.02 -0.05 -0.05 -0.06 -0.05 -0.05 -0.08 -0.08 -0.06 -0.08 -0.02 

CE Class II price $/CWT -0.22 -0.27 -0.27 -0.23 -0.23 -0.24 -0.26 -0.26 -0.25 -0.27 -0.22 

CE Class Ill price $/CWT -008 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.11 -0.12 -0.08 

CE Class IV price $/CWT -0.14 -0.08 -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -0.07 -0.08 -0.06 -0.08 -0.14 -0.06 

Order 33: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 
ME Class I price $/CWT -0.03 -0.06 -0.05 -0.06 -0.05 -0.05 -0.08 -0.08 -0.06 -0.08 -0.03 

ME Class II price $/CWT -0.20 -0.25 -0.24 -0.21 -0.21 -0.22 -0.24 -0.2 -0.23 -0.25 -0.20 

ME Class Ill price $/CWT -0.08 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -O.lC -0.11 -0.13 -0.08 

ME Class IV price $/CWT -0.03 -0.06 -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -0.07 -0.08 -0.09 -0.07 -0.09 -0.03 

Order 124: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M" 
PN Class I price $/CWT -0.03 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.05 -0.05 -0.08 -0.08 -0.06 -0.08 -0.03 

PN Class II price $/CWT -0.27 -0.33 -0.32 -0.28 -0.28 -0.29 -0.31 -0.31 -0.30 -0.33 -0.27 

PN Class Ill price $/CWT -0.08 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -O.lC -0.11 -0.13 -0.08 

PN Class IV price $/CWT -0.12 -0.15 -0.15 -0.13 ·0.13 -0.14 -0.15 -0.15 -0.14 -0.15 -0.12 

Order 126: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min MO> 
SW Class I price $/CWT -0.04 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -006 -0.06 -0.09 -0.09 -0.07 -0.09 -0.04 

SW Class II price $/CWT -0.26 -0.32 -0.31 -0.27 -0.27 -0.28 -0.30 -0.30 -0.29 -0.32 -0.26 

SWCiass Ill price $/CWT -0.08 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.11 -0.13 -0.08 

SW Class IV price $/CWT -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.10 -0.10 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.11 -0.12 -0.10 
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TABLE Bll FMMO Cl ass p nccs at T est Ch angcs un d h c er t c ooperattve p roposa 
Order 131: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 
AZ Class I price $/CWT -0.03 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.05 -0.09 -0.09 -0.06 -0.09 -0.03 

AZ Class Jl price $/CWT -0.35 -0.44 -0.42 -0.37 -0.37 -0.38 -0.41 -0.42 -0.39 -0.44 -0.35 

AZ Class Ill price $/CWT -0.14 -0.20 -0.19 -0.18 -0.17 -0.17 -0.17 -0.17 -0.17 -0.20 -0.14 

AZ Class IV price $/CWT 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 

Order SO: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 
CA Class I price $/CWT -0.80 -0.83 -0.82 -0.83 -0.83 -0.83 -0.76 -0.80 -0.81 -0.83 -0.76 

CA Class II price $/CWT 0.86 0.79 0.77 0.79 0.78 0.76 0.73 0.72 0.78 0.72 0.86 

CA Class lll pnce $/CWT 1. 79 1.73 1.78 1.76 1.85 1.88 1.97 1.99 184 1.73 1.99 

CA Class IV price $/CWT 0.44 0.39 0.33 0.42 0.36 0.33 0.29 0.27 0.35 0.27 0.44 

TABLE BP CA Cl - -· ass UT t1 1zatton Ch d h c angcs un crt c oopcrattvc p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Max 

Class I Mil. LB5 837 842 84S 849 8Sl 8S3 8S4 85S 848 837 855 

Class II Mil. LBS 34 37 44 48 51 ss 60 66 49 34 66 

Class Ill Mil. LBS 229 257 289 317 343 365 381 380 320 229 381 

Class IV Mil. LB5 223 287 321 342 3S9 372 391 420 339 223 420 

TABLE Bl3 N at10na ICI ass UT t1 tzat10n Ch angcs un d h c er t e oopcrat1vc p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min Max 

Class I Mil. LB5 9 19 23 26 28 29 3S 35 26 9 35 

Class II Mil. LBS ~ 17 ~38 ~60 ~82 ~86 ~95 -112 ~ 14C ~ 79 ~ 140 ~ 17 

Class Ill Mil. LBS 251 384 383 393 385 388 382 39, 370 251 394 

Class IV Mil LBS 166 235 260 279 293 297 312 317 270 166 317 

TABLE Bl4 FMMO Cl ass IR evcnuc Ch angcs un d h c crt c ooperat1ve p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 

NE Class I Revenue Mil $ -2.3 -4.6 -4.5 -4.8 -4.4 -3.9 -6.5 -6.4 -4.7 -6.5 -2.3 

AP Class I Revenue Mil. $ -0.9 -1.8 -1.7 -1.9 -1.7 -1.5 -2.5 -2.5 -1.8 -2.5 -0.9 

FLCiass I Revenue Mil. $ -0.7 -1.3 -1.3 -1.3 -1.2 -1.1 -1.8 -1.8 -1.3 -1.8 -0.7 

5E Class I Revenue Mil $ -1.1 -2.1 -2.0 -2.1 -2.0 -1.8 -2.9 ~2 -2.1 -2.9 -1.1 

UM Class I Revenue Mil.$ -0.5 -1.2 -1.2 -1.4 -1.3 -1.1 -2.1 ~ 1 -1.3 -2.1 -0.5 

CE Class I Revenue Mil.$ -0.9 -2.0 -1.9 -2.0 -1.8 -1.6 -2.9 ~2.8 -2.0 -2.9 -0.9 

ME Class I Revenue Mil.$ -1.3 ~2.8 -2.7 ~2.9 -2.6 -2.4 -4.0 ~3 9 ~2.8 -4.0 -1.3 

PN Class I Revenue Mil. $ -0.5 -0.9 -0.9 -1.0 -0.9 -0.8 -1.4 ~1. -1.0 -1.4 ~0.5 

SW Class I Revenue Mil. $ -1.3 -2.4 -2.3 -2.5 -2.3 -2.1 -3.4 -3.3 -2.5 -3.4 -1.3 

AZ Class I Revenue Mil. $ -0.3 -0.5 -0.5 -0.6 -0.5 -0.5 -0.8 ~0. -0.5 -0.8 -0.3 

CA Class I Revenue Mil. $ 77.1 75.5 76.3 76.8 78.5 80.2 86.3 86. 79.6 75.5 86.4 

TABLE B I " U S I ): mport c h an 1CS un d h c er t c oopcrat1ve p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Max 

American Cheese Imports Mil LBS 0.000 -O.CX)l -O.<XH -0.004 -0.005 -0.005 -0.004 -0.002 -0.003 -0.005 0.00: 

Other than American Cheese 

Imports Mil. LBS -0.304 -0.680 -0.879 -1.019 -1.148 -1.217 -1.280 -1.450 -0.997 -1.450 ~0.30' 

Butter Imports Mil. LB5 -0.002 -0.001 -O.CXJ2 -0.010 -0.008 -0.008 -0.004 -0.001 -0.005 -0.010 -0.001 
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TABLE B16 US E " ... xport c h an 1CS un d h c crt e oopcrat1vc Proposal 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 

American Cheese Exports Mil. LBS 1.300 2.258 2.290 2.271 2.180 2.074 1.850 1.769 1.999 1.300 2.290 

Other than American Cheese 

Exports Mil. LBS 4.051 6.462 8.481 6.013 5.478 5.116 4.706 4.663 5.621 4.051 8.481 
Dry Whey Exports Mil. LBS 2.079 3.092 2.899 2.815 2.592 2.414 2.127 2.101 2.515 2.079 3.092 

Butter Exports Mil. LBS 5.977 8.907 8.804 8.699 8.249 8.333 8.342 7.754 8.133 5.977 8.907 

Nonfat Dry Milk Exports Mil. LBS 12.801 12.831 13.607 15.473 17.478 18.344 19.286 17.922 15.968 12.801 19.286 

TABLE B17 S tattsttca I U f m orm p flCCS at 3 "BF Ch .) angcs un d h CPHA P crt c roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 

NE Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.09 

AP Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.13 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.14 -0.14 -0.13 -0.14 -0.0< 

FLStatistical Uniform Price S/CWT -0.08 -0.10 -0.09 -0.08 -0.08 -0.07 -0.10 -0.10 -0.09 -0.10 -0.07 

SEStatistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.07 -0.08 -0.06 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.08 -0.0<1 

UMStatistical Uniform Price S/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0.12 -0.08 

CE Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.09 

ME Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.12 -0.08 

PN Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.12 -0.09 

SWStatistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.08 

AZ Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.12 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.12 -0.09 

CA Statistical Uniform Price S/CWT 0.91 0.87 0.88 0.90 0.94 0.97 UlO 1.03 0.94 0.87 1.03 

CANon-Quota Blend Price $/CWT 0.95 0.90 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.95 0.98 1.01 0.94 0.90 1.01 

CA Quota Blend Price $/CWT 0.95 0.90 0.91 0.91 0.93 0.95 0.98 1.01 0.94 0.90 1.01 

TABLE BIR Bl d P. en nccs at T est Ch angcs un d h CPHA P crt c roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M" 

NE Blend Price S/CWT -0.10 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.1C 

AP Blend Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.14 -0.14 -0.13 -0.13 -0.13 -0.15 -0.15 -0.13 -0.15 -0.09 

FL Blend Price S/CWT -0.10 -0.18 -0.21 -0.21 -0.22 -0.23 -0.29 -0.30 -0.22 -0.30 ·0.1C 

SE Blend Price $/CWT -0.13 -0.22 -0.24 -0.26 -0.27 -0.28 -0.32 -0.3' -0.25 -0.34 -0.13 

UM Blend Price S/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.13 -0.09 

CE Blend Price S/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.09 

ME Blend Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.09 

PN Blend Price $/CWT -0.10 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.10 

SW Blend Pnce S/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.09 

AZ Blend Price $/CWT -0.05 -0.07 -0.07 -0.06 -0.05 -0.05 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.07 -0.05 

CA Blend Price S/CWT 1.10 1.05 1.07 1.08 1.12 1.14 1.18 1.19 1.12 1.05 1.19 

CANon-Quota Blend Price S/CWT 1.03 0.98 1.00 1.01 1.05 1.07 1.12 1.14 1.05 0.98 !.14 

CA Quota Blend Price S/CWT 1.03 0.98 1.00 1.01 1.0S 1.07 1.12 1.14 1.05 0.98 1.1 

TABLE B 19: Dairy Product p nccs Cl 1angcs un er t c 'PHA Proposa d h c 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min Ma> 

Cheddar Cheese S/LBS -0.0053 -0.0087 -0.0085 -0.0083 -0.0079 -O.CXJ76 -0.0070 -0.007( -0.007S -0.0087 -0.0053 

Butter S/LBS -0.0224 -0.0284 -0.0273 -0.0235 -0.0232 -0.0240 -0.0257 -0.0262 -0.0251 -0.0284 -0.0224 

Nonfat Dry Milk S/LBS -0.0019 -0.0018 -0.0021 -0.0022 -0.0026 -0.0029 -0.0033 -0.003( -0.0025 -0.0033 -0.0018 

Dry Whey S/LBS -0.0024 -0.0036 -0.0033 -0.0032 -0.0030 -0.0028 -0.0025 -0.0025 -0.0029 -O.CXB6 -0.0024 
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T BLE 820 All M.lk P A - I nee Ch anges un d h CPHA P er t c roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 

U.S. All-Milk Price $/CWT 0.26 0.23 0.24 0.26 0.28 0.30 0.32 0.33 0.28 0.23 0.33 

NE All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.09 

AP All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.14 -0.13 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.15 -0.15 -0.13 -0.15 -0.09 

FLAil-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.17 -0.20 -0.20 -0.22 -0.23 -0.29 -0.31 -0.21 -0.31 -0.09 

SE All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.12 -0.21 -0.23 -0.24 -0.25 -0.26 -0.30 -0.32 -0.24 -0.32 -0.12 

UMAII-Milk Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.13 -0.08 

CE All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.09 

ME All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.12 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.09 

PN All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.09 

SWAII-Milk Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.08 

AZ All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.05 -0.07 -0.07 ·0.06 -0.05 -0.05 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.07 -0.05 

CA All-Milk Price $/CWT 1.01 0.96 0.98 0.99 1.02 1.04 1.08 1.09 1.02 0.96 1.09 

FWAII-Milk Price $/CWT 0.98 0.93 0.95 0.96 0.99 1.01 1.05 1.06 0.99 0.93 1.06 

UW All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.07 -0.10 -0.10 -0.09 -0.09 ·0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.10 -0.07 

HIAK All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.02 -0.04 -0.05 -0.06 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -0.02 

- I ro uctwn Ch anges un d h CPHA P crt e roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Max 

U.S. Milk Production 8il. LBS 0.40 0.59 0.60 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.60 0.58 0.<0 0.61 

NE Milk Production 8il. LBS 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 

AP Milk Production 811. LBS 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01 0.00 

FL Milk Production 811. LBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 

SE Milk Production 8il. LBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 -0.05 -0.07 -0.02 -0.07 0.00 

UM Milk Production 8il. LBS 0.00 -0.02 ~0.06 -0.08 -0.10 -0.12 -0.14 -0.15 -0.08 -0.15 0.00 

CE Milk Production 8il. LBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 O.IX 

ME Milk Production 8il. LBS -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.03 -0.04 -0.02 

PN Milk Production 8il. LBS 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 O.IX 

SW Milk Production 8il. LBS 0.00 -0.02 -0.05 -0.07 -0.10 -0.12 -0.14 -0.17 -0.08 -0.17 O.IX 

AZ Milk Production 8il. LBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 

CA Milk Production 8il. LBS 0.32 0.41 0.48 0.54 0.59 0.62 0.66 0.69 0.54 0.32 0.69 

FW Milk Production Bil. LBS 0.12 0.29 0.31 0.33 0.35 0.38 0.41 0.44 0.33 0.12 0.44 

UW Milk Production Bil. LBS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 O.IX 

HIAK Milk Production Bil. LBS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

TARLE 8° 0 M lk M k --· I ar ctmos Ch angcs un d h CPHA P crt c roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Max 

U.S. Marketings 8il. LBS 0.40 0.59 0.60 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.60 0.58 0.40 0.61 

NE Marketings Bii.LBS 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 O.IX 

AP Marketings Bil. LBS 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01 OIX 

FL Marketings Bil. LBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 O.IX 

SE Marketings Bil. LBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 -0.05 -0.07 -0.02 -0.07 OIX 

UM Marketings Bil. LBS 0.00 -0.02 -0.06 -0.08 -0.10 -0.12 -0.14 -0.15 -0.08 -0.15 O.IX 

CE Marketings Bil. LBS 0.00 000 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 O.IX 

ME Marketings Bil. LBS -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 ·004 ·0.03 ~0.04 -0.02 

PN Marketings Bil. LBS 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 O.IX 

SW Marketings Bil. LBS 0.00 -0.02 -0.04 -0.07 -0.09 -0.12 -0.14 -0.17 -0.08 -0.17 O.IX 

AZ Marketings Bil. LBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 

CA Marketings Bil. LBS 0.32 0.41 0.48 0.54 0.58 0.62 0.66 069 0.54 0.32 069 

FW Marketings Bil. LBS 0.12 0.29 0.31 0.33 0.35 0.38 0.41 0.44 0.33 0.12 0.44 

UW Marketings Bil. LBS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

HIAK Marketings Bil. LBS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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TABLE B23 P d ro uccr R cvcnuc Ch angcs un d h CPHAP crt c roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min Ma> 

U.S. Producer Revenue Bil. $ 0.66 0.62 0.66 0.72 0.78 0.83 0.89 0.95 0.76 0.62 0.95 

NE Producer Revenue Bil. $ -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.03 

AP Producer Revenue Bil. $ -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 

FL Producer Revenue Bil. $ 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 

SE Producer Revenue Bil. $ 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.01 -0.03 0.00 

UM Producer Revenue Bil. $ -0.04 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -0.0' 

CE Producer Revenue Bil. $ -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 

ME Producer Revenue Bil. $ -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 

PN Producer Revenue Bil. $ -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 

SW Producer Revenue Bil. $ -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 -0.05 -0.05 -0.06 -0.04 -0.06 -0.02 

AZ Producer Revenue Bil. $ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 O.IX 

CA Producer Revenue Bil. $ 0.58 0.59 0.63 0.67 0.71 0.75 0.81 0.85 0.70 0.58 0.85 

FW Producer Revenue Bil. $ 0.21 0.24 0.26 0.28 0.30 0.33 0.36 0.39 0.30 0.21 0.39 

UW Producer Revenue Bil. $ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 O.IX 0.00 0.00 O.IX 

HIAK Producer Revenue Bil. $ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 O.IX 

TABLE B24 FMMO C omponcnt p nces Ch angcs un d h CPHA P crt c roposa 
Un1ts 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 

Butterfat Price $/CWT -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 

Nonfat Solids Price $/CWT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 O.IX 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Protein Price $/CWT 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 

Other Solids Price $/CWT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 O.IX 0.00 0.00 o.oc 
Somatic Cell Adjuster $/CWT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 O.OC 0.00 0.00 O.OC 

TABLE B25 FMMO Cl ass p nccs at 3 - BF Ch .) angcs un d crt h CPHA P e roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 

Class I Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.14 -0.1 -0.11 -0.14 -0.08 

Class I Fat Price $/CWT -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 

Class I Skim Price $/CWT 0.02 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.03 -0.03 -0.01 -0.03 0.02 

Class II Price $/CWT -0.11 -0.14 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.14 -0.14 -0.13 -0.14 -0.11 

Class II Skim Price $/CWT -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 -0.02 

Class Ill Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.09 -0.09 -0.10 -0.12 -0.08 

Class Ill Skim Price $/CWT 0.02 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.02 

Class IV Price $/CWT -0.11 -0.14 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.14 -0.14 -0.13 -0.14 -0.11 

Class IV Skim Price $/CWT -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 ·0.03 -0.02 

TABLE B26: CA to FMMO Cl \ 5 BF Ch ass Pnces at _. angcs un crt c d h CPHA P roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 

CA Class I price $/CWT -0.42 -0.47 -0.46 -0.46 -0.46 -0.45 -0.38 -0.41 -0.44 -0.47 -0.38 

CA Class II price $/CWT 0.24 0.22 0.22 0.23 0.23 0.22 0.21 0.21 0.22 0.21 0.24 

CA Class Ill price $/CWT 1.42 1.36 1.40 1.38 1.47 1.50 1.58 1.59 1.46 1.36 1.59 

CA Class IV price $/CWT 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.03 -0.03 -0.01 -0.03 0.01 
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T ABLF 827 FMMO Cl ass p nces at T est Ch angcs un d h CPHA P crt c roposa 
Order 1: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 

NE Class I price $/CWT -0.03 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.05 -0.09 -0.09 -0.06 -0.09 -0.03 

NE Class II price $/CWT -0.17 -0.21 -0.21 -0.18 -0.18 -0.19 -0.21 -0.21 -0.20 -0.21 -0.17 

NE Class Ill price $/CWT -0.09 -0.14 -0.14 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.14 -0.09 

NE Class IV price $/CWT -0.11 -0.13 -0.13 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.11 

Order 5: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 
AP Class I price $/CWT -0.03 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.05 -0.09 -0.09 -006 -0.09 -0.03 

AP Class II price $/CWT -0.27 -0.34 -0.33 -0.29 -0.29 -0.30 -0.32 -0.32 -0.31 -0.34 -0.27 

AP Class Ill price $/CWT -0.14 -0.20 -0.19 -0.17 -0.17 -0.17 -0.17 -0.17 -0.17 -0.20 -0.14 

AP Class IV price $/CWT -0.11 -0.29 -0.35 -0.42 -0.46 -0.41 -0.38 -0.34 -0.35 -0.46 -0.11 

Order 6: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min Ma> 

FLCiass I price $/CWT -0.03 -006 -0.06 -0.07 -0.06 -0.06 -0.09 -0.09 -0.07 -0.09 -0.03 

FLCiass II price $/CWT -0.41 -0.52 -0.50 -0.43 -0.43 -0.45 -0.48 -0.49 -0.47 -0.52 -0.41 

FLCiass Ill price $/CWT -0.16 -0.22 -0.21 -0.19 -0.19 -0.19 -0.18 -0.19 -0.19 -0.22 -0.16 

Fl Class IV price $/CWT -0.38 -0.48 -0.46 -0.40 -0.40 -0.41 -0.44 -0.45 -0.43 -0.48 -0.38 

Order 7: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 
SE Class I price $/CWT -0.03 -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -0.06 -0.06 -0.09 -0.09 -0.07 -0.09 -0.03 

SE Class II price $/CWT -0.29 -0.36 -0.34 -0.30 -0.30 -0.31 -0.34 -0.34 -0.32 -0.36 -0.29 

SE Class Ill price $/CWT -0.10 -0.15 -0.14 -0.14 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.15 -0.10 

SE Class IV price $/CWT -0.26 -0.32 -0.31 -0.27 -0.27 -0.28 -0.30 -0.31 -0.29 -0.32 -0.26 

Order 30: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 
UM Class I price $/CWT -0.02 -0.05 -0.05 -0.05 -0.05 -0.04 -0.07 -0.07 -0.05 -0.07 -0.02 

UM Class II price $/CWT -0.26 -0.33 -0.32 -0.28 -0.28 -0.29 -0.31 -0.32 -0.30 -0.33 -0.26 

UM Class Ill price $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.09 -0.09 -0.10 -0.12 -0.08 

UM Class IV price $/CWT -033 -0.39 -0.34 -0.34 -0.27 -0.29 -0.32 -0.29 -0.32 -0.39 -0.27 

Order 32: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 

CE Class I price $/CWT -0.03 -0.06 -0.05 -0.06 -0.05 -0.05 -0.08 -0.08 -0.06 -0.08 -0.03 

CE Class II price $/CWT -0.22 -0.27 -0.26 -0.23 -0.23 -0.24 -0.26 -0.26 -0.25 -0.27 -0.22 

CE Class Ill price $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.11 -0.12 -0.08 

CE Class IV price $/CWT -0.14 -0.08 -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -0.07 -0.08 -0.06 -0.08 -0.14 -0.06 

Order 33: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 

ME Class 1 price $/CWT -0.03 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.05 -0.05 -0.08 -0.08 -0.06 -0.08 -0.03 

ME Class II price $/CWT -0.20 -0.25 -0.24 -0.21 -0.21 -0.22 -0.24 -0.24 -0.22 -0.25 -0.20 

ME Class Ill price $/CWT -0.08 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -O.!C -0.11 -0.13 -0.08 

ME Class IV price $/CWT -0.03 -0.06 -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -0.07 -0.08 -0.09 -0.07 -0.09 -0.03 

Order 124: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min Ma> 
PN Class I price $/CWT -003 -006 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.05 -0.08 -0.08 -0.06 -0.08 -0.03 

PN Class II price $/CWT -0.26 -0.33 -0.32 -0.27 -0.28 -0.29 -0.31 -0.31 -0.29 -0.33 -0.26 

PN Class Ill price $/CWT -0.08 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.11 -0.13 -0.08 

PN Class IV price $/CWT -0.12 -0.15 -0.14 -0.13 -0.13 -0.14 -0.15 -0.15 -0.14 -0.15 -0.12 

Order 126: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 
SW Class I price $/CWT -0.04 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.06 -0.06 -0.09 -0.09 -0.07 -0.09 -0.04 

5W Class II price $/CWT -0.25 -0.31 -0.30 -0.27 -0.27 -0.28 -0.30 -0.30 -0.28 -0.31 -0.25 

SW Class Ill price $/CWT -0.08 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.11 -0.13 -0.08 

SW Class IV price $/CWT -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0.11 -0.10 -0.11 -0.12 -0.10 
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TABLEB27 FMMOCI ass p nccs at T est Ch angcs un d h CPHA P crt e roposa 
Order 131: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 
AZCiassl price $/CWT -0.03 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.05 -0.09 -0.09 -0.06 -0.09 -0.03 

AZ Class If price $/CWT -0.35 -0.43 -0.42 -0.36 -0.36 -0.38 -0.41 -0.41 -0.39 -0.43 -0.35 

AZ Class Ill price $/CWT -0.14 -0.20 -0.19 -0.18 -0.17 -0.17 -0.17 -0.17 -0.17 -0.20 -0.14 

AZ Class IV price $/CWT 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 

Order SO: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 
CA Class I price $/CWT -0.93 -0.95 -0.95 -0.95 -0.95 -0.96 -0.89 -0.93 -0.94 -0.96 -0.89 

CA Class II price $/CWT 0.86 0.80 0.78 0.79 0.78 0.76 0.74 0.72 0.78 0.72 0.86 

CA Class Ill price $/CWT 1.79 1.73 1.78 1.76 1.85 1.88 1.97 1.99 1.84 1. 73 1.99 

CA Class IV price $/CWT 0.44 0.39 0.33 0.42 0.36 0.33 0.29 0.27 0.35 0.27 0.44 

TABLE B28: CA C ass Uti izatiOn (h angcs un crt c A d h CPH P roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Max 

Class I Mil. LBS 593 597 601 604 607 609 610 611 604 593 611 

Class II Mil. LBS 34 37 43 47 so 54 59 65 49 34 65 

Class Ill Mil. LBS 225 254 286 314 340 362 379 378 317 225 379 

Class IV Mil. LBS 223 286 319 340 357 370 389 418 337 223 418 

TABLE B29: National Class Uti izal!on C angcs un T h crt c 'PHA Proposa d h c 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min Mox 

Class I Mil. LBS 10 19 23 27 28 29 35 35 26 10 35 

Class II Mil LBS -18 -38 -60 -82 -85 -94 -111 -13 -78 -138 -18 

Class Ill Mil. LBS 247 378 378 387 379 382 376 38< 364 247 388 

Class IV Mil. LBS 165 234 259 279 292 297 312 31 269 165 316 

TARLE H30 FMMO Cl ass IR cvcnuc Ch angcs un d h CPHA P crt e roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 

NE Class I Revenue Mil.$ -2.4 -4.7 -4.5 -4.9 -4.4 -4.0 -6.5 -6.3 -4.7 -6.5 -2.4 

AP Class I Revenue Mil.$ -0.9 -1.8 -1.8 -1.9 -1.7 -1.6 -2.5 -2.5 -1.8 -2.5 -0.9 

Fl Class I Revenue Mil.$ -0.7 -1.3 -1.3 -1.3 -1.2 -1.1 -1.8 -1.8 -1.3 -1.8 -0.7 

SE Class I Revenue Mil.$ -1.1 -2.1 -2.1 -2.2 -2.0 -1.8 -2.9 -2.8 -2.1 -2.9 -1.1 

UM Class I Revenue Mil.$ -0.5 -1.2 -1.2 -1.4 -1.3 -1.1 -2.1 -1.7 -1.3 -2.1 -0.5 

CE Class I Revenue Mil.$ -1.0 -2.0 -1.9 -2.1 -1.9 -1.7 -2.8 -2. -2.0 -2.8 -1.0 

ME Class I Revenue Mil.$ -1.4 -2.9 -2.8 -3.0 -2.7 -2.4 -4.0 -3.9 -2.9 -4.0 -1.4 

PN Class I Revenue Mil.$ -0.5 -1.0 -0.9 -1.0 -0.9 -0.8 -1.4 -1. -1.0 -1.4 -0.5 

SW Class I Revenue Mil.$ -1.3 -2.4 -2.4 -2.6 -2.3 -2.2 -3.4 -3.3 -2.5 -3.4 -1.3 

AZ Class I Revenue Mil.$ -0.3 -0.6 -0.5 -0.6 -0.5 -0.5 -0.7 -0.7 -0.5 -0.7 -0.3 

CA Class I Revenue Mil.$ 30.3 29.4 30.2 30.9 32.2 33.3 38.4 37. 32.8 29.4 38. 

TABLEB31 US I mport c h angcs un d h CPHA P crt c roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Max 

Amen can Cheese Imports Mil. LBS 0.000 -0.001 -0.003 -0.004 -0.005 -0.005 -0.004 -0.002 -O.CXB -0.005 0.000 

Otherthan American Cheese 

Imports Mil. LBS -0.308 -0.683 -0.882 -1.022 -1.151 -1.219 -1.284 -1.454 -UXXJ -1.454 -0.308 

Butter Imports Mil. LBS -0.002 -0.001 -0.002 -0.010 -0.008 -0.008 -0.004 -0.001 -0.004 -0.010 -0.001 
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TABLE B32: U.S. Export chan es under the CPHA Proposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 

American Cheese Exports Mil. LBS 1.313 2.266 2.294 2.275 2.183 2.078 1.857 1.775 2.005 1.313 2.294 

Other than American Cheese 

Exports Mil. LBS 4.092 6.482 8.496 6.024 5.487 5.126 4.726 4.680 5.639 4.092 8.496 

Dry Whey Exports Mil. LBS 2.100 3.100 2.904 2.820 2.597 2.419 2.137 2.108 2.523 2.100 3.100 

Butter Exports Mil. LBS 5.849 8.741 8.654 8.556 8.127 8.216 8.228 7.65' 8.003 5.849 8.741 

Nonfat Dry Milk Exports Mil. LBS 12.838 13.002 13.788 15.655 17.651 18.498 19.434 18.106 16.121 12.838 19.434 

TABLE B33 S tatJstJca I U ·~ m onn p nccs at 3 5 BF Ch angcs un d crt h p d c on crosa D atcy p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M" 

NE Statistical Uniform Pnce $/CWT -0.09 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.12 -0.09 

AP Statistical Un1form Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.14 -0.14 -0.12 -0.14 -0.09 

FL Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.10 -0.09 -0.08 -0.08 -0.07 -0.10 -0.09 -0.09 -0.10 -0.07 

5E5tatistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.07 -0.08 -0.06 -0.04 -0.04 -0.04 -0.06 -O.Of -0.06 -0.08 -0.04 

UM Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0.1 -0.10 -0.12 -0.08 

CE Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.09 

ME Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.12 -0.08 

PN Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.12 -0.09 

SW Stat1stical Uniform Price $/CWT ·0.08 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.08 

AZ Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 ·0.08 

CA Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT 0.90 0.86 0.88 0.90 0.93 0.96 1.00 1.02 0.93 0.86 1.02 

CANon-Quota Blend Price $/CWT 0.93 0.89 0.89 0.90 0.91 0.94 0.97 !.DC 0.93 0.89 !.DC 
CA Quota Blend Price $/CWT 0.93 0.89 0.89 0.90 0.91 0.94 0.97 !.DC 0.93 0.89 !.DC 

TABLE 834 Bl d P en nces at T est Ch angcs un d crt h p d c on crosa D atry p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min MO< 

NE Blend Price $/CWT -0.10 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.10 

AP Blend Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.14 -0.14 -0.13 -0.13 -0.13 -0.15 -0.15 -0.13 -0.15 -0.09 

FL Blend Price $/CWT -0.10 -0.18 -0.20 -0.20 -0.22 -0.23 -0.28 -0.29 -0.21 -0.29 -0.10 

5E Blend Price $/CWT -0.13 -0.21 -0.24 -0.25 -0.26 -0.27 -0.31 -0.32 -0.25 -0.32 -0.13 

UM Blend Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.13 -0.09 

CE Blend Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.13 -0.09 

ME Blend Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.09 

PN Blend Price $/CWT -0.10 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.10 

5W Blend Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.13 -0.09 

AZ Blend Price $/CWT -0.05 -0.07 -0.06 -0.05 -0.05 -0.05 -0.06 -0.05 -0.06 -0.07 -0.05 

CA Blend Price $/CWT 1.10 1.04 1.06 1.08 1.11 1.13 1.18 1.19 1.11 1.04 1.19 

CANon-Quota Blend Price $/CWT 1.01 0.96 0.98 1.00 1.04 1.06 1.11 1.12 1.04 0.96 1.12 

CA Quota Blend Price $/CWT 1.01 0.96 0.98 1.00 1.04 1.06 1.11 1.12 1.04 0.96 1.12 

TABLEB35 D. P d a try ro uct p nces Ch angcs un d crt h p d c on erosa D atry p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min MO< 

Cheddar Cheese $/LBS -0.0056 -0.0089 -0.0087 -0.0084 -0.0080 -0.0077 -0.0071 -0.0070 -0.0077 -0.0089 -0.0056 

Butter $/LBS -0.0209 -0.0268 -0.0259 -0.0224 -0.0223 -0.0231 -0.0248 -0.0254 -0.0239 -0.0268 -0.0209 

Nonfat Dry Milk $/LBS -0.0017 -0.0017 -0.0019 -0.0020 -0.0025 -0.0027 -0.0031 -0.0029 -0.0023 -0.0031 -0.0017 

Dry Whey $/LBS -0.0026 -0.0036 -0.0034 -O.OCI32 -0.0030 -0.0028 -0.0025 -0.0025 -0.0030 -0.0036 -0.0025 
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TABLE B36: All-Milk Pnce C h anucs under the Ponderosa Dairv Proposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M" 

U.S. All-Milk Price $/CWT 0.26 0.23 0.24 0.26 0.28 0.30 0.32 0.33 0.28 0.23 0.33 
NE All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.12 -0.09 

AP All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.14 -0.1' -0.13 -0.14 -0.09 

FLAil-Milk Price $/CWT -0.10 -0.17 -0.20 -0.20 -0.21 -0.23 -0.28 -0.3C -0.21 -0.30 -0.10 
SE All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.12 -0.20 -0.23 -0.24 -0.25 -0.26 -0.29 -0.31 -0.24 -0.31 -0.12 

UM All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.13 -0.09 
CEAII-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.09 
ME All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.09 

PN All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.09 
SW All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.08 
AZ All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.05 -0.07 -0.06 -0.05 -0.05 -0.05 -0.06 -0.05 -0.06 -0.07 -005 

CA All-Milk Pnce $/CWT 1.00 0.95 0.97 0.98 1.01 104 108 109 1.02 0.95 1.09 
FW All-Milk Pnce $/CWT 0.98 0.93 0.95 0.96 0.99 1.01 1.05 1.06 0.99 0.93 1.06 

UW All-Milk Price $/CWT -0.07 -0.10 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.09 -0.10 -0.07 

HIAK All Milk Price $/CWT -0.02 -0.04 -0.05 -0.06 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.08 -0.06 -0.08 -0.02 

TABLE B37: Milk Production Chanees under the Ponderosa Dairv Proposal 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min MO> 

U.S. Milk Production Bil. lBS 0.40 0.59 0.60 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 06( 0.58 0<10 0.61 

NE Milk Production Bil LBS 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 
AP Milk Production Btl. LBS 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.()( 0.00 -0.01 0.00 

FL Mi I k Production Btl. LBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 

SE Milk Production Btl. lBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 -0.05 -0.07 -0.02 -0.07 0.00 

UM Milk Production Btl. lBS 0.00 -0.02 -0.06 -0.08 -0.10 -0.12 -0.14 -0.15 -0.09 -0.15 000 

CE Milk Production Bil. lBS 0.00 0.00 0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 0.00 

ME Milk Productton Bil. lBS -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 

PN Milk Production Bil. lBS 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0()( 

SW Milk Production Bil. lBS 0.00 -0.02 -0.05 -0.07 -0.09 -0.12 -0.14 -0.17 -0.08 -0.17 0.()( 

AZ Milk Production Bil. lBS 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 

CA Milk Production Bil. lBS 0.32 0.41 0.48 0.54 0.58 0.62 0.66 0.69 0.54 0.32 0.69 

FW Milk Productton Bil. lBS 0.12 0.29 0.30 0.33 0.35 0.38 0.41 0." 0.33 0.12 0." 
UW Milk Productton Bil lBS 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0()( 0.00 0.00 0()( 

HIAK Milk Production Bil. lBS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0()( 0.00 0.00 O.CX 

TABLE B38. Milk Marketings Chan~es under the Ponderosa Dairv Proposal 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Mo MO> 

U.S. Markettngs Btl. lBS 0.40 0.59 0.60 0.61 0.61 0.61 0.61 o6i 0.58 040 0.61 

NE Marketings Bil. lBS 000 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 0()( 

AP Marketings Bil. lBS 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.()( 0.00 -0.01 0.00 

FL Marketings Bil. lBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 

SE Marketings Btl. lBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 -0.05 -0.07 -0.02 -0.07 0.00 

UM Marketings Btl. lBS 0.00 -0.02 -0.06 -0.08 -0.10 -0.12 -0.14 -0.15 -0.08 -0.15 0.00 

CE Markettngs Btl. lBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 0.00 

ME Marketings Bil. lBS -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 

PN Marketings Bil lBS 000 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 

SW Marketings Btl. LBS 0.00 -0.02 -0.04 -0.07 -0.09 -0.12 -0.14 -0.17 -0.08 -0.17 0.00 

AZ Marketings Bil. lBS 0.00 0.00 000 -0.01 -0.01 -0 01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 000 

CA Marketings Bil. lBS 0.32 0.41 0.48 0.54 0.58 0.62 0.65 0.61 0 53 0.32 0.68 

FW Marketings Bil. LBS 0.12 0.29 0.30 0.33 0.35 0.38 0.41 0.<14 0.33 0.12 0.<14 

UW Marketings Bil lBS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

HIAK Marketings Bil. lBS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0()( 0.00 0.00 0.00 
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TABLE B39: Producer Revenue C h anacs un d er t h e Pan d crosa Dairy p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M" 

U.S. Producer Revenue Bil. s 0.65 0.62 0.66 0.71 0.78 0.83 0.90 0.95 0.76 0.62 0.95 

NE Producer Revenue Bil. s -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -O.OL -0.03 -0.04 -0.03 

AP Producer Revenue Bil. s -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 

Fl Producer Revenue Bil. s 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 
SE Producer Revenue Bil. s 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 O.OC 

UM Producer Revenue Bll. s -0.04 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -O.OL 

CE Producer Revenue Bil. s -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 

ME Producer Revenue Bil. s -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 

PN Producer Revenue Bil s -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 
SW Producer Revenue Bil. s -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 -0.05 -0.05 ~0.0< -0.04 -0.06 -0.02 
AZ Producer Revenue Bil. s 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 000 0.00 O.OC 0.00 0.00 0.()( 

CA Producer Revenue Bil s 0.58 0.59 0.63 0.66 0.71 0.75 0.81 0.85 0.70 0.58 0.85 
FW Producer Revenue Bil. s 0.21 0.24 0.26 0.28 0.30 0.33 0.36 0.39 0.29 0.21 0.39 

UW Producer Revenue Bil. s 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.()( 0.00 0.00 0()( 

HIAK Producer Revenue Bil. s 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 O.OC 0.00 0.00 0()( 

TABLE B40: FMMO Component Pnees Ch angcs un d er t h e Pan d eros a D airy p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 

Butterfat Price $/CWT -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 ·0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 
Nonfat Solids Price $/CWT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Protein Price $/CWT 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 
Other Solids Price $/CWT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Somatic Cell Adjuster $/CWT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0()( 0.00 0.00 0.00 

TABLE B41: FMMO C ass Prices at 3.5 BF Changes under the Pan d erosa Dairy Proposal 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 20" Average Min M" 

Class I Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.13 -0.13 -0.11 -0.13 ~0.01 

Class I Fat Price $/CWT -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 

Class I Skim Price $/CWT 0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.02 -0.01 0.00 -0.03 -0.03 -0.01 -0.03 0.01 
Class II Price $/CWT -0.10 -0.13 -0.13 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 ~o lt 
Class II Skim Price $/CWT -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 -0.01 
Class Ill Price $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 ·0.09 -0.09 -0.10 -0.12 -0.08 
Class Ill Skim Price $/CWT 0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.02 -0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 -0.02 0.01 
Class IV Price $/CWT -0.10 -0.13 -0.13 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 -0.10 

Class IV Skim Pnce $/CWT -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.03 -0.01 

TABLE B42 CA to FM MOCI .' ass Pnccs at 3 .5 BF C h angcs un d crt c on h p d crosa D airy Proposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 

CA Class I price $/CWT -0.43 -0.47 -0.46 -0.46 -0.46 -0.45 -0.37 -0.40 -0.44 -0.47 -0.37 
CA Class II price $/CWT 0.25 0.23 0.23 0.24 0.23 0.23 0.21 0.21 0.23 0.21 0.25 
CA Class Ill price $/CWT 1.42 1.35 140 1.38 1.47 1.49 1.58 1.59 1.46 1.35 1.59 

CA Class IV price $/CWT 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 -0.02 -0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.02 
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TABLE B43 FMMO Cl ass p nccs at T est Ch anucs un d crt h p d c on crosa D mry p roposa 
Order 1: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Mm Ma> 
NE Class I price $/CWT -0.04 -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -0.06 -0.06 -0.08 -0.08 -0.06 -0.08 -0.04 

NE Class II price $/CWT -0.16 -0.20 -0.20 -0.17 -0.18 -0.18 -0.20 -0.20 -0.19 -0.20 -0.16 

NE Class Ill price S/CWT -0.10 -0.14 -0.14 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.12 -0.14 -0.10 

NE Class IV price $/CWT -0.10 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.12 -0.10 

Order 5: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 
AP Class I price $/CWT -0.04 -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -0.06 -0.06 ·0.08 -0.08 -0.07 -0.08 -0.04 

AP Class II price $/CWT -0.25 -0.32 -0.31 -0.27 -0.27 -0.29 -0.31 -0.31 -0.29 -0.32 -0.25 

AP Class Ill price $/CWT -0.14 -0.19 -0.19 -0.17 -0.17 -0.16 -0.16 -0.16 -0.17 -0.19 -0.14 

AP Class IV price $/CWT -0.10 -0.28 -0.33 -0.40 ·0.44 -0.39 -0.37 -0.33 -0.33 -0.44 -0.10 

Order 6: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 
FL Class I price $/CWT -0.04 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.06 -0.06 -0.09 -0.09 -0.07 -0.09 -0.04 

FLCiass II price $/CWT -0.38 -0.49 -0.47 -0.41 -0.42 -0.43 -0.47 -0.47 -0.44 -0.49 -0.38 

FL Class Ill price $/CWT -0.15 -0.21 -0.21 -0.19 -0.18 -0.18 -0.18 -0.18 -0.19 -0.21 -0.15 

Fl Class IV price $/CWT -0.35 -0.45 -0.44 -0.38 -0.38 -0.40 -0.43 -0.44 -0.41 -0.45 -0.35 

Order7: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 
5E Class I price $/CWT -0.04 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.06 -0.06 -0.09 -0.09 -0.07 -0.09 -0.04 

SE Class II price $/CWT -0.26 -0.33 -0.33 -0.29 -0.29 -0.30 -0.32 -0.33 -0.31 -0.33 -0.26 

SE Class Ill price $/CWT -0.10 -0.15 -0.14 -0.13 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.15 -0.10 

SE Class IV price $/CWT -0.24 -0.30 -0.29 -0.26 -0.26 -0.27 -0.29 -0.30 -0.28 -0.30 -0.24 

Order 30: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 
UM Class I price $/CWT -0.03 -0.05 -0.05 -0.05 -0.05 -0.04 -0.07 -0.07 -0.05 -0.07 -0.03 

UMCiass II price $/CWT -0.25 -0.31 -0.30 -0.27 -0.27 -0.28 -0.30 -0.31 -0.28 -0.31 -0.25 

UM Class Ill pnce $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -010 -0.10 -0.09 -0.10 -0.12 -0.08 

UMCiass IV price $/CWT -0.30 -0.35 -0.31 -0.31 -0.25 -0.26 -0.29 -0.26 -0.29 -0.35 -0.25 

Order 32· 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 
CE Class I price $/CWT -0.03 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.05 -0.08 -0.08 -0.06 -0.08 -0.03 

CE Class II price $/CWT -0.20 -0.25 -0.25 -0.22 -0.22 -0.23 -0.25 -0.25 -0.23 -0.25 -0.20 

CE Class Ill price $/CWT -0.08 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.11 -0.12 -0.08 

CE Class IV price $/CWT -0.12 -0.07 -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.06 ·0.07 -0.12 -0.06 

Order 33: 

Un1ts 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average M'n Ma> 

ME Class I price $/CWT -0.03 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.05 -0.08 -0.08 -0.06 -0.08 -0.03 

ME Class II price $/CWT -0.18 -0.23 -0.23 -0.20 -0.20 -0.21 -0.23 -0.23 -0.21 -0.23 -0.18 

ME Class Ill price $/CWT -0.08 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 ·0.10 -0.11 -0.13 -0.08 

ME Class IV price $/CWT -0.02 -0.05 -0.06 -0.05 ·0.06 -0.07 -0.08 -0.08 -0.06 ·0.08 -0.02 

Order 124: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 

PN Class I price $/CWT -0.03 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.06 -0.05 -0.08 -0.08 -0.06 -0.08 -0.03 

PN Class II price $/CWT -0.24 -0.31 -0.30 -0.26 -0.26 ·0.28 -0.30 -0.30 -0.28 -0.31 -0.24 

PN Class Ill price $/CWT -0.09 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.11 -0.13 -0.09 

PN Class IV price $/CWT ·0.11 -0.14 -0.14 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.14 -0.14 -0.13 -0.14 -0.11 

Order 126 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 

SW Class I price $/CWT -0.04 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 -0.07 0.06 -0.09 -0.09 -0.07 -0.09 -0.04 

SW Class II price $/CWT -0.23 -0.30 -0.29 -0.25 -0.25 -0.27 -0.29 -0.29 -0.27 -0.30 -0.23 

SW Class Ill price $/CWT -0.08 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.11 -0.13 -0.08 

SW Class IV price $/CWT -0.10 -0.11 -0.11 -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 -0 11 -0.10 
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TABLE B43 FMMO Cl ass p nces at T est Ch anges un d h p d er t c on crosa D aJry p roposa 
Order 131: 

UnitS 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 

AZ Class I price $/CWT -0.04 -0.07 -0.06 -0.07 -0.06 -0.06 -0.08 -0.08 -0.07 -0.08 -0.04 

AZ Class II price $/CWT -0.32 -0.41 -0.40 -0.35 -0.35 -0.36 -0.39 -0.40 -0.37 -0.41 -0.32 

AZ Class I! I price $/CWT -0.14 -0.19 -0.19 -0.17 -0.17 -0.17 -0.16 -0.17 -0.17 -0.19 -0.14 

AZ Class IV price $/CWT 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 

Order 50: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 

CA Class I pnce $/CWT -1.15 -1.16 -1.15 -1.15 -1.16 -1.17 -1.10 -1.15 -1.15 -1.17 -1.10 

CA Class II price $/CWT 0.88 0.81 0.79 0.81 0.79 0.77 0.75 0.73 0.79 0.73 0.88 
CA Class Ill price $/CWT 1.79 1.73 1.77 1.76 1.84 1.88 1.97 1.99 1.84 1.73 1.99 

CA Class IV price $/CWT 0.45 0.40 0.34 0.43 0.37 0.34 0.30 0.28 0.36 0.28 0.45 

TABLE B44 CA CI ass UT t1 1zat10n Ch d h p d anges un crt c on crosa D aJry p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Max 

Class I Mil. LB5 249 254 258 261 263 265 266 267 260 249 267 

Class II Mil. LB5 27 30 36 40 43 47 51 57 41 27 57 

Class Ill Mil. LBS 179 210 244 273 301 323 341 343 277 179 343 

Class IV Mil. LBS 186 246 278 297 313 326 344 371 295 186 371 

TABLEB41 N - . atwna ICI ass LJT t1 tzat10n Ch angcs un d h p d crt c on eros a D mry p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Max 

Class r Mil. LBS 11 20 24 27 29 30 35 35 26 II 35 
Class rr Mil. LBS -14 -32 -51 -70 -73 -80 -96 -120 -67 -120 -14 

Class Ill Mil. LBS 260 388 385 392 384 386 381 392 371 260 392 

Class IV Mil. LBS 147 216 241 261 275 280 295 301 252 147 301 

TABLE B46: FMMO CI ass I Revenue Ch anges un d h er l c Pun d erosa Dairy Proposal 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Ma> 

NE Class I Revenue Mil.$ -2.9 -5.1 A.9 -5.1 -4.6 -4.1 -6.2 -6.1 -4.9 -6.2 -2.9 

AP Class I Revenue Mil.$ -1.1 -1.9 -1.9 -2.0 -1.8 -1.6 -2.4 -2.4 -1.9 -2.4 -1.1 

FLCiass I Revenue Mil.$ -0.8 -1.4 -1.4 -1.4 -1.3 -1.2 -1.7 -1.7 -1.4 -1.7 -0 

SE Class I Revenue Mil.$ -1.3 -2.3 -2.2 -2.2 -2 I -1.9 -2.7 -2.7 -2.2 -2.7 -1.3 

UM Class I Revenue Mil.$ -0.7 -1.4 -1.4 -1.5 -1.4 -1.2 -2.0 -L -1.4 -2.0 -0.7 

CE Class I Revenue Mil.$ -1.2 -2.2 -2.1 -2.2 -1.9 -1.7 -2.7 -2.6 -2.1 -2.7 -1.2 

ME Class I Revenue Mil.$ -1.7 -3.1 -3.0 -3.1 -2.8 -2.5 -3.8 -3.7 -3.0 -3.8 -1.7 

PN Class I Revenue Mil.$ -0.6 -1.1 -1.0 -1.1 -1.0 -0.9 -1.3 -1.3 -1.0 -1.3 -0.6 

SW Class I Revenue Mil.$ -1.5 -2.6 -2.5 -2.6 -2.4 -2.2 -3.2 -3.2 -2.5 -3.2 -1.5 

AZ Class I Revenue Mil.$ -0.3 -0.6 -0.6 -0.6 -0.5 -0.5 -0.7 -0. -0.6 -0.7 -0.3 

CA Class I Revenue Mil.$ -36.4 ·36.3 ·35.2 -34.4 -33.6 -33.3 -29.4 -31.2 -33.7 -36.4 -29. 

TABLE B47 US I 0 mport c h an res un d h p d er t c on erosa D mry p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Max 

American Cheese Imports Mil. LBS 0.000 -0.001 -0.003 -0.004 -0.005 -0.005 -0.004 -0.002 -0.003 -0.005 O.OOC 
Other than American Cheese 

Imports Mii.LBS -0.324 -0.706 -0.904 -1.041 -1.167 -1.233 -1.300 -1.472 -1.018 -1.472 -0.324 

Butter Imports Mil. LBS -0.002 -0.001 -0.001 -0.010 -0.007 -0.008 -0.004 -0.001 -0.004 -0.010 -0.001 
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TABLE B48 US E .c . xport c h an es un d h p d crt e on crosa D airy p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 

American Cheese Exports MiL lBS 1.383 2.327 2.340 2.302 2.201 2.093 1.885 1.794 2.041 1.383 2.340 

Other than American Cheese 

Exports Mil. LBS 4.311 6.649 8.660 6.088 5.530 5.161 4.799 4.729 5.741 4.311 8.660 

Dry Whey Exports Mil. LBS 2.212 3.172 2.957 2.847 2.616 2.435 2.173 2.129 2.568 2.129 3.172 

Butter Exports Mil lBS 5.432 8.212 8.189 8.150 7.792 7.901 7.923 7.405 7.625 5.432 8.212 

Nonfat Dry Milk Exports Mil. lBS 11.138 11.859 12.745 14.553 16.495 17.332 18.262 17.073 14.932 11.138 18.262 

TABLE B49· Statistical Uniform Prices at 3 5 BF Changes under the Dairy Institute Proposal 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M<> 

NE Statistical Un1form Price $/CWT 0.15 0.11 0.01 -0.04 -0.12 -0.15 -0.21 -0.23 -0.06 -0 23 0.15 

AP Statistical Umform Pnce $/CWT 0.25 0.20 0.09 0.01 -0.08 -0.12 -0.21 -0.23 -0.01 -0.23 0.25 

FL Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT 0.35 0.28 0.19 0.16 0.11 0.07 -0.02 -0.0 0.14 -0.06 0.35 

SE Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT 0.22 0.17 0.11 0.11 0.08 O.D7 0.02 000 0.10 000 0.22 

UM Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT 0.43 0.39 0.31 0.25 0.21 0.19 0.18 0.1 0.26 0.14 0.43 

CE Stat1st1cal Un1form Price $/CWT 0.24 0.20 0.10 0.04 -0.04 -0.06 -0.11 -0.13 0.03 -0.13 0.24 

ME Statistical Un1form Price $/CWT 0.17 0.14 0.04 -0.02 -0.11 -0.14 -0.20 -0.23 -0.05 -0.23 0.17 

PN Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT 0.18 0.14 0.04 -0.02 -0.09 -0.12 -0.17 -0.2 -0.03 -0.20 0.18 

SW Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT 0.29 0.25 0.15 0.10 0.05 0.02 -0.02 -0.05 0.10 -0.05 0.29 

AZ Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT 0.06 0.01 -0.10 ·0.17 -0.27 -0.31 -0.38 -0.43 -0.20 -0.43 0.06 

CA Statistical Uniform Price $/CWT 0.11 0.07 -0.02 -0.07 -0.11 -0.10 -0.09 -0." -0.04 -0.11 0.11 

CANon-Quota Blend Price $/CWT -0.04 -0.08 -0.17 -0.21 -0.25 -0.24 -0.23 -0.22 -0.18 -0.25 -0.04 

CA Quota Blend Price $/CWT -0.04 -0.08 -0.17 -0.21 -0.25 -0.24 -0.23 -0 22 -0.18 -0.25 -0.04 

TABLE B50: Blend Prices at Test Changes under the Dairy Institute Proposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M<> 

NE Blend Pnce $/CWT 0.15 0.11 000 -0.05 -0.14 -0.17 -0.23 0.2 -0.07 -0 26 0.15 

AP Blend Pnce $/CWT 0.23 0.18 0.06 -0.02 -0.11 -0.15 -0.24 -0.2 -0.04 -0.27 023 

FL Blend Price $/CWT 0.41 0.33 0.15 0.07 -0.09 -0.18 -0.37 -0.4' -0.01 -0.44 0 41 

5E Blend Price $/CWT 0.33 0.21 -0.03 -0.20 -0.37 -0.48 -0.66 -0.75 -0.24 -0. 7S 0 33 

UM Blend Price $/CWT 0.44 039 0.30 0.24 0.19 0.17 0.16 0.11 0.25 0.11 0.44 

CE Blend Price $/CWT 0.25 0.21 0.10 0 03 -0.05 -0.08 -0.13 -0.1 0 02 -0.16 0.25 

ME Blend Price $/CWT 018 0.14 0.03 -0.03 -0.12 -0.15 -0.22 -0.25 -0.05 -0.25 0.18 

PN Blend Price $/CWT 0 19 0 15 0.04 -0.02 -0.10 -0.13 -0.18 -0.22 -0 03 -0.22 0.19 

5W Blend Price $/CWT 0.31 0.26 0.16 010 0.04 0.02 -0.02 -0.0< 0.10 -0.06 0.31 

AZ Blend Price $/CWT 0.07 0.03 -0.09 -0.15 -0 25 -0.29 -0.36 -0.4( -0.18 -0.40 0.07 

CA Blend Pnce $/CWT 0.28 0.23 0.14 0.08 0.03 0.()4 0.06 0.05 011 0 03 0.28 

CANon-Quota Blend Pnce $/CWT 0.14 0.09 0.00 -0.05 -0 10 -0.09 -0.07 -0.07 -0.02 -0.10 0.14 

CA Quota Blend Pnce $/CWT 0.14 009 0.00 -0.05 -0.10 -0.09 -0.07 -0.07 -0.02 -0.10 0.14 

TABLE B51 D mry p d ro uct p nccs Ch angcs un d crt h D c atry nstnute p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average M'c MO> 

Cheddar Cheese $/LBS 0.0422 0.0413 0.0354 0.0311 0.0304 0.0291 0.0299 0 026' 0.0332 0.0264 0.0422 

Butter $/LBS -0.0429 -0.0577 -0.0785 -0.0868 -0.1084 -0.1126 -0.1205 -0.1225 -0.0912 -0.1225 -0.0429 

Nonfat Dry Milk $/LB5 -0.0156 -0.0129 -0.0180 -0.0210 -0.0278 -0.0296 -0.0332 -0 0337 -0.0240 -0.0337 -0.0129 

Dry Whey $/LBS 0.0190 0.0154 0.0133 0.0116 0 0115 0.0106 0.0108 0009( 0.0127 0.0090 0.019 
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TABLE 852: A II -M1 Price Changes un d er t h c Dmry nstltutc p roposa 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Mo. 

US AII-M1Ik Price $/CWT 0.26 0.22 0.12 0.06 0.00 -0.02 -0.04 -0.06 O.D7 -0.06 02 

NE All-Milk Price $/CWT 0.14 0.10 0.00 -0.05 -0.13 -0.16 -0.22 -0.24 -0.07 -0.24 0.1 

AP All-Milk Price $/CWT 0.22 018 0.06 -0.02 -0.11 -0.14 -0.24 -0.26 -0.04 -0.26 0.22 

FLAil-Milk Price $/CWT 0.40 0.32 0.15 0.07 -0.09 -0.18 -0.37 -0.44 -0.02 -0.44 0.4 

SE All-Milk Price $/CWT 0.32 0.20 -0.03 -0.19 -0.36 -0.46 -0.63 -0.71 -0.23 -0.71 0.32 

UM All-Milk Price $/CWT 0.43 0.38 0.29 0.23 0.19 0.17 0.15 0.11 0.24 0.11 0.43 

CE All-Milk Price $/CWT 0.23 0.20 0.09 0.03 -0.05 -0.07 -0.12 -0.15 0.02 -0.15 0.23 

ME All-Milk Price $/CWT 0.18 0.14 0.03 -0.03 -0.12 -0.15 -0.22 -0.25 -0.05 -0.25 01 

PN All-Milk Price $/CWT 0.19 0.14 0.03 -0.02 -0.10 -0.13 -0.18 -0.21 -0.03 -0.21 0.19 

SW All-Milk Price $/CWT 0.29 0.24 0.15 010 0.04 0.01 -0.02 -0.06 0.09 -0.06 0.29 

AZ All-Milk Price $/CWT 0.07 0.03 -0.09 ·0.15 -0.25 -0.29 -0.35 -0.39 -0.18 -0.39 0.0 

CA All-Milk Price $/CWT 0.26 0.21 0.12 007 0 03 0_03 0.05 0.05 0.10 0.03 0.2 

FWAII-Milk Price $/CWT 0.25 0.20 0.11 0.06 0 01 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.09 0_01 0.25 

UWAII-Milk Price $/CWT 0.19 0.16 0.07 0.03 -0.04 -0.06 -0.10 -0 12 0.02 -0.12 0.19 

HIAK All-Milk Price $/CWT 0.12 0.21 0.25 0.28 029 0.30 0.30 0.30 0.26 0.12 0.30 

T BLE B53 M lk P d A I ro uct10n Ch angcs un d crt h D c a1ry nst1tutc p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average M<c Mo. 

U.S_ Milk Production Bil. LBS 0.19 044 0.53 0.54 0.52 0.49 0.46 0.42 0.45 0.19 OS 

NE Milk Production Bil. LBS 000 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.01 

AP Milk Production Bil. lBS 0.01 0.01 0.00 000 0.00 000 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.01 

FLMilk Production B1l. LBS 000 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 O.Ql 0.00 0.01 0.00 O.Dl 
SE Milk Production Bil. LBS 000 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 

UM Milk Production Bil. lBS 0.00 0.12 0.20 0.25 0.29 0.31 0.32 0.33 0.23 0.00 0.33 

CE Milk Production Bil. LBS 000 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02 

ME Milk Production Bil. LBS 0.04 004 0.01 -0.01 -0.03 -0.04 -0.06 -0 07 -0.01 -0.07 0.0' 

PN Milk Production Bil LBS 0_01 0.01 0.01 0.00 000 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0 01 0.01 

SW Milk Production B1l. LBS 0.01 0 06 0.11 0.14 0.16 0.17 0.18 017 0.13 0.01 0.18 

AZ Milk Production Bil. lBS 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 -0.04 -0.01 -0.04 0.00 

CA Milk Production Bil LBS 0.08 0.10 0.08 0.06 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.1 

FW Milk Production Bil. lBS 0.03 0.07 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.0 

UW Milk Production Bil lBS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

HIAK Milk Production Bil LBS 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

TABLE 85 I ' ar 4 M.lk M k ctmgs C h angcs un d crt h c Da1ry nstltute p roposa 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Mo. 

US Marketings Bil. LBS 0.19 044 0_53 0.54 0.52 0.49 0.46 0.42 0.45 0.19 0.5 

NE Marketings Bil. lBS 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 -0 01 -0.02 -0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.01 

AP Marketings Bil. lBS 0.01 0.01 000 000 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 O.Dl 
FLMarketings Bil. lBS 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 O.Ql 
5E Marketings Bil LBS 000 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 O.Ql O.Ql 0_01 0.00 0.01 

UM Marketings Bil. lBS 0.00 0.12 0.20 0.25 0.29 0.31 0.32 0.33 0.23 0.00 0.33 

CE Marketmgs Bil LBS 0.00 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 000 0.02 

ME Marketings Bil LBS 0.04 0.04 0.01 -0.01 -0.03 -0.04 -0.06 -0.07 -0.01 -0.07 00' 

PN Marketings Bil LBS 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 000 -0.01 0.01 

5W Marketings Bil LBS 0.01 0.06 0.11 0.14 0.16 0.17 0.18 0.17 0.13 0.01 0.1 

AZ Marketings Bil LBS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 -0.04 -0.01 -0_04 0.0 

CA Marketings Bil lBS 008 0.10 0.08 0.06 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.1 

FW Marketings Bil LBS 0 03 0_07 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 O.Ql 0 03 0.01 0.07 

UW Marketings Bll. LBS 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 O.OC 

HIAK Marketings Bil lBS 000 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 000 000 000 0.00 00 
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TABLE B5- P d ): ro uccr R cvcnuc Ch angcs un d crt h D e a1ry nst1tute p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M« 

U.S. Producer Revenue Bil. s 0.61 0.57 0.37 0.25 0.10 0.05 -0.01 -0.08 0.23 -0.08 0.61 
NE Producer Revenue Bil s 0.04 0.03 0.00 -0.01 -0.04 -0.05 -0.06 -0.07 -0.02 -0.07 OCi' 
AP Producer Revenue Bil s 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.01 
Fl Producer Revenue Bil. s 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 000 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.01 0.01 
SE Producer Revenue Bil s 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 O.Dl 
UM Producer Revenue Bil. s 0.18 0.18 0.16 0.15 0.13 0.13 0.12 0.11 0.15 0.11 0.1 
CE Producer Revenue Bil. s 004 0.03 0.02 O.Ql 0.00 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 0.01 -0.02 O.Ci' 
ME Producer Revenue Bil s 004 0.03 0.01 -0.01 -0.03 -0.04 -0.05 -0.06 -0.01 -0.06 0.0' 
PN Producer Revenue Bil s 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 0.00 -0.02 0.02 
SW Producer Revenue Bil. s 0.06 0.06 0.05 0.05 O.Q4 004 0.03 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.0 
AZ Producer Revenue '" s 000 0.00 0.00 -O.Ql -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.01 -0.03 ooc 
CA Producer Revenue Bil. s 0.15 0.13 0.08 0.05 0.02 0.03 004 0.04 0.07 0.02 0.15 
FW Producer Revenue Bil s 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 001 0.02 0.01 0 05 
UW Producer Revenue Bil s 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 
HIAK Producer Revenue Bil $ 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 

TABLE B56 FMMO C om oncnt p fiCCS Ch angcs un d crt h D c a1ry nst1tutc p roposa 
Un1ts 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M« 

Butterfat Price $/CWT -0.05 -0.07 -0.10 -0.11 -0.13 -0.14 -0.15 -0.15 ·0. 11 -0.15 -0.05 

Nonfat Solids Pnce $/CWT -0 02 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 ·0.03 ·0.02 -0.03 -0.01 

Protein Price $/CWT 019 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.24 0.24 0.25 0.2 0.22 0.19 0.25 
Other Solids Price $/CWT 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 

Somatic Cell Adjuster $/CWT 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 000 0.00 

TABLE BS7· FMMO Class Prices at., 5 BF Chanues under the Dairy Institute Proposal - - . " Un'1ts 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Mm Max 

Class I Price $/CWT 0.50 0.46 0.39 0.33 0.31 0.30 0.19 0.17 0.33 0.17 0.50 
Cia~~ I Fat Price $/CWT -0.05 ·0.07 -0.10 -0.11 ·0.13 -0 14 -0.15 -0.15 -0.11 -0.15 -0.05 

Class I Skim Price $/CWT 0.71 0. 73 0.74 0.72 0.80 080 0.73 0.72 0.74 0.71 0.80 
Class II Price $/CWT -0.32 -0.36 -0 49 ·0.55 -0.70 -0.73 -0.80 -0 81 -0.59 -0.81 -0.32 

Class 115kim Price S/CWT -0.14 -0.12 -0.16 -0.19 -0.25 -0.26 -0.30 -0.30 -0.21 -0.30 -0.12 

Class Ill Price $/CWT 0.50 0.46 0.39 0.33 0.31 0.30 0.30 0.26 0.36 0.26 0.50 

Class Ill Skim Price $/CWT 0.71 0.73 0.74 0.72 0.80 0.80 0.84 080 077 0.71 0.84 
Class IV Price $/CWT -0.32 -0.36 -0.49 -0.55 -0.70 -0.73 -0.80 -0.81 ·0.59 -0.81 -0.32 

Class IV Skim Price $/CINT -0.14 -0.12 -0.16 -0.19 -0.25 -0.26 ·0.30 -0.30 -0.21 -0.30 -0.12 

TABLE B58· C A to FMMO Class Prices at 3 5 BF Changes under the Dairy Institute Proposal 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M« 

CA Class I pnce $/CWT ·0.79 -0 83 -0.91 -0.97 -0.98 -1.00 -1.00 -1.04 -0.94 -104 -0.79 

CA Class II price $/CWT -0.55 -0.59 -0.72 -0.79 -0.94 -0.97 ·1.04 ·1.05 -0.83 -1.05 -0.55 

CA Class Ill pme $/CWT 1.05 0.99 0.95 0.87 0.94 0.94 1.03 0.99 0.97 0.87 1.05 

CA Class IV price $/CINT -0.78 -0.82 -0.95 ·1.02 ·1.17 ·1.20 -1.27 -1.29 -106 -1.29 -0.7 
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TABLE B59: FMMO Class Pnccs at Test C h an,l!cs un d crt h c Da1ry nstltute p roposa 
Order 1 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M" 
NE Class I price $/CWT 0.59 0.59 0.55 0.51 0.54 0.53 0.44 0.42 0.52 0.42 0.59 

NE Class II price $/CWT -0.43 -0.51 -0.70 -0.78 -0.99 -1.04 -1.12 -1.1 -0.84 -1.14 -0.43 

NE Class Ill pr1ce $/CWT 0.48 0.43 0.33 0.27 0.24 0.21 0.21 0.16 0.29 0.16 0.48 

NE Class IV price $/CWT -0.33 -0.36 -0.50 -0.59 -0.74 -0.77 -0.83 -0.83 -0.62 -0.83 -0.33 

Order 5: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M" 
AP Class I price $/CWT 0.59 0.59 0.55 0.51 054 0.52 043 0.42 0.52 0.42 059 
AP Class II price $/CWT -0.62 -0.77 -LOS -1.17 -1.47 -1.53 -1.66 -1.68 -1.24 -1.68 -0.62 

AP Class Ill pnce $/CWT 0.36 0.29 0.15 0.07 -0.01 -0.04 -0.06 -0.11 008 -0.11 0.3E 

AP Class IV price $/CWT -0.46 -0.65 -1.13 -1.58 -2.18 -2.26 -2.47 ·2" -1.65 -2.47 -0.46 

Ordcr6: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M'> 
FL Class I price $/CWT 0.59 0.58 0.54 0.50 0.53 0.51 0.42 0.41 0.51 0.41 0.59 
FLCiass II price $/CWT -0.89 -1.13 -1.55 -172 -2.15 ·2.25 ·2.42 -2.4 -1.82 -2.46 -0.89 

FL Class Ill price $/CWT 0.33 0.24 0.09 0.00 -0.09 -0.13 -0.15 -0.2 0.01 -0.20 0.33 

Fl Class IV price $/CWT -0.82 -1.04 -1.42 -1 57 -1.98 -2.05 -2.22 -2.25 -1.57 -2.25 -0.82 

Order 7 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 
SE Class I pnce $/CWT 0.59 0.58 0.54 0.50 0.52 0.51 0.42 0.41 0.51 0 41 059 
SECiassllprice $/CWT -0.65 -0.80 -1.10 -1.22 -1.54 -1.50 -1.73 ·1.7 -1.30 -1.75 -0.55 

SECiasslll pr1ce $/CWT 0.45 0.39 0.29 0.23 0.19 0.16 0.15 0.11 0.25 0.11 0.45 

SE Class IV price $/CWT -0.59 -0.73 -0.99 -1.11 -1.39 -1.46 -1.57 -1.59 -1.18 -1.59 -0.59 

Order 30· 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M'> 
UM Class I price $/CWT 0.62 0.62 0.60 0.56 0.60 0.59 0.51 0.49 0.57 0.49 0.62 

UM Class II price $/CWT -0.50 -0.75 -1.02 -1.14 -1.43 -1.49 -1.61 ~1.6' -1.21 -1.54 -0.50 

UM Class Ill price $/CWT 0.52 0.48 0.40 0.34 0.33 0.31 0 32 0.27 0.37 0.27 0.52 

UM Class IV price $/CWT -1.18 -1.55 -1.92 ·2.93 -2.81 ·3.23 -3.65 -3.02 -2.54 -3.66 -118 

Order 32: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M" 
CE Class I pnce $/CWT 0.51 0.60 0.57 0.53 0.56 0.55 0.46 0.45 0.54 0.45 0.51 
CE Class II price $/CWT -0.51 -0.63 -0.85 -0.95 -1.20 -1.26 -1.36 ·1" -1.02 -1.38 -0.51 

CE Class Ill price $/CWT 0.51 0.47 0.39 0.34 0.32 0.30 0.30 0.2E 0.36 0.26 0.51 

CE Class IV price $/CWT -0_32 -0.23 -0.33 -0.32 -0.45 -0.40 -0.39 -0.32 -0_35 -0.46 -0.23 

Order 33 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M'> 
ME Class I price $/CWT 0.60 0.60 0 56 0 53 0.55 0.55 0.46 0.~ 0.54 0.44 0.60 

ME Class II price $/CWT ~0 48 -0.58 -0.79 -0.88 -1.11 ·1. 16 -1.26 -1.28 -0.94 -1.28 ~o 48 

ME Class Ill price $/CWT 0.51 0.47 0.38 0.32 0_30 028 0.28 0.2 0.35 0.24 0.51 

ME Class IV pme $/CWT -0.35 -0.32 ~o 44 -0.50 -0.62 -0.54 -0.70 -0.7 -0.53 -0.70 -0.32 

Order 124 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M" 
PN Class I price $/CWT 0.60 0.60 0.56 0.52 0.55 0.54 0.45 0.~ 0.53 0.44 0.60 

PN Class II price $/CWT -0.50 -0.74 -1.01 -1.12 -1.42 -1.48 -1.59 -1.62 -1.20 -1.62 -0.50 

PN Class Ill price $/CWT 0.53 0.49 0.40 0.34 0.32 0.30 0.31 0.26 0.37 0.26 0.53 

PN Class IV price $/CWT -0.29 -0.34 -0_4B -0.55 -0.71 -0.74 -0.81 ·0.82 -0.59 -0.82 -0.29 

Order 126· 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M" 
SWCiass I pnce $/CWT 0.58 0.57 0.53 0.49 0.51 0.50 0.40 0.39 0.50 0.39 0.58 
SW Class II price $/CWT -0.58 -0_71 -0.97 -1.09 -1.37 ·1.43 -1.54 -1.57 -1.16 -1.57 -0.58 
SWCiass Ill price $/CWT 0.51 0.47 0.39 0.33 0.31 0.29 0.29 0 25 0.36 0.25 0.51 

SW Class IV price $/CWT -0.38 -0.41 -0.55 -0.54 ·0.80 -0.84 -0.88 -0.89 -0.67 -0.89 -0.38 
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TABLE B59 FMMO Cl ass Pnccs at Test C h angcs un d crt h c Dmry Institute Proposal 
Order 131 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M" 
AZCiasslprice $/CWT 0.59 0.59 0.55 0.51 0.54 0.53 0.43 0.42 0.52 0.42 0.59 

AZ Class II price $/CWT -0.76 -0.96 -1.31 -1.46 -1.83 -1.91 -2.06 -2.09 -1.55 -2.09 -0.76 

AZ Class Ill price $/CWT 0.36 0.28 0.15 0.07 -0.01 -0.04 -0.06 -0.11 0.08 -0.11 0.36 

AZ Class IV price $/CWT -0.22 -0.25 -0.34 -0.39 -0.51 -0.55 -0.60 -0.61 -0.43 -0.61 -0.22 

Order 50: 

Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M" 
CA Class I price $/CWT -2.28 -2.24 -2 14 -2.00 -182 -1.84 -I.n -1.82 -1.99 -2.28 -1.77 

CA Class II pnce $/CWT 0.15 0.02 -0.26 -0.40 -0.57 -0.75 -0.86 -0.90 -0.46 -0.90 0.15 

CA Class Ill price $/CWT 1.43 1.38 1.35 1.28 1.36 1.37 1.46 14' 1.38 1.28 1.46 

CA Class IV price $/CWT 0.56 04() 0.11 0.03 -0.26 -0_33 -0.43 -0.5 ·0.05 ·0.50 0.5 

T BLE B60 CA Cl A T ass Uti IZatiOTI Ch angcs un d crt h D c mry nst1tutc Proposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min M" 

Class I M" l85 841 850 857 864 870 876 880 883 865 841 883 

Class II Mil l85 -1209 ·1190 -1239 -1232 -1262 -1296 ·1346 -1384 -1270 -1384 -1190 

Class Ill Mil. l85 -7200 -7540 ·8072 -8709 -9184 -9571 -10034 ·10455 -8846 -10455 -7200 

Class IV Mil L85 -7366 -7622 -7879 -7867 -8228 -8306 ·8654 -8795 -8090 -8795 -7366 

TABLE B61 N attona ICI ass UT t1 tzatJOn Ch angcs un d ('f t h D c mry nsututc p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M" 

Class I M1l. LBS -85 -78 -66 -53 50 -42 -22 -13 -51 -85 -13 

Class II Mil. l8S 1787 174() 1532 1273 1038 972 929 855 1266 855 178 

Class Ill Mil. LB5 -2717 ·2571 -2724 -2912 -3243 ·3325 -3491 -362 -3076 -3627 ·2571 

Class IV Mil. LBS 1207 1358 1786 2238 2774 289<) 3()52 3205 2314 1207 3205 

TABLE B62: FMMO C ass I Revenue Changes un d h crt c Datry Institute Proposa 
Umts 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Min M" 

NE Class I Revenue Mil $ 46.2 44.9 41.8 39.4 4()8 39.3 32 3 ll.C 39.5 31.0 46.2 

AP Class I Revenue Mil.$ 16.9 16.8 15.9 14.9 15_5 15.0 12.4 12.C 14.9 12.0 16.9 

FLCiassl Revenue M" $ 12.1 11.9 11.0 10.2 10.6 10.3 84 8.1 10.3 8 1 12_1 

SE Class I Revenue Mil. $ 19.1 18.6 17.3 16.0 16.7 16_3 13.1 12.6 16.2 12.6 19.1 

UM Class I Revenue Mil. $ 16.7 16.9 16.4 15.6 16.8 16_8 14.4 11. 15.6 11.6 16 

CE Class I Revenue Mil $ 22.5 21.6 20.1 18.6 19.6 19.1 15 8 15.2 19.1 15 2 22.5 

ME Class I Revenue Mil.$ 30.5 30.0 28.1 25.9 27.2 26.4 21.8 20.9 26.3 20.9 30.5 

PN Class I Revenue Mil.$ 10.1 9.9 9.3 8.7 9.2 9.D 75 7.2 8.9 7.2 10.1 

SW Class I Revenue Mil.$ 20.8 20.3 18.8 17.9 18.6 18.0 14.5 13.8 17.8 13.8 20. 

AZ Class I Revenue Mil_ $ 5.4 5.3 4.9 4.5 4. 7 4.5 3.7 3.2 4.5 3.2 5. 

CA Class I Revenue Mil.$ -4.3 -2.0 4.9 14.0 26.8 28.4 349 35.1 17.2 ·4.3 35.1 

TAB Ll' B63 US I mport c h angcs un d er t h D c mrv nst1tutc p roposa 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 202 Average Me M" 

American Cheese Imports Mil. LBS 0.003 o.cm 0.006 0.008 0.013 0.012 0.010 0.004 0.007 0 001 0.013 

Other than Amencan Cheese 

Imports Mil_ LBS 2.427 3.799 4.271 4.444 4.813 4.976 5_396 5.961 4.511 2.427 5.961 

Butter Imports Mil. LBS -0.003 -0.006 -0.020 -0 081 -0.105 -0.114 -0.093 -0.052 -0.059 -0.114 -0.003 

TABLE B64 US F .xport c h angcs un d crt h D e atry nstttute p roposa 
Unit~ 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Me M<> 

Amen can Che!.''.e Exports M1l LB5 -9.952 -10.330 -9_213 -8.221 -8.148 -7.705 -7.706 -6.564 -8.480 10.330 -6.554 

Other than American Cheese 

Exports Mil l85 -31.133 -28.788 -33 745 -21.528 -20.513 -18.982 -19 834 -17.111 -23.954 -33.745 -17.111 

Dry Whey Exports Mil. LBS -16 108 -13.110 -11.424 -10.041 -9_886 -9.053 -9.212 -7_653 -10.811 -16.108 -7.653 

Butter Exports Mil. LBS 11.553 18.635 27.121 35.095 43.638 44.437 44.904 41.737 33 390 11.553 44.904 

Nonfat Dry Milk Exports MiL LBS 107 128 95.464 124.512 156.749 198.559 201.684 212 419 215.326 163.980 95 464 215.32 
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USDA-AMS Dairy Program Regional Econometric Model Documentation 

Introduction 

Dairy Program's Economics Analysis Branch (EAB) maintains a dynamic regional econometric 
model of the US dairy industry to support its economic analysis and forecasting responsibilities. 
The model is comprehensive. It includes: the supply of milk: the allocation of butterfat and non
tat solids to fluid milk and the major manufactured dairy products: and consumer demand tor 
milk and dairy products. The model's supply and demand equations are estimated using 
historical annual data. The model includes variables for the Federal Milk Marketing Order 
(FMMO) system, Dairy Economic Loss Assistance Payment Program (DELAP), and Milk 
Income Loss Contract (MILC) program. The Margin Protection Program- Dairy (MPP-D) 
payouts also are estimated, but the payments do not interact with the other model variables, 
because the production response to the program is still unknown. The model is specified to 
generate long-term supply, demand, and price 1 projections that arc consistent with USDA's 
official baseline projections.' The official USDA baseline is modilied for Federal order analyses 
by specifying Federal order milk marketings from national milk marketings. The model is 
estimated and simulated with SAS statistical software 3 

The model simultaneously forecasts annual regional milk production, regional fluid milk and 
national manufactured dairy product consumption, regional dairy classification, national dairy 
product prices, and regional farm milk prices sequentially along the time path of 2014- 2024. 
Butterfat and non- fat solids are allocated through the use of conversion factors consistent with 
!arm milk and dairy products. Prices for daity products, tluid milk, and lann milk arc solved 
within the model to achieve equilibrium conditions for supply and demand. 

The model is based on various sub-regions of the United States. Because not all of the United 
States is covered by a FMMO, there are three geographic levels at which the model operates: 
supply regions, in which the milk is produced: pools, in which milk is classified by various uses: 
and national, in which the classified milk is processed into manufactured products and 
consumed. 

Supply Regions and Milk Production 

Milk is produced in all fifty States. The States arc grouped into fourteen supply regions: 
Appalachian (KY, NC, SC, TN, VA), Arizona. Calilornia. Central (CO, lA. IL, KS, NE, OK). 
Florida, Forn1cr Western (ID, ;-.IV, UT). Hawaii/Alaska, Mideast (I ;..I, MI. OH, WV), Northeast 
(CT. DE, :'viA. MD. ME, NJ, Nil, NY. PA. Rl, VT), Pacilic Northwest (OR. WA). Southeast 

! All pric~s arc discussed in n:al or rdatiH· terms. 
~ Dairy baseline forecasts arc developed by an lntcragclKJ Commodity Estimate:-. ( ·ommittcc at USOA. Intercept 
t~:nns for thL' mmlcl an: moditicd for each forecast year a-; nc~..xkd tn calibrate the model to approx.imatc baseline 
forecasts. For information on USDA·._ otlkial baseline .... cc U.S. Department of Agriculture. Office of the Chief 
Economist. World Agrindtural Outlook Board. OCF-20 15-1 (.20 1-t February) l '.)'fJ.-l . lgriculwrol Prr~jections to 
:!O:!.J. Rctric\cd from: ·:· · _" -.:.: _ '-=- . ·~---
'Sec SAS Institute. Inc .. Version lJA S-IS ETS {_ \-er ·,. Guid(' 



(AL, AR, GA, LA, MS), Southwest (NM, TX), Upper Midwest (MN, NO, SO, Wl), and the 
Unregu lated West (MT, WY). The reg ions can be seen in Figure l , presented below. 

USDA 

Hawaii .. 
• AlASKA AND HAWAII 

NOT SHOWN TO SCALE 

Aoncufrur al M.ricetmo Setv•ce 
04n'Y Pr'OQr am 

DIFfEPENCES IN SHADING MEP ELY SE~VE TO 
DIFFEPENTIATE 8ETWEEN SUPPLY PEGIONS 

The regional supply of milk is estimated by taking the number of cows and multiplying by the 
amount of milk each cow produces. The cow numbers and the yield per cow are driven by 
different variables in each region. The regional cow numbers are functions of the producer milk 
price, feed costs, s laughter prices, non-farm earnings, and/or other variables. Milk production per 
cow is estimated as a function of milk prices, feed costs, and/or other variables. Producers 
respond to milk price changes relative to feed costs by adjusting milk cow numbers. Milk per 
cow is assumed to move in response to changes in milk price relative to feed costs. The number 
of cows, milk per cow, and feed price data are reported at state leve l by NASS. Slaughter prices 
a re reported by AMS Li vestock Market News (LMN).4 Non-farm earnings are reported by the 
U.S. Department of Commerce Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA). Number of cows and milk 
per cow are estimated using data from 1980- 20 13. Milk marketings are estimated as milk 
production less farm use. 

The all-milk price estimates that drive milk production for each region are a function of the 
e ffective blend price of the pool whi ch predominantly resembles the milk supply reg ion. For 
example, Order 13 1 is the "predominant" pool for the Arizona suppl y reg ion. Tf there is no 
predominant pool for a supply reg ion, because the supply region is associated with an 
unregu lated region, a neighboring pool ' s blend price or a ll-milk price is used. All o ther pools for 
a given supply region are considered possible "supplemental" receivers of the milk supply . The 
all-milk prices are from ASS state a ll-milk data and are aggregated to the milk supply reg ions 
using a weighted average of milk production in the region. The prices are estimated using data 

4 Because of el i fferences in data report ing practices over time. the slaughter price is actually represented by di ffcrent 
prices in different years. Currently, it i ~ represented by the dressed domestic cutter (90 percent lean) live weight 
price. From 199 1 2007. it is repre ·entcd by the Sioux Falls, SO, boner price. Prior to 1991 , it is represented by 
weighted average boner cow price. 
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from 2000 - 20 13 due to order reform. Prices are defl ated by the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for 
a ll products as reported nationally by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor 
(BLS). The effective blend prices are calculated based on data reported by each FMMO's Market 
Administrator (MA) offi ce. Some equations include vari ables to adjust for unusual circumstances 
over the histori ca l period. The equati ons related to the regional milk production estimates are in 
Tables I - 14.5 

The prices dri ving production are adjusted to reflect dairy support program payments. Total 
monthly MILC Program state payments data a re avail able from the Farm Service Agency (FSA) 
from October 2002 - May 2006. State M ILC data from FSA on a monthly or ca lendar year basis 
is no longer available after May 2006. However, tota l U.S. calendar year payments and fi scal 
year state payment data are available fo r 2006 and 2007. Given that data, monthl y state payments 
are assumed to be proportional to the fi sca l year state proportions. State leve l monthly data for 
fi scal years 2009 - 201 3 are ava ilable from FSA as well. The tota l calendar year state requests 
for payment are used to proportion the FSA total U.S. payment data in 2009 - 20 13. DELAP 
information is reported on a na ti onal level by FSA and included on a per hundredweight basis. 

Pools, Supply Allocation, and Compositional Regressions 

Milk produced in each supply region is a llocated to, o r " pooled on", one or more marketing 
areas, or "pools". There are twe lve poo ls in the model, comprising the ten existing FMMOs, 
Californi a,6 and an unregulated area to handle the classification of products not otherwise 
covered. 7 Figure 2, presented below, shows a map of the existing FMMO structure. The 

Figure 2. Areas Covered by Federal Mil k Marketing Orders 

Federal Milk Marketing Order Areas 

L ~-
: \ _{_Ar izona 

u•o• ........... .. ., ........ .... ·--· 
o~,P>· ... -· 

' Most tables, due to their size, may be found at the end of the document. 
n Data for the Cali fornia pool that would otherwise come from an MA offi ce is avai lable from the Califomia 
Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA). 
7 The model accounts fo r the existence of Order 135 as a pool unt il 2005. after which it is considered to be part of 
the unregulated pool. 
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allocation of milk into various class uses, tor later production into consumer products, is 
estimated within these pools. 

The sum of the allocations to each pool from a supply region must equal the milk produced in the 
supply region and cannot be less than zero. To ensure that milk movements to the pools from the 
supply regions sums to total production, compositional regressions are utilized to estimate the 
movement of milk. The details of compositional regression estimation can be found in 
Aitchison;' however, a brief explanation follows. Compositional regressions utilize a functional 
form that ensures that allocations to each pool are greater than zero and add up to the milk 
produced in the supply region. The adding up constraint is accomplished by estimating a ratio of 
each allocation over a designated '"filler-up" variable, with the ratio logged to satisfy the strict 
positivity constraint. The filler-up variable acts to balance the equations as a residual variable 
might, but is not a residual in the traditional sense. Because the filler-up variable is represented 
in each equation, it is not simply a leftover. Indeed, there is an implicit allocation equation in 
which the movement of milk to the predominant pool is estimated in relation to itself However, 
this equation always equals one. 

In the context of the regional model, compositional regressions are applied in the toll owing 
manner: each supply region is associated with a predominant pool, as explained in the last 
section. Following Aitchison, milk pooled on this pool is assumed to be the filler-up variable. 
Milk quantities moving to other pools, relative to the milk staying in the predominant pool, are 
simultaneously estimated. Effective blend prices from each pool are assumed to be the driving 
factor, with prices based on MA and CDFA data. The producer milk marketed under each 
FMMO is based on AMS State of Origin data and CDFA unregulated grade A marketings. 

The choice of the filler-up variable for each supply region could be arbitrary, but the 
predominant pool is chosen for two reasons: one, it makes economic sense that milk will be 
chiefly utilized in the area in which transportation costs arc minimized. Two, relative prices are 
assumed to be the driving factor in the allocation of milk to pools. By choosing the predominant 
pool as the tiller-up variable, the effective blend price of the other pool relative to the 
predominant pool's effective blend price becomes the driving factor, representing the decision to 
pool milk on one pool or another. 

\ i\ itchison. J. 19X2. "The Statistical Analysis of Compositional Data." Jouma/ olthc Royal S'tuti.,tic(/1 SociUL 
.)'eries B (.Hethodologica/). Vol. 4--1-. No.2 .. pp. 139- 177. 
http:' rbras. or g. br .. lib/ CXC/ ktc h. rhp ipcssoa i 'i: abt mart ins: thcs tat i st ica lanai ysiso !Compos i tiona Ida Ia. pdf 
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As an example, a portion of Table 15, the Allocation of Northeast Milk to Pools, is reproduced 
below. The full table may be found at the end of this document. Milk from the Northeast supply 
region is estimated to go to one of four pools: Order I, Order 5, Order 33. or the Unregulated 
pool.' It should be noted that not all pools are explicitly estimated for each supply region. These 
specifications incorporate assumptions which follow historical transportation trends, i.e., milk 
produced in the Northeast is highly unlikely to be pooled on Order 124 (the Pacific Northwest 
order). In practical terms, the milk movements that are not historically observed or are extremely 
small (less than one percent orthe pool's supply or less than one percent of the supply region's 
movements) are assumed to be zero. Order I is the Northeast region's predominant pool. 
Therefore, the supply allocations to supplemental pools, such as Order 33, are estimated in ratio 
to the milk pooled on Order I. Continuing to usc Order 33 as an example supplemental pooL the 
primary driver for movements to Order 33 relative to movements to Order I is the ratio of the 
Order 33 over the Order I blend prices. This means that there must be a greater increase in Order 
33's effective blend price than in Order I 's to draw milk away from Order I. 

Exam~le: Allocation of 1\o.-thcast J\lilk to Federal Orders 

Dependent Variable Parameter 

log (Northl'ast Milk to Order 5 lntt:rcept 
1 Northeast Milk to Ordt:r 1) log n rend from 2000) 

Dummy 2006-:2007 

lug (\og (OrJcr 5 Blend PricL' On.h:r I Blend Price)) 

log (Northca~t \1ilk to Order :n lnh:n:cpt 

Northeu-;t \1ilk to Order I J Dummy 2005-:2007 
lag (lt\g (Order 33 Hl!.!nJ Price Order l HlcnJ 
Price)) 

log (Unn:gul<.1h:~d Northeast Milk lnten:cpt 

Northeast \1ilk to Order I) Dummy :2004 

Dummy 2006-200!\ 

log (Order I Clas:. I Price .. Order I Cia"" Ill Prieel 

Dummv 1 00 I 

The milk movements to non-Federal order or California pools are allocated to an unregulated 
pooL which lacks a set of classilied prices. and arc estimated using a variety of data. The milk 
movements to unregulated areas are driven, depending on the supply region, by relative 
classified prices hom the supply region's predominant pool. percentage of c lassitied utilization 
within the predominant pool, or a proxy unregulated pool price. Classified prices and classified 
utilizations arc discussed in a later section, hut all such data arc based on MA data. Data for the 
supply allocation equations begin th1m order reform in 2000 and ends with the most recently 
available annual data, 2013. 

In certain supply regions. where milk is assumed to only go to two processing regions, the use of 
compositional regressions is unnecessary. In these milk supply regions. a logistic regression is 
used, in which the ratio of the percentages of raw milk allocated to each of the two pools is 

') Thc Unrq~ulatcd markcting area is not a ··pool" in thc strict scnsc of the \\ord. Hm\C\Cr. for purposcc-. of simplicity 
and to diffcrcntiatc it from thc Unrcg:ulatcd \Vest supply rcgion. here it i-; callcd a ponl 

5 



estimated. Given that the two percentages must sum to one, the estimated ratio can be easily be 
solved for each percentage. The percentages are multiplied by the milk supply region total to 
determine the pool allocations. The milk movement estimates from the supply regions to the 
pools are in Tables 15- 28. 

Milk Classification and Consumer Products 

A tier milk is produced in the supply regions, it is allocated to the various pools for bottling or 
processing into manufactured dairy products. Under the FMMO system, milk is classified based 
on how it is utilized: 

Class !-fluid uses 
Class 11-sotl manufactured products (frozen products and other Class II) 
Class Ill--cheese and dry whey 
Class IV-butter, non-fat dry milk, whole dry milk, and canned milk 111 

Because milk for fluid use is highly regional and commands the highest price, fluid use per 
capita is estimated first and separately from the other classes, driven by the Class I price within 
each pool. Some fluid demand equations may also include personal disposable income, the 
population of the U.S. under five years old, and/or other variables. Income data are available 
from BLS. Population data arc available from the U.S. Census Bureau. Fluid use is estimated at 
the pool level based on MA data from 2000- 2013. Fluid use is highly regionaL due to fluid 
milk's high transportation cost and perishability. Therefore, fluid use for unregulated areas east 
ofthe Mississippi River is estimated separately from those to the west, and for Hawaii and 
Alaska. The fluid use estimates from these sub-pools are aggregated to comprise total fluid usc 
tor the unregulated pool. The fluid usc estimates are presented in Table 29. Butterfat and non-fat 
solids pounds required to produce the quantity of fluid milk demanded are calculated using 
conversion factors found in Table 30. 

The remaining milk is allocated to Class II, III, or IV using compositional regressions, as 
explained earlier. For the FMMOs, the tiller-up variable is Class II milk. Class Ill allocations are 
driven by cheddar cheese prices, dry whey prices, Class III prices at test lor a given pool, and/or 
a weighted average of the prices of trozen dairy products and other Class II products, as reported 
by BLS. Class IV allocations are driven by butter prices, non-fat dry milk prices, and/or Class IV 
prices at test for a given pool. All classified prices and class allocation variables are based on 
MA data, estimated from 2000- 2013. Data for classification in the unregulated pool is 
unavailable. Fluid use in the unregulated pool estimations arc driven by income and are 
classified as Class I. The remaining milk in the unregulated pool is assumed to have the same 
propmtional breakdown as in seen in the Federal orders and California. The FMMO non-fluid 
classification equation estimates are found in Tables 31 - 40. Classified butterfat, non-fat solids, 
and protein (where appropriate) arc calculated by applying pool test values to classified milk 
estimates. Forecast test \alues are assumed to be an average of the pool test values fi·om 2011-
2013. 

111 
The term ··.:anncd milk" in this documentation refer~ to 1.':\aporat~.:d or swcct~.:mxl condensed milk in consumer

type packages. 
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The California pool has a different structure from the FMMO system. Total solids by 
classification, defined as the sums of butterfat and non-fat solids within each class, are estimated 
as opposed to the total amount of milk allocated to each class, because milk pounds by 
classification are not reported. Class 2 remains the filler-up variable. Class 3 solids arc a function 
of the CP!s of frozen dairy products and other Class 2 dairy products, deflated by the CPI for all 
products. Class 4a solids are driven by the price of non-fat dry milk. Class 4b solids arc driven 
by the price of cheddar cheese and the CPI of other dairy products. The estimates for non-fluid 
classified milk allocation in the California marketing area can be found in Table 41. In the 
absence of a California Federal order, California classified solids are converted to their FMMO 
equivalents to account for classification differences. 

'I ational Level Aggregations and Estimations 

Manufacturing Allocation 

Supply and demand f()[ manufactured dairy products is handled at the national level. Classified 
milk is aggregated from the pools to create a national supply. and is transformed into 
components based on the most recent three years' averages of the component tests for each pool. 
The aggregated class supplies are used to estimate the national manufactured product supplies. 

The aggregated Class 11 total milk solids arc divided using a logistic regression to estimate the 
production of frozen products and other Class ll products. The other Class 11 solids requirements 
were established in the historical data by the residual butterfat and non-fat solids left when 
accounting for all solids in Class l, Ill, IV, and total frozen products. Frozen products and other 
Class I I products arc treated as aggregations of their respective products. The proportions of the 
solids in frozen products tor the forecast period are held at recent year averages. The percentage 
of Class II total milk solids used to manufacture fro/en products relative to the percentage of 
Class II milk used to manufacture all other Class ll products is estimated as a function of the 
price of frozen goods relative to the price of other dairy products and other variables. 

Class Ill milk is primarily used to produce cheese, with dry whey being produced as a result of 
the cheese manufacturing process. Total cheese production is calculated by applying conversion 
factors based on the most recent three years' average of the fat available for total cheese to the 
amount of total cheese production. 11 American and other cheese production percentages are 
estimated with a logistical function which responds to the price of cheddar and the price of 
mozzarella. The estimated production percentages are applied to the amount of total cheese 
produced to obtain pounds of American and other cheese production. Cheese production is 
assumed to usc all necessary non-tat solids, with conversion factors determined in a like manner 
to those used tor cheese butter lat. Dry whey production is driven hy its own price. the amount of 
cheese produced, and other variables. Dry whey has a separate production equation because 
more than enough whey is produced as a result of cheese manutacturc to meet dry whey demand. 
The CPI for food is used in the production of whey to account lor intlation. Food CPI data comes 
!rom BLS and is estimated using the CPI tlJr all products in projection years. Buttertat and non
tat product pounds of dry whey arc calculated using conversion !actors. All the comers ion 

11 t\on-t~1t dry milk and condensed skim milk used in cheese pruduction arc account-:d for in this calculatinn. 
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factors can be found in Table 30. The conversion factors represent the pounds of solids required 
to create one pound of product. 

Class IV milk is allocated to the production of butter, non-fat dry milk, dry whole milk, and 
canned milk. Because dry whole milk and canned milk arc relatively minor products, dry whole 
milk's production is assumed to be a constant, and the production of canned milk is a function of 
that constant. For this reason, the production of dry whole milk and canned milk converted to fat 
and non-fat solids is taken first from the Class IV milk fat and non-fat solids supply. The 
remaining quantities of fllt and non-fat solids that are available are used for butter and non-fat 
dry milk. The bulk of remaining Class IV fat goes to the production of butter. Therefore, butter 
production is not explicitly estimated; rather a small portion of Class IV fat is allocated to the 
production of non-fat dry milk, and the rest is assumed to be used for butter. Butter production is 
assumed to take what is needed from non-fat solids, and all remaining non-fat solids are 
allocated for the production of non-fat dry milk. The production of butter is calculated by using 
the residual Class IV fat divided by a fat conversion factor for butter. The remaining non-fat 
solids needed is used to calculate the non-fat dry milk production using non-fat dry milk non-fat 
solids conversion factors. The fat-test for non-fat dry milk is indirectly calculated as a result in 
the model. The manufacturing allocation equation estimates can be found in Table 42. 

To accurately account for butterfat and non-fat solids content, it is necessary to make some 
adjustment to avoid duplication. Historical data used to account for duplication are taken for the 
most part from the American Dairy Products Institute (ADPI)." For the forecast period. the 
proportion of non-fat dry milk used in cheese to total cheese production is estimated as a 
function of butter and cheese prices. Condensed skim milk used in cheese is estimated as an 
inverse function of non-fat dry milk used in cheese. Other types of duplication such as non-fat 
solids used for f1uid milk tortitication are accounted for as constant percentages of the applicable 
dairy product quantities produced. 

Demand. Stocks. and Trade tor Non-Fluid Dairy Products 

Per capita demands for manufactured dairy products arc estimated as functions of product prices. 
per capita income, and other factors. Dairy product prices are deflated by the CPI tor all products 
or the CPI for food. Per capita disposable income is deflated by the CPI tor all products. Total 
consumption for each specific product or product aggregate is specified as per capita demand 
times the projected population tor each year. Wholesale prices for cheese. butter and non-fat dry 
milk. and dry whey are taken from Dairy Product Mandatory Reporting Program data. Equations 
in this section are based on the model used to estimate the national baseline." Adjustments for 
leap year are included in the forecast period. The estimates for non-fluid per capita product 
demand can be found in Table 43. 

1 ~ A .. nKri(.:an Dail)· Products Institute ( ~0 14) /)oilY Product\·. L'tili::arion and Production Trends. Retrieved hom: 
ir·t·~ -"------ _:..'::~~ .. -~' ~L::,_I j_~.:::____:_;_~_c_:c:-~~-~-------+ 1 I l·,·l .11> _l_'l'\ 
1

; U.S. Department of Agriculture, Oftice of the Chief Economist. World Agricultural Outlook BoanL OCE-:20 I S-1. 
(:2015 February) L'SD.i Agricultural Projections to :!0:!-1. Retrieved fi·om: .1 :1) 1 :;;; 

, ., ! .. - ·::. : : 1, L_; ___ .:.:·~:·.'-· , , ~-~, · __ 'L-and U.S. Department of Agriculture. Agricultural Marketing Scn·icc, 
Dairy Programs Economic Research. (2017 April) L'Sf)A Agriculturul.\!orkcting .)'en·icc /)uily Programs .-'iulionul 
Fnmometric :tlodcl Documenlation r.\!odel Ca/ihrated to l.:S!JA .-lgricu/mral Baseline Pmjl.!ctiolls 1o :!0 In. 
Rl'lrined ti·om: '-. \ r --. 1 , ·\ i P:.' i )! ~~ : l 



Year-end stocks are estimated for American cheese, other cheese, butter, and non-fat dry milk. 
Estimating ending stock values is complicated by their volatility. For this reason a two-step 
process is used. first, average stock values are estimated, as seen in Table 44. For each year, this 
value is the simple average of the monthly ending stocks from the last half or last quarter of each 
year. For each equation, the average stock value has a negative relationship with the product. 
Second, year-end stocks are estimated from average stocks, reflecting the typical seasonal 
relationship that exists between average stocks and year-end stocks. Year-end stocks estimates 
arc found in Table 45. 

Imports and commercial exports for American cheese, other cheese, and butter are projected by 
the model, along with commercial exports of non-fat dry milk and dry whey. In observing the 
history of imports and exports of the various products included in the model, these imp011s and 
exports appear to be the most price responsive. Imports and exports for all other dairy products 
are exogenous in the model. Cheese and butter imports arc controlled to some extent by a tariff 
rate quota (TRQ) that allows limited imports at lower in-quota tarifT rates and unlimited imports 
at higher over-quota tari!Trates. Those imports have usually exceeded the TRQ since it has been 
in place. The model assumes that the quota is filled each year, and thus only over-quota imports 
are estimated. Imports data are available from the Foreign Agriculture Service, and the equation 
is estimated using 1995-2013 data.'" Exports and over-quota imports are estimated as a 
function of the difference between the domestic product price and the free-on-board international 
price, represented by the Oceania price with regards to butter, cheese, and non-fat dry milk and 
the European Union price for dry whey. Trade equation estimates can be found in Table 46. 

Aggregated product supply is balanced against national consumer product demands, with price 
varied until a supply/demand balance is reached. In this manner, the prices estimated at the 
national level atTect each pool's effective blend price, which drive the all-milk prices that 
influence milk production, connecting the system. 

Price Relationships, Elasticities, and Statistics 

Milk and dairy products, in aggregate, are expected to respond to changes in price in a certain 
manner. Milk production variables (cows and yield-per-cow) and imports are expected to move 
in the same direction as domestic own prices, like the all-milk price: higher domestic prices will 
encourage t:1rmers to produce more, while making foreign products more appealing to the 
consumer. Conversely, demand variables (e.g. fluid usc per capita) and exports are expected to 
move in the opposite direction !rom domestic own prices: higher prices will decrease domestic 
consumption, while making domestic sales more appealing to producers. Compding prices, or 
those representing costs of production, such as the price of feed, are expected to have the 
opposite relationships. Income is expected to move in the same direction with both supply and 
demand\ ariables, with higher income meaning greater capacity f(Jr limn investment. as well as 
greater capacity to purchase dairy products. 

14 U.S. Department of Agriculture. hm::ign Agricultural Sen in.:- (July 20 1-l- l [)ail:r .\lomhlr [11/f)(Jrfs. Rctric\'L·d 
from: · _ L 
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Parameter sizes vary based on specification, and they do not necessarily provide a clear picture 
of the variable-in-question's impact. To provide a clearer picture of the actual impact, each price 
and income variable have an additional statistic reported called the "elasticity": It is the percent 
change in the left-hand side variable in response to a percent change in the right-hand side 
variable. For example, the Northeast supply region's all-milk price is driven by the Order I 
ciTective blend price (sec Table I). This price-price elasticity is 0.8865. This means that, for 
every I percent increase in the Order I effective blend price, the Northeast supply region's all
milk price will increase by about 0.89 percent. The positive sign in the elasticity means that the 
all-milk price and the effective blend price move together, which follows expectations. The 
elasticities presented are averaged over the relevant data period for each equation. 

Statistical fit is represented by the R-Square for each equation. R-Square is the percent of 
variation in the data explained by the given equation, and therefore falls between 0- I. A higher 
R-Square is better, and represents how closely the model estimates historical data. Statistical 
significance is best represented by the p-value for each variable. The p-value is defined as the 
level of significance at which one can reject the default hypothesis that the variable is not 
significantly different from zero. In other words. it is a measure of confidence in the estimates 
the model produces: a smaller p-value indicates a higher level of statistical significance, and 
therefore greater confidence that the model produces reliable estimates. 

Conclusion 

The Dairy Program's Economics Analysis Branch maintains a regional econometric model of the 
U.S. dairy industry to support its economic analysis and forecasting responsibilities. The model's 
construction is regional and covers milk produced in all fitiy States. It includes a framework to 
estimate the allocation and classification of milk under the FMMO system. It estimates the 
supply of classified milk solids, which are used to estimate product supplies through the usc of 
logistic functions and conversion factors. The product supplies are balanced against demand for 
dairy products by varying prices until a balance is reached. This model's responses to price and 
policy changes follow economic theory and are statistically validated. The model is estimated 
based on available data that explains general economic based relationships between observed 
industry variables. This documentation serves to outline the model's sources, capabilities, and 
methods. Although the model is capable of impact analysis, discussions of specific impacts are 
reserved for later publications. 
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l'.1ymenh) Boning ('t'l~ Slattghtcr l'm:<:J 

I r!.'nd !rom 19XO 

lag (log I(Arittl!W All \1ilk l'nc't: 

·Antuna ,\1nage Dauy \1arh:t Loss J'ayml'nt~ 

~_>\\<:rage Dall) l.<:onomie Los~ A~~istan<:e 

l'ayrn<:nb) II•"" Protem I ccJ Value)) 

lntcrc<.'pt 

L1g_ (lug (IAr.ltona All \111]... Prrcc 

~ .>\ntuna A1o:ragc !Jaif) \1ark!.'t Lo\~ J'aym<:nts 

- Al<.:nt(l<.: Dall-y J:connmi<: Lu~s As'l'lance 

l'aJill<:llhJ Ill'', l'rotcm h:eJ \'aluc)) 

Lig tlog (An;urw \ltiJ... l'crCo\\)) 

lt'g I !rend fron!l970) 

l'ahlc II; Funnn \\c~lcrn Order Kt•gional \I ilk Snppl~ b1uatiun~ 

lkpendcnl \·~mahl<: 

lt>g II orm.:r \\ e'ltlll ( lrdc·r •\I] \ttlh 

J'm·c· Cl'l All) 

lug I h>rmer \\ c~km ( lrd<:t 

:\umber uf ( t'll ~~ 

II'.[! II t'l-lllO.::I- \\~:..tern Orli<:r 

\I ill,. l'cr ( {l\\) 

lnt<:rc.:pt 

lug tCtlJfomta ·\II \1ilk l'ncc• Cl'l All} 

log tl'o~l-Onkr ]{dorm Ch1s~ Jll'rico: CI'J All) 

* IJumm~ l(ll ~<ears ctll<:r 2010 

lntcro.:qlt 

I rend from I ')1'>0 

I<Ig (log 111·urm<:r \\ cstnn Ordc1 All \tilJ.. !'rice 

1-onn!.'r \\'e~t<:rn Order t\\erage Dctif) 

\larh<:t Lu~~ l'aymtnl'i 

~ A\nag<: lh11-y l...::onomJe Loss Assistance 

l'aym<:nts} Bunmg. Co\\ Slauglncr l'nc"l')) 

J)umm:- lur:-.:ar~ l'JSII-IlfX--l 

lnl<:l'l·<:pt 

lug lil·ormcr \V!.''itcrn ( Jnkr .-\11 \1111.. Pn<:<: 

- l-orm<:r Wc,l<:rn Order A\eragc Datf)· 

\1arl..~·t Lo'i'i J'a~ m<:nl'i 

A1.:rag.: Da1n l.nulomJc Lo\~ AssJstcmcc 

l'a)m<:nh) 16''" l'mtcml-'~n! V<dut:) 

"lr.:nd !rom I<JSIJ 

l'abk 12; l.nrtgulatt"d Wl·~t H.t"~ional_\liJI, Supply Equations 

1Jc'pcndcnt \'anahk 

lugtlmcgulat.:d \\'.:~1 All \hlhl'ri~<: 

( 1'1 .-\11) 

Par<lml'l<.:J 

1nt<:I-CL'jl( 

log (C<:nll'al Rcgton All \1111.. !'rio:<: Cl'l All) 

7 .6:-!()(, 

IJ. 191-1 

X 1566 

3.-1076 

()_046-1 

OSI2X 

0. 17K7 

l:stnnatc 

0. )(d2 

O.tJ20X 

0.01% 

-t.Mm_; 
O.O-l-2X 

0.1529 

9J.H9 

0 1117 

{)_1)2()() 

l:stunato: 

IJ.J(,X~ 

O.XI4h 

0.0742 

-~ -127..! 

1.1 (} 15 

0.0235 

0. 1435 

0.06X7 

Std 1-.rror 

II.] ~(19 

0_065X 

0.11108 

0.~ I X5 

0.00].1. 

{)_1)(,_16 

O.li3SII 

0.0311 

IUJ274 

0.0005 

StJ 1-i"rm 

0. 113(> 

{)_()~52 

2 _()4 

2_SX 

2.38 

2 X6 

I .'!7 

4.1.1 

1-Valu!.' 

I .2tJ 

14.00 

l.X2 

2!.--12 

32.6X 

2.41 

6.'i5 

37.M 

t- \'a1u<' 

3.24 

14 77 

0.0504 

()_() 152 

11.0241 

0 007X 

0.0585 

0.11003 

()_() 145 

Pr ·t 

11.2246 

".000 I 

U.OY(>_1 

I Hill I 

.0001 

0.022X 

'.0001 

.. 0001 

IJ.IHJil;\ 

OOIJ I 

0.0070 

1111111 

6.6702 

1.%37 

l:la'itlc'Jty 

0.'1208 

1Ul11.}(, 

0. 1529 

ILIII7 

II X1--ll'i 

IJ.977J 

0 tJX22 

IJ.9X07 

0.9XJ2 

R-S4uarc 

0_9X02 
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lu~ 1 l 1 nr~·gulatcd \\'e't lnk'il'<:f11 tJ.S5ll;l 0.31 S I 2_(,)~ 0.0121 ()_%71 

'\umhc1 nl ( 'ul\~) bg (lug tl·nrcgLtlatc·d \\ l''l 1\ttmb..:r elf( U\1,)) ti_7(JS I 0.07XO <)_:\) 0001 

lag lh,gl(l 1mcgui;Jll"d \\est All \ltlk l'm:c ()_():\ 11 O.OYJ-l 2.1l(l () 04:\fl ILOX11 

L nrqculatcd \\c·ot.-\1cragc Datr~ 

\1.ulct Lu'~ l'~t~mcnb 

·\1cragc ])~ury l·nmu!llll' Lu>~ '''"'tan~L' 

l'a\mcnt' I lb" , l'wtctn h.:cd Value)) 

lug ( J rend I rum I 'HWl -0_01162 11.0250 -2.65 0.0131 

lug tl nrc~ulatcd \\ c't \hlf... l\•r ('ol\) lntcrL·ept I 17lJ2 OJ~N7 3.03 0.00)2 11.()791 

lug ( lfl"., l'rotcin l·ccJ \'aluc Cl'l.-\liJ -0.0704 0.11255 -2.76 0.009lJ -0.11704 

"' Dummy !1.1r yGlh bd'ure 200l< 

log (tl nrcguL1tl'd \\-c,l .-\II \1ilk !'ric..: 0.00(1'> 1!.11033 llJ(, 0.059S ()_()()6) 

- Unrcguh1ted \\'c,t Aler<tg..: ]}om) 

\ldrkl'l Lu'i\ l'a~menb 

- Alcr.tgc IJ<m;. lcull<llnt~ l.u" A,,i,t<uKe 

l'<~~mcnt') \()" , Protein l·L'\.'d \ a lllL') 

* Dun1rn; lor ;...::e~b alkr 2007 

lag (lug (I nt"c:~ul~ucd \\ ~·~t \1 i I k l'cr (_ Ul\ ) ) O.SS7k IJ.(UXO 23.3:'\ 0001 

·1 ahk 13: Califnrnia Hq_,:ional _\lilk Suppl,\ Equation~ 

I )cpcndc·nt \ .lrt:thlc l'ar<tnlctcl Lsttttl<!tc Std l·xror t-\'alu..:: l'r ·t I :l<l,llCliY R-Squarc 

lug t( ,dl1(11"1ll.i _-\II \\t]f... I'IIL~' lnt.:rL~Jll ()_\!S50 IUJ632 \.35 U_.:?(JJ..j ()_9')22 

CI'IAIIJ lug tCdtlilmt~lllknd l'rt~t: Cl'l All) O.'!JS6 (1_()317 2 11.6() .. Oil() I o.Y_;s(, 

log I( ·:Jlilnlnlct '\umhcT <~I C<l\1~1 ln!L'rccpt 7. I 0 I 5 0.116:'\5 lOX..\() 0001 0. 11'1X7 

log II( ,dih>rtllil ·\II \\ilk l'n~·c 11 115~5 O.IJ2Xl• 1.S7 ().()71_, 11.1153:'\ 

(_ ;t!Jiin·nto~ ·\\L'ritgc \)aJr) \ttrkct Lo~~ I' a; mcnb 

-\1crago: ll:nry l·_nuwmtL' l.o~' ,>\~~I'I~IIIL'l' 

l':t\Tlll'Tll') -IX"_. Su;hcan \1call'ricc) 

I rend I rum I <IS II O.U22'J ll.lJIJIIS 29.5() .0001 

lu~ tl~tg 11 (J" u l'rutcm I-ced \ aluc Cl'l r\11)) -0. II 'iJ 0.11276 --1. IX 1)_000::'. -II. l I ":1 

lu~{l ctllh>t-111~1 \ttl f.. 1\:t- Cu11 I Intercept )_7752 I 11_>5 ·'--'') 0.0022 l)_l)7tn 

lug ((( 'ahlllnlt~t All \-ltlh l'ncc 0.0465 U.019J 2.-11 0.02JIJ ()_(J4(l5 

t'ctlill>rnl.l Alcl:tgc Datry \larh..:t Lo~, l'aymcnh 

Alcr<tgc ])~ury Lcurl<.lllliL Lu~' A~~"Lilk'C 

i':t\!llCilt~) I h"., l'rul..::tn !·ccd \'aluc) 

le~g ll<>g IC:tltlurnta \ldk l'cr Co11 )) () <;<)7'i 0. ll7X .'i.lr! {)()Ill 

I rend !rom 1 1r,.'() U.OIJ)'J 11.11111'/ _>.-!(, IJ.(Jtll X 

l)umm~ l(n- 1car· l<JCJ-1 ()_(1(,72 0.111 S7 :1 . .'\1) ()_I)() 1.> 

I lllllllll~ h1r 1cat ]<)'))-, -11_1)_\'..'6 (1.019-1 -lt)..j 11.11(>3.2 
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Table U: Hal\ aii and :\la~ka Rq~ional \I ill, Suppl~ Equation~ 

JkjKild~·nt \'~U'liihk 

log ilia\\ .IIi anJ \l.t\J...a All \lilJ...l'nn: 

C l'J .-\1 I 1 

'I ah1r 15: _\llncatiun of _\urthca'l \Iilio. to Pools 

lkpcndcnt \';tnahk 

Jog (1'\tlnhea•a \ltlk tu ( >nkr 5 

r-..urth..:<t~t \lt!J... to Order I) 

lu,>! i'\urthc,t~t \lt!J... t<l ()rdo.:t _;_l 

r-..unhca~l \ttl]... lu ( >nkr 1) 

lu~ 1 I 1 nro.:gul;tto.:d '\,lrthea~t \Jill.. 

\urth~·;t,t \ttl]... tu Ordn I J 

I ahlr 10: .\llt~~;ation uf .-\ppa1adJian _\li1k to Pool~ 

lkpcndcnl \'an.1blo.: 

lug I ·\ppaladlli! \1t1J... tu Ot-dt:r I 

-\ppaL1c:ht.m \ltlJ... to Ot·ckr -~l 

lug t.-\pp<~LtdJt<m \1tlk ttl Otder h 

Appal:tdtt:ut \It!]... lP ( >rd..:r "1 

lntcrn:pt 

Jog ( \\'hokSitk Cll<:dt!,u- (_ ht:c>c !'nee ('PI All) 

l.tg (lug (li<m.tll and Ala\ka All \1ilk l'ncc Cl'l All)) 

Jntcrccpt 

I rend I nun 19XO 

lag (lug ( IL111 a11 and Al;I',J...a Co1,~)) 

Jntcnxpt 

log t(Hil\ldll and Alaska All \1iiJ...I'riee 

- Haii'~Ui and .-\la,Lt .-\1c:ragc ]);nr;. \1arJ...et Lu, Payment~ 

- _,~1crag..: l>;nry 1xonumic Lu~s As~tstanee 

l'aynKnts) 16",, l'rotcin Fc..:d Va1u..:J 

Dullllll) J(>r :car, ;!1\..:r llJX" 

Durnm: t(u- )-Cars alkr .::!O(IJ 

Dullllll)- ](lr ;.car .::!OIIX 

l'aratn..:t..:r 

Intercept 

k>g I 1 rend ti-um 201H)) 

Dummy lilr ;car.-, 2001>-2()()7 

lag (I''!! (Ordct :" Uknd l'nc:o.: On..kr I Bknd l'n~·..:JJ 

1mo.:r..:cpt 

J)umm:- lur ;e;u·, 2tlO:'i-.::!OtJ7 

];tg (log (Order _q Bknd l'nce Order I Blcnd l'n~·c)J 

lnt..:rc:..:pt 

Dumm; J\1r )e<tr 2011--1 

Dumm) tur ;.car~ .::!OOh-2(JOX 

lug (Order I Cia\~ I l'ri(~' Order I Cia~~ Ill !'ned 

Dumm;. tur ;.e<Jr 20111 

l'aratn..:ter 

lntnL·ept 

lug 10rd..:r 5 Bkmll'nLo.: Cl'l all) 

Dummy !\1r )C<lr~ atkr 21!05 

Duntlll) lor ;c<~r 200X 

1ntcrL·cpt 

lag (J,,g (\Jr·dcr 6 Bkn,J Price <>nkr S llknd l'rtCL")) 

* J)unllll} tl1r yo.:.tr~ alio.:r 200--1 

0. JJ7(J 

0. 13(>4 

(J.7:.'2X 

0.273:<: 

-0.00:<:1 

()_'))4:' 

X.X.U7 

(I I X.1lJ 

0. 1115 

-O.OXXX 

-0. I 614 

1·\timat..: 

-J.:-. I::-.(, 

-0. 11'17 

O.JX:'ih 

-.::!_1627 

(J.2574 

1 .3JX<J 

-2.XS:HJ 

()_3--191 

0. 174.'\ 

-05205 

IJ . .::!:S4:S 

l:stimate 

-1..''>44 
.(J.(,_j]() 

-0 X742 

o .. > 1 75 

----l.lJ1 X4 

14.4050 

Std. Lrrur t-V<~luc 

O.IJ7X 1.00 

0 060X 

0.0900 

0 . .::!0.::!" 

0_0041 

0.0635 

0.1S63 

0.0021 

0 0 I 70 

0.0210 

0 OJ.10 

Std. Error 

0.2051 

0.07')2 

0. I 05:S 

()_()1(><) 

0.03:S2 

(J.02"U 

0.1757 

() (J.17X 

o.o:w:s 
O.IJJ.::!) 

0.4571 

Std !'nor 

0.::--152 

()_2_198 

()_()1>75 

0.1(>01 

0. 7451 

--1 . .::!,,00 

xm 

1.35 

-],'-)9 

14.40 

4 7.4 7 

2.% 

0.56 

-4.2J 

--U.;J 

1-Valuc 

-I 7_14 

-.::!.2'1 

3.65 

2.31> 

-169.1 J 
'-)_14 

(l-'):S 

-.::!.')(-, 

-71U3 

7-')J 

.::!.93 

t-Value 

-2.71 

-2 (,_, 

-LUH 
1 t)t-; 

-h_60 

3.--11 

Pr- ·11 1 t:lasttcity 

IU2:-.7 

0.(1J24 

<, {)()()1 

0 I XI>_, 

ll.\15(,() 

< _0()()1 

0001 

0.0(}(, I 

0001 

() 000.::! 

0001 

0.1 _\(,4 

0.722X 

O.IXJl-l 

Pr ·'t R-Square 

000 I 0.7X2X 

IJ.0475 

0.0053 

0.0429 

11001 

' 0001 

()_()0()] 

IJ.(J I X I 

--.0001 

()()()] 

OIHJ1 

0.015 I 

0.801HJ 

0.94.::!4 

l'r ·1 R-S<.JU<tr..: 

0.0241 0_'U25 

()_()27_1 

tJOU1 

()_07X7 

0001 

u 007S 

0_7X94 

R-Squan: 

()_t-\t-\93 

0.')105 

0.7906 
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Dumm~ 1\H yc:ar~ :ilh:r 200 7 

I rend rrom 200(1 

lug i--\p[ktl:klll;lll \lriJ.. lo Ord~·r 7 lnlcn.:cpl 

App;tla..:hian \IIIJ... tu lln.kr -~ 1 lug tOrder 7 Blend l'n(c; Order) Bknd l'ncc) 

Dummy tor :l.'ar~ after 21106 

l)urnmy t\u- ~<.:ilr' 2009-2010 

lug (t\pp:d:tchl<lll \1ilJ... Ill Otd<.'r- -'-' lnkrccpl 

·\pp.tl;tcht:!ll \111\.. tu llnkr ~) log tllrckt _-,' Bknd l'ri,;c Order 5 Bknd l'nc<.') 

Dumm_Y 1\n )L''u' 201l'/-21J]II 

Dumnn t(n )Cilt-~ alkr 2007 

1u~ 1 LnrcguLJt\'d :\ppal;tdlt:!ll \I ilk Interc-ept 

.·\j1p,!l.tc-hl:tll \111].. tu Order.~) luglllnkr~(-la..,~ I ]'ti(C or,kr 5 Cia~~ IIIJ'n~.:c) 

Durnm\ 1\lr :car 200X 

l>unun:- J\,r \c·ar 2011 

Tah1t' 17: :\Jim.:ation or 1·1urida \li11..to Pooh 

lkpcndc:nt \':mahk l'.tr.unct<.:I 

All J·lurttLt VldJ.. ~; ,t..,..,umc:d to he tt~<.'d 1111hm c:11hcr Ot·dcr (l 11r llrdcr 'I 

l11g tl\-rc·cnl:t~( ut I· h'r1d.1 \ ltiJ.. l1l ( Jrdl·t- 7 

·l't:ll'Clllii)!CO! f.-h111d.t \1tJJ.. Ill 

( Jt-dcr ~I 

I a hit• IX: .\ttm:ation of Suuthca~t \I ilk tu l'uoh 

lkp,·ndc:nt \ arJ.thle 

lu~ IS,lullrc:a'l \!tiJ.. l<l I lrdct ~ 

:-,outhc·;ht \liiJ.. tu Ortkr ~ J 

ltlg IStlllthc-a'l \itlh. 1\l ( lrd(J (l 

Suutlrc.t~t \lrlk tul lt'lkr 

IPg ISPUiill.\1'1 \]tl].. tu I lrckr \:' 

'"'"uthc·:hl \liiJ.. hl(Jrder 7) 

lntc:rc'<.:pt 

ltl)! (I Jrd<.'r 7 BIL·nd I 'nl·l· Cl'IAIIJ 

Dummy l\1r yc:u~ all<.'r 20IJX 

l'.tramctct 

lntnc-enl 

IPg 11 lrder 5 Bknd l'ri(<: Ord<.'r 7 Blend !'no:<:) 

I rend l·wm i'J70 

I lrdcr· h Blend l'n~.:e I lrtkr :' BknJ l'nre 

* l)ummy lor ~c;u.., ,J!kt 2005 

DUIIllll! t(n ;..::11 21Jil I 

lntcrrcpt 

la[l (lug 11 lnkr (, Hknd l'riL·c Cl'l r\IIJJ 

~ [)unlln;. lur \c,u-, :!lkr 2004 

!rend li-um I '/70 

Dllllllll) tin \ L'.tr~ hdilrc 2{)()_'\ 

lllkl'l"l'pl 

lug 10nk1 >2 Bknd l'l'll'C Onkl- 7 Bknd l'n~.:e) 

Uumm1 1\lr \Car_, ,tiler 21104 

2_00/X 

-0.1(161 

-I ._'159-t 

6.1'i9) 

0. 17')1 

O.Ok54 

-4. 12J 7 

1.> (l70(l 

0.55()') 

O.X:i_\ l 

-2.1 ()()7 

-L:nJ4 

-11.2472 

-0 -tk2.l 

J:~tllll<ll<.' 

-11.4179 

_, __ ,()_16 

1.7234 

1--~tl!ll<llt.' 

-21 ,(lf>)2 

129 ()()()] 

IJ.:') 12 

-.UIJO 

] __ '\10'/ 

-2--' 7(!_1 

0.1141J 

0.02.'1 7 

-0 7400 

-I .52X') 

--1.11/..):' 

11.27J2 

11.51 X3 

(l_{)l'\0-t 

0.112--IX 

2.451{) 

O.OJ07 

0.041(1 

() -1520 

4 . .'\:'7 ·' 

0.1926 

0.1720 

()_(J.'(l_) 

0.2_1(,4 

()_10)6 

O.n7.tX 

Std. l-rror 

Std. 

2.h-12-l 

1.~~42 

IU21fl 

!:nor 

4 7912 

_'10. 797-t 

(l_]421l 

1.01(,_1 

0.407] 

()j(l72 

0.11--+"-~ 

() ()101 

() 2072 

ll_l7X2 

t _2XXJ 

(1_()751 

;\_X 7 

-2.06 

-5--1.71 

2 5_1 

:'.k-1 

2.05 

-9. 12 

_1.14 

2.:·;<) 

-1-.9(, 

-)7, l)J 

-5.XO 

-2 .. '-t 

-fl.-15 

t- \'altt<.' 

--1..12 
2 (,!-; 

:'. -~(1 

t-\'altte 

-.t.:-2 

-1.1lJ 

J.XX 
__ , -16 

·' 22 

-6_-l_~ 

2.:'-IJ 

2 .. '\_'i 

-J.5 7 

-X..'iX 

J.2(, 

.>.6-1 

O.O<UX 

0.069() 

0001 

U.OJ2_l 

0_0002 

IJ.IJ70J 

()(){)I 

U.Ul2U 

1Ul17X 

(l_OOOX 

()()()j 

O.O(l(JJ 

0.0439 

()_()()()1 

l'r-t 

0.0012 

0.021.~ 

0.0002 

l'r, t 

0.0019 

O.Oil_'lll 

0.00-17 

O.OIJk(, 

() () 122 

0.01101 

()_IJJ.>6 

()_()-IJ4 

II.IIObiJ 

()()Ill 

0.0099 

O.IJOS--1 

O.X749 

O_X70 I 

0.727-1 

R-Squ;m.: 

0 XJ09 

H:-~quarc 

()_77_)(1 

O.X77_1 
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In!! t1'nrC!,.'lllatnl Southca~t \!ilk 

Snuth<.;a\t \lilt.. tu On.kr 7) 

Intercept 

log (Ordct- 7 Clas, I \·!ilk Onkr 7 !'outed \1ilk} 

Dumm) till· year 200.> 

I lummv lln vcar 2007 

'I a hit' l'ol: .-\llucatinn uf l 'ppcr _\lid\\C\1 \I ilk tu Puul~ 

lkpendc:nt \ ariahk 

lug 1 L'ppcr \ltd\\<:~! \lilt.. 1" Otder ,>2 

1'pp<:r \1tdi\C'-I \lilt.. tu OrJn _liJJ 

lpg t!_ippn \1tdl.,~''t \lilt.. tu Ordct- :n 
1 1 pp..::r \ltd11e~t \1ilt.. w OnJer 10) 

lug t1 lll'L'):!Ulat<:d l l')lt:l \ltdll<:~t \ltlh 

L1 ppcr \lid\\..::'1 \I ill-. tu Onkr .'\0) 

I abk 20: .-\llul·atiun uf Ct>ntral \lilk tu Puuls 

lkpendcnt \'Jnabl..: 

lo_>! 1 (_ ..::ntr;d \It I!.. to I lrJer 5 

{ 't:rrlr;d \1111-. to Onkt _'\,2) 

lug (Ccntr;d \I ill-. I" (Jtd.Ot 

{ '..::ntral \1il!.. Ill ( lrd<:T .12 1 

lu~ t( ·..::ntral \!til.. Ill ()tder .~0 

( <:ntr;il \·1!11-. to Order _12 1 

h1g t( <:1\lr;d \It!!.. to Ordo:t- l2h 

C..::ntr,d \It!!.. to Order _'\2) 

l'aranKIL'I 

lnt<:recpt 

lag ilut:{Onicr _-,2 Bknd l'nee llrd<:r 30 Hknd !'rtl't:}) 

lag I lug ( L·ppcr \ltdv • ..::-,t \!til.. tn Order 32 

l 'pper \ltt!ll<:~t \!til-. to Ord..::r JOIJ 

lntnc:ept 

lag (log !Order_:;_:; Bknd !'ric:..: Ordn _l() Bknd Price)) 

Dummy 1\Jr y..::ar~ alter 200.:" 

lotg (lug (L'ppo:r \tlldlll'~t \·ldk to OrJo:r _\_1 

l'ppcr \ltdl\e~t \!til.. to Ordc1 _10)) 

Intercept 

l)umm) lor )t"ars 200 1-200:::! 

lug iOrdn _iO Cb~-' I \!ill-. On.kr _-:;()Pooled \;lilt..) 

Dunu11; I( •r y<:;tr 21J I 2 

Intercept 

I rend hom 201HJ 

IJunnn: lor :rc;u_., 20IJ4-2005 

lag ilt't' !Unlet- 5 Bkml !'nee Ord..::r J2 Bknd !'nee)) 

Intercept 

log!Ordn 7 Blend l'rit·e Ordet _12 Blend Price) 

!Jumm~ tin ~..:;n-, 200>-:::!1104 

Dumm: lilf y<:ar~ ;ilit:r 2007 

lnt<:rc:<:pt 

lag (lug tOnkr JO Bknd [>nee Order 32 Bknd !'nee)) 

Dumm;. J(H- ;.cotrs atkr 200' 

* lug ( I rend ti·om 2000) 

lnkrtept 

Dummy l'ur years 200(,-2007 

J)umm) tor )~'.tt·., alter 2001 

lag {l"g (( hdt:r 12(, Hknd Prtcc ( lrd<:r -~2 Bknd !'nee)) 

0 21-15 

-0.5357 

-1.2nx 

-0 _l_)()() 

0.507(, 

1·-~timat..: StJ 

-0.6-:Dl 

I h.7-145 

0 X91-l 

-I .-I'JX7 

fl_OtHJX 

-1.1997 

0.2.1X6 

J.97 J() 

-I 04XJ 

17JU 

I 142X 

1-~tinwtc Std 

-(1_57(,7 

0.13')2 

]_(,476 

5 <)lj():" 

-3.0254 

3.50 l X 

0.2X6(, 

0_2521 

-2_5_:"52 

5.7X29 

0.4479 

-:'\.0206 

O.XIM 

I IXXO 

1.~.23XO 

0_0717 2_')') 0.01:"1 

0.4-1.\6 -1_21 0 2.~:-10 0. 72-17 

1 .OJXO 4,07 0.002X 

0 1 X 10 -I.X2 o. I 025 

0.0951 5J-I 0.0005 

l:rror t- \'alu~ l'r ,,! R-Squarc 

0.1529 --1.21 O.tHll X o.9:nt 

2.2991 7_2X 0001 

0.1222 7.29 .0001 

0.1711 -X.7(, '()(I()] 0.952X 

2_()497 2.93 0.0161:{ 

0.279X -4.29 0.0020 

0. 1.17k I. 73 0. 1174 

O.JX62 10.29 · .OOtll 0.9607 

0.2919 -.1.5') O_OO:'iX 

0.2(,(\4 11.91 .. 0001 

0.2453 -1.(16 0.0012 

1-.rror t-Volluc Pc ' R-Squarc 

0.69XO -9_42 0001 O.X(,()J 

0.0.'\60 3.X l 0.0042 

0.2952 5.5X 0.00()_1 

.1.5XXI 1.6 7 0. 1294 

0.1224 -24.7.'1 0001 0. 7'54 

1.01-I'J .1.45 ()_()07J 

0.0605 4.74 0.0011 

()_()476 5.30 ()_0005 

0.0946 -27_0 I 0001 ()_7):"7 

1 .5205 J.SU tJ.OOJS 

0.0.\lO II 70 • ,()(1(1) 

0 ..\X21 -I0.-11 O()(Jj 0 X324 

0.1 X3X -1.-14 0.0016 

(U-164 3.4.1 I) 0075 

4.X040 2.76 0.022J 
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lug I L ITT<:gtilatcJ ( ·cmr.d \111!.. 

( ·~:nlr.tl \ltlk l<l llrder ]21 

"I ahlc 21: _\llucation of \litka\1 \lilk to Pooh 

lkp.:ndc:nt \ ar1ahk 

lug I \lt<.ka't \I ilk tu llrd..:r I 

\1 Jd<.:~i~l \li1k \(l ( Ji-d<.:i l.11 

lug t\1i<.bt~l \111\., tu Order) 

\lttka~l \I ilk to Ord.:r '-'l 

lug I \lilka\1 \ltlk to <Jrdt:l .., 

\liJt:a'l \ltl!.. !oOrde1 .n1 

[,1g t\lHka~t \ltlk to tJrdt:t "\() 

\lrdc\1~1 \l1lk hi ( )1-<.kr _;_11 

lugtl nr..:gulatnl \lidt:.i~l \ltlk 

\laic-~!~\ \lrlk tu(lrdc'l 1_'\) 

ln~<::reept 

lug (Ot·der _:;:;Cia~~ llll'nr<.: Ordu .>2 Clas~ ll'nr<.:J 

Dumm\ t~1r y~:ar 21101 

IJumm;. l(Tr y~:ars 211117-2IIOX 

l'~lranT<:l<..'T 

lm<.:rcepl 

lug iOtd<..'l I llknJ l'nc·c· CPI AI!! 

Uutntn\ l(>r :..:;11· 20 I 0 

lJunnn_\ li1r _\O.:ars e~lkr 20IJX 

Inl<:rc<..'pt 

[,Tg 1 I Jnlc1 5 lilc:nd !'rice {Jrckr JJ Bknd l'nce) 

IJumm~ tor \cdr 2U ]_j 

IJumm:; l<~r )'-'ar~ hdure 200_1, 

J)ummy l'ur )t:al-~ ;ilil.:t ~00(> 

Intercept 

lag ( ll>gt<Jttkr.., Bk·nd I'm·~· IJrd<:l 3\llknJ l'riL'L")) 

* lJummy lin· )L'ar~ e~ticr 2005 

Ia~ (lo!:-' (Order 7 Bknd i'nct: Cl'l .-\11)) 

Dummy !ln :~:ar\ ,t!l~·r· 2011 

lntcr·-.:cpt 

[;Jg (ill)! (Orde1 \0 Bknd l't·ic<..' Or·dcr 3_1 Blend l'nc·<..'ll 

1Jumm1 h>r )'-'<If~ ~lltc•r 21!11""' *log ( ]l<..'lld !i"nm 200()) 

Uunllll\ lur \<.:.ir 21111 

lntnccpt 

l·urmcr \\ t:~tt:rn (Jrd..:r -\II \1tlk I'TK<.: ( ·pj All 

IJumm;. hn yc:,u· 21111'' 

llu!Tllll\ lt11' yc·ar· 2(1115 

I a hit· 22: .\llo\:ation ol' Pad til· '\,orttmc~t \lilk to Pooh 

I kpend<.:lll \'at whk 

1<>):! tl'et<.'c"lll.tgt: ul l'nrcgul;trnl I';ICI lie 

'<urth\lt\1 \\ilk 

1- l't:Tc·..:ntag<..' <>1-l nregubtt:d l'~ILIIic 

"\,,n\]l\IC'-1 \JtJki 

l'aranKlt:l 

lll1t:I-L"<..'j1\ 

lug tl Jrd<.:t 12-t ( LM I\ Pnc..: t Jrd<..'r 12-1 ( "Ia~~ I l'rrc<:l 

Dummy li11 yc:ar 21112 

-1 .'J 1 K I 

3.7270 

0.507b 

0.5-13-1 

l:stnnat1.: 

-6.X5.1J 

0.7300 

0.4191 

0.41.16 

-2.-1-11 (, 

.1.0141 

-0. 1 X20 

-0. 17(>-1 

0. I X I X 

-'i.-1799 

7. <)()07 

1.01 X4 

-0.2909 

-5.5YllJ 

9.0-192 

tL~x 1 o 

()_:'-1(>7 

.7 __ HJr, 

2.4271 

-0.2-11 7 

-O.lJ-102 

l·.~ttmatc 

-1.1<422 

----1.7lt''i 

IJ.'-IX2lJ 

StJ 

Sid 

() 061 7 

O.KO 70 

11.12_";(, 

0.079' 

l·.nor 

U.7:U9 

0 __ '\'iOX 

0.1711 

0,1104 

0. 12X4 

I .2771 

0.05~() 

0.0557 

U_O_lX4 

u.:(,iJ-1 

O .. ~XJ 1 

() __ 1:'_'\l/ 

0.1 27X 

0 152A 

2.()(,()<) 

II 0710 

11.2344 

tUC-1-1 

(1_-11 X2 

0.1922 

0.1747 

l·rnu 

0. II :'X 

1.012X 

IJ .. l'i<JX 

-:1 1 '1 () 

430 

-1.11 

(>.X4 

t-Valu~: 

-9 __ -q 

:::.ox 
) __ 1 7 

N-.27 

-1 ').02 

2.36 

-JA5 

-3.17 

'-1.74 

-7 21 

X.9_~ 

2.XX 

-::: :::x 

-_1(>.36 

-1 '\') 

X.19 

2 __ :q 

-X 9 I 

5 xo 
-I 211 

-S .. >X 

t-Value 

-I '-'1 I 

--1.72 

:::n 

,-_()0()1 

0.0020 

0.0026 

< .0001 

"' ' 
0001 

0.06 72 

O.OOU'i 

()()()] 

()()()] 

0.0-159 

0 OOX7 

0.01_~::: 

U.UOI'i 

-. ()(HJ1 

.0001 

0.01 X2 

0.04XX 

11001 

()(I() 17 

11001 

0.(1-145 

0001 

0.000_\ 

11.2-1()2 

11.0011-1 

l'r ·1 

'.00111 

O.IJIJIJ6 

(I.( I] '15 

0.7-162 

R-SljUMI.: 

0 9_\7S 

0. 75-1-1 

ll.9fl03 

0.'!.115 

O.X075 

R-S4u;tre 
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I a hit' 2J: .\Jlut'atiun of Southwt'~t \·lilk to l'oob 

IJcpencknt \ ;m;thk 

lug tSuutllllc't \hi" tu Order "i 

Suutlme~l \1!1" tu Onkl 12f>J 

[,,~ !S<llllhllc'~t \1tlJ... tu Onkr 7 

S,1uti111C'l \1tiJ... tu ()t-dcT 12(,) 

lu!! (Suutlllle't \1tiJ... tu ()nkr -~2 

SuuthiiC~l \lit" lu (lrder· 12111 

log tl 'nr·e!!ttlatcd Suutl111<.:~l \1rlJ... 

S<Juth\\c~t \1i1J... h' Ot-ckr L'.!>) 

Tahir 24: _\lloeatirm of .\rituna \I ilk to Pooh 

Dependent \'anahk 

lnlerc·ept 

Ia!! (lu!l (Order 5 Bknd l'rto.:e l'PJ i\!1)) 

* Dumm~ tlll yc·ctf\ alkr 2004 

Dutnlll! l~'r ye<tr~ 2004-2<HI.5 

log (I t·end from 2000) 

lnten:ept 

lag tlug ( ( )rder 7 Jllend Pn o.:e ( lnkr 126 J~knd l'riee J) 

Dummy ll1r year~ 2004-2007 

Dumm; fur :ear 21HJ2 

lntet·eept 

lug (Order J~ Blend !'nee Ordet 12(, Blend l'nc~J 

Dumm: j(,r ;.ear.\ alter .::'()()7 

lnter~·cpt 

I)Uilltll) lor ye~rr~ 2()04-20()(, 

lug (I lrdct 121> ('Ia~-' Ill l'ri~·e Onkr 1.::'6 Chr~~ ll'n~·e) 

_--\II --\1'1/Ptlil \1ilh. 1:- ~~~~umed tu he u,o:d I\ tlhm eitlwr I ltdct 12h ur ()rder IJ 1 

lu~ tl'er~'!.'llta~e of Atii<Jtla \lil~ tu 

( lrder 12(, 

1-l'o.:r~·emage ut Antun.t \lil" to 

Order 126) 

Intercept 

(Or-der 1211 Blend !'nee Order l:il Blend Price) 

* Dumm;. li1r ;.e<~r-~ alit:r ~IHI2 

Dummy lln vear' 200-l-200(, 

Dummy lur ;.car~ ;dier 201J6 

Tahlt> 25: \llu~.:atiun of i'ormrr \h•\lt'rn Onlrr \lilk tn Pnnh 

Dependent \':mabie l'arametet 

\ltllo. 111 the l·urmer \Vc'ikl'll ( )nkr t'i Jviutlled to he ttwd >\ tthtn either an Unregulated Area ur Ordct P 

lug t Percentage ufl mmer \\ c·,tern (Jtdcr 

\ltl" 1l> Order _12 

-Percentage ul hmner \\'~'item 

Or<kt \lilJ... 1<> Order J2J 

lnter~·ept 

bg (lug (l)rdet J2 Blend I' ric~ l·urmcr We~tern Order 

.--\11 \1ilh. l'riL·eJ) 

Dummy lilt· ;.car~ ~tlkr 200K 

I a hit' 26: .\llnratiun of l nrq~ulall'd We~ I \Iii!.. to Pooh 

I kpendenl \ <trtahlc 

\ltl" 111 the l.ntq!Ul<~t<:d \\.:~I l<egton 1~ ~~~~umed to be used wtthmcrther :m l'megulak•J Area or (Jrdct .1::". 

lug t l'er~·ent;~ge ,1]' L'nregul<tted \\'..:~1 

\1tlh.totlrderJ::! 

Intercept 

lui:! (1 lnkt· 12 Hknd l'n~·e ( 1'1 All) 

1·.\tim;tte 

-:-.xm;4 

0.20X'J 

I. OX 16 

0.5120 

-2.3522 

4.1514 

0.54k9 

0.4."01 

-2.01\73 

13.3(>97 

0_6M\X 

-0.'1516 

-l.O.l-12 

I 0 5XX_-, 

I -~lttnate 

~11.:'\029 

.5. 70.51 

2.(,()24 

I 726X 

1-.stnn<tle 

-5.1>J 19 

12.7J 12 

l .K551 

1-:stitnatl' 

----1. 75\J 

0.6X5h 

Std hror \'alu..: p, H.-Square 

0.4_"D<i -!:;_-Ill ()()()] O.X95--I 

0.06X5 3.05 O.ODX 

0.1400 7' 7_< ~ .oou l 
() 204J 251 O.ID3.5 

o_21_~s -11.00 ,-_oool 

2.233S I )~(1 0.0961 

U.070S 7.74 -~ 000 I 

0.1226 3.67 0.0051 

0.22XO -9. 15 ' ,()()()\ O.X2SX 

5Sif0 2J9 0.0_\S l 

0.1554 4.30 0.00]1) 

0.101.5 -lJ.---10 ()()()I IUW-IX 

0.2X4.5 <U,J 0.004(, 

l_9_,x2 5.40 0.0003 

Std. Lrwr 1 Value l'r-1' I{ Square 

O_lK25 -(13.11.1 ()()01 IJ.XK76 

tl.34(,,5 16.47 , .1J001 

0.3597 7.2 3 ,_ .0001 

0.333 I 5.1K 0_()()()4 

Std. l:rrur t-Value l'r'"l R-Squat·e 

0.5493 -10.2.5 ()()()j 0.!'\147 

4 __ 1720 2 91 (1_0 1 :'\5 

0."032 _1_69 ()_0042 

Std_l:rrtll I· Value l'r't R-Square 

IUX_\6 -(J.i)(J ()()()] 0.%70 

tUtJ~7 I " ()_]094 
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- 1\T~·..:nt.tg<: ,,J l'nrcgulat<'d 

\\ ..:~1 \I ilf. 1<' Ottkr _\21 

I a hie 27: .-\llm:ation uf California _\lilk to Pool~ 

Ikpcmknt \'amlhlc 

1,,_,_, tCiltlumta \I ill-. 1<1 Or-der 1.11 

tali Iumia \1tll-. w;cd m ('alll\lnlla) 

log (l nn:gulatn! CdtllH-lllil \1tlk 

("<~ltlumt:J \I til-. li'-~"J i11 (;dtfornJd) 

Intercept 

lag tlu~ tOt-dct l_l] l:lknd l't-icc Cdifornw Blend l'ri<.:cl) 

Dmmn\ tin ~car'- 2002-2005 

l;tg ( lo~ ( (·a ltl(lrrlta \1tlk tu Order I -~ I 

Laltlorntcl \It !I., lh<.:d 111 ('alifurma)) 

lntcn.-~·rt 

lag (lug (California Bk·nd !'me Cl'l All)) 

l>umm~ J(,,- ;.car 20tl<l 

I ahll' 2N: .-\Jiucatiun of Ua\\aii and .\la\ka _\lilk to Po11h 

I .'!277 

l:~ttmat<: Std 

-J.-10 l J 

J.K:"l)-1 

-1.9-HJJ 

{) -~7% 

-:2.25hlJ 

-O.XU72 

(J_-1_';4_'\ 

l·:stunatc Std 

0_\\52 ()0()\ 

l:rror t-V<illlt; l'r--t R-S<.Juarc 

() 5.125 -6.39 ()_()()()I 0.753ll 

1.5505 2.44 tUU45 

O.k75\ 2.22 0_05JX 

().()')'):" uq ()_(1()41 

O.J726 -0_{)(1 0.0001 o.'n-19 

0. lll25 -4.\') 0 001 X 

O.OXOJ )(,(, 0.00()2 

1-.rror t- \';duc l'r-·t R-Squarc 
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Table 29: rluid Usc 1<:< uations 
Dependent \'amble 

log (Order l FIUld Lse Per Capita) 

log (Order:' ~luid Lse Per Capita) 

log (Order 0 Fluid L~e P..:r Caplla) 

Order 7 Fluid L:se Per Cap1ta 

log (Order )0 Fluid L:-.e Per Capita) 

log (Onler 32 1-"lllld Lse Per Capita) 

log (Order .B FlUld L~e Per Capital 

IPg (Order 124 Flt1id c~e 1\:r Capita) 

log iOrd..:r 12(1 Fluid Lse Per Capita) 

h1g10nkr 1311·1uid t::-.e P~·r("apita) 

Calt!i1rn1a lluid L~e Per Caplla 

log il."nregula!ed \\"e~t l·lwd 

Ls..: Per ( 'apita) 

IPg (L"nregul~Jt..:d hl~tl·lllld 

l-:-...: P..:r ( ·aplta) 

Param..:rer 

lnkn:ept 

log (Order 1 Class ll'riec CPI All\ 

lag (l'cr~onal Di~po~ahk ln..:ome CPI All) 
Trend from 2000 

Intercept 

log (Order 5 Class I Pnce CPI ,\11) 

Dummy ttJr yt:ar~ afkr 200X 

lnt..:reept 

log (Order 6 Cia~~ I Pnce CI'J A][) 

Trend hom 2000 

Int.:reept 

log (Order 7 Cla~s I Price CPI All) 

Dummy for y<::ar~ afkr 200X 

*Population Lnder 5 Year~ Old 

Dummy 0.~-05 

lntcrecpr 

log (Order 10 Cia~~ I Price CPI •\II) 

Dummy tt1r years atter 200X 

Intercept 

log (Order 32 Cia~~ I Pric..: CPI :\]]) 

log (Pcr~ona[ Disposable lncom..: CPI -\11) 

lag (log (Order 32 Flmd l \..: Per Capital 1 

Trend from 2000 

lnten:ert 

log (Order 33 Class I Price · CPI All) 

Trend from 2000 

lnten:.:pt 

log (Order 124 Class I Price CPI All) 
·1 r·cnd from 2000 

]ntncept 

log t (lrder 126 ( "Ia~~ I Price ( ·p] All) 

bg (log (Pt:rvmal Dispo~able Income CPI :\II)) 

rr.:nd ti-om 2000 

Jntt:rC<.!]ll 

log I Order 1.11 Cb:-.~ [ l'riCL' CPI .-\[]J 

I rend from 2000 

Dummy li.1r y..:ar~ 2000-2005 

Intercept 

log I( ali forma eta~~ I Pncc Cl'l ,\JIJ 

l'..:r~tlllal Ursp'l~abk lncom.: Cl'l .-\II 

bg (( ~tlifumra Flu1d I. sc l'cr l"aplta) 
l'rmd ti·om ]tiXO 

lrrtcrccpr 

log (I'L'l~\Hial Di~r'-'~ahk lnc,1mc Cl'l :\liJ 

Dtlmm\· ti1r year~ atkr 20 I 0 

lnlL'rCL'Jl1 
I!Tllllfmmi'I,'W 

]t>g I l'.:r'>IHial I )r~po~ahle lnC!llllC <. ·p] .\11 J 

I Lm·:ui and .-\la~ka l·luu..l l · ~..: Per { :1pir:r lntcrc.cpt 

Per-.o1tal Dr~pP~ahk Income Cl'l \II 

!Jumm~ tin· y..:ar 200"7 

Dumm~ fur ;...:ar~ ~rtkr 2llll~ 

htimate Std. hror t-Value Pr>ltl Fla~tieitv R.-Syuare 

4.7UX 0.1'!94 23.64 0001 0.9700 

-O.IU5:i 0.022') -1.55 0. I 546 -0.0355 

0.0414 O.OIJ2 J 14 0 0120 0.0414 
-O.OIX5 (!.0021 -X.94 ··.oo01 

5.4:'60 

-0.1544 

-0.102J 

5.4317 

-0.0921 
_() 0150 

0.147') 
().(171.1 

3(J.'){) 0001 

-216 00533 -0.1544 
0.(1174 -).X!) 0.0001 

o mw-l 64.02 .-_ ooo1 

0 0387 -2.3X 0.0363 -0.0921 

0.0010 -15.111 <.0001 

210.957X 22.6727 'UO 0001 

-19.%37 10.7144 -I.X6 0.0920 -IL~572 

-2.2671 04213 -5.3S 0.000.1 

5.6254 

-0.1224 

-O.OX'J9 

1 I 717 

-O.O.i5X 

O.S.\42 
O.J6X6 

-0.01.\S 

5.40:19 
-O.OOXX 

-0.00% 

5.5N.\.2 

-ll.0h')0 

-{1.01.12 

3.6114 
-ll.\155(1 

tl.631 X 

-0.1) 17 3 

-1Ul112 

-0 0224 
0.()741 

3. l 79 I -2.0)1 0.0641 

0.0774 72.65 0001 

0.0407 -Hll lUll I') -0.12::'4 

().(1115 -7.N4 .0001 

0.670X I 75 0.11 XX 

0.0143 -2.51 O.O:W; -O.OJSX 

O.ISWJ 5 25 O.OOOS O.X342 

0.1412 2.61 0.0311 

0.002.~ -6.09 0.000.\ 

0.02.\\6 IXlJ.OO OUOI 

0.0042 -2.11 0.05S9 -O.OOSX 
IUlOOlJ -IO...I-2 ·-·.ooo1 

0.0497 112.:Y1 ~ OWl I 

0.026J -::'.(J::' 0.0::',19 -0.0690 
0.0009 -15.19 ,. __ ()()()] 

0.5X02 6.22 0.0(HJ2 

(UJ2.~2 -2.39 0.0402 -0.055(1 

0.2147 244 0.0164 O.b31X 

0.(!021 -S.::':X {)()OI 

0.()060 

0 ()026 

0.021JX 

-!.XX O.OX9~ -0.0112 

-S.66 OilOI 
.1.5(1 0.00:"2 

-1(,9XI3 5.\.4:'X.i -0.32 075WJ 
0.44,1((1 

2 . .\024 

0.20X I 

-I h6 0. 1351 -0.0.\39 

2.02 iU177tJ 0.4::'(, I 

4 Ol) () ()(13.:' 

-07447 

4 ll."4X 
(l S.:'0-1-

-1.0242 0 49X(, -.2.0) ().(1740 

·l 7(J44 

2.32Sh 

(UIHJ(, 

"1 .FJS -0.51 O.h2.\4 

1.211'1 

ll I OX.' 

.".4\JV, 

ll.lll 92 

11 !.2 O()XJO 2.32Xh 

2. 7X 0.0 I XO 

2."'6 0.01 X6 

4.4(1 ll 1Hll1 

]4.9115 

O.OX4_~ 

-4.4252 ::':.10'::' -::'.Ill 00.~% -4.4252 

-232.SI'120 l.>'J-'J()OIJ -IJ>h 0 1~70 

21.7754 X. 7163 2.4lJ () ()i 19 2.-'}51) 
-.>4_:q-r; 1(1 _ _\-1)(1 , I 0 O.ll!J2' 

."14 2.'0') ](171)29 1.1- tJ.(l]{ll) 

() 7522 

0.9545 

0.7491 

fl..S572 

0.9X5:' 

0.'!2.20 

0.%34 

()_l)X 17 

().l)(l(l4 

O.X4X4 
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Table 30: Dairy Products Conversion Factors 

Products 

Producer \1ilk '1.2 

Butter 
American Cheese /2 
Other Cheese /2 
Non-fat Dry Milk '2 
Canned Milk 

Dry Whey 

Dry Whole Milk 

Fluid Milk 12 

Solids Required per Product Unit 
Butterfat Non-fat Solids 

3.7X X.~O 

R0.4 1.0 

33.2 77.X 

26.6 7X.4 

0.97 96.2 
7.9 I X.S 

1.1 95.0 
26.5 71.0 

I. X X.9 

I: The Butterfat and Non-fat Solids test for Producer \1ilk arc a simple 
average over thL' forecasted years for the weighted avcragL' 
of the regional assummcd tests. 

2: The !\;on-fat Solids test for American CheL'se. Other Cheese. and Fluid VI ilk and thL' Buttert~lt 
tests for American Cheese. Other Cheese. Non-fat Dry Milk. and Fluid \1ilk 
arc estimated by the model. The numbers presented are simple an:rage:-
ofthe results for the forecast years. 
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TahleJI: Ft>der:1l Order I :\on-Fluid \lilk t~se 

[k1<.:nd..:nt \'arwhk l'aram..:t..:r L,timak: Std. Lrror t-Valu..:: l'r-,'11 R-St uar..:: 

lo~ (IOrd..:r 1 Cb~s llll'oobl \l1IJ.. lnkrc..:pt 0.5570 0.0377 14.7lJ 0001 O.Xlll 

' ( )rd..::J I {"lass Ill 1'\on-f'tlO] ~lilkl log ( { "hcddar Chees..: \\'lwlesale !'rice Index 3.()X2X 0.4..J.3\) X.\)7 . _()()()] 

(( lrde1 1 Cia::.~ II Pooled ~lilJ.. Order I Clas~ Ill Pnce Index) 
( lrdcr I Cia~::. II '\on-Pool \lilkJJ log (Dry Whey Wholesale Price Index 0.35JN 0.1121 3.16 0.0102 

Order 1 Class Ill Price Index) 

log ( \\\·ightcd Cia~~ 2 Cl'l -0.69X1 () 1567 -4.45 0.0012 

'OrJ..::r I Cia~~ 2 Price lndc.\ l 

log (10rd..:r 1 Clas~ I\" l'uokd \'I ilk lnt..:rc..:pt -0.6X90 0.0376 -I X.30 <".0001 0.9056 

1 <hder l Cia.~~ I\" 1'\un-PtlU] r-.JllJ..J lug ((Jr<Kk-AA Butter \\'hulesale Price !nde.\. 0.32X3 0. IX64 I .76 0.10!0 
(Order I Cla~s II l'uokd !\-I ilk Order l Class IV Pru:e Index) 

1 Order 1 Clas~ II 1'\un-l'ool M!IJ..J) Dummy for year 200X 0.36)(, 0.111(1 3.2X O.OOX3 

Du111my fur y..:ar 2012 0.6077 ll. 1 l 2X 5.39 0 0003 

Tabk J2: Fcdnal Ordl'r::; :\un-l<"luid 1\lilk Lise 

lkpendent \'anable Parameter Estimate Std. Error t-Value l'r">ltl R-S•Juare 
lu):! ((Order 5 Class JJJ l'uol..:J Milh. lntcrc..::pt -O.hl-1.-J. 0.0470 -IJ.OX -·.oo01 O.X2JX 

Order 5 Class J/11\un-J>oul i\.lilh.J log ({ 'heddar Che..:se Wholesale !'rice Index 1.1 (129 0.4394 :!.(15 O.U2--L'i 

(OrderS Class I! Pooled Milk Order 5 Clas~ I !I Price Index) 

Order:; Cla~s II :\on--Pool Milk)) log (\\'et_l,!hted Clas~ 2 CPI -0.6512 0.2562 -2.54 0.0293 

Order 5 Clas~ 2 Pnee Index) 

Dummy for y..:ars 2006-200X -0.4412 O.OX47 -5.21 0.0004 

lug (!Order:; Clas~ 1\" l'uol..:d \!ilk l11tercept -OJ39H 0.0314 -10.X4 < .0001 0.7443 

t <lrdL"r 5 Class I\' 1'\un-l'ool Milk) lug ((irade AA Hutter Wholesale !'rice Index 0.5431 0. IX60 2.92 0.0153 
(Order 5 (_ la:-.s Jl Pooled ~Ill h. Cheddar Chee~c Wholesale Price Index) 

' Ot-der 5 Class I! \·~m--Pool Mtlh.J) Dummy for y..:ars after 2007 --0.2X2l 0.0526 --5.36 0.0003 

Dummy for >ear~ after 2011 0.2HX3 0.0746 J.X7 0.0031 
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Tabk .U; Fedl•ral Ordl'r 6 :\on-l;luid J\lilk l'se 
I kp~'JJJ.:nt \ ·anahll· !'~lr<llll<C\el l:stimatl! Std. Error !-Value Pr ·ltl R-S( uare 
lug UOrder 6 ( 'Ia~~ Ill !'ooled Milk lnter..:.:pt -I l7K.t 0.0771 -I :;_~9 '.0001 O.X277 

' ( lrder !1 ("lass 111 '\on- Puul \ fllh.) log (Cht:ddar Cheest: Whoksak Prio.:e lntk\ I .595.' 0.3046 :;_~4 0.0004 
{Onkr (J (_ la~s lll'uol,xl l'v1Jih. Order h Cia~;, Ill Pnee lndl!x) 

1 Order 6 (_']a~;, II 1'\tm-Pool \1ilk)) lug (\\'t:Jghted Class~ Cl'l -lJ(J79 O . .t40X -3.10 ().{}1\2 

Order 6 Cla~s 2 Price Index) 

Dummy h1r yca1~ after 2011 -0.4X 13 0.1770 -2 7~ 0.0216 

lug t(Order h (_ Ia~-~ 1\" !'oPkd \tilh. lnt.:rcept -0.9X66 0.1 ()03 -9.X.--I 0001 0.75X3 

' I Jnkr l1 Class 1\" :\on-Pool Milk) lug ((iratk .\:\ Hutler \\'h1Jlesak Price lmle" 0.6)X3 0.2909 2.26 o.o4n 
(lhder 6 ( "Ia~;, II Pooled r--.-lilh. Onkr 6 ('lass IV I' rice lnde\) 

( lnkr () ('lass II 1\uJJ-I'o~>l \1 ill.. I) lllg ()'<on-Fat Dry :Vtilk Wholesale Price Index 0.4X13 0.27tJJ 1. 7.::' 0.1156 
Ordt:r 6 Class [\' !'rice I ndt:\ l 

Dummy for \Cars after ~00." 0.2727 0_111.)1 2.~9 0.0450 

Table J4; Fcdl·ral Order 7 1\un-l'luid !\I ilk lJSl' 
lkpendL"nl \'anahk Parameter r stimate Std. Error t Value Pr>ltl R-SquarL" 
lug (( ( Jrde1 7 Cl~l~s 11! PuukJ r-.l!ll.. lnt<:r<:ept ()_-tl33 0.0572 7 .2) < .0001 O.X20X 

Onkr 7l'la~s Ill '\on-Pool MJ!kJ lug I Cheddar Ch<:ese Whuksak Prio..:..: Index 2.XX31J 0 6XJ5 4.22 0 0022 
(Order 7 Clas.~ [[ l'ookd 1\-lilk 1 Order 7 Class Ill Price lndnl 

· ( lrder 7 ( "h1s~ II '\"un-l'ool Milh.l) log t Dry Whey Wholes;dc Pm·~.· Jnd~·-" 0.567.1 0.14K3 3_S2 0.0041 
Order 7 Cla~s Ill Pric~.· lmkx) 

Dummy for year~ ~002-2004 0_~4~5 0.09)5 2.59 0.0290 
lh1mmy rm years 20lil-~Oll 0.5292 0.100-t 5.27 0.0005 

log (IOnkl 7 Clas~ [\' l'lHJIL"d 1\-lilh. lnterct:pl -0.3025 0.031)3 -7.70 0001 ()_7430 

· Order-; ( "Ia~~ ]\' '\"on-l'ooi!Vlilh.) log ((irade-i\.\ Buller \\'hok~ak J>ricl! Index 1 .24."S 0. 19.\X ().43 0001 

I ( lrder 7 ('lass [[ Poukd \1ilk Order 7 Cla~s IV Price Index) 

On.kr 7 Clas~ II ;'\on-['po] \lilh.Jl log ( '\un-Fat Dry Milk Whok,ak l'ri~.·e Index 0.437X 0.23 73 I .X4 0.0922 
(Jrd~·r 7 ("las~]\' f'ri..:t: Jndl!x) 
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Tahlc 3::;: Federal Order 30 !\on-Fluid !\I ilk L'st' 
lk k·ndcnt \ ariahk l'aramL'kr Lstirna!i.: Std. Error t-ValuL' Pr ··,t1 R-SL uarc 

lo~ ((Ordel lO ChL~~ Ill l'ookd \.lilk lnkrcL'pt ~.kH~9 ()_0442 6S.~O < .0001 0.71-17 
Ord.:r _,() Cla~~ Ill '\(m-Pool Milk) lo_t! (Cill:ddar C'hL'L'SL' \\'hok~ak Price lnde.\ l .JLJ46 O.J l~X -1.4(1 0.0010 

(Orckr 30 ( 'Ia~-~ J1 Pookd r-..11lk OniL'r 30 Cla~~ Ill Prin.: Index) 

' Onkr _~() Cb~~ 11 \'on-l'uol Milk)) Dummy for years beforL' ~007 -0.1604 0.0373 --1 . .10 0.001 J 

log ((Onkr JO Cla~s \\"Pooled ~lilk lntncL·pt -1.3605 O.IOIK -1 J.J6 '-.0001 O.kS21 

OrLkr JO Cia~~ l\'1'\on-l'ool :\.tilkJ log (!'\on-Fat Dry r-..·11lk \\'hole~aiL' PricL' Index O.LJ-1-17 O.Y-072 3.UX 0.010(1 

(Order JO Class II Pooled Milk Order 30 Class IV Price Index) 

Order .~0 Cia~~ 111\on-l'ou\ \-lilk)) log ((irack AA Bulin Wholesale Pnce Index 0.4347 0.2416 I.XO 0.0994 
OrdL'r 30 Clas:. IV Pnce Index) 

l'abk 36: Fcd('ral Order .12 I\ on-Fluid Milk Us(' 
lkpendent \'anable Parameter Estimate Std. l:rror t-V:.~luc Pr>ltl R-Sllutm: 
log ( ( ( lrder J2 (_-)a~~ Ill Pooled \Iilk Intercept 2.0365 0.1174 l7.JS < .0001 ()_7()\(J 

Drder 32 Clas~ 1111\nn-!'ool Milk) log ( ( 'hi..:ddar Cheese \\1wksale Price lndl'x 7.53S 1 I .2lJXX 5.XO 0.0002 

tOnkr 32 Class II Pooled .\I ill\ Order 32 Cla~s Ill Pricl' lnde.\) 

·Order 32 (')as» II !\on-Pool Milk I) log (\Veigh!L'd Cla~s 2 CPI -l.H366 0.4J I H ---+.25 0.0017 

Order 32 Class 2 Price Index) 

Dummy for) .:ars after 201 1 0.5H97 0.1 k 1--t 3.25 O.OOX7 

IPg (((lnkr 32 Cia~~ 1\' l'ookJ r-..·tilk lntercl'pt -0.060H 0.0430 -I _4] O_lXHO 0.7739 

Order 32 Cia.~~ IV \'on-Pool Milkl lug (~<on-Fat Dr;, Milk Whobak Pnce Index (I 7761 0.1627 4.77 O.OOOX 

(Order 32 ( 'Ia~~ 11 l'uokd r-..tlik Order 32 Cbs~ IV Price lndl':o;) 

Order 32 Clas~ II \un-Pool Milk)) Dummy for year 200J -0.2X6 7 0.1099 -2.61 0.0261 

Dumm;, for year 2007 -0.5745 0.1209 -4.75 U.OOOH 
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Table ."\7: Federal Order JJ !'\Oon-Fluid Milk LH' 

Ul.!jll'ndent \'anabl..: Parameter htimate Std. !·nor t- \'a lui.! Pr 'itl R-ScjLWrl.! 
log ((Onkr l_l Cia~~ !!ll'oukd ivld!.. !ntcrccpt I 175:1 0_06:17 I X.45 0001 U.X I .II 

Order .\J Cia~:- Ill !'\on-Poul Milk) loJC (Cheddar Ch..:csc \\'huk.~ak Price Index 3.2."93 0.5059 6.4---1 ._()()()1 

!Order :n Cla~~ II Puokd \1111.. Order 33 Cla:-.~ Ill Prin: Inde_\) 

· Onkr 33 Cbs~ IJ 1\un-l'uol ~lilk)) Dumm;. for ycar 21HJO -lLOI22 0. I :255 -4.XX 0.0006 

Dummy for year~ 200X-2009 -0_3X73 O.OXXO -4.40 O.IHJI3 

lu~ ((Order-~-~ Cb~:-, !\" Puokd \\ilk lnten:ept -2AXX4 IL295X -X.41 < .0001 O.X4JX 

' 
Order JJ Cl:t~:- 1\' :---on-Pool Mil") Cir:Kk-AA Butter Wholesale l'rie..: lndcx 0.7136 IL24XlJ 2.X7 ()_0153 

tOrckr _n ("b~:- lll'ookd 1\-lill.. Order :n C '!a~s IV !'riel.! lnde:-. 

· Ordcr .'13 Cb~~ II :-<un-Puol \lrlkll l\on-f:tt Dry Milk Whok~alc l'ta:e lnde.\ IL755X 0.1449 5.21 0_0003 

Onkr 33 Cl<Js~ IV !'riel.! lndc.\ 

Table JH l'cdentl Order 124 '\on-Fluid Milk ll~e 
lkwncknt \'anahle l'aramt:~er Lstimate Std. Error t-\'alue Pr ,!t 1 R-S uare 
log ( 1 Orde1 124 Cla~:-.111 Puokd \\ilk Jntercl.!pl 1.(1543 ().()437 _17_XI,l ()()()) 0.7504 

· Ordcr 124l"lass 1111'\un-Puoll\.lrl") log I ( 'hcddar ( "hee~c \\'hok~ak Price lndcx 0.(1256 0.3634 1_7~ 0.115') 

(Urder I ::'.--t ('lass II f'uobl \tilk Onkr 12--t Cia:-.~ Ill Pnce Index) 

1 Order 1~4 Class 11 '\on-l'uol \lilk)) Dummy fm ;.ear 2002 0.3137 O.OX23 J.Xl 0.003--t 

Dum1ny h.1r years after 2UOX U.324lJ 0.04XS 6.66 ...:_()001 

log ((( lrder 124 ('\a~~ IV Pookd M1lk lniL'rL·ept 1.5415 0.0229 67.24 <.0001 O.X343 
(lnb 12--t Cia~~ IV !\on-Pool Milk) Ciradi.!-AA Buttcr Whok:-.ak Pricc lnde:\ 1.21--t I ()_jl)')2 6.09 0.0001 

(Order 124 C!a~s II Pookd \\ilk Order 124 Class IV l'ricc Index 

<>rder 124 Cia:-.~ II '\on-Pool Milk)) i'<<m-fat DrJ \\ilk \\'hulc:-.ale Pri<.:c Jnd<:x ]_()77]. U.JJJX 5.02 0.0005 
()rd<:r 124 Cia~~ IV Prie.: lnde.\ 

Dunllll) fur ;.ear 2001.) -0.2X6(1 ()_0741 -3.X7 O.OOJl 
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Tablt• ."\9: Federal Order 126 :\on-Fluid l\lilk Lsc 
!Jep..:nd..:nt \ anahle f'aram..:ter r~ttmate Std. FtTllt t-Value Pr>ltl R-Sl uare 
lug (I Order l~(l Cla~s llll'uokd Milk lnt~:n:ept 1.nss ()_{)l)~l} 1:1..10 '.0001 IU047 

' ( lnkr 1 ~6 (']a~:-. Ill ;\un-Poul \1i1k l lug !CI1eddar CheL·se Wholesale Price lnd..:x ~.4271 0.9403 ~.:;x ()_()~96 

(( lrdet- 1 ~6 ( ·~a~s II l'ouled Milk Order 12(l Cla:-.s 111 Pnce lndt:\) 
·Order ]~(l Cla:-.s II '.on-f'oull\1ilk)) log (Dry Whl'y \Vhok~ak Price lndn ONJ5X 0.241] ~.SS lUllS! 

Order 1 ~() Cia:-.~ 111 l'rio:e Index 1 
Dummy for years after 200l) 0.6541 0.141 ~ 4.63 0.0012 

Dummy for year 200X 0.6JS7 U.~OS5 3.06 0.0135 

lo!;! ((Order 1 ~(l ( 'Ia~:-. l\' Puokd ~lilk lnten:ept 0.11297 0.0470 0.63 05407 0. 751 s 
· Order J2(l Cia:-._~ IV 1\un-l\lol Milk) (,rade-.-\A Butter Whole!->ale Price Index 0.371 s 0.12SS ~-Sl) 0_1)]()2 

(Order 12(l ('lass JJ l'uokd Milk Order 126 Clas>. IV Pnce Index 

· Ordl.'r 12h Cia~-~ II :\on-Pool \lilk)) \:on-Fat Dry .\1ilk Wholesale Price lnde.\ 1.1044 0.206S 5.34 ()_0003 

Order 126 Chis>. IV Pnce Index 

log (Weighted Class 2 CPI -0.54SJ 0.1541 -3.56 O.tHJ5~ 

Urd..:r 1~6 Cia~.~~ Price Index) 

Tahlt·-m: Federal Onh·r 131 :\on-Fluid .\lilk h~c 

lkpendcnt \'ariahk l'arameter r:stimate Std. Error t- \'alu..: Pr-, I R-St uar~ 
lug (I(Jrder Dl Cia~-~ Ill Pooled .\lilk Intercept 1.4060 (),(1443 _11_ 7~ "".0001 0.9494 

Order 131 c~a~~ Ill J\on-J>ooll\liii<.J lug I Cheddar l 'hLt:!->C \\ lwlc!->alc Price index 1.5S~ 1 0.--U 75 J.6~ 0.0047 
(Order Lll Class ll l'ookJ \1ilk Order IJ 1 Class Ill Price lndn) 

• Order I) l (·~a~-~ II '\un-Pou1 r-.lllkll Dummy fur y<:ars before 2003 0.771(J ()_()916 SAJ "-...0001 

lug ((Onkr lJ l Cl.~~~ 1\' l'uokd I\-lilk lnten:<:pt -0.9382 J.n7l -0.76 0.46 76 0_75SO 

' 
Urder 131 Cia~~ 1\" !\on-Pool Milk) lag {lug (:\'on-Fat Dry Milk \\'hole~ale Priee Index 0.6142 0.3104 l.lJ/1 ()_()7l)2 

(< Jrder 131 Cia.~~ II l'ookd r-.lilk l"P! All)) 

' Order 131 Cb~~ lll\un-Poul.\1ilk)) 'I rend from 2000 0.0561\ 0.0217 2.1ll 0_02Sl 

Dummy for years alter~()()~ -IU07S 0.2301 -3.(14 () 0054 

30 



·1 able -11: California Poull\on-Fiuid Milk l!)oe 

lotc t( 'altforllla l 'b~.~ 3 Tutal ',nl1d~ 

Callfmnia Cia~~ 2 TPI<ll Solid~) 

lug tCdi!i>nlla Cla~s -Ia Total Solid~ 

Cll1rornia Cia~~ 2 Total Sulids) 

ltlg IC,dihllni<l Cia:.~ 4h Tulal Solids 

C<lli!~mlla CL1:.~ 2 Tutal SuiH.h) 

Table -12: ~-ational Donwstic Production Equations 
rkpt:lllknt Var1abk 
h't! (i'~tc~ntag..:: of(']a;,~ II Solid~ l \..::d 111 

Fnv..::n l'mductio!l 

(I - 1\:rc..::ntang..:: u1Tia~~ II Solids 
l:~ed 111 Frut<.:n l'rtJduclltlllJJ 

IP!C IC'und~ih<.:d Sk11n '\Jilk 

L·,.,~·d m ( ·h~·c,.,c l'roductwn) 

ltlg (.\m<:rlcan ('hee~e l'ttldu..::tion 

]'erccntag<: 

1- .'\meri .. ·~lll ("ll..::l·~~· Produl'tlllll 

l'cn:<:ntagcJ 

lug (I)J: \\he~ PrudtiCtlon) 

Paratnct..::t 

Int..::r..::cpt 
lotc tl-rutcn Dairy Product~ Cl'l Cf>l /\II) 
lotc I {)\her Da1ry Produd~ ( ']'] 

Cl'l All) 

Dummy for )Car~ a!ier 2011 
Dummy ror year 2000 

lnt..::n:cpt 
log (i\un-Fat Dry \fllk Wholesale l'nc..:: Indo.::.\ 

C'h..::ddar Ch.:e~..:: Whok~ak Price Index) 
Dumm) lln years a her lYlJ9 

llllerc~·rt 

log !Ch..::ddar Chee~..: Whok~<tk !'ric.: Index 

]';on-Fat Dry Milk Whuk~ak Price lmk:-;,) 

Dummy fur years aftt:r 19YX 
lug (Oth.:r Datr;.- Product~ ( ']'] 

CPI All) 

Param..::ter 

lnh:rc..::pt 
log tFt-u;..::n Prnduch Cl'l 

Other D~my Produch (']'] (2000 Ba~e Year)) 

D~11mny ftlr ;.car 201 J 
Trend fwm ~0(10 

lntcrL·ept 

log ( i\ ])t<,j Ratiu * I .'\m..::rican Ch..::e~..:: Production 

• Othet l"h..::e,.,~·l'ruduction)) 

.-\m..::rican l'hec~c l'nKiuet1on 
· { lth..::r Ch..:..::"e Production 

Dumlll) for yem~ atkr ~()()~ 

Dltmllly for ye;u 1992 

Dummy fur yea1 1993 

IIIIO.::re~pt 

lug ll-heddar ( "he..::~e \\'hok~ak Price lndn 

\1o;;ardla Pnce lndn) 

I >ummy l(n years al"ter 199 I 

lnk·rc<:pt 

Dry \\'h~y \\-lwk~ak !'rico.:: CPI fo.1od 

log (Other ("he<.:!><.: Production 
Amen can {'he.:~.: l'rt,duc\1011 l 

Trend lwm J9lJiJ 

Estimate 

-2.1114 
2.24)4 

-I. 7..J.X3 

-0_2(, ]l) 

0 .. 1126 

I 73UX 

0. 7311 

IU217 

16_X 155 
()_0592 

O.X27(J 

-3_XOXX 

Estimat..:: 
-0.0-1-0~ 

I .~994 

0.4369 
-0.0395 

3. \rJ3X 
.o. 129X 

0.0002 

1!.7931 

0.6251 
O.K(J1 X 

-0 0701 

0.911 X 

-(J.3641 

-6.2021 
()_()_16(1 

15--119 

-O.IJSOX 

Std. Error t-Valu..:: l'r ·ltl R Square 

1.XY4Y - l. I I o.n..J-3 O.S 124 
0.)773 J.X9 0_0005 
()_J)(, I -4.YI .. 0001 

0.07..J.2 -3.53 ().()014 

0.1017 3.07 O_\Hl46 

O.IMJ9 2X.42 <_{)()()I 0.5047 
0.2126 3.44 0_0017 

0.05X4 5.51 ·/.0001 

2.01--11 X.3."i .0001 O.X04(, 

0.2--130 0.24 IJ.X092 

()_()()24 U.27 ()()Ill 

0.5042 -7.55 ·/.000 I 

Std. Error \-Value Pr ·ltl Ela»ticil\ R-Squar~· 

0.0273 -I _4 7 0.171 X 0.9~7X 

0_4204 3.0Y 0.0114 1.2994 

0.0572 7.63 0001 

0.00411 -'J.YJ ()()()] 

() --IJ 12 7 .. l..J. .. 0001 IUN07 

0.\227 -1.06 O.JIH)l) 

0.0001 2.16 1).(1417 

0.2695 :'__lJ4 0.0073 

ll..\511 l.7K O.Ol'X2 

IU503 2.--16 0.021 X 

IUJXX6 -0.79 0.434(, 0.7646 
0.2 .. N1 3.05 ()_()0--17 O.'JIIX 

0.0590 -(1_\7 < .. 0001 

.1.7439 -1.66 0.1140 O_X420 
().0250 1.4(J 0.1 W.l 0.0_166 

OA321 J.57 IJ.IHJ21 

(}.() IIX -4.30 0.0004 
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I )ununy ll1r ;. L:ar ::ou I -U.075J 0.0307 -::.-t5 o.o::-to 

lug tCannL:d \lilk l'roductiuu) ln1ercept 7.k2(15 0 20JH 3k -HJ ()()()I tL7lJ'JH 

log I Dr;.· \\'hok \Jill.. l'mduetionl -O.OH-Hl 0.025:" -J.::lJ 0.0025 

Trend from 1971) -0.3416 O.OJSH -9.55 ~ .0001 

log t\'on-1:11 Dry !\-lllk Ratio) lnterecp1 -6.1::27 2.5471 -2..1-0 0.0397 0.4524 

lag (lug ( ( lradc AA Huller \Vbok~all: Pnec -0.7720 0.60({) -1.27 0.2352 -0.7720 

Cheddar ChL:c~c \\'hok~ak PricL:)) 

lug 1 Trend rrum I 'JX5 J 0.9301 (Ul513 1.09 0.3030 

Dummy for year~ after 2007 -0.6734 0.29CJX -2.27 0.04')4 

CPI f"uud lnh:rcep1 0.2395 0.0424 5.65 "'----.0001 0.99k6 

CPI All 0.9497 O.OOH5 lll.J2 <.0001 

Dummy for years alter ::oox 0.0467 0.0071 6.63 < .0001 

Table -13: 1\atinnal Product Domt·stic Consum~tion 1-:guatinm 
Dependent \"~1riahk f'aramctc1 E:.timatc Std. Error t-Value Pr'-"ltl Llasticitv R-Stluarc 
log tOthcrCb~~ II P..:r (_ apita Intercept -UOH7 2.J2HO -0.56 IJ.5k](J 0.79X4 

Dum..:.~\ a.: ( "on~umption) log (Other Dair) l'wduet~ ("I'[ (2000 Hasc Y car) -l.lJH50 () 6720 -2.95 ().{)] 12 -l.lJX50 

CPT All) 

lug (Pcr~onal Dispusabk Jncume P..:r Capita Cl'l All) 4.2911 O.X5Xl 5.00 0.0002 4.2911 

Trend frum I 99(J -O.OH57 0.0140 -(J.I 3 < .0001 

Trend from 1996 * Dummy for y..:urs utler 2003 ().()317 0.0075 4.23 0.0010 

lug (Fl\1/<.!11 Product l'..:r (\tpita lnt..:re~pt 5 7044 0.61XI 9.23 < .0001 0.75N9 

[)tJ!Tlc~tie ( ·urbu!llpltun) log /Fro/en Pmduct~ Cl'l (']'] All) -0.60% 0.1517 -4.02 0.0003 -0.6096 

Dummy fur v..:ars aft..:r 2003 -0.13XX 0.0146 .1),5] 0001 

lug 1 :\meri..:;m Chec~..: P..:r ( 'apita lnterc..:pt 1.3XX4 0.63X5 2.17 o.o:n-1 O.lJ20k 

I )om..:~ tic ( ·un~umption) log !Cheddar Ch..:~s..: \\'hol~suk !'rice Cl'l Food) -0.1 X41 0.0724 -2.54 O.OI(d -IJ.IX41 

log (P..:r~onal J)i-;po:.abk Income 1\:r Capita CPJ AI]) ()_7099 0.1237 5.74 <._(}()()] 0.7099 

l1>g (Oth..:r Chc..:~l' Per Cap1ta Jntcrccpl -O_J 179 0.5343 -0.60 0 . .5561 0.9622 
[)om..:~tic ( 'on~umpi!Oll) lug ( ~lunardla !'ric..: Cl'l Food) -0 6619 0.1605 -4.12 0.0003 -0.6619 

lug ( l'crMmal Di~posabk Income Per Capita CPI ,\JI) l.l90H 0.1 XXX 6 .. 1 I 0001 l.l90X 

Jpg 1 I )ry \\'h..:y l'..:r ( ·apita lntcrn:pt 1.92X2 IJ. 1421 I 3.57 .0001 0.\1560 

I )tllllO.:stic ( ·un~umptton) log l Dr\' \\'l1..:y Whulesak I' rice Cl'l All) -0.1466 (J.(J602 -2.44 0.0270 -0.1466 

Tr..:nd fmm 19:-19 -0.0503 O.OOJ5 -1--:1-.30 ~- .000 l 

log t Butter Per ( ·apita lntL:rCl"j11 IUH7S O.WI7 0.64 0.5241 0.75XlJ 

Dutllc~tic Cun~tunpllon) log ((iradc ,\_,\ Kutter \\'hok~ak !'ric..: Cl'l Food) -0.096H 0.05X7 -1.65 0.1097 -O.O%X 

il.1g ( l'..:r~unal Disp~>sabk lncorn~ l'..:r Capita Cl'l All) 0.57JH 0.1449 3.96 0.0004 0.573H 

Dummy fur ye(-lr~ l 1JX9-1992 -0.2459 0.0471 -5.22 < .0001 

lug 1:--un-Fat Dr~ f\1ill.. Per Capita lnt..:rn:pt -0.1129 0.9557 -0.12 0.906):~ O.H430 

Durne:-.ltc c·un~umption) log (!\on-fat Dry t-.1ill.. \VIwlcsak Price CP! fooJ) -0.270X 0.1170 -2.3 1 0.02XO -0.270X 
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Tabll' 44: r\ational AHra •c SII1Ck El uations 

lug I Dry \\"ht.!) \\ ~Tagc Stocks) 

Tabll' 45: 1\ational Ending StockE uations 

lkp..:ntknt \"arrahlc 

lug tOthcr C'ht.!L'~<: l·nding '-itucbJ 

lug (l)r\ \\-be;. l.nding StocbJ 

log 1 Hutter Ending Swcb) 

lug (\on-Fat Dr;. \1i1k l.nd111g Stol·b) 

log ( Pcr~ona! Disposabk Income 1\~l ( ·apita CPI <'\1\J 

Durnrn~ for yL'ar~ 1994-1997 

Durnm~ for ~~·ar.~ 19N:--l9N7 

l'aramL'ter 

lntcn:ept 

log !Cheddar l"lh."t:~c WhoksalL' l'nce CPI f"ood) 

Dumm~ fur ~<.:ar~ b<.:fun: 19X7 

lntcrcL'pt 

lui). tt>.:lullan:llci PriLL' CPI Alll 

Dummy lor ~cars a tier 200." 

lntcn.:L'pt 

lo~_:{Dry \VhL'')- \\'huk~ak PriLL! CPJ Fum!) 

l"rL'nd from 1970 

Dummy for year~ 2007-200X 

Intcn.:ept 

log ((iradc .-\.\ Butt~.:r \Vholc~alL' !'rice CPI All) 

Dummy fur year~ hcforc I t)')--1-

lnt~.:rL·~.:pt 

log (:\on-Fat Dry Milk Wlwk~ak !'rieL' Cl'l All) 

Dummy for year 2006 

Dummy for yt.!ar~ after 2006 

l'~ll'dlllt.!1er 

lnten.:ept 

luf,! (i\lllcril-<lll ChcL'SC Average Stocks) 

]nllTCept 

log (Othcr Cheese Awr<~ge Stt>cks) 

Intercept 

In!). (Dry \\'l1cy t\\Cl'<I!).C Stucbl 

Intercept 

lug ( Rutte1 A\L'ragc StucbJ 

lntcrcL'pt 

log (1\tm-Fat Dry \!ilk •\\~·r;~gc Stocks) 

IU\333 
o.3ns 

-0.253() 

Fstimatc 

5.X5.10 

-I l6XX 

I J2lJ." 

-0.--127.\ 
-1.20--1}; 

0.7976 

2.79\.'i 

-0.21 7(, 

0.0132 

0.--11--1-() 

XX. I IXX 
-106.2000 

_\ 1.'i.5302 

--+..1120 
-0 . .\.\76 

-0 . ."572 

0.4X10 

F~tlmUtL' 

().()470 

0.9921 

-0.127X 

1.0263 

{) --1.162 

OWJK2 

-1.--l."tJI 
1.2059 

()_2371 

O.tJ53U 

O.l9.'il 

0.0517 
()_()612 

Std. Error 

O.O.'iX--1-

0.2297 

0.1442 

119.13 

0.2749 

0. l1.'i9 

0.1900 

O.OX69 

0.0023 
0.0970 

2Y.llXXX 

."X.2926 

--1-2.7077 

0.1024 

0.229--1 

0.3221 

0.\J II 

--t.::7 
(J.34 

-4.1--1 

t-Valuc 

100. 1." 
-)_()') 

7.X3 

-0.36 

---1.3X 

6.XX 

14HJ 

-2 . .'iU 

.'i.63 

4.27 

2.97 
-l.K2 

7.39 

--12.\2 
-l.--17 
- l. 7_1 

3.67 

()_()()():! 

'- ()()()\ 

()_()()()_\ 

·-.IHHl1 
()()()] 

()()()I 

0.7227 

0.0001 

0001 

,-_oOOI 

O.OIXO 

0001 

0.0002 

0.00."7 

0.07KI 
< .0001 

.,_()001 

0.1." 15 
0.09:19 

O.OOiJ9 

Std Error t-Valuc 

0.!02(1 ()_--1(, 0.64% 

·- OOill 0.016(J 59.91 

ll.05\Il 

0.0101 

0.41--lJ 

0.11."1 

0.2--103 

0.(145~ 

0.32.'i9 

iHJ717 

-2 . ."0 (J.il\ 7(J 

I 112.112 · .iHHJl 

1 .0." () _,003 

7_};() 0001 

-6.07 iHJOI 

2(J.J() 0001 

o.n ll.--1722 
13.30 .. 0001 

Flasticit · R-St u~re 

0.6246 

-l.I6KK 

0.7169 

-0.2176 

0.6X76 

-106.20 

0.4606 

-0.:\376 

Flasticitv R-Squarc 

0.9X95 

0.9974 

0.675X 

0.9557 

il.K27K 
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Tabil' -16: 1\atiunal Pruduct Import and Export Eguatinn' 
lkp.:nd.:nt \-arJabiL· l'aram<:kl F~t1mate Std. [rrur t-VCJ!u.: Pr ·!tl Lla::.ticit~- R-S,Iuare 
ll1g ( Amo:ril·~u1 ( "hn::--.o: I mpllrt:--. J ln!L:Jn;pt {)_2105 iUlN65 2.43 0.027'.1 0_7SX2 

tCiwddar ChL·o::--.<: \\'huksak Price 1.-1.001 0.74-11 l.Xl-l 0.07'.14 ()_()ll)-t 

- Oco:ania Cheddar ChL'<:~e l'rico:) 3 
Dummy for year 2002 0.5265 0.2620 2JJ1 0.0629 
Dumm) fur ;.-..:ar~ alkr 2009 -O.HSY2 0.1560 -5.51 <.0001 

lug (0t1JL·r Che.::--...: Jmporb) Jnten::ept -0.7517 0 OlJ47 -7.lJ-t •'.0001 O.lJ035 
r..Jui'/mella f'ric.:- Oceania ( 'heddar Chee~o: Price 0.2052 0.0-125 4X\ 0.0002 0.0267 
lag (( lther Cht::L'~e 1mpo11~J 0.002-1 0.0002 l)_(Jl) .. 0001 

log (t\lll<:l'iL'<lll (']Jee~e f:.\pllrb) lntt::rL·ept 6.Y32N 0.3Xl2 1 X.l t) ·'.0001 0.95/I(J 

(Cheddar Chee~e \\'huksale I' rice -2.H-10.l O.JXX6 -7.31 0001 -1.0479 

Oceanm Cheddar CheesL' Price) 
Dummy for years after 2010 O_H77H O.OXIX 10.73 0001 

lllg tOt her CheL':--.<: 1:.\j)(llbl Intercept 5.33H-1 OJ-16X 15.39 .-_0001 0.9372 

Mouardla /'rico: - Ocl.'ania C1h:ddar Cheese PricL' -1.1509 0.3X66 -2_9/1 O_OOX9 -0.202-1 
Dumm)- for y..:ars after 200H O.X927 0.2613 3.42 0.0035 
Dummy for years ahL'r 2() 11 0.6765 0.3506 1.93 (J.(J716 

lug II lry Wlwy 1-: \porh l 1nt<:1cept 5.5909 0.0571 97.X7 ~ .OOOl IJ.S235 
Dr;.- \\'he;. Whok:-.ule Pnce- EU Dry Wh..:y /'ric..: - l.H935 0.5H55 -3.23 0.0049 IJ.OOln 

Dummy for y..:ar:--. after 2004 0.5162 ().(]935 5.52 < 0001 

log I Bulin Import~) lntercL")ll -0.0944 O.OK-1-1 -1.12 0.27KX (] 672J 

({irade-/\/\ Rutter Wholc!>ak Price- Oceania Hutter /'rice) 3 O.X52S 0. l I 54 7.39 < .IHJ01 0.047X 

log (Butter l·_xpllfl~) 1nterL·ep! 9.1232 O.Xt\72 10.21\ <.0001 O.X5_10 

({irade-AA Bul!L'r \\'hoksuk Pnc..: Oceania Butt..:r Price) -4.6222 0.9725 -4.7) 0.0002 -2.-104X 

lug (!\on-Fat Dry \I ilk h.purhl lntercL'pt 12..5lJH3 O.X103 15.55 0001 0.9509 

:\on-btl Dr;. \1ilk \\'hobak !'ric..:- Oceania Sl..im Milk -7.1719 0.9410 -7.62 .. 0001 -2.5527 

PowdL'r Price 
Dunun;. for ye:1rs after 2010 0.7-165 O.OH44 KX4 .. 0001 

34 



California Milk Production from the 
USDA Agricultural Marketing Service Dairy Program 

Regional Econometric Model Baseline 

California Milk Production, Baseline, Actual (2013) and Projected (2014-2016) 

Units 2013 2014 2015 2016 

California Milk Production Bil. Lbs. 41.3 44.8 47.7 50.9 

Prepared by USDA-AMS-Dairy Program 



Statement of Lorie Warren 
USDA - AMS - Dairy Program 

California Promulgation Hearing 

EXHIBIT 

My name is Lorie Warren. I am Chiefofthe Market Information Branch (M IB) ofthe Agricultural Marketing 
Service (AMS) of the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA). I have bachelor's and master's degrees 

in Agricultural Economics from the University of Tennessee. After graduation, I worked for 5 years for AMS as 
an auditor in the Federal Order 5 Appalachian Marketing Area. I then worked for 5 years for the National 

Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) in the New England Field office as a statistician preparing regional dairy, 

cattle, and crop statistics. After that, I worked for NASS for 2 years in headquarters compiling the Nationa l Dairy 
Products report. I have worked for AMS in MIB for the last 3 years coordinating the Dairy Products Mandatory 

Reporting Program (DPMRP) and national level Federal order statistics. 

The data in the following exhibits were compiled at the request of Dairy Farmers of America , Inc., Land O'Lakes, 

Inc., and California Dairies, Inc. (hereinafter "Cooperatives") (marked as Exhibit{ :£_ - __j and the Dairy 

Institute of California (marked as Exhibitf !.)_ - __j. The USDA data were prepared by me or a data committee 
of economists from each Federal order office selected to assemble data for their individual order. All of the data 

was compi led under my supervision and are not presented for or against any proposal. 

The following tables were compiled at the request of the Cooperatives. 

• Attachment A shows the formulas for the Advanced Prices and Pricing Factors and the Monthly C lass 

and Component Prices. These are mathematica l representations of 7 CFR I 000.50. 

• Attachment B explains the reporting criteria for the National Dairy Products Sales Report (NDPSR) in 

accordance with 7 CFR II 70. 

• Tables I and 2 display the class prices and underlying commodity prices for both the Announcement of 

Advanced Prices and Pricing Factors (Table I) and the Announcement of Class and Component Prices 

(Table 2). These prices are derived based on the current product price formulas located in 7 CFR 1000.50. 
The advanced prices and pricing factors are released at 3:00 p.m. ET no later than the 23 rd of the 

preceding month. The c lass and component prices are released at 3:00 p.m. ET no later than the 5'h of the 
fo llowing month. 

• Table 3 displays the current Class I differentials by state, as well as the adjustments contai ned in the 

Appalachia n (5), Southeast (6), and Florida (7) Orders. 

• Tables 4 and 5 are the lists of Pool Distributing Plants (Table 4) and Pool Supply Plants (Table 5) by 

state, county, and Order. 

• Table 6 contains the Monthly Mailbox Prices (in dollars per hundredweight ($/cwt)) for January 2000 to 

May 2015. 

• Table 7 shows the Component Tests by Order for January 2000 - June 20 15. These are only shown for 
the orders in which component pricing is used (excludes the Appalachian (5), Southeast (6), Florida (7), 

and Arizona ( 131) Orders). Table 8 shows the butterfat tests for the Orders in which component pricing is 

not used (i.e. , Orders 5, 6, 7, and 131). The tests are the weighted market averages of producer milk 
pooled each month based on test results submitted by Market Administrator, Cooperative, or outside 

laboratories. 

• Table 9 shows the Total Pounds of Eligible Milk Pooled, Eligible Milk not Pooled, and the Pounds of 
Eligible Mi lk not Pooled for the Upper Midwest Order (30) for January 2000 - July 2015. Other orders 

were not included due to confidentiality. 



The following tables were compiled at the request of the Dairy Institute of California (DIC). 

• Table 10 shows the Total Dumped Milk Pounds Pooled by Order for January 2000 July 2015. 

• Table II displays the Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order for January 2000 -July 2015. 

• Table 12 shows the Class I Utilization Percentage of Producer Milk by Order for January 2000- June 

2015. 

• Table 13 shows the Pool Distributing Plant Qualifying Route Disposition as a Percentage of Physical 
Receipts by Order for January 2000 -June 2015. 

• Table 14 shows the Pool Distributing Plant Qualifying In-Area Route Sales as a Percentage of Total Sales 
by Order for January 2000- June 2015. 

• Table 15 displays the Pool Supply Plant Shipping Percentages of Total Receipts by Order for January 
2000- June 2015. 

• Table 16 shows the Diversion Limits as a Percentage of Producer Receipts by Order for January 2000-

June 2015. 

• Table 17 displays the Pool Distributing Plant Receipts of Transferred Bulk Milk Pounds by Order for 

January 2008- June 2015. 

• Table 18 displays the Total 7(a) and 7(b) Plants with Excess Shrinkage in All Orders tor January 2009-

June 2015, as well as the pounds involved in the calculation of excess shrinkage. 

• Table 19 shows the Uniform Prices by Order tor January 2000- June 2015. 

• Table 20 shows the Producers That Do Not Meet the Small Business Definition for June 2015. 

I was also asked to review the Mailbox Price calculation in response to a request from Dairy Farmers of America 
(DFA). The Mailbox Price is defined as the net price received by producers tor milk, including all payments 

received for milk sold, and deducting costs associated with marketing the milk. 

• Included in all payments for milk sold are: over-order premiums: quality, component, breed, and volume 
premiums; payouts from state-run over-order pricing pools; payments from superpool organizations or 

marketing agencies in common: payouts from programs offering seasonal production bonuses: and. 

monthly distributions of cooperative earnings. Annual distributions of cooperative profits/earnings or 

equity repayments are not included. 

• Included in costs associated v,rith marketing milk are: hauling charges; cooperative dues. assessments, 

equity deductions/capital retains, and reb lends: the Federal milk order deduction tor marketing services: 

Federally-mandated assessments such as the National Promotion Program and budget deficit reduction; 
and advertising/promotion assessments above the national program level. Other deductions, such as loan, 

insurance or feed mill assignments are not included. 

• For all markets, the mailbox price is reported at the handlers' average butterfat test (i.e., no adjustment to 

3.5 percent). 

The Market Administrators collect the intormation and calculate prices relative to their reporting areas then 

submit to MIH. MIB then combines the data and publishes a weighted average. CDFA calculates their mailbox 

price using our methodology and submits monthly to MIB to include in the Mailbox publication, as per usual 

practice. 



' EXHIBIT 

; 9 
I 

Attachment A. Formulas for Advanced Prices and Pricing Factors 

These formul as arc defi ned in 7 CFR I 000.50, revised as of January 1, 2015. 

Ter ms a nd Defi nitions: Announced milk prices are per I 00 pounds or cwt, rounded to the nearest cent. Component 
prices are per pound, rounded to nearest one-hundredth cent. Announced product prices and pricing factors are per pound, 
rounded to the nearest one-hundredth cent. T he diesel fue l price is per gallon, rounded to the nearest one-tenth cent. The 
mileage rate factor is per hundredweight per mile, rounded to the nearest one-thousandth cent. 

T he National Dairy Products Sales Report provides current wholesale market prices for basic dairy commodities. These 

commodity prices for the previous two weeks are used in the fo llowing formu las to ca lculate the USDA's Advanced 

Prices and Pric ing Factors used in the Federal milk marketing order program. 

For the product price averages be low, j corresponds to the number of previous weeks. For example, where j= I, this 

corresponds to the week ending the Saturday prior to the date of the Announcement; where j=2, this corresponds to the 

week ending the Saturday before that. The summation sign ( l: ) indicates that terms are added corresponding to the 

previous 2 weeks. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

. Lf= 1((Weekly Butter Pri ce) jx(Weekly Butter Sales)j) 
Butte r Pnce = =.:...:._ _ ___:_..,...-__ .._.!. __ ~---~ 

Lf=1(Weekly Butter Sales)1 

Lf- 1((Weekly NFDM Price) jx(Weekly NFDM Sa lcs)1) 
Nonfat Dry Milk (NFDM) Price= - <-2 ( ) 

"-j=t Weekly NFDM Sales j 

, . Lf= 1(((Barrel Price+ 0.03)1x (Barrel Sales)1) + ((Biock Price)1x ( Biock Salesl1)) 
Cheese Pnce = .....!.=.-'-'..:------::---f-------,---'-:........:.----,--!....------...:.:....t.. Lf=, ((Barrel Sales) j+ (Biock Salcs)1) 

. Lf= 1( (Weekly Dry Whey Pri cc)1x(Weekly Dry Whey Sales)1) 
Dry Whey Pn ce = __,__..:....:..._ __ -=-"----=------'---,..--,--:-----'-'. 

Lf= 1(Weekly Dry Whey Sales)) 

Base Class I Price = (Base Skim Milk Price for Class I x 0.965) + (Advanced Butterfat Pricing Factor x 3.5) 

Base Skim M ilk Price for Class I = Higher of Advanced Class III or IV Skim Mi lk Pricing Factors 

Advanced Class III Skim Milk Pricing Factor= (Protein Price x 3. 1) +(Other Solids Price x 5.9) 

• Prote in Price = ((Cheese Price- 0.2003) x 1.383) + ((((Cheese Price - 0.2003) x I .572) - Advanced Butterfat 

Pri cing Factor x 0.9) x 1.17) 

• Other Solids Price = (Dry Whey Price - 0.1991) x I .03 

• Advanced Class IV Skim Milk Pricing Factor = Nonfat Solids Price x 9 

• Nonfat Solids Price = (Nonfat Dry Milk Price- 0.1678) X 0.99 

• Advanced Butterfat Pricing Factor = (Butter Price- 0. 1715) x 1.2 11 

• Class II Skim Mi lk Price = Advanced Class lV Skim Milk Pricing Factor + 0.70 

• Class II Nonfat Solids Price = Class II Skim Mi lk Price I 9 

*Additional Notes: All product prices are weighted by sales volume. Commodity prices used for Federal order formulas 
for Advanced Prices are weighted averages for the previous two weeks. To obtain the weighted two-week product price 
average, multiply each week 's respective sales volume in pounds by the weekly product price in pounds; the resulting 
total weekly sales dollars are combined and then divided by the total sales volume for the two weeks to calculate the 
weighted product price average rounded to the nearest one-hundredth cent. The weekly Cheddar cheese barrel price, 
adjusted to 38 percent moisture content, plus three cents per pound and the 40 pound block price and their respective 
sales volume are used to calculate the weighted average cheese price. The Class I Base Price is shown for informational 
pwposes only; it is not defined in Section 1000.50 of the order. The Class I skim milk price equals the Base Skim Milk 
Price plus the applicable Class 1 d(fferential. The Class I Butte1jat Price equals Advanced Bulterfat Pricing Factor plus 
the (applicable Class 1 d(fferential divided by 1 00). 
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Formulas for Monthly Class and Component Prices 

These formulas arc defmed in 7 CrR I 000.50. rc,·iscd as of January I, 20 I 5. 

Terms and Definitions: Announced milk prices arc per I 00 pounds or C\YL rounded to the nearest cent. Component 
prices arc per pound, rounded to nearest one-hundredth cent. Announced product prices and pricing t~1ctors an: per pound. 
rounded to the nearest one-hundredth cent. The somatic cell adjustment rate is for C\'cry 1.000 cells, rounded to the 
nearest one thousandth cent. 

The National Dairy Products Sales Report pHl\'idcs current whoiL:salc market prices for basic dairy-' commoJitics. Thc~c 

commoUity prices arc used in the t'ollowing formulas to calculate the USDA's Class and Component Prices used in the 

Federal milk marketing order program. 

For the product price a\uagcs below, j corresponds to the number of previous weeks. For example, where j~ 1, this 

corresponds to the week ending the Saturday prior to the date of the Announcement: \\·here j=2, this corresponds to the 

week ending the Saturday before that etc. The summation sign ( L) indicates that terms arc added corresponding to the 

previous 4 or 5 weeks, where the number of weeks equals the number of National Dairy Products Sales Reports that have 

occurred since the last monthly Announcement of Class and Component Prices \Vas issued. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

. Lt=0
/ ~((Weekly Butler Pricc)1x(Weekly Butter Sales)1) 8 utter Pn ce = -'-"'"----'----;;i;"""'=---:c:-:'----:7-:----~ 

'[,~=olr 5(Wcckly Butter Salcs)1 

It-0/ ~((Weekly NFDM J'rice)1 x(Wcckly N fDM Sales) j) 
Nonfat Dry Milk (NFDM) Price~ - ~"' -, kl 

1 
l 

Lj=l -'\Wee y NFDM Sacs J 

. L7=o/· 5( ((Barrel Price+ 0.03) 1 x ( B a rrcl Sales) 1) + ( (Block Price) 1 x (Block Sai('S) 1)) 
Cheese Pnce = . ,. L7=0

/ -'((Barrel Sales) 1+(Biock Sales)1) 

. ):'1-=or "((weekly Dry Whey Price)1 x (Weekly Dry Whey Sales)1) Dry Whey P nee ~ =-'-'----,::c;;;,.,-;c-:-'--,-,-c-'~c---:-c:-:'----'--~ L;'=0
/ s(Weekly Dry VVhey Sales)1 

Butterfat Price~ (Butter Price- 0.1715) x l.211 

• Nonfat Solids Price= (N FDM Price - 0.16 7R) x 0.99 

• Protein Price~ ((Cheese Price- 0.2003) x 1.383) + ( ((Ccheese Price- 0.2003) x 1.572)- Butterfat Price x 0.9) x 1.17) 
• Other Solids Price~ (Dry Whey Price- 0.1991) x 1.03 

• Somatic Cell Adjustment Rate = Cheese Price x 0.0005 

• Class II Price~ (Class II Skim Milk Price x 0.965) +(Class II Butterfat Price x 3.5) 

• Class II Skim Milk Price= See the Announcement of Advanced Prices and Pricing Factors for the applicable month. 

• Class II Butlerbt Price= Butterfat Price+ 0.007 

• Class Ill Pnce ~(Class Ill Skim Milk Price x 0.965) +(Butterfat Price x 3.5) 

• Class III Skim Milk Price= (Protein Price x 3.1) +(Other Solids Price x S.Y) 

• Class IV Pme ~(Class IV Skim Milk Price x 0.965) +(Butterfat Pnce x 3.5) 

• Class IV Skim Milk Price= Nonfat Solids Price x 9 

*.dddirional ,Votes: All produc! prices are ~reigll!!.!d hy sales volume. Commodity prices usedj(;r Federal order j(Jimulas 

j(;r Class Prices are weighted avcrages_/(;r the prn·ionvj(mr orjil'e H'eeks. To obtain the \W!ightr!dfhur- urjil·e-H'el.!k 

produe! price a\·erage, multip~l' each week's n.:SJ-H.:cth·e salr!s volume in pounds h_r the 1\'el.!k~r product price in powu/.~·: the 

resulting total1reekly sales dollars are comhined and then dh,ided h)' the /oral sale.\ \"o/umefor the./(mr or .five \l'eeks to 

calcu/a/1.! the \1"1.!ighted produc! price are rage rounded to the nl.!arest one-hundredth cent. ThC! weekJr Clu:ddur cheese 

barrel price. adjusted !u 3X JNrcoJt moisture content, plus three cents per pound and the 40 pound hlock price and their 

rr.:spectiw.: sales volume are used to calculate the ~reighted average cheese price. Producer componem pricC!s are on~r 

applicable to orders I, 30, 32, 33_ 124, and 126. The Somatic Cell Adju.\/!11C111 Role is onlr applicahle to orders 30. 32. 33. 

and 126. 
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Attachment B. 1\ational Dairy Products Sales Reporting Criteria 

The reporting specifications for the National Dairy Products Sales Report can be found in 7 CFR I 170, revised as 

of January 1, 2015. 

Tt'rms and definitions: Participating manufacturers complete the weekly questionnaires using definitions from 

the program regulations (7 CFR 1170). instructions provided during the Annual Validation Interview. and 

reporting specifications listed on the questionnaire. 

The sales information included in the National Dairy Products Sales Report is collected for all qualifying 

manu(~tcturcrs of the fol\0\ving products: 

• Salted butter (80'1,, butterfat), fresh or storage. in 25 kilogram and 68 pound boxes meeting USDA Grade 

i\;\ standards. 

• Cheddar cheese in 40 pound blocks, colored between 6 and 8 on the National Cheese Institute color chart, 

meeting Wisconsin State Brand, USDA Grade A, or better standards, between 4 and 30 days old. 

• Cheddar cheese in 500 pound barrels, white, meeting Wisconsin State Brand, USDA Extra Grade, or 

better standards, between 4 and 30 days old. 

• Edible non-hygroscopic dry whey in 25 kilogram bags, 50 pound bags, totes, and tankers meeting USDA 

Extra Grade standards, less than 180 days old. 

• Non-fortified. nonfat dry milk in 25 kilogram bags, 50 pound hags. totes, and tankers meeting USDA 

Extra Grade or GSPH Grade A standards, less than I 80 days old. 

All manufacturers must report: 

• Product with 1,000,000 pounds or more of reportable sales (annually): 

• Prices FOB plant or storage f~1cility: and 

• Complete transactions (i.e., product shipped and title transf'crrcd). 

Exclusions: 

• Forward pricing sales (30-day limit): 

• Intra-company sales: 

• Resales: 

• Organic sales: 

• Faith-based supervision sales; 

• Dairy Export Incentive Program (DEIP) or other premium assisted sales; 

• Cheddar cheese in 40 pound blocks intended to he aged; 

• Cheddar cheese in 500 pound barrels with a moisture content greater than 3 7. 7%: 

• Grade A dry whey; 

• Unsalted and Grade A huller: and 

• High heat and instant nonfat dry milk. 

Prices arc due Tuesday at noon local time of the reporting plant and include all qualifying sales for the prior week, 

beginning at 12 a.m. Sunday and ending at 12 midnight of the previous Saturday, local time of the plant or storage 

facility where the sales arc made. If a Federal holiday falls on a Monday or Tuesday, the reports arc due 

\Vcdncsday at noon local time of the reporting plant. 
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Table 1 Announcement of Advanced Prices and Pricing Factors- January 2000 - September 2015 

Two·w eek Product Price Averages 

Base Skim Milk 
Advanced Oass Ill Advanced Oass IV 

Advanced Butterfat Oass II Skim Milk Oass II Nonfat 
Year Month 

Base da.ss I Price 
Price for Oass 1 

Skim Milk Pricinc Skim Milk Pricinc 
Pricinc Factor Price Solids Price 

Butter Nonfat Dry Mdk Cheese Dry Whey 

Factor Factor 

lcercwt loercwt lcercwt loer cwt lceroound loercwt li>er oound leer oound loeroound . loeroound leer oound 
January $1090 $7 7l $6.57 $771 $0.9854 $8.42 $0.9356 $0.9220 $1.0125 SU268 $0.1870 

February $10.71 $7.12 $ 7.23 $7.72 $0.9302 $8.42 $0.9356 so 8768 $1.0114 Sll696 $0.1859 

March $10.84 $771 56.38 $7.71 $0.9713 $8.41 $0.9344 $0.9105 $1.0104 $1.1084 $0.1800 
April $10.93 $7.70 $6.24 $7.70 $0.9989 $8.40 $0.9333 $0.9331 $1.0098 $1.1073 $0.1771 
May $U.48 $7.70 $5.58 $7.70 $U559 $8.40 $0.9333 $1.0618 $1.0096 $1.1035 $0.1774 

2000 
June $11.70 $7.70 $5.29 $7.70 $1.2195 $8.40 $0.9333 $l.l140 $1.0100 Sl.l011 $0.1755 

July $12.46 $7.71 $4.51 $7.71 $1.4355 $8.41 $0.9344 $1.2911 $1.0 106 $1.1060 $0.1794 
Augus1 $11.95 $7.70 $6 43 $7.70 $1.2913 $8.40 $0.9333 $l.l729 $1.0093 $1.2269 $0.1893 

September $11.84 $7.70 $6. 14 $7.70 S1 2591 $8.40 $0.9333 $l.l465 $1.0091 Sl.l847 $0.1940 

October $U.89 $7.76 $6.66 $7.76 s 1.2566 $8.46 $0.9400 s l.l444 $1.0168 s 1.2380 $0.1856 
November $11.82 $7.74 $6.30 $7.74 s 1.2435 $8.44 $0.9378 SU337 $1.0143 $1.2012 so 1820 
December ~12.13 $775 $4.14 $7.75 ~1.3283 $8.45 ~0.9389 s 1.2032 $1.0157 $1.0259 so 1881 

January $13.99 $7.88 $4.53 $7.88 Sl.8244 S8.58 $0.9533 $1.6110 $1.0159 Sl.0930 $0.2194 

February $ 11.94 $7.89 $4.86 $7.89 $1.2352 $8.59 $0.9544 Sl.l279 $1.0172 $1.1340 $0.2446 

March $12.65 $7.86 $5.36 $7.86 $1.4483 $8.56 $0.9511 s 1.3026 $1.0135 s 1.1402 $0.2603 

April $13.44 $7.86 $5.80 $7.86 $1.6722 $8.56 $0.9511 $1.4862 $1.0132 $1.2769 S0.2406 

May $14.21 S7.88 $5.55 S7.88 Sl.8887 S8.58 S0.9533 $1.6637 $1.0154 $1.3326 $0.2434 

2001 
June $14.99 $7.90 $6.26 $7.90 $2.1033 $8.60 $0.9556 $1.8397 $1.0173 $1.4731 $0.2535 

July $15.34 $7.88 $7.56 $7 88 $2.2104 $8.58 $0.9533 S1.9275 $1.0158 51.6232 $0.2753 

August $15.40 $7.90 $7.90 $ 7.50 $2.2212 $8.20 $0.9111 $1.9364 $0.9730 $1.6521 $0.2874 

September $15.56 $7.99 $7.99 $7.24 $2.2432 $7.94 $0.8822 $1.9544 $0.9445 $1.6696 $0.2871 

October $15.93 $7.38 $7.38 $7.30 $2.5160 $8.00 $0.8889 $2.1781 $0.9506 $1.7136 so 2876 

November $15.76 $9.60 $9.60 $7.26 $1.8556 $7.96 $0.8844 $1.6366 $0.9468 $1.6777 $0.284 1 
December $11.98 $7.15 $6 .32 $115 $1.4513 $7.85 $0.8722 $1.3051 $0.9342 $1.2182 $0.285 1 

January $11.96 $7.34 $7.34 $7 04 $1.3939 $7.74 $0.8600 $1.2580 $0.9222 $1.2895 $0.2902 

February $11.95 $6.99 $6.75 $6.99 $1.4860 $7.69 $0.8544 $1.3335 $0.9166 $1.2740 $0.2810 

March $11.62 $7.10 $7.10 $6.96 $1.3617 $7.66 $0.8511 $1.2316 $0.9 133 $1.2862 $0.2347 

April $11.47 $6.91 $5.98 $6.91 $1.3733 $7.61 $0.8456 $1.2411 $0.9074 $1.2008 $0 .2077 

May $11.26 $6.83 $6.31 $6 83 $1.3339 $7.53 $0.8367 $1.2088 $0.8984 $1.2229 $0.1979 

2002 
June $11.03 $7.23 $7.23 $6.80 $l.l577 $7.50 $0.8333 $1.0643 $0.8953 $1.2521 $0.1827 

July $10.62 $6.85 $6.40 $6.85 $1.1443 $7.55 $0.8389 $1.0533 $0.9006 Sl.l792 $0 .1663 

August $10.48 $6.86 $5.77 $6.86 s 1.1022 $7.56 $0.8400 $1.0188 $0.9025 $1.1098 $0.1552 

September $10.46 $6.92 $6.00 $6.92 $ 1.0805 $7.62 $0.8467 $1.0010 $0.9091 $1.1237 $0.1559 

October $10.15 $6.91 $6.64 $6.91 $0.9935 $7.61 $0.8456 $0.9297 $0.9080 $1.1427 $0.1703 

November $10.60 $7.20 $7.20 $6.98 Sl.0423 S7.68 $0.8533 $0.9697 $0.9159 Sl.l921 $0.2081 
December $10.52 $6.99 $6.16 $6.99 Sl.0782 $7.69 $0.8544 $0.9991 $0.9172 $1.0985 $0.2234 

January $10.56 $6.67 $5.86 $6 67 SU784 $7.37 $0.8189 $1.0813 $0.8813 s 1.1195 $0.2038 

February $10.23 $6.20 $5 .74 $6.20 s 1.2133 $6.90 $0.7667 $1.1099 $0.8287 $1.1358 $0.1787 

March $9.81 $6.04 $5.90 $6.04 $1.1374 $6.74 $0.7489 $1.0477 $0.8108 $11304 $0.1641 

April $9.64 $5.92 $5.37 $5.92 $1.1227 $6.62 $0.7356 $1.0506 $0.8048 $ 1.0697 $0.1594 

May $9.71 $5.91 $5 44 $5.91 s 1.1462 $6.61 $0.7344 $1.0702 $0.8032 S!.0842 S0.1589 

2003 
June $9.74 S5.92 $5.92 $5.92 $1.1500 $6.62 $0.73$6 $1.0733 $0.8043 s 1.1420 $0.1448 

July $9.77 $5.92 $5.81 $5.92 $1.1590 $6.62 $0.7356 $1.0808 $0.8040 $1.1387 so 1372 

August $10.97 $7.07 $707 $5.94 $11854 $6.64 $0.7378 s 1.1028 $0.8062 s 1.2685 so 1452 

September $13.71 $9 51 $9 S1 $5.99 $1.2944 S6.69 $0.7433 $1.1937 $0.8118 $1.5396 $0 1599 

October $14.27 $10 43 $1043 $596 $1.2077 $6.66 $0.7400 $1.1156 $0.8094 $1.5943 $0 1716 

November $14.37 $10.33 $ 10.33 $5.99 $1.2563 $6.69 $0.7433 Sl.l619 $0.8117 $1.5921 $0.1877 
December $13.84 $9.70 $9.70 $6 02 51 2806 $6.72 50.7467 $1.1822 $0.8153 $1.5331 $0 1947 
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Table 1. Announcement of Advanced Prices and Pricing Factors - January 2000- September 2015 
Two-week Product Price Averages 

I - Base Skim Milk 
Advanced Class Ill .Advanced Class IV 'COoc, 

Class II Skim Mil~ ;:, 114 ~Butter ~. cc· :--_ '':Z' ~c.!i ·" 
'"' I ,!lase Class I Price Skim Milk Priclns ~ ~· Skim Milk Pricins _ 

Advapced Butterfat ; •~.Class II Non~l N!)llfoi'Q!'Y Mdk -~ Cl\eese ~ry:hey Year Month Price for Oass I ,..J>riclns Factor Price ,... • ~1 Solids ~pce'J I~ ;:;, -
' - Factor Factor .1 - .Pll , .... :... ;~ 

1 ·c • "!J>ei- C\vtf; .... "'(i>er'o.vt) ... · .. .; (per cwt):'"'iia f.::i:!!iler cW!f= · t.-r-1P'ef pouna)t • ~ Jii"er"cwt)'r.e· :' ~; (pl1l"poundl!ffi<: ~lceo.IX>uniliE;; ~1De"r:OOuii<n: :li>. ~(DVf;ji'Ouna~%: ;:It:~(per'jjouiid );J~ 

January $11.85 $7.46 $7.46 $5.94 $1.3283 $6.64 $0.7378 $1.22 19 $0.8072 $1.3227 $0.1967 
February $11.59 $6.55 $6.55 $5.93 $1.5044 $6.63 $0.7367 $1.3687 $0.8051 $1.2977 $0.1824 
March $11.94 $5.96 $5.68 $5.96 $1.7675 $6.66 $0.7400 $1.5879 $0.8085 $1.3054 $0.1691 
April $13.64 $5.96 $5.64 $5.96 $2.2525 $6.66 $0.7400 $1.9921 $0.8090 $1.4582 $0.1706 
May $19.65 $11.50 $11.50 $6.04 $2 .4437 $6.74 $0.7489 $2.1514 $0.8179 $2.0530 $0.2611 
June $21.13 $12.98 $12.98 $6.21 $2.4580 $6.91 $0.7678 $2.1633 $0.8372 $2.1838 $0.2975 

2004 
$17.95 $!0.95 $10.95 $6.33 $2.1088 $7.03 $0.7811 $1.8723 $0.8500 $1.8683 $0.2942 July 

August $14.62 $7.55 $7.55 $6.37 $2.0952 $7.07 $0.7856 $1.8610 $0.8552 $1.5439 $0.2600 
September $13.94 $7.96 $7.96 $6.41 $1.7890 $7.11 $0.7900 $1.6058 $0.8596 $1.5047 $0.2280 
October $14.78 $8.53 $8.53 $6.44 $1.8715 $7.14 $0.7933 $1.6746 $0.8622 $1.5958 $0.2155 
November $14.29 $7.81 $7.81 $6.44 $1.9288 $7.14 $0.7933 $1.7223 $0.8626 $1.5373 $0.2241 
DPcember $14.43 $8.12 $8.12 $6.37 $1.8834 $7.07 $0.7856 $1.6845 $0.8553 $1.5481 $0.2338 

January $16.65 $9.70 $9.70 $6.50 $2.0818 $7.20 $0.8000 $1.8498 $0.8698 $1.7648 $0.2436 
February $13.79 $7.97 $7.97 $6.68 $1.7438 $7.38 $0.8200 $1.5682 $0.8892 $1.4790 $0.2481 
March $15.43 $9.59 $9.59 $6.74 $1.7658 $7.44 $0.8267 $1.5865 $0.8964 $1.6482 $0.2479 
April $14.13 $8.35 $8.35 $6.84 $1.7359 $7.54 $0.8378 $1.5616 $0.9073 $1.5140 $0.2485 
May $14.80 $9.14 $9.14 $6.91 $1.7092 $7.61 $0.8456 $1.5393 $0.9159 $1.5777 $0.2596 
June $13.62 $8.58 $8.58 $7.03 $1.5266 $7.73 $0.8589 $1.3872 $0.928 7 $1.4612 $0.2597 

2005 
$8.73 $7.73 $0.8589 July $13.89 $8.73 $7.03 $1.5610 $1.4158 $0.9289 $1.4827 $0.2684 

August $14.44 $8.29 $8.29 $7.11 $1.8396 $7.81 $0.8678 $1.6480 $0.9377 $1.5224 $0.2796 
September $13.70 $7.71 $7.71 $7.30 $1.7872 $8.00 $0.8889 $1.6043 $0.9594 $1.4449 $0.2843 
October $14.27 $7.96 $7.96 $7.42 $1.8818 $8.12 $0.9022 s 1.6832 $0.9726 $1.4965 $0.2904 
November $14.56 $8.48 $8.48 $7.41 $1.8226 $8.11 $0.9011 $1.6338 $0.9719 $1.5205 $0 .3055 
December $13.57 $8.03 $8.03 $7.52 51.6633 $8.22 $0.9133 $1.5011 50.9834 $1.4213 $0.3084 

January $13.38 $8.42 $8.42 $7.68 $1.5016 $8.38 $0.9311 $1.3663 $ 1.0018 $1.3979 $0.3244 
February $13.38 $8.51 $8.51 $7.47 $1.4771 $8.17 $0.9078 $1.3459 $0.9782 $1.3895 $0.3394 
M arch $12.49 $7.95 $7.95 $6.82 $1.3768 $7.52 $0.8356 $1.2623 $0.9053 $1.2923 $0.3532 
Apnl $11.22 $7.02 $7.02 $6.58 $1.2715 $7.28 $0.8089 $1.1746 $0.8789 $Ll686 $0.3478 
May $10.97 $6.90 $6.90 $6.24 $1.2331 $6.94 $0.7711 SL1426 $0.8400 SL1698 $0 .3056 

2006 
June $10.75 $6.57 $6.57 $6.16 $1.2610 $6.86 $0.7622 $1.1658 $0.8309 $Ll602 $0.28 11 
July $11.34 $7.24 $7.24 $6.06 $1.2430 $6.76 $0.7511 SL1508 $0.8205 $1.2218 $0.2817 
August $10.97 $6.96 $6.96 $6.12 $1.2154 $6.82 $0.7578 SL1278 $0.8268 SL18S8 $0.2796 
September $10.85 $6.64 $6.64 $6.29 $1.2703 $6.99 $0.7767 SL1736 $0.8463 $1.1633 $0.2925 
October $12.42 $7.72 $7.72 $6.36 $ 1.4207 $7.06 $0.7844 $1.2989 $0.8542 $1.3063 $0.3162 
November $12.40 $7.77 $7.77 $6.67 $1.4004 $7.37 $0.8189 $1.2820 $0.8891 $1.2846 $0.3500 
December $12.43 $7.89 $7.89 $7.39 s 1.3770 $8.09 $0.8989 $1.2625 $0.9691 51.2745 $0.3740 

January $13.59 $9.17 $9.17 $7.87 $1.3547 $8.57 $0.9522 $1.2439 $1.0233 $1.3758 $0.405 1 
February $13.39 $9.19 $9.19 $8.07 $1.2906 $8.77 $0.9744 $Ll905 $1.0461 $1.3279 $0.4539 
March $14.25 $10.00 $10.00 $8.37 $1.3135 $9.07 $1.0078 $1.2148 $1.0960 $1.3529 $0.5986 
Apnl $15.00 $10.50 $10.50 $8.99 $1.3896 $9.69 $1.0767 $1.2782 $1.1655 $1.3656 $0.7021 
May $15.92 $11.28 $11.28 $10.80 $1.4389 $11.50 $1.2778 $1.3193 $1.3692 $1.4177 $0.7709 
June $17.84 $12.88 $12.03 $12.88 $1.5466 $13.58 $1.5089 $1.4090 $1.6024 $1.5333 $0.7623 

2007 
$20.91 $15.61 $14.83 $15.61 $1.6708 $16.31 July $1.8122 $1.5125 $1.9084 $1.8555 $0.7595 

August $21.76 $16.74 $16.58 $16.74 $1.6010 $17.44 $1.9378 $1.4544 $2.0358 $2.0188 $0.7428 
September $21.91 $16.76 $14.68 $16.76 $1.6382 $17.46 $1.9400 $1.4854 $2.0383 $1.9014 $0.6429 
October $21.59 $16 .86 $15.33 $16.86 $1.5209 $17.56 $1.9511 $1.3876 $2.0494 $2.0214 $0.4885 
November $21.45 $17.04 $14.37 $17.04 $1.4318 $17.74 $1.9711 $1.3134 $2.0699 $1.9438 $0.4111 
December $20.04 $15.65 $14.81 $15.65 $1.4120 $16.35 $1.8167 $1.2969 $1.9131 $1.9648 $0.4385 
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Table 1 Announcement of Advanced Prices and Pricing Factors - January 2000 - September 2015 
Two-week Product Price Averages 

Advanced aass ~~~ lldvanced Oass IV ~ 

Base Oass I Price 
Base Skim Milk 

Skim Milk Prldnc Skim M}lk Pricin1 ' 
Advanced Butterfat Class II Skim Milk Oass II Nonfat 

No nfat Dry.Milk Cheese Dry Whey 
Year Month Price fo r Oass ~ , • · ·~ci"l Factor~~ Price Solids Price 

Butter 
Factor Factor 

(percwt (pe rcwt ·'o:O(oer cwt _,, •(percwt '• • (per pound ' ' (percwt (perpourid (per pound (per pound . (per pound I:. (perpoundl 

January $20.97 S16.S3 $16.53 $14.91 $1.4333 $15.61 $1.7344 51.3146 $1.8304 $2.1328 $0.4568 

February $19.68 $15.44 $15.44 $13.69 $1.3660 $14.39 $1.5989 s 1.2585 $1.6931 $2.0126 $0 .4380 
March $16.70 $12.54 $12.54 $10.54 s 1.3138 $11.24 $1.2489 $1.2 150 $1.3398 $1.8092 $0.2673 
April $18.61 $14.39 $14.39 $9.77 $1.3483 $10.47 s 1.1633 $1.2438 $1.2537 $2.0190 $0 .2454 

May $16.62 $11.90 $11.90 $9.70 $1.4663 $10.40 $1.1556 $1.3421 $1.2456 $1.8038 $0.2528 

2008 
June $18.18 $13.17 $13.17 $10.19 $1.5625 $10.89 $1.2100 $1.4223 $1.3006 $1.9527 $0.2686 
July $20.78 $15.70 $15.70 $10.61 $1.6086 $11.31 $1.2567 $1.4607 $1.3479 $2.2156 $0.2774 

August $18.47 $13.05 $13.05 $11.04 $1.6804 $11.74 $1.3044 $1.5205 $1.3957 $1.9792 $0.2690 

September $17.65 $11.98 $11.98 $10.89 $1.7411 $11.59 $1.2878 $1.5711 $1 .3790 $1.9041 $0.2487 

October $15.53 $9.76 $9.71 $9.76 $1.7451 $10.46 $1.1622 $1.6125 $1.2628 $1.7279 $0.2241 

November $17.33 $11.29 $11.29 $7.82 $1.8388 $8.52 $0.9467 $1.6899 $1.0452 $1.9323 $0. 1970 
December $15.43 $9.49 $9.49 $6.18 $1.7925 $6.88 $0.7644 $1.6517 $0.8617 $1.7420 $0.1896 

January $15.74 $11.24 $11.24 $6.04 s 1.3983 $6.74 $0.7489 $1.3262 $0.8460 $1.7989 $0.1716 
Februar y $10.72 $7.07 $7.07 $5.93 $1.1140 $6.63 $0.7367 $1.0914 $0.8333 $1.2895 $0.1701 

March $9.43 $5.81 $5.57 $5.81 $1.0918 $6.51 $0.7233 $1.0731 $0.8!95 $1.1414 $0.1545 
Apnl $10.36 $6.56 $6.56 $5.77 s 1.1500 $6.47 $0.7189 $1.1211 $0.8152 $1.2545 $0.1632 
May $10.97 $7.01 $7.01 $5.79 $1.2019 $6.49 $0.7211 $1.1640 $0.8181 $1.3030 $0.1852 

June $10.08 $5.91 $5.66 $5.91 $1.2517 $6.61 $0.7344 $1.2051 $0.8314 $1.1562 $0.2323 
2009 

$0.2649 July $10.26 $6.03 $5.71 $6.03 $1.2682 $6.73 $0.7478 $1.2187 $0.8443 $1.1459 

August $10.04 $6.00 $5.90 $6.00 51.2149 $6.70 $0.7444 $1.1747 $0.8416 $1.1339 $0.2873 
September $10.93 $6.74 $6.74 $6.25 $1.2646 $6.95 $0.7722 $1.2158 $0.8695 $1.2311 $0.2938 

October $12.35 $8.43 $8.43 $7.01 $1.2041 $ 7.71 $0.8567 $1.1658 $0.9541 $1.3802 $0.2942 

November $12.86 $8.70 $8 .70 $7.68 $1.2752 $8.38 $0.9311 $1.2245 $1.0299 $1.4155 50.3186 
December $13.99 $9.31 $9.31 $8.44 $1.4310 $9.14 $1.0156 $1.3532 $1.1147 $1.5113 $0.3452 

January $15.03 $9.82 $9.56 $9 .82 $1.5874 $10.52 $1.1689 $1.4823 $1.2701 $1.5764 $0.3629 
February $14.84 $10.27 $!0.12 $10.27 $1.4090 $10.97 $1.2189 $1.3350 $1.3201 $1.5578 $0.3893 

March $14.34 $9.60 $9.60 $8.69 $1.4515 $9.39 $1.0433 $1.3701 $1.1431 $1.5174 $0.3928 

April $13.22 $8.19 $8.19 $7.82 $1.5179 $8.52 $0.9467 $1.4249 $1.0459 $1.4049 $0.3821 
May $13.80 $8.53 $7.69 $8.53 $1.5920 $9.23 $1.0256 $1.4861 $1.1250 $1.3900 $0.3636 

June $15.28 $9.61 $7.50 $9.61 $1.7155 $10.31 $1.1456 $1.5881 $1.2459 $1.4115 $0.3631 
2010 

$10.12 $8.25 $10.12 $1.6839 $10.82 $1.2022 $ 1.5620 $1.3037 $1.4726 $0.3698 July $15.66 

August $15.77 $9.49 $7.30 $9.49 $1.8899 $! 0.19 $1.1322 51.7321 $1.2333 $1.4497 $0.36!8 

September $15.50 $8.79 $8.41 $8.79 $2.0047 $9.49 $1.0544 $1.8269 $1.1542 $1.6008 $0.3586 

October $16.58 $8.62 $8.01 $8.62 $2.3594 $9.32 $1.0356 $2.1198 $1.1351 $1.6747 $0.3607 
November $17.24 $8.98 $8.68 $8.98 $2.4495 $9.68 $1.0756 $2.1942 $1.1755 $1.7695 $0.3634 
December $16.96 $9.11 $8.47 $9.11 $2.3348 $9.8 1 $1 .0900 52.0995 $!.1903 $1.7063 $0.3716 

January $15.20 $9.33 $8.14 $9.33 $1.7696 $10.03 s 1.1144 $1.6328 $1.2148 $1.4841 $0.3783 
February $15.89 $9.57 $6.71 $9.57 $1.9003 $10.27 $!.1411 $1.7407 $1.2423 $1.3757 $0.3915 

M arch $18.23 $10.50 $8.12 $10.50 $2.3136 $11 .20 $1.2444 $2.0820 $1.3467 $1 .6386 $0.4146 

Apnl $19.43 $11.94 $11.94 $!1.63 $2.2583 $12.33 $1.3700 $2.0363 $1.4733 $1.9735 $0.4618 

May $19.75 $12.49 $9.26 $12.49 $2. !984 $13.19 $1.4656 $1.9869 $1.5698 $1.6768 $0.4775 

June $20.32 $12.82 $8.76 $12.82 $2.2700 $13.52 $1.5022 $2.0460 $1.6065 $1.6413 $0.4915 
2011 

$2.3770 $13.87 $1.5411 $2.1343 $1.6462 $1.7934 $0.5201 July $21.03 $13.17 $10.10 $13.17 

August $21.43 $14.05 $14.05 $13.27 $2.2496 $13.97 $1.5522 $2.0291 $1.6571 $2.1308 $0.5470 

Septem ber $21.78 $14.16 $14.16 $12.59 $2.3175 $13.29 $1.4767 $2 .0852 51.5804 $2.1529 $0.5639 

October $19.56 $12.28 $11.52 $12.28 $2.2014 $12.98 $1.4422 $1.9893 $1.5461 $1.8347 $0.5900 
November $18.45 $12.16 $11.67 512.16 $1.9179 51 2.86 $1.4289 $1.7552 $1.5328 $1.7437 $0.6121 
December $18.47 511.82 $11.82 $11.68 $2.0191 512.38 $1.3756 $1.8388 $1.4783 51.7788 50.6342 
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Table 1 Announcement of Advanced Prices and Pricing Factors - January 2000 - September 2015 
Two-week Product Price Averages 

~ "" Base Skim Milk 
Advanced a .. s Ill Advanced Class IV 

Advanced Butterfat Class II Skim Milk Class II Nonfat 
.., 

Year Month 
Base Class I Prl<e 

Prlce f or Oass I 
Skim Milk Pridna Skim Milk Pridna 

Pr1dnB Factor Price Solids Price 
Butter Nonfat Dry Milk Cheese Dry Whey 

) Factor Factor ~ 

(percwt} - (percwt) (percwt) (per cwt) (perpo_und ~ :toercwt)~ J peq)oundl- . (per pound) (per paund). · 1 ·~ :(per pouna) (per pound) 

January S1880 Sl3.1 7 S1317 S11 .35 S!.7395 S12.05 Sl.3389 Sl.6079 Sl.4419 Sl.8102 S0.6549 
February Sl7.03 Sll.42 S11.42 S11.12 Sl.7170 S11.82 Sl.3133 Sl.5893 Sl.4155 Sl.6052 S0.691S 
March S16.30 SI0.96 SI096 Sl0.92 SI.635S $11.62 Sl.2911 Sl.5220 Sl.3930 Sl 5553 S0.6531 
Aprol SIS 66 SI0.70 S10 70 SI0.39 Sl.5239 Sl1.09 Sl.2322 Sl.4299 $1 .3334 Sl.5186 S0.6117 
May Sl5.85 SI0.76 S10 76 S9.77 Sl.5633 Sl0.47 Sl.l633 Sl.4624 Sl.2642 $1.5431 S0.6022 

2012 
June Sl5.24 SI061 S1061 S8.72 s 1.4279 S9.42 SI.0467 Sl.3506 Sl.l460 $1.5243 S0.5355 
July SIS.SI $10 78 SIO 78 S8.3 1 Sl.4594 S9.01 Sl.1011 Sl.3766 Sl.l008 Sl.5703 S0.5052 
August Sl6.55 Sll.21 S11.21 S9.83 51.6386 $9.53 SI.0589 Sl.5246 $1 .1588 Sl.6781 S0.4944 
September S17.59 $11.57 $11.57 S9.66 Sl.8361 S10.36 Sl.l511 Sl.6877 Sl.2518 s 1.7545 S0.5350 
October $18.88 $12.31 $12.31 $10.72 S2.0008 $11.42 Sl.2689 Sl.8237 $1 .3708 Sl.8542 S0.5804 
November S20.70 s 13.77 $13.77 s 11.43 S2.1171 Sl2.13 Sl.3478 Sl.9197 Sl .4503 S2.0186 $0.6130 
December S21.39 S14.63 S14.63 5 11.97 S2.0763 $12.67 51.4078 Sl.8860 SI.S112 S2.0717 $0.6450 

January S18.97 s 13.33 S1 3.33 s 12.26 $1.7452 S12.96 $1.4400 Sl.6126 s 1.5442 Sl.8250 S0.6588 
February S18.21 $12.91 $12.91 S12.41 S1.6427 S13.11 Sl.4567 Sl.5280 Sl.5603 Sl.7535 $0.6536 
March $17.80 $12.44 s 11.73 S12.44 $1.6564 Sl3.14 Sl.4600 SI.S393 Sl.5644 Sl.6480 S0.6399 
Apnl S17.66 $12,07 S11.27 $12.07 $1.7189 S12.77 $1.4189 Sl.5909 Sl.5219 Sl.6402 S0.6094 
May $17.76 S11.89 Sll.24 S11.89 s 1.7955 S12.59 $1.3989 $1.6542 Sl.5021 Sl.6803 S0.5797 
June $18.93 $13.09 S12.77 $1 3 09 Sl.8000 $13.79 Sl.5322 Sl.6579 Sl.6367 Sl.8388 S0.5741 

2013 
$1891 $13.50 S12.56 $13.50 Sl.6803 $14.20 $1.5778 Sl.5590 July $1.6826 Sl.7806 S0.5710 

August $18.88 $13.77 Sl2.26 Sl3.77 Sl.5969 S14.47 S\.6078 Sl.4902 Sl.7131 Sl.7201 S0.5769 
September Sl9.16 Sl4.26 Sl3.01 Sl4 26 Sl.5420 Sl4.96 Sl.6622 Sl.4448 Sl.7679 Sl.7778 S0.5752 
October $19 20 Sl4.55 Sl3 22 Sl4.55 S\.4727 $15.25 $1.6944 Sl.3876 S\.8008 Sl.7739 S0.5791 
November S20.20 S14.86 Sl2.74 Sl4.86 Sl.6755 $15.56 Sl.7289 $1.5551 $1.8358 $1 .7938 50.5757 
December S20.37 S15.31 Sl3.82 Sl5.31 Sl.5986 $16.01 $1.7789 Sl.4916 Sl.8856 $1.8774 S0.5749 

January S21.48 $15.81 S1299 SIS.81 Sl.7800 $16.51 $1 .8344 Sl.6406 51.9423 Sl.8583 S0.5669 
February S22.02 Sl6.57 S15.06 S16.57 Sl.7225 Sl7.27 Sl.9189 $1.5939 S2.0270 S2.0308 S0.5939 
March S23.64 Sl7 14 S17.14 Sl6.97 S2.0298 Sl7.67 $1.9633 Sl.8476 S2 0718 $2.3213 S0.6238 
Apnl $23.65 S17 22 Sl6 36 S17.22 S2.0094 Sl7.92 Sl.9911 Sl.8308 S2.1007 S2.2211 S0.6495 
May S24,47 Sl7 45 Sl7.45 Sl6.36 S2.1790 Sl7.06 $1.8956 $1.9708 S2.0040 $2.3695 $0.6751 

2014 
June $22.86 Sl5.58 Sl5.58 $15.23 $2.2356 S15.93 Sl.7700 S2.0176 Sl.8768 S2.2029 S0.6724 
Ju ly $23.02 $15 01 Sl3 26 SIS.Ol S2.4377 Sl5.7 1 S1.7456 $2.1845 Sl.8526 S2.0334 $0.6767 
August S23.87 SIS 22 Sl2.82 S15.22 $2.6235 S15.92 Sl.7689 S2.3379 Sl.8763 $2.0445 S0.6873 
September S23.63 Sl4 .56 S12.71 $14.56 S2.7373 Sl5.26 Sl.6956 S2.4319 Sl.8020 S2.0666 S0.6926 
October S24.19 Sl3 67 Sl3.67 Sll.66 S3.1410 Sl2.36 s 1.3733 S2.7652 Sl .4766 S2.3062 S0.6747 
November S24.06 $13 25 Sl3.25 S11.92 $3.2216 S12.62 Sl.4022 S2.8318 Sl.S052 S2.3001 $0.6590 
December S22 53 $15.39 Sl5.39 ~11 .44 S2.1935 ~12 . 1 4 51.3489 S\.9828 Sl .4517 S2.1872 $0.6441 

January s 18.58 Sll.35 511.3~ S9.93 S2.1787 SI0.63 S l.l811 519706 s 1.2826 Sl.8141 S0.5847 
February Sl6 24 SIO 76 S10 76 S7.64 S\.6719 S8.34 so 9267 Sl.5521 $1.0253 Sl.5857 S0.5903 
M arch Sl5.56 S9.59 $9 59 S7.61 Sl 8008 S8.31 so 9233 Sl.6585 Sl.0213 s 1.5408 S0.5415 
Aprtl SIS.SO S9.37 S9.31 S7.93 s 1.8442 S8.63 S0.9589 Sl.6944 Sl.0577 Sl.5617 S0.4935 
May SIS 83 S952 $9.52 S7.15 Sl.8972 S7.85 so 8722 Sl.738 1 S0.9705 Sl.6142 S0.4600 

2015 
June S1614 59.37 S9.37 S696 S2.0281 S7.66 S0.8511 Sl.8462 $0.9489 Sl.6520 $0.4443 
July Sl6.53 S9.47 S9 41 S685 S2.1115 S7.55 S0.8389 Sl.915 1 so 9362 s 1.6955 S0.4341 
August Sl6.28 S9.13 S9.13 S6.12 S2.1332 S682 so 7578 Sl.9330 S0.8548 S1 .6906 S0.3975 
september Sl6.34 S9.08 S9.08 S5.21 S2 1653 S5.91 S0.6567 Sl.9595 S0.7521 SL7255 $0.3495 
October 

November 
December 

.. 
Pncmg constttuent used'" calculatton. Equtvalent Pnces, computed pursuant to 7 CFR 1000.54 (h.tp 1/ww\. fmm.l30 comfl 
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Table 2 Announcement of Class and Component Prices · Janua ry 2000- August 2015 
Product Price Averages 

~ I-" '~ ll Prite 
Class II Butte rfat Class Ill Skim Milk Class IV Skim Milk Somatic Cell ~-

Year Month Prite 
Class Ill Prite 

Price 
Class IV Prite 

Price 
Butterfat Price Nonfat Solids Prk e Protein Price Other Solids Prke 

Adjustment Ra te 
Butter Nonfat Dry Milk I-' Cheese " Dry whey 

I_~ 
,, 

~ ~ ~ (percwt) (per pound) (per cwt) (percwt) "' (percwt) (percwt) (oer pound) (per pound) (per pound) (per pound) (per 1,000) (oer pound) leer pound) n~ fper-oi;~ndl leer oound) 

January $1L43 $ 0.9436 s 10.05 $7.02 $10.73 $7.72 $0.9366 $0.8574 52.1677 50.0503 50.00058 $0.8820 $LOllS $1.1517 50.1857 

February 51 LSI $0.9658 59.54 56.41 510.80 $7.71 $0.9588 $0.8565 s 1.9849 50.0432 50.00055 $0.9002 $L0106 $1.1067 $0.1788 

March $11.71 $1.0261 $9.54 $6.19 $11.00 $7.70 $1.0191 50.8553 $ 1.9166 50.0424 $0.00055 $0.9497 $1.0094 $1.1093 $0.1780 

April $12.10 $1.1422 $9.41 $5.63 $11.38 $7.68 $1.1352 $0.8537 51.7399 $0.0408 50.00055 $1.0449 51.0078 51.1011 50.1765 

May 512.63 $1.2924 59.37 55.05 511.91 57.68 51.2854 50.8530 $1.5514 50.0403 50.00055 $1.1680 $1.0071 $1.1022 50.1760 

2000 
June 513.08 51.4198 59.46 54.68 $!2.38 57.70 51.4128 50.8556 51 4278 50.0438 50.00056 51.2725 $1.0097 5Lll37 50.1794 

July 512.58 $1.2761 510.66 56.44 51L87 57.70 51.2691 50.8561 51.9726 50,0557 50.00061 51.1547 $1.0102 51.2189 $0.1909 

August 512.56 $1.2729 510.13 $5.91 $11.87 $7.71 51.2659 $0.8567 51.7952 $0.0577 $0.00058 $ 1.1520 $1.0108 s 1.1660 $0.1929 

September $12.58 s 1.2777 510.76 56.54 $11.94 $ 7.76 $1.2707 $0.8624 $2.0137 50.0502 50.00062 $1.1560 $L0166 51.2315 50.1856 

October 512.54 51.2514 510.02 55.87 511.81 $7.73 $1.2444 50.8585 51.8028 50,0471 50.00058 51.1344 51.0127 51.1602 50.1826 

November 513.68 51.5815 58.57 53.17 513.00 $7.76 $1.5745 $0.8617 50.9149 $0.0565 $0.00051 $ 1.4051 $1.0 159 51.0245 $0.1917 
December 513.97 51.6604 $9.37 53.71 $13.27 $7.75 $1.6534 $0.8616 $1.0378 50.0829 50.00054 $1.4698 $1.0158 51.0898 $0.2 172 

January 512.82 s 1.2966 59.99 55.68 512.13 57.89 s 1.2896 $0.8765 51.6181 50.1120 $0.00056 $1.1725 $1.0165 $1.1180 $0.2484 

February 513.43 $1.4696 510.27 55.34 512.70 $7.86 s 1.4626 $0.8737 $1.4951 $0.1199 $0.00057 $ 1.3143 5 1.0137 s 1.1467 $0.2561 

M arch $14.17 $1.6890 511.42 $5.73 $13.46 $7.85 $ 1.6820 $0.8727 51.6498 $0.1039 $0.00064 $1.4942 $1.0127 51.2737 $0.2406 

April $15.10 $1.9553 $12.06 55.43 $14.41 $7.87 $ 1.9483 $0.8745 $1.5443 $0.1081 $0.00067 $1.7126 $1.0145 51.3423 $0.2446 

May $15.72 $2.1261 513.83 $6.65 $15.04 $7.90 $2.1191 50.8780 51.9108 50.1229 $0.00076 5 1.8527 51.0180 $1.5129 50.2590 

2001 
June 516.05 52.2159 515.02 $7.55 $15.33 $7.87 52.2089 $0.8748 $2.1670 $0.1409 $0.00081 $1.9263 $1.0148 $1.6211 $0.2764 

July $15.96 $2.1953 $15.46 $8.08 $14.81 $7.41 52.1883 $0.8234 $2.3175 50.1510 50.00083 $1.9094 50.9634 5 1.6573 50.2862 

August 515.98 52.3046 515.55 $7.78 $15.06 $7.27 $2.2976 $0.8073 52.2188 $0.1535 $0.00083 $1.9990 $0.9473 51.6693 $0.2886 

September $16.24 $2.4519 $15.90 $7.6 1 $15.59 $7.29 $2.4449 $0.8097 $2.1647 $0.1520 $0.00085 $2.1198 $0.9497 51.7085 $0.2871 

October $13.53 $1.6596 s 14.60 $9.14 $12.77 $7.24 $1.6526 $0.8041 $2.6664 $0.1482 $0.00078 $1.4701 $0.944 1 $1.5591 $0.2835 

November $12.78 $1.4570 $11.31 $6.46 $11.97 $7.15 $1.4500 $0.7949 $1.8045 $0.1470 $0.00062 $1.3040 $0.9349 $1.2322 $0.2823 
December $12.61 s 1.4392 $11.80 $7.03 $11.79 $7.02 51.4322 $0.7799 $1.9782 $0.1517 $0 .00064 $1.2894 $0.9 199 $1.2762 $0.2868 

January $12.69 $1.4916 $11.87 $6.92 $11.93 $6.98 $1.4846 $0.7761 $1.9660 $0.1392 $0.00065 $1.3324 $0.9161 $1.2922 $0.2747 

February $12.28 $1.3887 $11.63 $7.04 $11.54 $6.95 $1.3817 $0.7721 $2.0884 $0.0965 $0.00064 $1.2480 $0.9121 $1.2895 $0 .2334 

March $12.19 $1.3708 $10.65 $6.09 $11.42 $6.89 $1.3638 $0.7660 s 1.8342 $0.0688 $0.00060 $1.2333 $0.9060 $1.2087 $0.2066 

April $11.88 $ 1.2960 $10.85 $6.57 Sll.D9 $6.82 $1.2890 $0.7575 $2.0109 $0.0566 $0.00062 $1.1720 $0.8975 $1.2323 $0 .1948 

May $11.29 $1.1503 $10.82 $7.07 510.57 $6.81 s 1.1433 $0.7572 $2.2097 $0.0371 $0.00062 $1.0525 $0.8972 $1.2359 $0 .1759 

2002 
June $11.19 $ 1.1281 $10.09 $6.39 $10.52 $6.84 $1.1211 $0.7605 $2.0148 $0.0247 $0.00059 $1.0343 $0.9005 51.1708 50 .1639 

July 511.14 $1.0999 $9.33 55.70 $10.45 $6.87 51.0929 $0.7633 $1.8095 $0.01 50 $0.00055 $1.0112 $0.9033 51.1004 $0.1545 

August $11.07 $1.0771 $9.54 $6.00 $10.41 $6.91 $1.0701 $0.7674 $1.9021 $0.0177 $0.00056 $0.9925 $0.9074 $1.1189 $0.1571 

September 510.91 $1.0 169 $9.92 $6.62 $10.22 $6.93 $1.0099 $0.7696 $2.0646 $0.0367 $0.00057 $0.9431 $0.9096 $1.1438 $0.1755 

October $11.12 $1.0796 $10.72 $ 7.22 $10.50 $6.99 $1.0726 $0.7765 $2.1839 $0.0755 $0.00060 $0.9945 50.9165 s 1.2020 $0.2131 

November $11.26 $1.0993 $9.84 $6.23 $10.58 $7.00 $1.0923 $0.7777 $1.8469 $0.0850 $0.00056 $1.0107 $0.9177 $1.1111 $0.2223 
December $11.62 $1.1992 $9.74 $5.77 $10.49 $6.55 $1.1922 $0.7282 $1.7506 $0.0584 $0.00056 $1.09 26 $0.8682 $1.1203 $0.1965 

January $11.29 $1.1926 59.78 $5.83 $10.07 $6.13 $1.1856 $ 0.6807 $1.8164 $0.0339 $0.00057 $1.0872 $0.8207 $1.1370 $0.1728 

February $10.66 $1.1443 $9.66 $5.89 $9.81 $6.0 4 $1.1373 $0.6711 s 1.8538 $0.0240 $0.00056 $1.0476 $0.8111 $1.1299 $0.1632 

M arch s 10.54 $1.1529 59.11 55.28 $9.79 $5.99 $1.1459 $0.6651 $1.6648 $0.D206 $0.00054 $1.0546 $0.8051 51.0780 50.1599 

April 510.44 51.1573 59.41 55.58 $9.73 $5.91 s 1.1503 $0.6564 $1.8006 ·50.0008 $0.00055 51.0736 50.8030 51.0997 50.1582 

May 510.43 51.1582 $9.71 55.89 $9.74 $5.92 s 1.1512 $0.6574 5 1.9275 $0.0144 $0.00057 $1.0743 50.8040 51.1394 $0.1450 

2003 
June $10.46 $1.1646 59.75 $5.91 $9.76 $5.92 51.1576 $0.6574 $1.9434 ·50.0ZOO $0.00057 $1.0797 $0.8040 $1.1464 50.1396 

July 510.63 $1.2125 s 11 .78 $7.83 59.95 $5.94 51.2055 $0.6605 $2.5480 ·50.0124 $0.00067 51.1196 $0.8072 $1.3497 50.1470 

August $10.81 51.2584 513.80 $9.76 $10.14 $5.97 $1.2514 $0.6638 $3.1438 $0.0026 $0 .00077 $1.1578 50.8105 $1.5496 50.1615 

September s 10.76 s 1.2288 514.30 $10.39 510.05 $5.98 $1.2218 $0.6644 $3.3180 50.0170 50.00080 $1.1332 $0 .8111 $1.5940 50.1755 

October 510.84 51.2623 $14.39 510.36 510.16 55.98 s 1.2553 50.6642 $3.2815 $0.0311 50.00080 $1.1611 50.8109 s 1.5936 $0.1892 

November 510.99 s 1.2947 s 13.47 $9.29 $10.30 56.00 $1.2877 $0.6663 52.9267 $0.0368 $0.00075 51.1881 50.8130 $1.494 1 50.1947 

December $11.30 s 1.3758 $11.87 57.34 Sio.s2 55.94 51.3688 $0.6603 $2.2997 50.0362 50 .00066 51.2557 $0.8070 51.3260 50. 1941 
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Table 2. Announcement of Class and Component Prices - January 2000 - August 2015 
Product Price Averages 

Oass II Bunerfot Class Ill Skim Milk ~ Class IV Price 
Class IV..Skim Milk 

l'lont;t Solids Price Protein Price -cc",._ Other Solids Price 
Somatic Cell Non~-~Mak ~ pry Whey Cl~ll Price Class Ill Price 

Price. 
Butterfat Price 

Adjustment Rate 
Butter 

Year Month Price Prioe 
(percwt)-" (per pound) (per cwt) (percwt) ~ (percwt) (percwt) (per pound) . (per pound) (per pound) (perf>C'_undl_ (per 1,000) (per pound) (per pound) (Per p<>und) c (per pound) 

January S11.67 $1.5048 S11.61 $6.60 S10.97 $5.94 $1.4978 S0.6595 $2.0875 S0.0217 $0.00065 S1.3632 S0.8062 $1.3023 SO.I801 

February S12.90 S1.8588 S!l.89 S5.61 S12.21 S5.94 $1.8518 S0.6597 Sl.7911 S00090 $0.00066 S1.6582 S0.8064 Sl.3260 SO.I677 

March $14.79 $2.3883 S14.49 S6.38 S14.10 S5.97 $2.3813 S0.6634 S2.0133 S0.0234 $0.00078 S2.0994 S0.8101 Sl.5680 S0.1817 

April S15.21 $2.5083 $19.66 S11.30 $14.57 $6.03 $2.5013 S0.6703 $3.4465 so 1042 $0.00103 S2.1994 $0.8171 $2.0520 S0.2602 

May S15.03 $2.4352 S20.58 S12.52 S14.50 S6.22 S2.4282 S0.6913 S3.7639 S0.1444 50.00106 S2.1385 S0.8383 S2.1266 S0.2992 

June S14.31 S2.1838 Sl7.68 S10.43 Sl3.72 S6.32 S2.1768 S0.7026 S3.1086 S0.1339 S0.00092 Sl.9290 S0.8497 Sl.8411 S0.2890 
2004 

Sl4.00 S2.0613 Sl4.85 S7.94 Sl3.31 $6.34 S2.0543 S0.7042 S2.3625 SO.I048 $0.00078 Sl.8269 S0.8513 $1.5695 S0.2607 July 

August $13.13 $1.8011 Sl4.04 S8.04 Sl2.46 S6.40 S!.7941 $0.7112 S2.4663 so 0676 $0.00076 Sl6101 S0.8584 $1.5167 S0.2246 

September $13.66 $1.9424 S14.72 S8.23 Sl3.00 S6.45 Sl.9354 S0.7167 S2.5431 so OS89 S0.00079 Sl 7278 S0.8639 Sl.5867 S0.2162 

October S13.57 Sl.9090 S14.16 S7.78 Sl2.81 $6.38 S l.9020 S0.7093 S2.3814 so 0677 $0.00076 Sl.7000 S0.8565 Sl.5256 S0.2247 

November S14.09 S2.0559 S14.89 S8.00 $13.34 S6.39 $2.0489 S0.7098 S2.4297 S0.0800 S0.00079 Sl.8224 S0.8510 S!.5886 S0.2367 
December $13.98 S2.0436 Sl6.14 S9.34 $13.42 $6.52 $2.0366 S0.7240 $2.8486 S0.0858 $0.00086 Sl.8122 S0.8713 $1.7146 $0.2423 

January $13.04 S1.7400 Sl4.14 $8.37 $12.52 $6.69 $1.7330 $0.7431 $2.5300 so 0899 $0.00076 51.5592 50.8906 $1.5165 $0.2463 

February $13.36 51.7824 Sl4.70 58.19 $12.74 $6.76 $1.7754 $0.7514 S2.6613 S0.0915 $0.00079 $1.5945 S0.8990 $1.5711 $0.2478 

M arch $13.25 $1.7349 Sl4 08 S8.32 Sl2.66 $6.85 $1.7279 $0.7606 S2.5019 S00951 $0.00075 51.5549 S0.9083 $1.5061 $0.2513 

Apnl Sl3.24 $1.7034 Sl4.61 $8.99 $12.61 S6.91 $1.6964 S0.7678 S2.7055 so 1020 S0.000/8 $1.5287 $0.9156 51.5590 $0.2580 

May $12.78 $1.5545 513 77 $8.66 $12 20 $7.03 $1.5475 $0.7810 52.5965 so 1043 $0.00074 $1.4046 $0.9289 $1.4765 so 2603 

June $1306 $1.6002 513 92 $8.65 $12.33 $7.00 $1.5932 $0.7780 S2.5741 50.1139 $0.00074 $1.4427 $0.9259 SL4845 $0.2696 
200S 

$13.79 $1.8077 Sl4 35 $8.34 Sl3 17 S7.12 $1.8007 S0.7909 S2.4558 so 1240 50.00076 Sl.6156 $0.9389 $1.5156 $0.2794 July 

August S13.95 $1.8316 Sl3.60 S7.48 Sl3.44 S7.3 1 $1.8246 S0.8119 52.1619 501317 50.00072 $1.6355 50.9601 $1.4322 $0.2869 

September $14.35 s 1.8942 514.30 57.97 $13.75 S7.40 $1.8872 S0.8222 S2.3009 so 1411 S0.00075 Sl.6877 $0.9705 $1.4958 $0.2960 

October $14.25 Si.8326 $14.35 $8.25 $13.6 1 $7.48 $1.8256 S0.8310 S2.3780 $0.1491 S0.00075 $1.6363 S0.9794 $1.4996 S0.3038 

November S13.49 S1.6184 $13.35 $7.99 $12.90 S7.52 $1.6114 $0.835 1 S2.2724 so 1606 S0.00070 $1.4578 $0.9835 s 1.3968 S0.3149 
December S13.22 SJ.5106 $13.37 $8.40 $12.57 $7.57 S1.5036 $0.8414 $2.3846 SO. I702 $0.00070 51.3680 S0.9899 S1.3964 50.3242 

January $13.25 S1.4754 s 13.39 S8.55 S12.20 $7.32 $1.4684 $0.8 132 S2.3994 $0. 1881 $0.00069 $1.3387 $0.9614 51.3895 $0.3416 

February Sl2.62 S!.3539 $12.20 S7.76 S1110 $6.62 S1.3469 S0.7359 S2.1220 so 1999 S0.00063 Sl.2374 50.8833 Sl.2637 S0.3531 

March $11.69 51.2666 Sll.l1 56.94 SI0.68 S6.50 $1.2596 S0.7224 Sl.8836 so 1874 S0.00058 Sl.1647 S0.8697 Sl.l612 S0.3409 

April $11.37 s 1.2413 SI0.93 S6.85 S10.36 $6.26 Sl.2343 S0.6959 Sl.9238 so 1508 S0.00058 Sl.l436 S0.8429 Sl.l654 S0.3054 

May Sll.l3 51.2652 SI0.83 S6.66 SI0.33 S6.14 Sl.2582 S0.6819 $1.9115 so 1251 S0.00058 Sl.l635 S0.8288 Sl.l694 S0.2805 

June SII.OO Sl.2506 511.29 57.19 510.22 S6.08 Sl.2436 S0.6753 S2.0790 SO.I255 S0.00061 Sl.l513 $0.8221 $1 .2166 S0.2808 
2006 

510.83 Sl.2298 SI0.92 $6.88 SI0.21 S6.15 Sl.2228 S0.6831 S1.9807 SO. I257 S0.00059 S!.l340 S0.8300 Sl.l793 S0.2810 July 

August 511.16 51.3078 Sll.06 S6.74 $10.64 S6.31 S1.3008 S0.7013 S1.9050 50.1416 $0.00059 S1.1990 $0.8484 Sl.l813 S0.2965 

September S11.74 5 1.4261 S12.29 S7.59 $11.10 S6.36 S1.4191 S0.7066 S2.1346 $01649 $0.00065 $1.2976 $0.8537 $1.2912 $0.3191 

October $11.79 $1.4219 $12.32 $7.64 $11.51 S6.80 51.4149 S0.755 1 $2.0775 $0.2026 S0.00064 $1.2941 $0.9027 $1.2721 $0.3557 

November $11.98 $1.3922 $12.84 $8.28 $12.11 $7.52 $1.3852 $0.8353 $2.2383 $0.2276 $0.00066 $1.2693 S0.9837 $1.3123 $0.3800 
December $12.55 $1.3551 $13.47 $9.07 $12.30 S7.86 $1.3481 $0.8737 S2.4388 $0.2564 $0.00068 s 1.2384 $1.0225 s 1.3624 50.4079 

Januarv $12.85 $1.3079 S13.56 $9.33 $12.53 $8.27 $1.3009 $0.9184 $2.4053 $0.3183 $0.00067 $1.1991 51.0677 51.3366 $0.4680 

February $13.08 $1.3182 $14.18 S9.94 $12.71 $8.42 $1.3112 $0.9356 S2.4125 so 4170 S0.00067 $1.2129 s 1.1021 s 1.3454 $0.6005 

March $13.60 $1.3839 $15.09 $10.64 $13.71 $9.21 s 1.3769 $1.0229 $2.4329 $0.5257 $0.00069 51.2676 $1.1902 S1.3732 $0.7060 

Aprtl $14.51 $1.4727 S1609 511.36 $16.12 $11.39 $1.4657 $1 2656 S2.5212 $0 6008 $0.00071 $1.3416 $1.4354 51.4296 $0.7789 

May $16.62 $1.5776 S17 60 $12.54 $1848 $13.45 S1.5706 $1.4949 $2.9424 $0.5791 $0.00080 Sl 4290 516670 $1.5946 $0.7578 

June $18.89 s 1.6527 S20 17 S14.93 $20 76 515.54 $1.6457 $1.7268 S3.7059 $0.5831 $0.00093 $1 4916 S1.9012 S1.8561 S0.7617 
2007 

$21.40 Sl.6180 521.38 S16.31 $21.64 $16.58 $1.6110 $1.8424 S4.2068 $0.5534 $0.00100 $1.4627 $2.0180 52.0002 $0.7329 July 
August $22.41 $1.5942 $19.83 $14.79 $21.87 $16.91 $1.5872 $1.8785 $3.941 2 50 4368 $0.00096 $1.4429 $2.0545 $1.9100 $0.6197 

September $22.16 $1.5171 $20.07 $15.32 $21.61 $16.92 $1.5101 $1.8797 $4.3929 $0.2890 $0.00101 $1.3786 $2.0557 52.0250 $0.4762 

October $21.90 $1.4162 $18.70 $14.27 $21.31 516.97 Sl.4092 51.8855 $4.1695 50.2286 $0.00096 Sl.2945 $2.0615 51.9227 $0.4175 

November S22.07 51.4147 $19.22 S14.8 1 $20.40 $16.03 51.4077 $1.7812 S4.3081 so 2461 $000098 Sl.2933 $1.9562 $1.9652 $0.4345 
December 520.82 $1.4418 $20.60 $16.14 519.18 $14.67 51.4348 $1 .6296 $4 7061 $0.2637 $0.00105 $1.3159 $1.8031 $2.0976 so 4516 
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Table 2 Announcement of Class and Component Prices- January 2000- August 2015 
Product Price Averages 

OassiiPrl~ Class II Butterfat 
Class Ill Price 

Class Ill Skim Milk 
Class IV Price 

Class IV Skim Milk 
Butterfat Price Nonfat Solids P rice Protein Price Ot~r.,.~lids Price 

Somatic Cell 
,:,) Nonfat Dry Milk Cheese orrWI.!;y 

Year Month 
. 

. - Price Price Price AdjUstment Rate 
Butler 

I! (percwt) (per pound} (percwt) (percwt) (percwt} (percwt) (per pound) (pe r pound) (perpouncll _(per pound) - (per-1.0001 (per pound} (per pound} (per pound} (per 'Pound} 

January $19.75 $1.3389 $19.32 $15.19 $16.29 $12.05 $1.3319 $1.3385 $4.4994 $0.2097 $0.00100 $1.2301 $1.5090 $1.9998 $0.3992 
f ebruary 518.46 51.3080 517.03 512.93 $14.67 510.48 51.3010 51.1643 54.0180 50.0803 50.00092 $1.2044 51.3331 51.8403 50.2736 

M arch 515.63 51.3674 $18.00 $13.72 $14.17 $9.75 51.3604 $1.0833 $4.3331 $0.0493 $0.00098 $1.2539 $1.2512 $1.9575 $0.2435 

Apnl $15.29 $1.4818 $16.76 $12.02 $14.56 59.74 $1.4748 51.0827 $3.7579 $0.0622 $0.00091 $1.3492 $1.2506 51.8164 50.2560 
May $15.51 51.5632 518.18 513.20 $15.26 510.17 $1.5562 $1.1301 54.1108 50.0766 $0.00098 $1.4170 51.2985 51.9525 $0.2700 

2008 
June $16.19 51.6230 520.25 515.12 $ 15 .92 $10.64 $1.6160 $1.1819 54.7193 $0.0826 $0.00108 $1.4669 $1.3508 $2.1609 50.2758 
July $16.81 $1.6844 $18.24 $12.82 $16.60 $11.12 $1.6774 $1.2358 $4.0025 50.0707 $0.00098 $1.5180 $1.4053 $1.9585 50.2642 
August $17.45 $1.7483 $17.32 511.63 $16.64 $10.93 $1.7413 $1.2147 $3.6497 $0.0529 $0.00093 $1.5713 51.3840 51.8699 $0.2470 

September $17.58 $1.8266 516.28 510.27 $15.45 $9.4 1 $1.8196 $1.0455 $3.2689 $0.0234 $0.00089 $1.6365 $1.2131 51.7773 $0.2 183 

October $16.60 $1.8577 $17.06 $10 .97 $13.62 $7.40 $1.8507 $0.8226 $3.5490 -$0.0047 $0.00095 $1.6997 $0.9987 $1.9065 50. 1945 
November $14.45 $1.7800 515.51 $9.64 $12.25 $6.26 $1.7730 $0.6953 $3.1301 -$0.0099 $0.00088 $1.6356 $0.8701 $1.7511 $0.1895 
December 511.21 51.3068 515.28 $11.12 $10.35 $6.01 $1.2998 )0.6680 $3.6390 -)0.0269 $0.00088 51.2448 50.8425 $1.7544 $0.1730 

January 510.41 51.1154 510.78 57.15 $9.59 $5.92 $1.1084 $0.6574 $2.3638 -$0.0304 $0.00065 $1.0868 50.8318 51.2961 $0.1696 
February $10.25 $1.1011 59.3 1 $5.68 $9.45 $5.82 51.0941 $0.6472 51.9139 -$0.0437 $0.00058 $1.0750 $0.8215 $ LI518 $0. 1567 
March $10.36 $1.1664 $10.44 $6.61 $9.64 $5.18 $1.1594 50.6423 $2.1973 -$0 .0339 $0.00063 $L1289 50.8166 $1.2611 50.1662 

April $10.49 $1.2119 510.78 $6.80 $9.82 55.81 $1.2049 $0.6452 52.2009 -50.0043 $0.00064 SL1665 50.8195 $1.2771 $0.1949 

May $ 10.71 $1.2718 $9.84 $5.61 $10.14 55.92 51.2648 $0.6574 $1.7454 50.0336 $0.00058 $1.2159 $0.8318 51.1553 50.2317 
June $10.79 s 1.2614 $9 .97 $5.78 $10.22 $6.04 51.2544 $0.6715 $1.7283 $0.0723 $0.00057 $1.2073 50.8461 $1.1466 $0.2693 

2009 
$10.87 $5.82 $1.6970 50.2912 July $1.2508 59.97 $10.15 56.01 $1.2438 $0.6677 $0.0949 $0.00057 $1.1986 $0.8422 51.1334 

August $10.86 s 1.2561 $11.20 $ 7.08 $10.38 $6.23 $1.2491 $0.6918 $ 2.1009 $0.0962 $0.00063 $1.2030 $0.8666 51.2605 50.2925 
September $11.01 $1.2296 $12.11 $8.12 $11.1 5 $7.12 $1.2226 $0.7906 $2.4243 $0.1018 $0.00068 $1.1811 $0.9664 $1.3522 $0.2979 

October $11.93 $1.2822 5 IZ.82 58.66 $11.86 57.66 51.2752 $0.8506 $2.5584 $0.1228 $0.00071 $1.2245 $1.0270 51.4 110 50.3183 

November $13.24 51.4726 514.08 $9.27 $13.25 $8.41 $ 1.4656 $0.9348 $ 2.6991 $0.1524 $0 .00076 $1.3817 $1.1120 $1.5169 50.3471 
December 514.25 $1.5503 514.98 59.93 $15.01 59.96 51.5433 $l.I068 $2.8751 $0.1727 50 .00080 $1.4459 51.2858 $1.5969 50.3668 

January $15.22 $1.4475 $14.50 $9.80 $13.85 59.13 51.4405 $ 1.0148 $2.7916 50.1946 $0 .00077 $1.3610 5L1929 51.5374 $0.3880 

February 515.65 $1.4474 514.28 $9.57 5 12.90 $8. 14 $1.4404 $0.9043 $2.7066 50.1992 50.00076 $1.3609 51.0812 51.5110 $0.3925 
M arch $14.46 $1.54 17 $12.78 $ 7.68 $12.92 57.82 $1.5347 $0.8688 $2.1311 $0.1823 $0.00068 $1.4388 $1.0454 $1.3632 $0.3761 
April $13.78 $1.5883 $12.92 $ 7.65 513.73 58.49 $1.5813 $0.9435 $2.1449 $0.1702 $0.00069 $1.4773 5LI208 51.3827 $0.3643 

May $14.90 $1.7128 $13.38 $7.68 $ 15.29 59.66 $1.7058 $1.0734 $2.1523 $0.1704 $0.00071 $1.5801 $1.2520 51.4257 $0.3645 

2010 
June $16.01 $1.7304 $13.62 57.86 515.45 59.76 51.7234 $1.0843 $2.2040 $0.1748 $0.00072 $1.5946 $1.2631 51.4475 50.3688 
July 517.10 51.9034 513.74 $ 7.36 515.75 59.44 $1.8964 $1.0493 $2.0515 $0.1700 $0.00073 $1.7375 $1.2277 51.4567 50.3641 

August $16.98 $2.0406 515.18 58.35 515.61 58.80 52.0336 $0.9780 $2.3788 $0.1647 $0.00080 51.8508 5l.l557 51.6031 $0.3590 

September $17.60 $2.4114 $16.26 58.13 516.76 $8.65 $2.4044 $0.9608 $2.3057 $0.1673 $0 .00085 $2.1570 51.1383 51.7016 $0.3615 
October $17.57 $2.4506 $16.94 $8.69 517.15 58.91 $2.4436 $0.9896 $2.4739 $0.1736 $0.00088 $2.1893 51.1674 $1.7666 $0.3676 

November 517.21 $2.2492 $15.44 $7.87 $16.68 59.15 $2.2422 $1.0172 $2.1981 50.1797 $0.00081 $2.0230 51.1953 $1.6152 $0.3736 
December $15.77 51.8022 $13.83 57.82 $15.Q3 $9.06 $1.7952 $1.0068 $2.1706 $0.1852 $0.00073 $1.6539 511848 $1.4606 $0.3789 

January $16.79 $2.0309 $13.48 $6.63 $16.42 $9.67 $2.0239 $1.0743 $1.7590 $0.2002 $0 .00070 s 1.8428 51.2530 51.4076 $0.3935 

february 517.97 52.3037 517.00 59.29 $18.40 $10.74 $2.2967 $1.1930 52.5586 $0.2310 $0.00087 $2.0680 51.3728 $1.7449 $0.4234 

M arch $18.83 $2.2929 $19.40 $11.81 $19.41 $11.82 $2.2859 51.3134 53.3024 50.2665 50.00099 52.0591 51.4945 $1.9722 $0.4578 
April $19.66 $2.2183 $16.87 $9.46 $19.78 $12.48 $2.2113 $1.3862 52.4984 50.2902 50.00085 $1.9975 51.5680 $1.6983 50.4808 

May 520.63 $2.2567 $16.52 $8.96 $20.29 5 12.87 52.2497 $1.4298 $2.3133 $0 .3026 50.00083 52.0292 51.6120 $1.6534 $0.4929 

2011 
June $21.37 $2.3772 519.11 $11.21 $21.05 $13.22 $2.3702 $1.4694 $2.9807 50.3339 50.00095 52.1287 51.6520 51.8999 $0.5233 

July $21.29 $2.2581 $21.39 514.00 $20.33 512.90 52.2511 $1.4336 $3.8292 50.3608 $0.00106 52.0304 51.6159 $2. 1243 $0.5494 

August 52 1.55 $2.3055 521.67 $14.12 $20 .14 512.53 52.2985 51.3920 $3.8 305 $0.3811 $0.00107 52.0695 51.5739 $2.1402 $0.569 1 

September 520.55 $2.2075 519.07 $11.78 519.53 512.26 52.2005 51.3623 $3.0282 50.4053 $0.00093 51.9886 51.5439 51.8592 $0.5926 

October $19.4 1 51.9662 $18.03 $11.58 $18.41 5 11.97 51.9592 $1.3297 $2.9211 50.4286 $0.00087 51.7893 51.5109 $1.7471 50.6152 

November 519.26 51.9578 $19.07 512.69 517.87 $11.44 51.9508 51.2716 $3.2341 50.4521 50.00092 $1.7824 $1.4522 $1.8415 50.6380 
December 518.08 $1.7513 $18.77 $13.12 516.87 $11.16 $1.7443 $1.2398 53.3404 50.4683 50.00090 51.6119 51.420 1 51.8070 50.6538 
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Table 2. Announcement of Class and Component Prices - January 2000- August 2015 
Product Pr ice Averages 

Class II Butterfat 
Class 111 Price 

£ lass Ill Skim Milk "'~~a~~ Price •jj 
.crass IV Skim Milk 

• Butierffi Prf~ J; N:;~~ Solids Pri<~ · .,., Protein Prlce ~ "·-': ~ Somatic Ceil.' ' l;~utte; :- <> Nonf.rt i5'i-; ~ilk} ii'• '· Class II Price illt~r Solids J:ifce IC' AdjUstment R~fil"' Cheese Dry Whey • 
Year Month Price -~ Price ·• Price -~- .= ' - -"' "t~ ~-;._. 

(percwt) (per pound) (percwt) c (per cwt) • (percwth ' (per cwt) ~ - (per pound) ,, (per pound) (per pound) . 'f (per poUnd)! . roen.ooo) ~ _"_ (per pound) (perpo\md)~ ,t I" (per pound) ·'(per pound) 

January $17.67 $1.7249 $17.05 $11.44 $16.56 $10.93 $1.7178 $1.2141 $2.7326 $0.5032 $0.00080 $1.5900 $1.3942 $1.6097 $0.6876 
February $16.94 $1.5809 $16.06 $10.93 $15.92 $10.79 $1.5739 SLI993 $2.6627 $0.4541 $0.00077 $1.4712 $1.3792 $1.5410 $0.6400 
March $16.59 $1.5367 $15.72 $10.74 $15.35 $10.36 $1.5297 $1.1516 $2.6571 $0.4239 $0.00076 $1.4347 $1.3310 s 1.5248 $0.6107 
Apnl $16.20 $1.57 15 $15.72 $10.62 $14.80 $9.66 $1.5645 $1.0728 $2.6568 $0.4048 $0.00077 $1.4634 $1.2514 s 1.5634 $0.5921 
May $15.19 $1.4532 $15.23 $10.54 $13.55 $8.80 $1.4462 $0.9774 $2.7344 $0.3500 $0.00076 $1.3657 $1.1551 $1.5215 $0.5389 

2012 
June $14.32 $1.4936 $15.63 $10.81 $13.24 $8.33 $1.4866 $0.9252 $2.8952 $0.3113 $0.00079 $1.3991 $1.1023 s 1.5846 $0.5013 
July $14.51 $1.6626 $16.68 $11.28 $14.45 $8.97 $1.6556 $0.9965 $3.0430 $0.3123 $0.00089 $1.5386 $1.1744 $1.6857 $0.5023 
August $15.64 $1.8409 $17.73 $11.72 $15.76 $9.68 $1.8339 $1.0756 $3.1211 $0.3462 $0.00088 $1.6859 $1.2543 $1.7682 $0.5352 
September $17.04 $2.0117 $19.00 $12.42 $17.41 $10.77 $2.0047 $1.1969 $3.25 21 $0.3971 $0.00093 $1.8269 $1.3768 $1.8647 $0.5846 
October $18.44 52.1206 $21.02 $14.12 $18.54 $11.55 $2.1136 $1.2828 $3.7278 $0.4340 $0.00102 $1.9168 $1.4636 $2.0479 $0.6205 
November $18.81 $2.0288 $20.83 $14.25 $18.66 $12.00 $2.0218 s 1.3330 $3.7172 $0.4624 $0.00101 $1.8410 $1.5143 52.0146 $0.6480 
December $18.30 $1.7346 $18.66 $13.07 $17.83 $12.21 $1.7276 $1.3569 $3.3113 $0.4758 $0.00090 $1.5981 $1.5384 $1.7925 $0.6610 

Januarv $18.19 $1.6238 $18.14 $12.93 $17.63 $12.41 $1 6168 51.3784 $3.2862 $0.4647 $0.00087 $1.5066 $1.5601 $1.7485 $0.6503 
February s 18.49 s 1.6689 $17.25 511 .85 $17.75 $12.37 $1.6619 $1.3742 $ 2.9609 $0.4534 $0.00083 $1.5438 $1.5559 $1.6623 $0.6393 
March $18.82 s 1.7546 $16 .93 $11 .21 517.75 $12.06 $1.7476 $1 .3395 $2.8204 $0.4179 $0.00082 $1.6146 $1.5208 $1.6467 $0.6048 
Apr il $18.73 $1.8297 $17.59 $11.62 $18.10 $12.15 $1.8227 $1.3498 $3.0130 $0.3863 $0.00087 $1.6766 $1.5312 $1.7310 $0.5741 
May $18.43 $1.7954 $18.52 $12.71 $18.89 $13.09 $1.7884 $1 .4549 $3.3597 $0.3887 $0.00091 $1 .6483 $1.6374 $1.8274 $0.5765 
June $18.43 $ 1.6669 $18.02 $12.65 $18.88 $13.54 $1.6599 $1.5048 $3.3455 $0.3859 $0.00089 $1.5422 $1.6878 $1.7810 $0.5738 

2013 
July $19.22 $1.5763 $17.38 $12.32 $18.90 $13.89 $1.5693 $1.5438 $3.2257 $0.3927 $0.00086 $1.4674 $1.7272 $1.7142 $0.5804 
August $19.27 $1.5174 $17.91 513.08 $19.07 514.28 51.5104 $1.5868 53.4775 $0.3901 50.00089 51.418 7 $1.7706 51.7731 $0.5778 
September 519.78 $1.5266 $18.14 $13.29 $19.43 $14.62 $1.5196 $1.6243 $3.5419 $0.3914 $0.00090 $1.4263 $1.8085 $1 .7961 $0.5791 
October $20.56 $1.6708 $18.22 $12.85 $20.17 $14.87 $1.6638 $1.65 21 $3.4107 $0.3852 $0.00090 $1.5454 $1 .8366 $1 .8025 $0.5731 
November $20.76 $1.6406 $18.83 $13.59 $20.52 $1 5.34 $1 .633& $1.7042 $3.6316 $0.3955 50.00093 $1.5205 $1.8892 $1.8612 $0.5831 
December $21.66 $1.7742 $18.95 $13.23 $21.54 $15.91 $1.7672 $1.7680 $3.5390 $0.3826 $0.00094 $1.6308 $1.9537 $1.8761 $0.5706 

January $22.21 $1.7944 $21.15 $1$.43 $22.29 $16.62 $1.7874 $1.8470 $4.1870 $0.4155 $0.00104 $1.6475 $2.0335 $2.0838 $0.6025 
February $23.73 $2.01 79 $23.35 $1&.90 $23.46 $17.02 $2.0109 $1.8914 $4.6044 $0.4453 $0.00114 $1.8320 $2.0783 $2.2864 $0.6314 
March $24.22 $2.0472 $23.33 $16.78 $23.66 $17.12 $2.0402 $1.9027 $4.5172 $0 .4700 $0.00113 $1.85&2 $2.0897 $2.2689 $0.&554 
Apnl $24.74 $2.1277 $24.31 $17.50 $23.34 $16.50 $2.1207 $1.8328 $4.7089 $0.4926 $0.00118 $1.9227 $2.0191 $2.3547 $0.6774 
May $24.44 $2.2791 $22.57 $15.15 $22.65 $15.23 $2.2721 $1.6919 $3.9553 $0.4897 50.00109 $2.0500 $1.8800 $2.1703 $0.6745 

2014 
June $23.94 $2.4483 $21.36 $13.28 $23.13 $15.11 $2.4413 $1.6785 $3.3437 $0.4942 $0.00102 $2.1874 $1.8633 $2.0358 $0.6789 
July $24.41 $2.6419 $21.60 $12.83 $23.78 $15.09 $2.6349 $1.6770 53.1798 $0 .5046 $0.00102 $2.3473 $1.8&17 $2.0482 $0.6890 
August $25.34 $2.8518 522.25 $12.74 $23.89 $14.44 $2.8448 $1.6047 $3.1496 $0.5036 $0.00105 $2.5206 $1.7887 $2.1074 $0.6880 
September $2&.11 $2.5370 $24.&0 $13.72 $22.58 $11.62 $3.2467 $1.29 10 $3.4991 $0.4876 $0.00117 $2.8525 $1.4718 $2.3472 $0.6725 
October $21.93 $2.8577 $23.8 2 $14.34 $21.35 $11.78 $2.8507 $1.3090 $3.7362 $0 .4670 $0.00115 $2.5255 $1.4900 $2.2914 $0.6525 
November $19.91 $2.2081 $21.94 $14.75 $18.21 $10.89 $2.201 1 $1.2101 $3.9018 $0.4505 $0.00107 $1.9891 $1.3902 $2. 1305 $0.6365 
December $19.09 $2.1061 $17.82 510.85 $16.70 $9.69 $2.099 1 $1.0767 $2.7387 $0.3996 $0.00087 $1.9049 $1.2554 $1.7362 $0.5871 

January $16.18 $1.6925 $16.18 $10.63 $13.23 $7.60 $1.6855 50.8439 $2.6731 $0.4001 $0 .00079 $1.5633 $1.0202 $1.5807 $0.5875 
February $14.48 $1.8366 $15.46 59.39 $13.82 $7.69 $1.8296 $0.8544 $2.4051 $0.3273 $0.00077 $1.6823 $1.0308 s 1.5446 $0.5169 
March $14.50 $1.8514 $15.56 $9.43 $13.80 $7.61 $1.8444 50.8454 $2.4875 $0.2918 $0.00079 $1.6945 $1.0217 $1 5750 $0.4824 
Apnl $14 .98 $1.9010 $15.81 $9.51 $13.51 $7.13 $1.8940 $0.7926 $2.5551 $0.2698 $0.00081 $1.7355 $0.9684 $1.6122 $0.4610 
May $14.81 $2.0669 $16.19 $9.31 $13.91 $6.94 $1.0599 $0.7708 $2.520& $0.2533 $0.00083 $1.8725 $0.9464 $1.6557 $0.4450 

2015 
June $14.77 $2.1081 $1&.72 $9.71 $13.90 $6.78 $2.101 1 $0.7$29 $2.6915 $0.2322 $0.00086 $1.9065 $0.9283 $1.7222 $0.4245 
July $14.70 $2.1195 $16.33 $9.26 $13.15 $5.96 $2.1125 $0.662 1 $2.6070 $0.2004 $0 .00085 $1.9159 $0.8366 $1.6997 $0.3937 
August $14 54 $2.2744 $16.27 $8.64 $12.90 $5.14 $2.2674 $0.5707 $2.5692 $0.1151 $0.00087 $2.0438 $0.7443 51.7386 $0.3108 
September 

October 

November 
December 

Pnc1ng const ituent used 1n calculation. Equ1valent Pnces, computed pursuant to 7 CFR 1000.54 (http .//www .fmma30.coml). 
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Table 3. Class I Differentials ($/CWT) 
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01 001 01001 $3.30 $0.50 $3.80 AL Autauga 

01 003 01003 $3.50 $0.50 $4.00 AL Baldwin 

01 005 01005 $3.45 $0.55 $4.00 AL Barbour 

01 007 01007 $3.10 $0 .30 $3.40 AL Bibb 

01 009 01009 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 AL Blount 

01 011 01011 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 AL Bullock 

01 013 01013 $3.45 $0.55 $4.00 AL Butler 

01 015 01015 $3. 10 $0 .30 $3.40 AL Calhoun 

01 017 01017 $3.10 $0 .70 $3.80 AL Chambers 

01 019 01019 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 AL Cherokee 

01 021 01021 $3.10 $0 .70 $3.80 AL Chilton 

01 023 01023 $3.30 $0.50 $3.80 AL Choctaw 

01 025 01025 $3.45 $0.35 $3.80 AL Clarke 

01 027 01027 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 AL Clay 

01 029 01029 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 AL Cleburne 

01 031 01031 $3.45 $0.85 $4.30 AL Coffee 

01 033 01033 $2 .90 $0.30 $3.20 AL Colbert 

01 035 01035 $3 .45 $0.55 $4.00 AL Conecuh 

01 037 01037 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 AL Coosa 

01 039 01039 $3.45 $0.55 $4.00 AL Covington 

01 041 01041 $3.45 $0.55 $4.00 AL Crenshaw 

01 043 01043 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 AL Cullman 

01 045 01045 $3.45 $0.85 $4.30 AL Dale 

01 047 01047 $3.30 $0.50 $3.80 AL Da llas 

01 049 01049 $2.90 $0.40 $3.30 AL DeKalb 

01 051 01051 $3.30 $0.50 $3.80 AL Elmore 

01 053 01053 $3.45 $0.55 $4.00 AL Escambia 

01 055 01055 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 AL Etowah 

01 057 01057 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 AL Fayette 

01 059 01059 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 AL Franklin 

01 061 01061 $3.45 $0.85 $4.30 AL Geneva 

01 063 01063 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 AL Greene 

01 065 01065 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 AL Hale 

01 067 01067 $3.45 $0.85 $4.30 AL Henry 

01 069 01069 $3.45 $0.85 $4.30 AL Houston 

01 071 01071 $2.90 $0.40 $3.30 AL Jackson 

01 073 01073 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 AL Jefferson 

01 075 01075 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 AL Lamar 

01 077 01077 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 AL Lauderdale 

01 079 01079 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 AL Lawrence 

01 081 01081 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 AL Lee 

01 083 01083 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 AL Limestone 

01 085 01085 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 AL Lowndes 

01 087 01087 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 AL Macon 

01 089 01089 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 AL Madison 

01 091 0109 1 $3.30 $0.50 $3.80 AL Marengo 

01 093 01093 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 AL Marion 

01 095 01095 $2.90 $0.40 $3.30 AL Marshall 

01 097 01097 $3.50 $0.50 $4.00 AL Mobile 

01 099 01099 $3.45 $0.35 $3.80 AL Monroe 

01 101 01101 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 AL Montgomery 

01 103 01103 $2.90 $0 .30 $3.20 AL Morgan 

01 105 01105 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 AL Perry 

01 107 01107 $3.10 $0 .30 $3.40 AL Pickens 

01 109 01109 $3.45 $0 .55 $4.00 AL Pike 

01 111 01111 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 AL Randolph 

01 113 01113 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 AL Russell 

01 117 01117 $3. 10 $0.30 $3.40 AL Shelby 

01 115 01115 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 AL St. Clair 

01 119 01119 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 AL Sumter 

01 121 01121 $3. 10 $0.30 $3.40 AL Talladega 

01 123 01123 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 AL Tallapoosa 

01 125 01125 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 AL Tuscaloosa 

01 127 01127 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 AL Walker 

01 129 01129 $3.45 $0.35 $3.80 AL Washington 

01 131 01131 $3.30 $0.50 $3.80 AL Wilcox 

01 133 01133 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 AL Winston 

05 001 05001 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 AR Arkansas 
05 003 05003 $3.10 $0.10 $3.20 AR Ashley 

05 005 05005 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Baxter 
05 007 05007 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Benton 
05 009 05009 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Boone 
05 011 05011 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 AR Bradley 
05 013 05013 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 AR Calhoun 
05 01S 05015 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Carroll 
05 017 05017 $3.10 $0.10 $3.20 AR Chi cot 
05 019 05019 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 AR Clark 
05 02 1 OS021 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Clay 
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Table 3. Class I Differentials ($/CWT} 

", 'til" ... -... -~ I~ Jf!~s .. -~ r. 
(:~'ft),.C!a~~;~ ~~-': class11 - .~:"'' 1 fr~'lie ci~/r.. ]~,, 4~~~! 

~- .. , . .,., ~;,~;."~t~ . . 11 
I(FIPS':State Goii~t ~~COuntf/P.arlsh/ tl~ F:s l!o~r"· ~·- ' Dlfferen '"' • J ;f. te ;.,~ ·~ r 

~~:; ... " ~t.: .;, C[ty/COHe ~ ~·D!tf~~~y~- ~~-o1ffe'ren lal) ountvZ!!~~Cit~.~ i'~j 
.;.. ~iljustme1di~ o.,;;_., nr· ~·~~ '~" --- _,.,.. _-;,_· 'iii! -;".;(•:] 

05 0 23 05023 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Cleburne 
05 0 25 05025 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 AR Cleveland 
05 027 05027 $3.10 $0.10 $3.20 AR Columbia 
05 029 05029 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Conway 
05 031 05031 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Cra ighead 
05 033 05033 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Crawford 
05 035 05035 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Crittenden 
05 037 05037 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Cross 
05 039 05039 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 AR Dallas 
05 041 05041 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 AR Desha 
05 043 05043 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 AR Drew 
05 045 05045 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Faulkner 
05 047 05047 $2.80 $0. 10 $2.90 AR Franklin 

05 049 05049 $2.60 $0. 10 $2.70 AR Fu lton 

05 051 0505 1 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Garland 
05 053 05053 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 AR Grant 
05 055 05055 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Greene 
05 057 OSOS7 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 AR Hempstead 
05 059 05059 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 AR Hot Spring 

05 061 05061 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 AR Howard 

05 063 05063 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Independence 

05 065 05065 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Izard 

05 0 67 05067 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Jackson 

05 0 69 05069 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 AR Jefferson 

05 071 05071 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Johnson 

05 073 05073 $3. 10 $0.10 $3.20 AR Lafayette 

05 075 05075 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Lawrence 

05 077 05077 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Lee 

05 079 05079 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 AR Lincoln 

05 081 05081 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 AR Little River 

05 083 05083 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Logan 

05 085 05085 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Lonoke 

05 087 05087 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Madison 

05 089 05089 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Marion 

05 091 05091 $3.10 $0.10 $3.20 AR Miller 

05 093 05093 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 AR Mississ ippi 

05 095 05095 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Monroe 

05 097 05097 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Montgomery 

05 099 05099 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 AR Nevada 

05 101 05101 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Newton 

05 103 05103 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 AR Ouachita 

05 105 05105 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Perry 

05 107 05107 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 AR Phillips 

05 109 05109 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 AR Pike 

05 111 05 111 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 AR Poinsett 

05 113 05 113 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Polk 

05 115 05115 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Pope 

05 117 05 117 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Pra irie 

05 119 05 119 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Pulaski 

OS 121 OS 121 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Randolph 

05 12S 0512S $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Saline 

05 127 OS127 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Scott 

05 129 05129 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Searcy 

05 131 05131 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Sebastian 

05 133 05133 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 AR Sevier 

05 135 05135 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Sharp 

05 123 OS123 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR St. Francis 

05 137 OS137 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Stone 

05 139 OS139 $3.10 $0.10 $3.20 AR Union 

05 141 OS141 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Van Buren 

05 143 05143 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 AR Washington 

05 145 05145 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR White 

05 147 05147 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Woodruff 

05 149 05149 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 AR Yell 

04 001 04001 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 AZ Apache 

04 003 04003 $2. 10 $0.00 $2.10 AZ Cochise 

04 005 04005 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 AZ Coconino 

04 007 04007 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 AZ Gila 

04 009 04009 $2. 10 $0.00 $2.10 AZ Graham 

04 011 04011 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 AZ Greenlee 

04 012 04012 $2. 10 $0.00 $2.10 AZ La Paz 

04 013 04013 $2.3S $0.00 $2.35 AZ Maricopa 

04 015 04015 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 AZ Mohave 

04 017 04017 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 AZ Navajo 

04 019 04019 $2.35 $0.00 $2.35 AZ Pima 

04 021 04021 $2.35 $0.00 $2.35 AZ Pinal 

04 023 04023 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 AZ Santa Cruz 

04 02S 04025 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 AZ Yavapai 
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Table 3. Class I Differentials ($/CWT) 

FIPS 
Class I 

Class I 
Effective Class I 

FIPS State Code County/Parish/ FIPSCOOE 
Olfferentlal1 Differential 

Olfferentlal2 State 
I"' 

County/Parish/City • 
City Code Adjustmene 

04 027 04027 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 AZ Yuma 

06 001 06001 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Alameda 

06 003 06003 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Alpine 

06 005 06005 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Amador 

06 007 06007 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Butte 

06 009 06009 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Calaveras 

06 011 06011 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Colusa 

06 013 06013 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Contra Costa 

06 015 06015 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Del Norte 

06 017 06017 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA ElDorado 

06 019 06019 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 CA Fresno 

06 021 06021 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Glenn 

06 023 06023 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Humboldt 

06 025 06025 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 CA Imperial 

06 027 06027 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 CA In yo 

06 029 06029 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Kern 

06 031 06031 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 CA Kings 

06 033 06033 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Lake 

06 035 06035 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Lassen 

06 037 06037 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 CA Los Angeles 

06 039 06039 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 CA Madera 

06 041 06041 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Marin 

06 043 06043 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Mariposa 

06 045 06045 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Mendocino 

06 047 06047 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Merced 

06 049 06049 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Modoc 

06 051 06051 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 CA Mono 

06 053 06053 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Monterey 

06 055 06055 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Napa 

06 057 06057 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Nevada 

06 059 06059 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 CA Orange 

06 061 06061 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Placer 

06 063 06063 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Plumas 

06 065 06065 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 CA Riverside 

06 067 06067 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Sacramento 

06 069 06069 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA San Benito 

06 071 06071 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA San Bernardino 

06 073 06073 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 CA San Diego 

06 075 06075 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA San Francisco 

06 077 06077 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA San Joaquin 

06 079 06079 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA San Luis Obispo 

06 081 06081 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA San Mateo 

06 083 06083 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Santa Barbara 

06 085 06085 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Santa Clara 

06 087 06087 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Santa Cruz 

06 089 06089 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Shasta 

06 091 06091 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Sierra 

06 093 06093 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Siskiyou 

06 095 06095 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Solano 

06 097 06097 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Sonoma 

06 099 06099 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Stanislaus 

06 101 06101 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Sutter 

06 103 06103 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Tehama 

06 105 06105 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Trinity 

06 107 06107 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 CA Tulare 

06 109 06109 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Tuolumne 

06 111 06111 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 CA Ventura 

06 113 06113 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Yolo 

06 115 06115 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 CA Yuba 

08 001 08001 $2.55 $0.00 $2.55 co Adams 

08 003 08003 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Alamosa 

08 005 08005 $2.55 $0.00 $2.55 co Arapahoe 

08 007 08007 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Archuleta 

08 009 08009 $2.35 $0.00 $2.35 co Baca 

08 011 08011 $2.35 $0.00 $2.35 co Bent 

08 013 08013 $2.45 $0.00 $2.45 co Boulder 

08 014 08014 $2.4S $0.00 $2.45 co Broomfield 

08 015 08015 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Chaffee 

08 017 08017 $2.35 $0.00 $2.35 co Cheyenne 

08 019 08019 $2.45 $0.00 $2.45 co Clear Creek 

08 021 08021 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Conejos 
08 023 08023 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Costilla 
08 025 08025 $2.45 $0.00 $2.45 co Crowley 
08 027 08027 $2.45 $0.00 $2.45 co Custer 
08 029 08029 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 co Delta 
08 031 08031 $2.55 $0.00 $2.55 co Denver 
08 033 08033 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Dolores 
08 035 08035 $2.55 $0.00 $2.55 co Douglas 
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Table 3. Class I Differentials ($/CWT) 
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08 037 08037 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Eagle 

08 041 08041 $2.55 $0.00 $2.55 co El Paso 

08 039 08039 $2.45 $0.00 $2.45 co Elbert 

08 043 08043 $2.45 $0.00 $2.45 co Fremont 

08 045 08045 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 co Garfield 

08 047 08047 $2.45 $0.00 $2.45 co Gi lpin 

08 049 08049 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Grand 

08 051 08051 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Gunnison 

08 053 08053 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Hinsdale 

08 055 08055 $2.45 $0.00 $2.45 co Huerfano 

08 057 08057 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Jackson 

08 059 08059 $2.55 $0.00 $2.55 co Jefferson 

08 061 08061 $2.35 $0.00 $2.35 co Kiowa 

08 063 08063 $2.35 $0.00 $2.35 co Kit Carson 

08 067 08067 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co La Plata 

08 065 08065 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Lake 

08 069 08069 $2.45 $0.00 $2.45 co Lar imer 

08 071 08071 $2.35 $0.00 $2.35 co Las Animas 

08 073 08073 $2.45 $0.00 $2.45 co Lincoln 

08 075 08075 $2.35 $0.00 $2.35 co Logan 

08 077 08077 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 co Mesa 

08 079 08079 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Mineral 

08 081 08081 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Mo ffat 

08 083 08083 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Montezuma 

08 085 08085 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 co Montrose 

08 087 08087 $2.35 $0.00 $2.35 co Morgan 

08 089 08089 $2.45 $0.00 $2.45 co Otero 

08 091 08091 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Ouray 

08 093 08093 $2.45 $0.00 $2.45 co Park 

08 095 08095 $2.35 $0.00 $2.35 co Phill ips 

08 097 08097 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Pitkin 

08 099 08099 $2.35 $0.00 $2.35 co Prowers 

08 101 08101 $2.45 $0.00 $2.45 co Pueblo 

08 103 08103 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Rio Blanco 

08 105 08105 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Rio Grande 

08 107 08107 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Routt 

08 109 08109 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Saguache 

08 111 08111 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co San Juan 

08 113 08113 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co San M iguel 

08 115 08115 $2.35 $0.00 $2.35 co Sedgwick 

08 117 08117 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 co Summit 

08 119 08119 $2.45 $0.00 $2.45 co Teller 

08 121 08121 $2.35 $0.00 $2.35 co Washington 

08 123 08123 $2.45 $0.00 $2.45 co Weld 

08 125 08125 $2.35 $0.00 $2.35 co Yuma 

09 001 09001 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 CT Fai rfield 

09 003 09003 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 CT Hartford 

09 005 09005 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 CT Litchfield 

09 007 09007 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 CT M iddlesex 

09 009 09009 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 CT New Haven 

09 011 09011 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 CT New London 

09 013 09013 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 CT Tolland 

09 015 09015 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 CT Windham 

11 001 11001 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 DC District of Columbia 

10 001 10001 $3.05 $0.00 $3.05 DE Kent 

10 003 10003 $3.05 $0.00 $3.05 DE New Castle 

10 005 10005 $3.05 $0.00 $3.05 DE Sussex 

12 001 12001 $3.70 $1.30 $5.00 FL Alachua 

12 003 12003 $3.70 $1.30 $5.00 FL Baker 

12 005 12005 $3.70 $0.60 $4.30 FL Bay 

12 007 12007 $3.70 $1.30 $5.00 FL Bradford 

12 009 12009 $4.00 $1.40 $5.40 FL Brevard 

12 011 12011 $4.30 $1.70 $6.00 FL Broward 

12 013 12013 $3.70 $0.60 $4.30 FL Calho un 

12 015 12015 $4.30 $1.50 $5.80 FL Charlotte 

12 017 12017 $4.00 $1.40 $5.40 FL Citrus 

12 019 12019 $3.70 $1.30 $5.00 FL Clay 

12 021 12021 $4.30 $1.70 $6.00 FL Collier 

12 0 23 12023 $3.70 $1.30 $5.00 FL Columbia 

12 0 27 12027 $4.00 $1.80 $5.80 FL DeSoto 

12 029 12029 $3.70 $1.30 $5.00 FL Dixie 

12 0 31 12031 $3.70 $1.30 $5.00 FL Duval 

12 033 12033 $3.45 $0.55 $4.00 FL Escambia 

12 035 12035 $4.00 $1.00 $5.00 FL Flagler 

12 037 12037 $3.70 $0.90 $4.60 FL Franklin 

12 0 39 12039 $3.70 $0.90 $4.60 FL Gadsden 

12 041 12041 $3.70 $1.30 $5.00 FL Gilchrist 

12 043 12043 $4.30 $1.50 $5.80 FL Glades 
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12 045 12045 $3.70 $0.90 $4.60 FL Gulf 

12 047 12047 $3.70 $1.30 $5.00 FL Hamilton 

12 049 12049 $4.00 $1.80 $5.80 FL Hardee 

12 051 12051 $4.30 $1.70 $6.00 FL Hendry 

12 053 12053 $4.00 $1.40 $5.40 FL Hernando 

12 055 12055 $4.00 $1.80 $5.80 FL Highlands 

12 057 12057 $4.00 $1.40 $5.40 FL Hillsborough 

12 059 12059 $3.70 $0.60 $4.30 FL Holmes 

12 061 12061 $4.00 $1.80 $5.80 FL Indian River 

12 063 12063 $3.70 $0.60 $4.30 FL Jackson 

12 065 12065 $3.70 $0.90 $4.60 FL Jefferson 

12 067 12067 $3.70 $1.30 $5.00 FL Lafayette 

12 069 12069 $4.00 $1.40 $5.40 FL Lake 

12 071 12071 $4.30 $1.70 $6.00 FL Lee 

12 073 12073 $3.70 $0.90 $4 .60 FL Leon 

12 075 12075 $4.00 $1.00 $5.00 FL Levy 

12 077 12077 $3.70 $0.90 $4.60 FL Liberty 

12 079 12079 $3.70 $1.30 $5.00 FL Madison 

12 081 12081 $4.00 $1.80 $5.80 FL Manatee 

12 083 12083 $4.00 $1.00 $5.00 FL Marion 

12 085 12085 $4.30 $1.50 $5.80 FL Martin 

12 086 12086 $4.30 $1.70 $6.00 FL Miami-Dade 

12 087 12087 $4.30 $1.70 $6.00 FL Monroe 

12 089 12089 $3.70 $1.30 $5.00 FL Nassau 

12 091 12091 $3.45 $0.55 $4 .00 FL Okaloosa 

12 093 12093 $4.00 $1.80 $5.80 FL Okeechobee 

12 095 12095 $4.00 $1.40 $5.40 FL Orange 

12 097 12097 $4.00 $1.40 $5.40 FL Osceola 

12 099 12099 $4.30 $1.70 $6.00 FL Pa lm Beach 

12 101 12101 $4.00 $1.40 $5.40 FL Pasco 

12 103 12103 $4.00 $1.40 $5.40 FL Pinellas 

12 105 12105 $4.00 $1.40 $5.40 FL Polk 

12 107 12107 $3.70 $1.30 $5.00 FL Putnam 

12 113 12113 $3.45 $0.55 $4.00 FL Santa Rosa 

12 115 12115 $4.00 $1.30 $5.30 FL Sarasota 

12 117 12117 $4.00 $1.80 $5.80 FL Seminole 

12 109 12109 $3.70 $1.80 $5.50 FL St. Johns 

12 111 12111 $4.00 $1.40 $5.40 FL St. Lucie 

12 119 12119 $4.00 $1.40 $5.40 FL Sumter 

12 121 12121 $3.70 $1.30 $5.00 FL Suwannee 

12 123 12123 $3.70 $1.30 $5.00 FL Taylor 

12 125 12125 $3.70 $1.30 $5.00 FL Union 

12 127 12127 $4.00 $1.40 $5.40 FL Volusia 

12 129 12129 $3.70 $0.90 $4.60 FL Wakulla 

12 131 12131 $3.45 $0.55 $4.00 FL Walton 

12 133 12133 $3.70 $0.60 $4.30 FL Washington 

13 001 13001 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Appling 

13 003 13003 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Atkinson 

13 005 13005 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Bacon 

13 007 13007 $3.45 $0.85 $4.30 GA Baker 

13 009 13009 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Baldwin 

13 011 13011 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Banks 

13 013 13013 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Barrow 

13 015 13015 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 GA Bartow 

13 017 13017 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Ben Hill 

13 019 13019 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Berrien 

13 021 13021 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 GA Bibb 

13 023 13023 $3.30 $1.00 $4.30 GA Bleckley 

13 025 13025 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Brantley 

13 027 13027 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Broo ks 

13 029 130 29 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Bryan 

13 03 1 13031 $3.30 $1.00 $4.30 GA Bulloch 

13 033 13033 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 GA Burke 

13 035 13035 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Butts 

13 037 13037 $3.45 $0.85 $4.30 GA Calhoun 

13 039 13039 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Camden 

13 043 13043 $3.30 $1.00 $4.30 GA Candler 

13 045 13045 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Carroll 

13 047 13047 $2.80 $0.60 $3.40 GA Catoosa 

13 049 13049 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Charlton 

13 051 13051 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Chatham 

13 053 13053 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 GA Chattahoochee 

13 055 13055 $2.80 $0.60 $3.40 GA Chattooga 

13 057 13057 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 GA Cherokee 

13 059 13059 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Clarke 

13 061 13061 $3.45 $0.85 $4.30 GA Clay 

13 063 13063 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Clayton 

13 065 13065 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Clinch 
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13 067 13067 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Cobb 
13 069 13069 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Coffee 
13 071 13071 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Colquitt 
13 073 13073 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Columbia 
13 075 13075 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Cook 
13 077 13077 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Coweta 

13 079 13079 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 GA Crawford 
13 081 13081 $3.45 $0.85 $4.30 GA Crisp 
13 083 13083 $2.80 $0.60 $3.40 GA Dade 
13 085 13085 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 GA Dawson 
13 087 13087 $3.45 $0.70 $4.15 GA Decatur 

13 089 13089 $3.10 $1.15 $4.25 GA DeKalb 

13 09 1 13091 $3.45 $0.85 $4.30 GA Dodge 

13 093 13093 $3.45 $0.85 $4.30 GA Dooly 
13 095 13095 $3.45 $0.85 $4.30 GA Dougherty 
13 097 13097 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Douglas 
13 099 13099 $3.45 $0.85 $4.30 GA Early 
13 101 13101 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Echols 
13 103 13103 $3.30 $1.00 $4.30 GA Effingham 

13 105 13105 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Elbert 

13 107 13107 $3.30 $1.00 $4.30 GA Emanuel 

13 109 13109 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Evans 

13 111 13111 $2.80 $0.60 $3.40 GA Fannin 

13 113 13113 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Fayette 

13 115 13115 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 GA Floyd 

13 117 13117 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Forsyth 

13 119 13119 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Franklin 

13 121 13121 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Fulton 

13 123 13123 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 GA Gilmer 

13 125 13125 $3.10 $0.90 $4.00 GA Glascock 

13 127 13127 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Glynn 

13 129 13129 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 GA Gordon 

13 131 13131 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Grady 

13 133 13133 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Greene 

13 135 13135 $3. 10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Gwinnett 

13 137 13137 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 GA Habersham 

13 139 13139 $3. 10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Hall 

13 141 13141 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Hancock 

13 143 13143 $3. 10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Haralson 

13 145 13145 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 GA Harris 

13 147 13147 $3. 10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Hart 

13 149 13149 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Heard 

13 151 13151 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Henry 

13 153 13153 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 GA Houston 

13 155 13155 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Irwin 

13 157 13157 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Jackson 

13 159 13159 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Jasper 

13 161 13161 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Jeff Davis 

13 163 13163 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 GA Jefferson 

13 165 13165 $3.30 $1.00 $4.30 GA Jenkins 

13 167 13167 $3.30 $1.00 $4.30 GA Johnson 

13 169 13169 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Jones 

13 171 13171 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Lamar 

13 173 13173 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Lanier 

13 175 13175 $3.30 $1.00 $4.30 GA Laurens 

13 177 13177 $3.45 $0.85 $4.30 GA Lee 

13 179 13179 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Liberty 

13 181 13181 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Lincoln 

13 183 13183 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Long 

13 185 13185 $3.45 $1. 15 $4.60 GA Lowndes 

13 187 13187 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 GA Lumpkin 

13 193 13193 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 GA Macon 

13 195 13195 $3.10 $1.15 $4.25 GA Madison 

13 197 13197 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 GA Marion 

13 189 13189 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA McDuffie 

13 191 13191 $3.45 $0.70 $4.15 GA Mcintosh 

13 199 13199 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Meriwether 

13 201 13201 $3.45 $0.85 $4.30 GA Miller 

13 205 13205 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Mitchell 

13 207 13207 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Monroe 

13 209 13209 $3.45 $1.15 $4.60 GA Montgomery 

13 211 13211 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Morgan 

13 213 13213 $2.80 $0.60 $3.40 GA Murray 

13 215 13215 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 GA Muscogee 

13 217 13217 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Newton 

13 219 13219 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Oconee 

13 221 13221 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Oglethorpe 

13 223 13223 $3.10 $0.70 $3.80 GA Pau lding 
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13 22S 1322S $3.30 
13 227 13227 $3.10 

13 229 13229 $3.4S 

13 231 13231 $3.10 
13 233 13233 $3.10 
13 23S 1323S $3.4S 
13 237 13237 $3.10 

13 239 13239 $3.4S 
13 241 13241 $3.10 
13 243 13243 $3.4S 
13 24S 1324S $3.30 

13 247 13247 $3.10 

13 249 13249 $3.30 

13 2S1 132S1 $3.30 

13 2S3 132S3 $3.4S 

13 255 13255 $3.10 

13 257 132S7 $3.10 

13 259 132S9 $3.45 
13 261 13261 $3.4S 
13 263 13263 $3.30 

13 265 1326S $3.10 

13 267 13267 $3.45 

13 269 13269 $3.30 

13 271 13271 $3.45 

13 273 13273 $3.45 

13 275 13275 $3.4S 

13 277 13277 $3.4S 

13 279 13279 $3.4S 
13 281 13281 $3.10 

13 283 13283 $3.30 

13 28S 13285 $3.10 
13 287 13287 $3.4S 
13 289 13289 $3.30 
13 291 13291 $3.10 

13 293 13293 $3.10 

13 295 13295 $2.80 

13 297 13297 $3.10 

13 299 13299 $3.45 
13 301 13301 $3.10 
13 303 13303 $3.30 
13 305 1330S $3.4S 
13 307 13307 $3.4S 

13 309 13309 $3.45 

13 311 13311 $3.10 

13 313 13313 $2.80 

13 315 1331S $3.4S 
13 317 13317 $3.10 
13 319 13319 $3.30 
13 321 13321 $3.4S 
19 001 19001 $1.80 
19 003 19003 $1.80 

19 oos 1900S $1.7S 

19 007 19007 $1.80 
19 009 19009 $1.80 
19 011 19011 $1.80 
19 013 19013 $1.7S 

19 01S 1901S $1.80 
19 017 19017 $1.7S 
19 019 19019 $1.75 

19 021 19021 $1.7S 
19 023 19023 $1.7S 
19 02S 1902S $1.7S 
19 027 19027 $1.80 
19 029 19029 $1.80 
19 031 19031 $1.80 
19 033 19033 $1.7S 
19 03S 1903S $1.7S 
19 037 19037 $1.7S 
19 039 19039 $1.80 
19 041 19041 $1.7S 
19 043 19043 $1.7S 
19 04S 1904S $1.80 
19 047 19047 $1.80 
19 049 19049 $1.80 
19 OS1 190S1 $1.80 
19 OS3 190S3 $1.80 
19 oss 190SS $1.75 
19 057 190S7 $1.80 
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$0.70 $4.00 
$0.30 $3.40 
$1.1S $4.60 

$0.70 $3.80 
$0.70 $3.80 
$0.8S $4.30 
$0.70 $3.80 
$0.8S $4.30 

$0.30 $3.40 
$0.8S $4.30 
$0.70 $4.00 
$0.70 $3.80 
$0.70 $4.00 

$1.00 $4.30 

$1.1S $4.60 
$0.70 $3.80 

$0.30 $3.40 
$0.SS $4.00 

$0.8S $4.30 
$0.70 $4.00 
$0.70 $3.80 
$1.15 $4.60 

$0.70 $4.00 

$1.15 $4.60 
$0.85 $4.30 
$1.15 $4.60 

$1.15 $4.60 
$1.1S $4.60 

$0.30 $3.40 
$1.00 $4.30 

$0.70 $3.80 

$0.8S $4.30 
$0.70 $4.00 
$0.30 $3.40 
$0.70 $3.80 
$0.60 $3.40 

$0.70 $3.80 

$1.15 $4.60 

$0.70 $3.80 
$0.70 $4.00 
$1.1S $4.60 
$0.5S $4.00 
$1.15 $4.60 

$0.30 $3.40 

$0.60 $3.40 

$0.8S $4.30 
$0.70 $3.80 
$0.70 $4.00 

$0.85 $4.30 
$0.00 $1.80 
$0.00 $1.80 
$0.00 $1.75 

$0.00 $1.80 
$0.00 $1.80 
$0.00 $1.80 
$0.00 $1.7S 

$0.00 $1.80 

$0.00 $1.7S 
$0.00 $1.75 

$0.00 $1.7S 
$0.00 $1.75 

$0.00 $1.75 
$0.00 $1.80 
$0.00 $1.80 
$0.00 $1.80 

$0.00 $1.7S 

$0.00 $1.7S 
$0.00 $1.7S 
$0.00 $1.80 
$0.00 $1.7S 
$0.00 $1.7S 

$0.00 $1.80 
$0.00 $1.80 
$0.00 $1.80 
$0.00 $1.80 
$0.00 $1.80 
$0.00 $1.7S 
$0.00 $1.80 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

GA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

lA 

Peach 

Pickens 

Pierce 

Pike 

Polk 

Pulaski 

Putnam 

Quitman 

Rabun 

Randolph 

Richmond 

Rockdale 

Schley 

Screven 

Seminole 

Spalding 

Stephens 

Stewart 

Sumter 

Talbot 

Taliaferro 

Tattnall 

Taylor 

Telfair 

Terrell 

Thomas 

Tift 

Toombs 

Towns 

Treutlen 

Troup 

Turner 

Twiggs 

Union 

Upson 

Walker 

Walton 

Ware 

Warren 

Washington 

Wayne 

Webster 

Wheeler 

White 

Whitfield 

Wi lcox 

Wi lkes 

Wi lkinson 

Worth 

Adai r 

Adams 

Allamakee 

Appanoose 

Audubon 

Benton 

Black Hawk 

Boone 

Bremer 

Buchanan 

Buena Vista 

Butler 

Calhoun 

Carroll 

Cass 

Cedar 

Cerro Gordo 

Cherokee 

Chickasaw 

Clarke 

Clay 

Clayton 

Clinton 

Crawford 

Da llas 

Davis 

Decatur 

Delaware 

Des Moines 
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Table 3. Class I Differentials ($/CWT) 

~~~, "(of ~r It {>ill>' F(PS lj i ~ ,, 
~~: <~, Qa'ss .~~J:if]' ' . "'. Ill 11 . • ... "'. ~~ i' . ;~!it . "' '",.#}: 

I i.FII!S State Co~lij 1¢<iuntY/Parlsh/ , •~ C!lassl , ' Effec lve aass li 
~~: , State lli le~ FIPS CODE Differential · ,;; ··: fount /ParlsH/Ciity .~ 

City eoae : ;,: Dl~~rentlal~ , 1, I :,· AaJU"stment~::l ~~ Dl~::re,ntlalz ·'f; ,.ff .:. ¥ r•., . ,. ;;~ .ft ,.. 't. ~i 
19 059 19059 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Dickinson 
19 061 19061 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Dubuque 
19 063 19063 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Emmet 
19 065 19065 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Fayette 
19 067 19067 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Floyd 
19 069 19069 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Franklin 
19 071 19071 $1.85 $0.00 $1.85 lA Fremont 
19 073 19073 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Greene 
19 075 19075 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Grundy 
19 077 19077 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Guthrie 
19 079 19079 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Hamilton 
19 081 19081 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Hancock 
19 083 19083 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Hardin 
19 085 19085 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Harrison 
19 087 19087 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Henry 
19 089 19089 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Howard 
19 091 19091 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Humboldt 
19 093 19093 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Ida 
19 095 19095 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Iowa 
19 097 19097 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Jackson 

19 099 19099 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Jasper 

19 101 19101 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Jefferson 

19 103 19103 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Johnson 
19 105 19105 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Jones 
19 107 19107 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Keokuk 
19 109 19109 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Kossuth 
19 111 19111 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Lee 

19 113 19113 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Linn 

19 115 19115 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Louisa 

19 117 19117 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Lucas 
19 119 19119 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Lyon 

19 121 19121 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Madison 
19 123 19123 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Mahaska 

19 125 19125 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Marion 

19 127 19127 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Marshal l 

19 129 19129 $1.85 $0.00 $1.85 lA Mills 

19 131 19131 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Mitchell 

19 133 19133 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Monona 

19 135 19135 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Monroe 

19 137 19137 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Montgomery 

19 139 19139 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Muscatine 

19 141 19141 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA O'Brien 

19 143 19143 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Osceo la 

19 145 19145 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Page 

19 147 19147 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Palo Alto 

19 149 19149 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Plymouth 

19 151 19151 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Pocahontas 

19 153 19153 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Po lk 

19 155 19155 $1.85 $0.00 $1.85 lA Pottawattamie 

19 157 19157 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Poweshiek 

19 159 19159 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Ringgo ld 

19 161 19161 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Sac 

19 163 19163 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Scott 

19 165 19165 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Shelby 

19 167 19167 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Sioux 

19 169 19169 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Story 

19 171 19171 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Tam a 

19 173 19173 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Taylor 

19 175 19175 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Union 

19 177 19177 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Van Buren 

19 179 19179 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Wapello 

19 181 19181 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Warren 

19 183 19183 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Washington 

19 185 19185 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 lA Wayne 

19 187 19187 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Webster 

19 189 19189 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Winnebago 

19 191 19191 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Winnesh iek 

19 193 19193 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Woodbury 

19 195 19195 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Worth 

19 197 19197 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 lA Wright 

16 001 16001 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Ada 

16 003 16003 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Adams 

16 005 16005 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Bannock 

16 007 16007 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Bear Lake 

16 009 16009 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 ID Benewah 

16 011 16011 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Bingham 

16 013 16013 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Blaine 

16 015 16015 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Boise 
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Table 3. Class I Differentials ($/CWT) 

FIPS 
<U 

Class I ~m: Class I I ~Effective Class I 
FIPS State Code County/Parish/ FIPSCODE 

Differential1 Differential 
Differentiai2 State County/Parish/City "' 

City Code Adjustmene I• ' . ,, 
16 017 16017 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 ID Bonner 

16 019 16019 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Bonneville 

16 021 16021 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 ID Boundary 

16 023 16023 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Butte 

16 025 16025 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Camas 

16 027 16027 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Canyon 

16 029 16029 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Caribou 

16 031 16031 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Cassia 

16 033 16033 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Clark 

16 035 16035 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Clearwater 

16 037 16037 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Custer 

16 039 16039 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Elmore 

16 041 16041 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Franklin 

16 043 16043 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Fremont 

16 045 16045 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Gem 

16 047 16047 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Gooding 

16 049 16049 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Idaho 

16 051 16051 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Jefferson 

16 053 16053 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Jerome 

16 055 16055 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 ID Kootenai 

16 057 16057 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 ID Latah 

16 059 16059 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Lemhi 

16 061 16061 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Lewis 

16 063 16063 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Lincoln 

16 065 16065 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Madison 

16 067 16067 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Minidoka 

16 069 16069 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Nez Perce 

16 071 16071 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Oneida 

16 073 16073 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Owyhee 

16 075 16075 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Payette 

16 077 16077 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Power 

16 079 16079 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 ID Shoshone 

16 081 16081 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Teton 

16 083 16083 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Twin Falls 

16 085 16085 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Valley 

16 087 16087 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ID Washington 

17 001 17001 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Adams 

17 003 17003 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IL Alexander 

17 005 17005 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Bond 

17 007 17007 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 IL Boone 

17 009 17009 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Brown 

17 011 17011 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Bureau 

17 013 17013 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Calhoun 

17 015 17015 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Carroll 

17 017 17017 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Cass 

17 019 17019 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Champaign 

17 021 17021 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Christian 

17 023 17023 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Clark 

17 025 17025 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Clay 

17 027 17027 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Clinton 

17 029 17029 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Coles 

17 031 17031 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Cook 

17 033 17033 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Crawford 

17 035 17035 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Cumberland 

17 039 17039 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL De Witt 

17 037 17037 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL DeKalb 

17 041 1704 1 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Douglas 

17 043 17043 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Du Page 

17 045 17045 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Edgar 

17 047 17047 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IL Edwards 

17 049 17049 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Effingham 

17 051 17051 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Fayette 

17 053 17053 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Ford 

17 055 17055 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IL Franklin 

17 057 17057 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Fulton 

17 059 17059 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IL Gallatin 

17 061 17061 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Greene 

17 063 17063 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Grundy 

17 065 17065 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IL Hamilton 

17 067 17067 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Hancock 

17 069 17069 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IL Hardin 

17 071 17071 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Henderson 

17 073 17073 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Henry 
17 075 17075 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Iroquois 

17 077 17077 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IL Jackson 

17 079 17079 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Jasper 

17 081 17081 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Jefferson 

17 083 17083 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Jersey 
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Table 3. Class I Differentials ($/CWT) 

'ill -~~'tli ~ ~ 

~~~.~ .. :FIPS ' ,~f.";::~:,: I~, ~;~1.: 1 ~~~lassTI · :"!' "f!~ .-~~ 
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17 085 17085 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 IL Jo Daviess 
17 087 17087 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IL Johnson 
17 089 17089 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Kane 
17 09 1 17091 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Kankakee 
17 093 17093 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Kendall 
17 095 17095 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Knox 

17 097 17097 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Lake 
17 099 17099 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL LaSalle 
17 101 17101 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Lawrence 
17 103 17103 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Lee 
17 105 17105 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Livingston 

17 107 17107 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Logan 

17 115 17115 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Macon 

17 117 17117 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Macoupin 

17 119 17119 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Madison 

17 121 17121 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Marion 

17 123 17123 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Marshall 
17 125 17125 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Mason 

17 127 17127 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IL Massac 

17 109 17109 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL McDonough 

17 111 17111 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL McHenry 

17 113 17113 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Mclean 

17 129 17129 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Menard 

17 131 17131 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Mercer 

17 133 17133 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Monroe 

17 135 17135 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Montgomery 

17 137 17137 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Morgan 

17 139 17139 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Moultrie 

17 141 17141 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Ogle 

17 143 17143 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Peoria 

17 145 17145 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Perry 

17 147 17147 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Piatt 

17 149 17149 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Pike 

17 151 17151 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IL Pope 

17 153 17153 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IL Pulaski 

17 155 17155 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Putnam 

17 157 17157 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Randolph 

17 159 17159 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Richland 

17 161 17161 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Rock Island 

17 165 17165 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IL Saline 

17 167 17167 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Sangamon 

17 169 17169 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Schuyler 

17 171 17171 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Scott 

17 173 17173 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Shelby 

17 163 17163 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL St . Clai r 

17 175 17175 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Stark 

17 177 17177 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 IL Stephenson 

17 179 17179 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Tazewell 

17 181 17181 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IL Union 

17 183 17183 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Vermi lion 

17 185 17185 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IL Wabash 

17 187 17187 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Warren 

17 189 17189 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IL Washington 

17 191 17191 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IL Wayne 

17 193 17193 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IL White 

17 195 17195 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Whiteside 

17 197 17197 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Will 

17 199 17199 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IL Will iamson 

17 201 17201 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 IL Winnebago 

17 203 17203 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IL Woodford 

18 001 18001 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Adams 

18 003 18003 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Allen 

18 005 18005 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IN Bartholomew 

18 007 18007 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Benton 

18 009 18009 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Blackford 

18 011 18011 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Boone 

18 013 18013 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IN Brown 

18 015 18015 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Carroll 

18 017 18017 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Cass 

18 019 18019 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 IN Clark 

18 021 18021 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Clay 

18 023 18023 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Clinton 

18 025 18025 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 IN Crawford 

18 027 18027 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 IN Daviess 

18 029 18029 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IN Dearborn 

18 031 1803 1 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IN Decatur 

18 033 18033 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN DeKalb 

18 035 18035 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Delaware 
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Table 3. Class I Differentials ($/CWT) 
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18 037 18037 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 IN Dubois 

18 039 18039 $1 .80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Elkhart 

18 041 18041 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Fayette 

18 043 18043 $2 .20 $0.10 $2.30 IN Floyd 

18 045 18045 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Fountain 

18 047 18047 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Franklin 

18 049 18049 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Fu lton 

18 051 18051 $2 .20 $0 .10 $2.30 IN Gibson 

18 053 18053 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Grant 

18 055 18055 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 IN Greene 

18 057 18057 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Hamilton 

18 059 18059 $2.00 $0 .00 $2.00 IN Hancock 

18 061 18061 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 IN Harrison 

18 063 18063 $2.00 $0 .00 $2.00 IN Hendricks 

18 065 18065 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Henry 

18 067 18067 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Howard 

18 069 18069 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Hunt ington 

18 071 18071 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IN Jackson 

18 073 18073 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Jasper 

18 075 18075 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Jay 

18 077 18077 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 IN Jefferson 

18 079 18079 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 IN Jennings 

18 081 18081 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Johnson 

18 083 18083 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 IN Knox 

18 085 18085 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Kosciusko 

18 087 18087 $1 .80 $0.00 $1.80 IN LaGrange 

18 089 18089 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Lake 

18 091 18091 $1 .80 $0.00 $1.80 IN LaPorte 

18 093 18093 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IN Lawrence 

18 095 18095 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Madison 

18 097 18097 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Marion 

18 099 18099 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Marshall 

18 101 18101 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 IN Mart in 

18 103 18103 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Miami 

18 105 18105 $2 .20 $0.00 $2.20 IN Monroe 

18 107 18107 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Montgomery 

18 109 18109 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Morgan 

18 111 18111 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Newton 

18 113 18113 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Noble 

18 115 18115 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IN Ohio 

18 117 18117 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 IN Orange 

18 119 18119 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Owen 

18 121 18121 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Parke 

18 123 18123 $2.20 $0. 10 $2.30 IN Perry 

18 125 18125 $2.20 $0. 10 $2.30 IN Pike 

18 127 18127 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Porter 

18 129 18129 $2.20 $0. 10 $2.30 IN Posey 

18 131 18131 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Pulaski 

18 133 18133 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Put nam 

18 135 18135 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Randolph 

18 137 18137 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IN Ripley 

18 139 18139 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Rush 

18 143 18143 $2.20 $0. 10 $2.30 IN Scott 

18 145 18145 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Shelby 

18 147 18147 $2.20 $0. 10 $2.30 IN Spencer 

18 141 18141 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN St. Joseph 

18 149 18149 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Starke 

18 151 18151 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Steuben 

18 153 18153 $2.20 $0. 10 $2.30 IN Sull ivan 

18 155 18155 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 IN Switzerland 

18 157 18157 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Tippecanoe 

18 159 18159 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Tipton 

18 161 18161 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Union 

18 163 18163 $2.20 $0. 10 $2.30 IN Vanderburgh 

18 165 18165 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Vermillion 

18 167 18167 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Vi go 

18 169 18169 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Wabash 

18 171 18171 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Warren 

18 173 18173 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 IN Warrick 

18 175 18175 $2.20 $0. 10 $2 .30 IN Washington 

18 177 18177 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 IN Wayne 

18 179 18179 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Wells 

18 181 18181 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN White 

18 183 18183 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 IN Whitley 

20 001 20001 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Allen 

20 003 20003 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Anderson 

20 005 20005 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Atchison 

20 007 20007 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Barber 
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Table 3. Class I Differentials ($/CWT) 
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20 011 20011 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Bourbon 
20 013 20013 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Brown 
20 015 20015 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Butler 
20 017 20017 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Chase 
20 019 20019 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Chautauqua 
20 021 20021 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Cherokee 
20 023 20023 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Cheyenne 
20 025 20025 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Clark 
20 027 20027 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Clay 
20 029 20029 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Cloud 
20 03 1 20031 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Coffey 
20 033 20033 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Comanche 
20 035 20035 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Cowley 
20 037 20037 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Crawford 
20 039 20039 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Decatur 
20 041 20041 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Dickinson 
20 043 20043 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Doniphan 
20 045 20045 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Douglas 
20 047 20047 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Edwards 
20 049 20049 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Elk 
20 051 20051 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Ellis 
20 053 20053 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Ellsworth 
20 055 20055 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Finney 
20 057 20057 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Ford 
20 059 20059 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Franklin 
20 061 20061 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Geary 
20 063 20063 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Gave 
20 065 20065 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Graham 
20 067 20067 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 KS Grant 
20 069 20069 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Gray 
20 071 20071 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Greeley 
20 073 20073 $2 .20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Greenwood 
20 075 20075 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Hamilton 
20 077 20077 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Harper 
20 079 20079 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Harvey 
20 081 20081 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Haskell 
20 083 20083 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Hodgeman 
20 085 20085 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Jackson 
20 087 20087 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Jefferson 
20 089 20089 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Jewell 
20 091 20091 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Johnson 
20 093 20093 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Kearny 
20 095 20095 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Kingman 
20 097 20097 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Kiowa 
20 099 20099 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS La bette 
20 101 20101 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Lane 
20 103 20103 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Leavenworth 
20 105 20105 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Lincoln 
20 107 20107 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Linn 
20 109 20109 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Logan 
20 111 20111 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Lyon 
20 115 20115 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 KS Marion 
20 117 20117 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Marshall 
20 113 20113 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS McPherson 
20 119 20119 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Meade 
20 121 20121 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Miami 
20 123 20123 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Mitchell 
20 125 20125 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Montgomery 
20 127 20127 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Morris 
20 129 20129 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Morton 
20 131 20131 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Nemaha 
20 133 20133 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Neosho 
20 135 20135 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Ness 
20 137 20137 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Norton 
20 139 20139 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Osage 
20 141 20141 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Osborne 
20 143 20143 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Ottawa 
20 145 20145 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Pawnee 
20 147 20147 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Phillips 
20 149 20149 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Pottawatomie 
20 151 20151 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Pratt 
20 153 20153 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Rawlins 
20 155 20155 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Reno 
20 157 20157 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Republic 
20 159 20159 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Rice 
20 161 20161 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Ri ley 
20 163 20163 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Rooks 
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20 165 20165 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 K5 Rush 

20 167 20167 $2 .00 $0 .00 $2.00 K5 Russell 

20 169 20169 $2.00 $0 .00 $2.00 KS Saline 

20 171 20171 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Scott 

20 173 20173 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 KS Sedgwick 

20 175 20175 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 KS Seward 

20 177 20177 $2 .00 $0 .00 $2.00 KS Shawnee 

20 179 20179 $2.00 $0 .00 $2.00 KS Sheridan 

20 181 20181 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 KS Sherman 

20 183 20183 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Smith 

20 185 20185 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 KS Stafford 

20 187 20187 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 KS Stanton 

20 189 20189 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 KS Stevens 

20 191 20191 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Sumner 

20 193 20193 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Thomas 

20 195 20195 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 KS Trego 

20 197 20197 $2.00 $0 .00 $2.00 KS Wabaunsee 

20 199 20199 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 KS Wallace 

20 201 20201 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Washington 

20 203 20203 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Wichita 

20 205 20205 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KS Wilson 

20 207 20207 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 KS Woodson 

20 209 20209 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 KS Wyandotte 

21 001 21001 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Adair 

21 003 21003 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Allen 

21 005 21005 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Anderson 

21 007 21007 $2.40 $0 .30 $2.70 KY Ballard 

21 009 21009 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Barren 

21 011 21011 $ 2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Bath 

21 013 21013 $2.40 $0 .50 $2.90 KY Bell 

21 015 21015 $ 2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KY Boone 

21 017 21017 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Bourbon 

21 019 21019 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KY Boyd 

21 021 21021 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Boyle 

21 023 21023 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 KY Bracken 

21 025 21025 $2.20 $0.70 $2.90 KY Breathitt 

21 027 21027 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Breckinridge 

21 029 21029 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Bull itt 

21 031 21031 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Butler 

21 033 21033 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Caldwell 

21 035 21035 $2.40 $0.30 $2.70 KY Calloway 

21 037 21037 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KY Campbell 

21 039 21039 $2.40 $0.30 $2.70 KY Carlisle 

21 041 21041 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Carroll 

21 043 21043 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Carter 

21 045 21045 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Casey 

21 047 21047 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Christian 

21 049 21049 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Clark 

21 051 21051 $2.40 $0 .50 $2.90 KY Clay 

21 053 21053 $2.40 $0.50 $2.90 KY Clinton 

21 055 21055 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Crittenden 

21 057 21057 $2.40 $0 .50 $2.90 KY Cumberland 

21 059 21059 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Daviess 

21 061 21061 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Edmonson 

21 063 21063 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Elliott 

21 065 21065 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Estill 

21 067 21067 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Fayette 

21 069 21069 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Fleming 

21 071 21071 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KY Floyd 

21 073 21073 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Franklin 

21 075 21075 $2 .40 $0 .30 $2.70 KY Fulton 

21 077 21077 $2.20 $0 .10 $2.30 KY Gallat in 

21 079 21079 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Garrard 

21 081 21081 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 KY Grant 

21 083 21083 $2.40 $0.30 $2.70 KY Graves 

21 085 21085 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Grayson 

21 087 21087 $2.40 $0 .20 $2.60 KY Green 

21 089 21089 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KY Greenup 

21 091 21091 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Hancock 

21 093 21093 $2 .20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Hardin 

21 095 21095 $2.40 $0.50 $2.90 KY Harlan 

21 097 21097 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KY Harrison 

21 099 21099 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Hart 

21 101 21101 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Henderson 

21 103 21103 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Henry 

21 105 21105 $2.40 $0.30 $2.70 KY Hickman 
21 107 21107 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Hopkins 

21 109 21109 $2.20 $0.70 $2.90 KY Jackson 
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21 111 21111 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Jefferson 
21 113 21113 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Jessamine 
21 115 21115 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KY Johnson 
21 117 21117 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KY Kenton 
21 119 21119 $2.40 $0.50 $2.90 KY Knott 
21 121 21121 $2.40 $0.50 $2.90 KY Knox 
21 123 21123 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Larue 
21 125 21125 $2.40 $0.50 $2.90 KY Laurel 
21 127 21127 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KY Lawrence 
21 129 21129 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Lee 
21 131 21131 $2.40 $0.50 $2.90 KY Leslie 
21 133 21133 $2.40 $0.50 $2.90 KY Letcher 
21 135 21135 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KY Lewis 
21 137 21137 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Lincoln 
21 139 21139 $2.40 $0.30 $2.70 KY Livingston 
21 141 21141 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Logan 
21 143 21143 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Lyon 
21 151 21151 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Madison 
21 153 21153 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KY Magoffin 
21 155 21155 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Marion 
21 157 21157 $2.40 $0.30 $2.70 KY Marshall 
21 159 21159 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KY Martin 
21 161 21161 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KY Mason 
21 145 21145 $2.40 $0.30 $2.70 KY McCracken 
21 147 21147 $2.40 $0.50 $2.90 KY McCreary 
21 149 21149 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Mclean 
21 163 21163 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Meade 
21 165 21165 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Menifee 
21 167 21167 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Mercer 
21 169 21169 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Metcalfe 

21 171 21171 $2.40 $0.50 $2.90 KY Monroe 

21 173 21173 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Montgomery 

21 175 21175 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Morgan 
21 177 21177 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Muhlenberg 
21 179 21179 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Nelson 

21 181 21181 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Nicholas 
21 183 21183 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Ohio 
21 185 21185 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Oldham 
21 187 21187 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Owen 

21 189 21 189 $2.20 $0.70 $2.90 KY Owsley 

21 191 21191 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KY Pendleton 
21 193 21193 $2.40 $0.50 $2.90 KY Perry 

21 195 21195 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 KY Pike 

21 197 21197 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Powell 
21 199 21199 $2.40 $0.50 $2.90 KY Pulaski 
21 201 21201 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 KY Robertson 
21 203 21203 $2.20 $0.70 $2.90 KY Rockcastle 
21 205 21205 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Rowan 

21 207 21207 $2.40 $0.50 $2.90 KY Russell 
21 209 21209 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Scott 
21 211 21211 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Shelby 
21 213 21213 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Simpson 
21 215 21215 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Spencer 

21 217 21217 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Taylor 

21 219 21219 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Todd 

21 221 21221 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Trigg 

21 223 21223 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Trimble 

21 225 21225 $2.20 $0.10 $2.30 KY Union 

21 227 21227 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Warren 

21 229 21229 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Washington 

21 231 21231 $2.40 $0.50 $2.90 KY Wayne 

21 233 21233 $2.40 $0.20 $2.60 KY Webster 

21 235 21235 $2.40 $0.50 $2.90 KY Whitley 
21 237 21237 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Wolfe 
21 239 21239 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 KY Woodford 

22 001 22001 $3.50 $0.30 $3.80 LA Acadia 

22 003 22003 $3.50 $0.30 $3.80 LA Allen 

22 005 22005 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA Ascension 

22 007 22007 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA Assumption 

22 009 22009 $3.40 $0.00 $3.40 LA Avoyelles 

22 011 22011 $3.50 $0.30 $3.80 LA Beauregard 

22 013 22013 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 LA Bienville 

22 015 22015 $3.10 $0.10 $3.20 LA Bossier 

22 017 22017 $3.10 $0.10 $3.20 LA Caddo 

22 019 22019 $3.50 $0.30 $3.80 LA Calcasieu 

22 021 22021 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 LA Caldwell 

22 023 22023 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA Cameron 
22 025 22025 $3.40 $0.00 $3.40 LA Catahoula 
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22 027 22027 $3.10 $0.10 $3.20 LA Claiborne 

22 029 22029 $3.40 $0.00 $3.40 LA Concordia 

22 031 22031 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 LA DeSoto 
22 033 22033 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA East Baton Rouge 
22 035 22035 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 LA East Carroll 

22 037 22037 $3.SO $0.30 $3.80 LA East Feliciana 

22 039 22039 $3.50 $0.30 $3.80 LA Evangeline 

22 041 22041 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 LA Franklin 

22 043 22043 $3.40 $0.00 $3.40 LA Grant 
22 045 22045 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA Iberia 
22 047 22047 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA lberville 
22 049 22049 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 LA Jackson 
22 051 22051 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA Jefferson 
22 053 22053 $3.50 $0.30 $3.80 LA Jefferson Davis 
22 059 22059 $3.40 $0.20 $3.60 LA La Salle 

22 055 22055 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA Lafayette 

22 057 22057 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 LA Lafourche 
22 061 22061 $3.10 $0.10 $3.20 LA Lincoln 
22 063 22063 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA Livingston 
22 065 22065 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 LA Madison 
22 067 22067 $3.10 $0. 10 $3.20 LA Morehouse 
22 069 22069 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 LA Natchitoches 

22 071 22071 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA Orleans 

22 073 22073 $3.10 $0.10 $3.20 LA Ouachita 
22 075 22075 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA Plaquemines 
22 077 22077 $3.50 $0.30 $3.80 LA Pointe Coupee 
22 079 22079 $3.40 $0.00 $3.40 LA Rapides 
22 081 22081 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 LA Red River 

22 083 22083 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 LA Richland 

22 085 22085 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 LA Sabine 

22 087 22087 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA St. Bernard 
22 089 22089 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA St. Charles 

22 09 1 22091 $3.50 $0.30 $3.80 LA St. Helena 
22 093 22093 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA St. James 
22 095 22095 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA St. John the Baptist 

22 097 22097 $3.50 $0.30 $3.80 LA St. Landry 

22 099 22099 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA St. Martin 
22 101 22101 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA St. Mary 
22 103 22103 $3.50 $0.30 $3.80 LA St. Tammany 
22 105 22105 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA Tangipahoa 
22 107 22107 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 LA Tensas 

22 109 22109 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA Terrebonne 
22 111 22111 $3.10 $0.10 $3.20 LA Union 
22 113 22113 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA Vermilion 
22 115 22115 $3.40 $0.00 $3.40 LA Vernon 

22 117 22117 $3.50 $0.30 $3.80 LA Washington 

22 119 22119 $3.10 $0.10 $3.20 LA Webster 
22 121 22121 $3.60 $0.20 $3.80 LA West Baton Rouge 

22 123 22123 $3.10 $0. 10 $3.20 LA West Carroll 

22 125 22125 $3.50 $0.30 $3.80 LA West Feliciana 

22 127 22127 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 LA Winn 
25 001 25001 $3.25 $0.00 $3.25 MA Barnstable 

25 003 25003 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 MA Berkshire 

25 005 25005 $3.25 $0.00 $3.25 MA Bristol 
25 007 25007 $3.25 $0.00 $3.25 MA Dukes 
25 009 25009 $3.25 $0.00 $3.25 MA Essex 

25 011 25011 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MA Franklin 

25 013 25013 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MA Hampden 
25 015 25015 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MA Hampshire 
25 017 25017 $3.25 $0.00 $3.25 MA Middlesex 
25 019 25019 $3.25 $0.00 $3.25 MA Nantucket 

25 02 1 25021 $3.25 $0.00 $3.25 MA Norfolk 
25 023 25023 $3.25 $0.00 $3.25 MA Plymouth 
25 025 25025 $3.25 $0.00 $3.25 MA Suffolk 
25 027 25027 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 MA Worcester 

24 001 24001 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 MD Allegany 
24 003 24003 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD Anne Arundel 
24 005 24005 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD Baltimore 
24 510 24510 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD Baltimore (city) 
24 009 24009 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD Calvert 
24 011 24011 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD Caroline 
24 013 24013 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 MD Carroll 
24 015 24015 $3.05 $0.00 $3.05 MD Cecil 
24 017 24017 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD Charles 
24 019 24019 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD Dorchester 
24 021 24021 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 MD Frederick 
24 023 24023 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 MD Garrett 
24 025 24025 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD Harford 
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24 027 24027 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD Howard 
24 029 24029 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD Kent 
24 031 24031 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD Montgomery 
24 033 24033 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD Prince George's 

24 035 24035 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD Queen Anne's 
24 039 24039 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD Somerset 
24 037 24037 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD St. Mary's 

24 041 24041 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD Talbot 

24 043 24043 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 MD Washington 
24 045 24045 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD Wicomico 
24 047 24047 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 MD Worcester 

23 001 23001 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 M E Androscoggin 

23 003 23003 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 ME Aroostook 

23 005 23005 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 M E Cumberland 

23 007 23007 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 M E Franklin 

23 009 23009 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 ME Hancock 

23 011 23011 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 M E Kennebec 

23 013 23013 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 ME Knox 

23 015 23015 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 ME Lincoln 

23 017 23017 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 ME Oxford 

23 019 23019 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 ME Penobscot 

23 021 23021 $2 .60 $0 .00 $2.60 ME Piscataquis 

23 023 23023 $2 .80 $0 .00 $2.80 ME Sagadahoc 

23 025 23025 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 ME Somerset 

23 027 23027 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 ME Waldo 

23 029 23029 $2.80 $0 .00 $2.80 ME Washington 

23 031 23031 $3 .00 $0.00 $3.00 ME York 

26 001 26001 $1.80 $0 .00 $1.80 Ml Alcon a 

26 003 26003 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Alger 

26 005 26005 $1 .80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Allegan 

26 007 26007 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Alpena 

26 009 26009 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Antrim 

26 011 26011 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Arenac 

26 013 26013 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 M l Baraga 

26 015 26015 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Barry 

26 017 26017 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Bay 

26 019 26019 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Benzie 

26 02 1 26021 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Berrien 

26 023 26023 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Branch 

26 025 26025 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Calhoun 

26 027 26027 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Cass 

26 029 26029 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Charlevoix 

26 031 26031 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Cheboygan 

26 033 26033 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Ch ippewa 

26 035 26035 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Clare 

26 037 26037 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Clinton 

26 039 26039 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Crawford 

26 04 1 26041 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 M l Delta 

26 043 26043 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 Ml Dickinson 

26 045 26045 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Eaton 

26 047 26047 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Emmet 

26 049 26049 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Genesee 

26 051 26051 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Gladwin 

26 053 26053 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 Ml Gogebic 

26 055 26055 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Grand Traverse 

26 057 26057 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Gratiot 

26 059 26059 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Hil lsdale 

26 061 26061 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 M l Houghton 

26 063 26063 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Huron 

26 065 26065 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Ingham 

26 067 26067 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Ionia 

26 069 26069 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l los co 

26 071 26071 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 M l Iron 

26 073 26073 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Isabella 

26 075 26075 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Jackson 

26 077 26077 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Kalamazoo 

26 079 26079 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Kalkaska 

26 081 26081 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Kent 

26 083 26083 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 Ml Keweenaw 

26 085 26085 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Lake 

26 087 26087 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Lapeer 

26 089 26089 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Leelanau 

26 091 26091 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Lenawee 

26 093 26093 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Livingston 

26 095 26095 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Luce 

26 097 26097 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Mackinac 

26 099 26099 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 M l Macomb 

26 101 26101 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Manistee 

Prepared by USDA- AMS- Dairy Programs Page 16 of 40 



Table 3. Class I Differentials ($/CWT) 

}' ; '" · ' FIPS ' -::!'~ /Jf' ''t::<>:•' " lif' .. ~ Class I ~ :~ £ffe~ti~e da~s. j 1 .~~ ·;~ ~ it{ - . ~,t ,:,~$'' -·-· . ' .. ' Class I .~ ' j .·, ~ ''!i;l FIPS State Code cOunty/Parish/~ ;;scoo,~! Dlffete~tla " ·· State' ll'i , Cou1n~if;arl.s~~~~ .:'f.: .. · . • ;. !! • 1> . :~~ .. ~ lr. ot~~r.entl~ Ad)u~trnene 
Dlffere_ntlal,~;. t 1 '-~ }~4"~-· -:· "' Clty~ode} ,., .• , ~. :i( ~ ;~~,·~ < • 

26 103 26103 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Marquette 

26 105 26105 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Mason 

26 107 26107 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Mecosta 

26 109 26109 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 Ml Menominee 

26 111 26111 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Midland 

26 113 26113 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Missaukee 

26 115 26115 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Monroe 

26 117 26117 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Montcalm 

26 119 26119 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Montmorency 
26 121 26121 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Muskegon 

26 123 26123 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Newaygo 

26 125 26125 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Oakland 

26 127 26127 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Oceana 

26 129 26129 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Ogemaw 

26 131 26131 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 M l Ontonagon 

26 133 26133 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Osceola 

26 135 26135 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Oscoda 

26 137 26137 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Otsego 
26 139 26139 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Ottawa 

26 141 26141 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Presque Isle 

26 143 26143 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Roscommon 

26 145 26145 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Saginaw 

26 151 26151 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml San ilac 

26 153 26153 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Schoolcraft 

26 155 26155 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Shiawassee 

26 147 26147 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml St. Clair 

26 149 26149 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml St. Joseph 

26 157 26157 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Tuscola 

26 159 26159 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Van Buren 

26 161 26161 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Washtenaw 

26 163 26163 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Wayne 

26 165 26165 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 Ml Wexford 

27 001 27001 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Aitkin 

27 003 27003 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Anoka 

27 005 27005 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Becker 

27 007 27007 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Beltrami 

27 009 27009 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Benton 

27 011 27011 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Big Stone 

27 013 27013 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Blue Earth 

27 015 27015 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Brown 

27 017 27017 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Carlton 

27 019 27019 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Carver 

27 021 27021 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Cass 

27 023 27023 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Chippewa 

27 025 27025 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Chisago 

27 027 27027 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Clay 

27 029 27029 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Clearwater 

27 031 27031 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Cook 

27 033 27033 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Cottonwood 

27 035 27035 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Crow Wing 

27 037 27037 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Dakota 

27 039 27039 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Dodge 

27 041 27041 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Douglas 

27 043 27043 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Faribault 

27 045 27045 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Fillmore 

27 047 27047 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Freeborn 

27 049 27049 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Goodhue 

27 051 27051 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Grant 

27 053 27053 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Hennepin 

27 055 27055 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 M N Houston 

27 057 27057 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Hubbard 

27 059 27059 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Isanti 
27 061 27061 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Itasca 
27 063 27063 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Jackson 

27 065 27065 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Kanabec 

27 067 27067 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Kandiyohi 
27 069 27069 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MN Kittson 
27 071 27071 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Koochiching 
27 073 27073 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Lac qui Parle 
27 075 27075 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Lake 
27 077 27077 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MN Lake of the Woods 
27 079 27079 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN LeSueur 
27 081 27081 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Lincoln 
27 083 27083 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Lyon 
27 087 27087 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Mahnomen 
27 089 27089 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Marshall 
27 091 27091 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Martin 
27 085 27085 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Mcleod 
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27 093 27093 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Meeker 
27 095 27095 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Mille Lacs 
27 097 27097 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Morrison 
27 099 27099 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Mower 
27 101 27101 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Murray 
27 103 27103 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Nicollet 
27 105 27105 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Nobles 
27 107 27107 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Norman 
27 109 27109 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Olmsted 
27 111 27111 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Otter Tail 
27 113 27113 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Pennington 
27 115 27115 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Pine 

27 117 27117 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Pipestone 
27 119 27119 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Polk 
27 121 27121 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Pope 
27 123 27123 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Ramsey 
27 125 27125 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Red Lake 
27 127 27127 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Redwood 
27 129 27 129 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Renville 
27 131 2713 1 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Rice 

27 133 27133 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Rock 

27 135 27135 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MN Roseau 
27 139 27139 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Scott 
27 141 27141 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Sherburne 
27 143 27143 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Sibley 

27 137 27137 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN St. Louis 

27 145 27145 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Stearns 
27 147 27147 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Steele 
27 149 27149 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Stevens 

27 151 27151 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Swift 

27 153 27153 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Todd 
27 155 27155 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Traverse 

27 157 27157 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Wabasha 

27 159 27159 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Wadena 

27 161 27161 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Waseca 

27 163 27163 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Washington 

27 165 27165 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Watonwan 

27 167 27167 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MN Wilkin 

27 169 27169 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Winona 

27 171 27171 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Wright 

27 173 27173 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 MN Yel low Medicine 

29 001 29001 $1.80 $0 .00 $1.80 MO Adair 

29 003 29003 $1.80 $0 .00 $1.80 MO Andrew 

29 005 29005 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Atchison 

29 007 29007 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Audrain 

29 009 29009 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Barry 

29 011 29011 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Barton 

29 013 29013 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Bates 

29 015 29015 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Benton 

29 017 29017 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Bol linger 

29 019 29019 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Boone 

29 021 29021 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Buchanan 

29 023 29023 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Butler 

29 025 29025 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Caldwell 

29 027 29027 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Callaway 

29 029 29029 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Camden 

29 031 2903 1 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Cape Girardeau 

29 033 29033 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Carroll 

29 035 29035 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Carter 

29 037 29037 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Cass 

29 039 29039 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Cedar 

29 041 2904 1 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Chariton 

29 043 29043 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Christian 

29 045 29045 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Clark 

29 047 29047 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Clay 

29 049 29049 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Clinton 

29 051 29051 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Cole 

29 053 29053 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Cooper 

29 055 29055 $2.00 $0.40 $2.40 MO Crawford 

29 057 29057 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Dade 

29 059 29059 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Dallas 

29 061 29061 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Daviess 

29 063 29063 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO DeKalb 

29 065 29065 $2.00 $0.40 $2.40 MO Dent 

29 067 29067 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Douglas 

29 069 29069 $2.20 $0.50 $2.70 MO Dunklin 

29 071 29071 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Franklin 

29 073 29073 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Gasconade 
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29 075 29075 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Gentry 

29 077 29077 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Greene 

29 079 29079 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Grundy 

29 081 29081 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Harrison 

29 083 29083 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Henry 

29 085 29085 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Hickory 

29 087 29087 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Holt 

29 089 29089 $2.00 $0 .00 $2.00 MO Howard 

29 091 29091 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Howell 

29 093 29093 $2.00 $0.40 $2.40 MO Iron 

29 095 29095 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Jackson 

29 097 29097 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Jasper 

29 099 29099 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Jefferson 

29 101 29101 $2 .00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Johnson 

29 103 29103 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Knox 

29 105 29105 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Laclede 

29 107 29107 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Lafayette 

29 109 29109 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Lawrence 

29 111 29111 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Lewis 

29 113 29113 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Lincoln 

29 115 29115 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Linn 

29 117 29117 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Livingston 

29 121 29121 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Macon 

29 123 29123 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Madison 

29 125 29125 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Maries 

29 127 29127 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Marion 

29 119 29119 $2.20 $0.20 $2 .40 MO McDonald 

29 129 29129 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Mercer 

29 131 29131 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Miller 
29 133 29133 $2.20 $0.50 $2.70 MO Miss issippi 

29 135 29135 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Moniteau 
29 137 29137 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Monroe 

29 139 29139 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Montgomery 

29 141 29141 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 M O Morgan 

29 143 29143 $2.20 $0.50 $2.70 MO New Madrid 

29 145 29145 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Newton 

29 147 29 147 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Nodaway 
29 149 29 149 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Oregon 

29 151 29 151 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Osage 

29 153 29 153 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 M O Ozark 

29 155 29155 $2.20 $0.50 $2.70 MO Pemiscot 
29 157 29157 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Perry 
29 159 29159 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Pettis 
29 161 29161 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Phelps 

29 163 29163 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Pike 
29 165 29165 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Platte 
29 167 29167 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Polk 

29 169 29169 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 MO Pulaski 

29 171 29171 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Putnam 

29 173 29173 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Ralls 
29 175 29175 $1.80 $0 .00 $1.80 MO Randolph 
29 177 29177 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Ray 
29 179 29179 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Reynolds 

29 181 29181 $ 2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Ripley 

29 195 29195 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Saline 

29 197 29197 $1 .80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Schuyler 

29 199 29199 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Scotland 
29 201 29201 $2.20 $0.40 $2.60 MO Scott 
29 20 3 29203 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Shannon 
29 205 29205 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Shelby 

29 183 29183 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO St. Charles 
29 185 29185 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO St. Cla ir 

29 187 29187 $2.00 $0.20 $2.20 MO St. Francois 
29 189 29189 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO St. Louis 
29 510 29510 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO St. Louis (city) 
29 186 29186 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Ste. Genevieve 
29 207 29207 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Stoddard 
29 209 29209 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Stone 
29 211 292 11 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MO Sull ivan 
29 213 29213 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Taney 
29 215 292 15 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Texas 
29 217 29217 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Vernon 
29 219 29219 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 MO Warren 
29 221 29221 $2.00 $0.40 $2.40 MO Washington 
29 223 29223 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Wayne 
29 225 29225 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Webster 
29 227 29227 $1.80 $0 .00 $1.80 MO Worth 
29 229 29229 $2.20 $0.20 $2.40 MO Wright 
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28 001 28001 $3 .40 $0.00 $3.40 MS Adams 
28 003 28003 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 MS Alcorn 
28 005 28005 $3.40 $0.40 $3.80 MS Amite 
28 007 28007 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS Attala 
28 009 28009 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 MS Benton 
28 011 28011 $3.10 $0. 10 $3.20 MS Bolivar 
28 013 28013 $3.10 $0. 10 $3.20 MS Calhoun 
28 015 28015 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS Carroll 
28 017 28017 $3.10 $0. 10 $3.20 MS Chickasaw 
28 019 28019 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS Choctaw 
28 021 28021 $3.30 $0.10 $3.40 MS Claiborne 
28 023 28023 $3.30 $0.50 $3.80 MS Clarke 
28 025 28025 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS Clay 
28 027 28027 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 MS Coahoma 
28 029 28029 $3.30 $0.10 $3.40 MS Copiah 
28 0 31 28031 $3.40 $0.00 $3.40 MS Covington 
28 033 28033 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 MS DeSoto 
28 035 28035 $3.40 $0.40 $3.80 MS Forrest 
28 037 28037 $3.40 $0.00 $3.40 MS Franklin 
28 039 28039 $3.40 $0.40 $3.80 MS George 
28 041 28041 $3.40 $0.40 $3.80 MS Greene 
28 043 28043 $3.10 $0.10 $3.20 MS Grenada 
28 045 28045 $3.50 $0.30 $3.80 MS Hancock 
28 047 28047 $3.50 $0.30 $3.80 MS Harrison 
28 049 28049 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 MS Hinds 
28 051 28051 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS Holmes 
28 053 28053 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS Humphreys 
28 055 28055 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS lssaquena 
28 057 28057 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 MS ltawamba 

28 059 28059 $3.50 $0 .30 $3.80 MS Jackson 
28 061 28061 $3.30 $0.10 $3.40 MS Jasper 
28 063 28063 $3.40 $0.00 $3.40 MS Jefferson 

28 065 28065 $3.40 $0.00 $3.40 MS Jefferson Davis 
28 067 28067 $3.40 $0.40 $3.80 MS Jones 
28 069 28069 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 MS Kemper 

28 07 1 28071 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 MS Lafayette 

28 073 28073 $3.40 $0.40 $3.80 MS Lamar 

28 075 28075 $3.30 $0.10 $3.40 MS Lauderdale 
28 077 28077 $3.40 $0.00 $3.40 MS Lawrence 
28 079 28079 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS Leake 
28 08 1 28081 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 MS Lee 
28 083 28083 $3.10 $0. 10 $3.20 MS Leflore 

28 085 28085 $3.40 $0.00 $3.40 MS Lincoln 

28 087 28087 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS Lowndes 
28 089 28089 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS Madison 
28 091 28091 $3.40 $0.40 $3.80 MS Marion 
28 093 28093 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 MS Marsha ll 
28 095 28095 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS Monroe 
28 097 28097 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS Montgomery 
28 099 28099 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS Neshoba 
28 101 28101 $3.30 $0.10 $3 .40 MS Newton 

28 103 28103 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 MS Noxubee 
28 105 28105 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS Oktibbeha 
28 107 28107 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 MS Panola 
28 109 28109 $3.40 $0.40 $3.80 MS Pearl River 
28 111 28111 $3.40 $0.40 $3.80 MS Perry 

28 113 28113 $3.40 $0.40 $3.80 MS Pike 

28 115 28115 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 MS Pontotoc 
28 117 28117 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 MS Prentiss 

28 119 28119 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 MS Quitman 
28 121 28121 $3.30 $0.10 $3.40 MS Rankin 

28 123 28123 $3.30 $0.10 $3.40 MS Scott 
28 125 28125 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS Sharkey 

28 127 28127 $3.30 $0.10 $3.40 MS Simpson 

28 129 28129 $3.30 $0.10 $3.40 MS Smith 
28 131 28131 $3.40 $0.40 $3.80 MS Stone 
28 133 28133 $3.10 $0.10 $3.20 MS Sunflower 

28 135 28135 $3.10 $0.10 $3.20 MS Tallahatchie 
28 137 28137 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 MS Tate 
28 139 28139 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 MS Tippah 

28 141 28141 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 MS Tishomingo 
28 143 28143 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 MS Tu nica 
28 145 28145 $2.90 $0.30 $3.20 MS Union 
28 147 28147 $3.40 $0.40 $3.80 MS Walthall 
28 149 28149 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 MS Warren 

28 151 28151 $3.10 $0.10 $3.20 MS Wash ington 
28 153 28153 $3.40 $0.40 $3.80 M5 Wayne 
28 155 28155 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS Webster 
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28 157 28157 $3 .40 $0.40 $3.80 MS Wilkinson 

28 159 28159 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS Winston 

28 161 28161 $3.10 $0.10 $3.20 MS Yalobusha 

28 163 28163 $3.10 $0.20 $3.30 MS Yazoo 

30 001 30001 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Beaverhead 

30 003 30003 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Big Horn 

30 005 30005 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Blaine 

30 007 30007 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Broadwater 

30 009 30009 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Carbon 

30 011 30011 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MT Carter 

30 013 30013 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Cascade 
30 015 30015 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Chouteau 

30 017 30017 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Custer 

30 019 30019 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Daniels 

30 021 30021 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Daw son 

30 023 30023 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Deer Lodge 

30 025 30025 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 MT Fallon 

30 027 30027 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Fergus 

30 029 300 29 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Flathead 

30 031 30031 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Gallatin 

30 033 30033 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Garfield 

30 035 30035 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Glacier 

30 037 30037 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Golden Valley 

30 039 30039 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Granite 

30 041 30041 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Hill 

30 043 30043 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Jefferson 

30 045 30045 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Judith Basin 

30 047 30047 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 M T Lake 

30 049 30049 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Lewis and Clark 

30 051 30051 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Liberty 

30 053 30053 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MT Lincoln 

30 057 30057 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Madison 

30 055 30055 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT McCone 

30 059 30059 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Meagher 

30 061 30061 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MT Minera l 

30 063 30063 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Missoula 

30 065 30065 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Musselshell 

30 067 30067 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Park 

30 069 30069 $1.60 $0 .00 $1.60 MT Petroleum 

30 071 30071 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Phillips 

30 073 30073 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Pondera 

30 075 30075 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Powder River 

30 077 30077 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Powell 

30 079 30079 $1.60 $0 .00 $1.60 MT Prairie 

30 081 30081 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Ravalli 

30 083 30083 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Richland 

30 085 30085 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Roosevelt 

30 087 30087 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Rosebud 

30 089 30089 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 MT Sanders 

30 091 30091 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Sheridan 

30 093 30093 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Silver Bow 

30 095 30095 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Sti llwater 

30 097 30097 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Sweet Grass 

30 099 30099 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Teton 

30 101 30101 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Too le 

30 103 30103 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Treasure 

30 105 30105 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Va lley 

30 107 30107 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Wheat land 

30 109 30109 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Wibaux 

30 111 3011 1 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Yellowstone 

30 113 30113 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 MT Yellowstone Nat ional Park 

37 001 37001 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Alamance 

37 003 37003 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Alexander 
37 005 37005 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Alleghany 

37 007 37007 $3.10 $0.50 $3.60 NC Anson 
37 009 37009 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Ashe 
37 011 37011 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Avery 
37 013 37013 $3.20 $0.40 $3.60 NC Beaufort 
37 015 37015 $3.20 $0.20 $3.40 NC Bertie 
37 017 37017 $3.30 $0 .70 $4.00 NC Bladen 
37 019 37019 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 NC Brunswick 
37 021 37021 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Buncombe 
37 023 37023 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Burke 
37 025 37025 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Cabarrus 
37 027 37027 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Caldwell 
37 029 37029 $3.20 $0.20 $3.40 NC Camden 
37 031 37031 $3.20 $0.40 $3.60 NC Carteret 
37 033 37033 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Caswell 
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37 035 37035 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Catawba 
37 037 37037 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Chatham 
37 039 37039 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Cherokee 

37 041 37041 $3.20 $0.20 $3.40 NC Chowan 
37 043 37043 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Clay 
37 045 37045 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Cleveland 
37 047 37047 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 NC Columbus 

37 049 37049 $3.20 $0.40 $3.60 NC Craven 

37 051 37051 $3.30 $0.30 $3.60 NC Cumberland 

37 053 37053 $3.20 $0.20 $3.40 NC Currituck 
37 055 37055 $3.20 $0.40 $3.60 NC Dare 

37 057 37057 $3. 10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Davidson 

37 059 37059 $3. 10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Davie 

37 061 37061 $3.30 $0.30 $3.60 NC Dupl in 

37 063 37063 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Durham 

37 065 37065 $3 .20 $0.20 $3.40 NC Edgecombe 

37 067 37067 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Forsyth 

37 069 370 69 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Franklin 

37 07 1 37071 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Gaston 

37 073 37073 $3.20 $0.20 $3.40 NC Gates 

37 075 37075 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Graham 

37 077 37077 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Granville 

37 079 37079 $3.20 $0.40 $3.60 NC Greene 

37 081 37081 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Gu il ford 

37 083 37083 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Halifax 

37 085 37085 $3.30 $0. 10 $3.40 NC Harnett 

37 087 37087 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Haywood 

37 089 37089 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Henderson 

37 091 37091 $3.20 $0.20 $3.40 NC Hertford 

37 093 37093 $3.30 $0.30 $3.60 NC Hoke 

37 095 37095 $3.20 $0.40 $3.60 NC Hyde 

37 097 37097 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Iredell 

37 099 37099 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Jackson 

37 101 37101 $3.20 $0.20 $3.40 NC Johnston 

37 103 37103 $3.20 $0.40 $3.60 NC Jones 

37 105 37 105 $3.10 $0.30 $3 .40 NC Lee 

37 107 37 107 $3.20 $0.40 $3.60 NC Lenoir 

37 109 37109 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Lincoln 

37 113 37 113 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Macon 

37 115 37115 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Madison 

37 117 37117 $3.20 $0.40 $3.60 NC Mart in 

37 111 37111 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC McDowell 

37 119 37 119 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Mecklenburg 

37 121 37121 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC M itchell 

37 123 37123 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Montgomery 

37 125 37125 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Moore 

37 127 37127 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Nash 

37 129 37129 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 NC New Hanover 

37 131 37131 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Northampton 

37 133 37133 $3.30 $0.30 $3.60 NC Onslow 

37 135 37135 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Orange 

37 137 37137 $3.20 $0.40 $3.60 NC Pamlico 

37 139 37139 $3.20 $0.20 $3.40 NC Pasquotank 

37 141 37141 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 NC Pender 

37 143 37143 $3.20 $0.20 $3.40 NC Perquimans 

37 145 37145 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Person 

37 147 37147 $3.20 $0.40 $3.60 NC Pitt 

37 149 37149 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Polk 

37 151 37151 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Randolph 

37 153 37153 $3.10 $0.50 $3.60 NC Richmond 

37 155 37155 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 NC Robeson 

37 157 37157 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Rockingham 

37 159 37159 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Rowan 

37 161 37161 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Rutherfo rd 

37 163 37163 $3.30 $0.30 $3.60 NC Sampson 

37 165 37165 $3.30 $0.30 $3.60 NC Scotland 

37 167 37167 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Stanly 

37 169 37169 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Stokes 

37 171 37171 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Surry 

37 173 37173 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Swain 

37 175 37175 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Transylvania 

37 177 37177 $3.20 $0.40 $3.60 NC Tyrrell 

37 179 37179 $3.10 $0.50 $3.60 NC Union 

37 181 37181 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Vance 

37 183 37183 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Wake 

37 185 37185 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Warren 

37 187 37187 $3.20 $0.40 $3.60 NC Wash ington 

37 189 37189 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Watauga 
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37 191 37191 $3.20 $0.40 $3.60 NC Wayne 

37 193 37193 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Wilkes 

37 195 37195 $3.20 $0.20 $3.40 NC Wi lson 

37 197 37197 $3.10 $0.30 $3.40 NC Yadkin 

37 199 37199 $2.95 $0.45 $3.40 NC Yancey 

38 001 38001 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Adams 

38 003 38003 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Barnes 

38 005 38005 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Benson 

38 007 38007 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Billings 

38 009 38009 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Bottineau 

38 011 38011 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Bowman 

38 013 38013 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Burke 

38 015 38015 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Burleigh 

38 017 38017 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Cass 

38 019 38019 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Cavalier 

38 021 38021 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Dickey 

38 023 38023 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Divide 

38 025 38025 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Dunn 

38 027 38027 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Eddy 

38 029 38029 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Emmons 

38 031 38031 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Foster 

38 033 38033 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Golden Va lley 

38 035 38035 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Grand Forks 

38 037 38037 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Grant 

38 039 38039 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Griggs 

38 041 38041 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Hettinger 

38 043 38043 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Kidder 

38 045 38045 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND La Moure 

38 047 38047 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Logan 

38 049 38049 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND M cHenry 

38 051 38051 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND M cintosh 

38 053 38053 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND M cKenzie 

38 055 38055 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND M clean 

38 057 38057 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Mercer 

38 059 38059 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Morton 

38 061 38061 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Mountrail 

38 063 38063 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Nelson 

38 065 38065 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Oliver 

38 067 38067 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Pembina 

38 069 38069 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Pierce 

38 071 38071 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Ramsey 

38 073 38073 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Ransom 

38 075 38075 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Renville 

38 077 38077 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Richland 

38 079 38079 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Rolette 

38 081 38081 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Sargent 

38 083 38083 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Sheridan 

38 085 38085 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Sioux 

38 087 38087 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Slope 

38 089 38089 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Stark 

38 091 38091 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Steele 

38 093 38093 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Stutsman 

38 095 38095 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Towner 

38 097 38097 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 NO Traill 

38 099 38099 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Walsh 

38 101 38101 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Ward 

38 103 38103 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 ND Wells 

38 105 38105 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 ND Will iams 

31 001 31001 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Adams 

31 003 31003 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Antelope 

31 005 31005 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Arthur 

31 007 31007 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Banner 

31 009 31009 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Blaine 

31 011 31011 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Boone 

31 013 31013 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Box Butte 

31 015 31015 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Boyd 

31 017 31017 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Brown 

31 019 31019 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Buffalo 

31 021 31021 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Burt 

31 023 31023 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Butler 

31 025 31025 $1.85 $0.00 $1.85 NE Cass 

31 027 31027 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Cedar 

31 029 31029 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Chase 

31 031 31031 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Cherry 
31 033 31033 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Cheyenne 

31 035 31035 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Clay 

31 037 31037 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Colfax 

31 039 31039 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Cuming 
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31 041 31041 $1.80 $0 .00 $1.80 NE Custer 
31 043 31043 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Dakota 
31 045 31045 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Dawes 
31 047 31047 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Dawson 
31 049 31049 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Deuel 
31 051 31051 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Dixon 
31 053 31053 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Dodge 
31 055 31055 $1.85 $0.00 $1.85 NE Douglas 
31 057 31057 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Dundy 
31 059 31059 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Fil lmore 
31 061 31061 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Franklin 
31 063 31063 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Frontier 
31 065 31065 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Furnas 
31 067 31067 $1.85 $0.00 $1.85 NE Gage 
31 069 31069 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Garden 

31 071 31071 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Garfield 
31 073 31073 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Gosper 
31 075 31075 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Grant 

31 077 31077 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Greeley 

31 079 31079 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Hall 

31 081 31081 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Hamilton 

31 083 31083 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Harlan 

31 085 31085 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Hayes 
31 087 31087 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Hitchcock 

31 089 31089 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Holt 
31 091 31091 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Hooker 
31 093 31093 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Howard 
31 095 31095 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Jefferson 

31 097 31097 $1.85 $0.00 $1.85 NE Johnson 

31 099 31099 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Kearney 

31 101 31101 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Keith 

31 103 31103 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Keya Paha 

31 105 31105 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Kimbal l 

31 107 31107 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Knox 

31 109 31109 $1.85 $0.00 $1.85 NE Lancaster 

31 111 31111 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Lincoln 

31 113 31113 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Logan 

31 115 31115 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Loup 

31 119 31119 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Madison 

31 117 31117 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE McPherson 

31 121 31121 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Merrick 

31 123 31123 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Morrill 

31 125 31125 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Nance 

31 127 31127 $1.85 $0.00 $1.85 NE Nemaha 

31 129 31129 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Nuckol ls 

31 131 31131 $1.85 $0.00 $1.85 NE Otoe 

31 133 31133 $1.85 $0.00 $1.85 NE Pawnee 

31 135 31135 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Perkins 

31 137 31137 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Phelps 

31 139 31139 $1.75 $0 .00 $1.75 NE Pierce 

31 141 31141 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Platte 

31 143 31143 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Polk 

31 145 31145 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Red Willow 

31 147 31147 $1.85 $0.00 $1.85 NE Richardson 

31 149 31149 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Rock 

31 151 31151 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Saline 

31 153 31153 $1.85 $0.00 $1.85 NE Sarpy 

31 155 31155 $1.85 $0.00 $1.85 NE Saunders 

31 157 31157 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Scotts Bluff 

31 159 31159 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Seward 

31 161 31161 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Sheridan 

31 163 31163 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Sherman 

31 165 31165 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Sioux 

31 167 31167 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Stanton 

31 169 31169 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Thayer 

31 171 31171 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Thomas 

31 173 31173 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Thurston 

31 175 31175 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Valley 

31 177 31177 $1.85 $0.00 $1.85 NE Washington 

31 179 31179 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Wayne 

31 181 31181 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE Webster 

31 183 31183 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 NE Wheeler 

31 185 31185 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 NE York 

33 001 33001 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 NH Belknap 

33 003 33003 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 NH Carroll 

33 005 33005 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 NH Cheshi re 

33 007 33007 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 NH Coos 

33 009 33009 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 NH Grafton 
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33011 
33013 
33015 

33017 

33019 
34001 
34003 
34005 
34007 
34009 
34011 
34013 

34015 

34017 
34019 
34021 

34023 

34025 
34027 

34029 
34031 
34033 

34035 
34037 
34039 
34041 

35001 

35003 
35005 
35006 
35007 
35009 

35011 
35013 

35015 
35017 
35019 
35021 
35023 
35025 
35027 

35028 

35029 
35031 
35033 
35035 
35037 

35039 
35041 

35045 
35047 
35043 

35049 
35051 
3SOS3 

35055 
35057 
35059 

35061 
32510 
32001 
32003 

32005 
32007 

32009 
32011 
32013 

32015 
32017 

32019 
32021 
32023 

32027 

32029 
32031 

32033 
36001 

36003 
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$3.00 
$3.00 

$3.00 
$3.00 

$2.80 
$3.05 
$3. 15 
$3.05 
$3.05 
$3.05 
$3.05 

$3.15 

$3.05 
$3 .15 
$3.10 

$3.10 

$3.10 
$3.10 
$3.10 

$3.10 
$3.15 
$3.05 
$3.10 
$3.10 
$3.15 
$3.10 

$2.35 

$2.10 
$2.10 
$1.90 
$2.35 
$2.10 

$2.10 
$2.10 

$2.10 
$2.10 
$2.35 
$2.35 
$2.10 
$2.10 
$2.10 

$2.35 

$2.10 
$1.90 
$2.35 
$2. 10 
$2.35 

$1.90 

$2.10 
$1.90 
$2.35 
$2.35 
$2.35 
$2.10 
$2.10 

$1.90 
$2.35 
$2.35 

$2.35 
$1.70 
$1.70 

$2.00 

$1.70 
$1.90 
$1.60 
$1.70 

$1.70 
$1.70 

$1.60 
$1.70 

$1.60 

$1.60 
$1.70 
$1.70 
$1.70 

$1.90 
$2.70 

$2.30 

'1 .Ciass I ' t:1lf.! ~·~ ~ !! 11 
DJff, ' tl I ' ~i Effective a ass·J if 

eren a .:· 2 State 
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$0.00 $3.00 NH 
$0.00 $3.00 NH 

$0.00 $3.00 NH 
$0.00 $3.00 NH 

$0.00 $2.80 NH 
$0.00 $3.05 NJ 
$0.00 $3.15 NJ 
$0.00 $3.05 NJ 
$0.00 $3.05 NJ 
$0.00 $3.05 NJ 
$0.00 $3.05 NJ 
$0.00 $3.15 NJ 
$0.00 $3.05 NJ 
$0.00 $3.15 NJ 
$0.00 $3.10 NJ 
$0.00 $3.10 NJ 
$0.00 $3.10 NJ 
$0.00 $3.10 NJ 
$0.00 $3.10 NJ 
$0.00 $3.10 NJ 
$0.00 $3.15 NJ 
$0.00 $3.05 NJ 
$0.00 $3. 10 NJ 
$0.00 $3.10 NJ 
$0.00 $3.15 NJ 
$0.00 $3 .10 NJ 
$0.00 $2.35 NM 
$0.00 $2.10 NM 
$0.00 $2.10 NM 
$0.00 $1.90 NM 
$0.00 $2.35 NM 
$0.00 $2.10 NM 
$0.00 $2.10 NM 
$0.00 $2.10 NM 
$0.00 $2.10 NM 
$0.00 $2.10 NM 
$0.00 $2.35 NM 
$0.00 $2.35 NM 
$0.00 $2.10 NM 
$0.00 $2.10 NM 
$0.00 $2.10 NM 
$0.00 $2.35 NM 
$0.00 $2.10 NM 
$0 .00 $1.90 NM 
$0.00 $2.35 NM 
$0.00 $2.10 NM 
$0.00 $2.35 NM 
$0.00 $1.90 NM 
$0.00 $2.10 NM 
$0.00 $1.90 NM 
$0.00 $2.35 NM 
$0.00 $2.35 NM 
$0.00 $2.35 NM 
$0.00 $2.10 NM 
$0.00 $2.10 NM 
$0.00 $1.90 NM 
$0.00 $2.35 NM 
$0.00 $2.35 NM 
$0.00 $2.35 NM 
$0.00 $1.70 NV 
$0.00 $1.70 NV 
$0.00 $2.00 NV 
$0.00 $1.70 NV 
$0.00 $1.90 NV 
$0.00 $1.60 NV 
$0.00 $1.70 NV 
$0.00 $1.70 NV 
$0.00 $1.70 NV 
$0 .00 $1.60 NV 
$0.00 $1.70 NV 
$0.00 $1.60 NV 
$0.00 $1.60 NV 
$0.00 $1.70 NV 

$0.00 $1.70 NV 
$0.00 $1.70 NV 

$0.00 $1.90 NV 
$0.00 $2.70 NY 
$0.00 $2.30 NY 

Hillsborough 

Merrimack 

Rockingham 

Strafford 

Sullivan 

Atlant ic 

Bergen 

Burl ington 

Camden 

Cape May 

Cumberland 

Essex 

Gloucester 

Hudson 

Hunterdon 

Mercer 

Middlesex 

Monmouth 

Morris 

Ocean 

Passaic 

Salem 

Somerset 

Sussex 

Union 

Warren 

Bernalillo 

Catron 

Chaves 

Cibola 

Colfax 

Curry 

De Baca 

Dona Ana 

Eddy 

Grant 

Guadalupe 

Harding 

Hidalgo 

Lea 

Lincoln 

Los Alamos 

Luna 

McKinley 

Mora 

Otero 

Quay 

Rio Arriba 

Roosevelt 

San Juan 

San Miguel 

Sandoval 

Santa Fe 

Sierra 

Socorro 

Taos 

Torrance 

Union 

Va lencia 

Carson City (city) 

Churchill 

Clark 

Douglas 

Elko 

Esmeralda 

Eureka 

Humboldt 

Lander 

Lincoln 

Lyon 

Mineral 

Nye 

Pershing 

Storey 

Washoe 

White Pine 

Albany 

Allegany 
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36 005 36005 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 NY Bronx County 
36 007 36007 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 NY Broome 
36 009 36009 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 NY Cattaraugus 
36 011 36011 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 NY Cayuga 
36 013 36013 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 NY Chautauqua 
36 015 36015 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 NY Chemung 
36 017 36017 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 NY Chenango 

36 019 36019 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 NY Clinton 

36 021 36021 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 NY Columbia 

36 023 36023 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 NY Cortland 

36 025 36025 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 NY Delaware 

36 027 36027 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 NY Dutchess 

36 029 36029 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 NY Erie 

36 031 3603 1 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 NY Essex 

36 033 36033 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 NY Franklin 

36 035 36035 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 NY Fu lton 

36 037 36037 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 NY Genesee 

36 039 36039 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 NY Greene 

36 041 36041 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 NY Hamilton 

36 043 36043 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 NY Herkimer 

36 045 36045 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 NY Jefferson 

36 047 36047 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 NY Kings 

36 049 36049 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 NY Lewis 

36 051 36051 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 NY Livingston 

36 053 36053 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 NY Madison 

36 055 36055 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 NY Monroe 

36 057 36057 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 NY Montgomery 

36 059 36059 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 NY Nassau 

36 061 36061 $3.15 $0.00 $3. 15 NY New York 

36 063 36063 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 NY Niagara 

36 065 36065 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 NY Oneida 

36 067 36067 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 NY Onondaga 

36 069 36069 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 NY Ontario 

36 071 36071 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 NY Orange 

36 073 36073 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 NY Orleans 

36 075 36075 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 NY Oswego 

36 077 36077 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 NY Otsego 

36 079 36079 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 NY Putnam 

36 081 36081 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 NY Queens 

36 083 36083 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 NY Rensselaer 

36 085 36085 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 NY Richmond County 

36 087 36087 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 NY Rockland 

36 091 36091 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 NY Saratoga 

36 093 36093 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 NY Schenectady 

36 095 36095 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 NY Schoharie 

36 097 36097 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 NY Schuyler 

36 099 36099 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 NY Seneca 

36 089 36089 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 NY St. Lawrence 

36 101 36101 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 NY Steuben 

36 103 36103 $3. 15 $0.00 $3.15 NY Suffolk 

36 105 36105 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 NY Sullivan 

36 107 36107 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 NY Tioga 

36 109 36109 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 NY Tompkins 

36 111 36111 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 NY Ulster 

36 113 36113 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 NY Warren 

36 115 36115 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 NY Washington 

36 117 36117 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 NY Wayne 

36 119 36119 $3. 15 $0.00 $3.15 NY Westchester 

36 121 36121 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 NY Wyoming 

36 123 36123 $2 .30 $0.00 $2.30 NY Yates 

39 001 39001 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 OH Adams 

39 003 39003 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Allen 

39 oos 39005 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Ashland 

39 007 39007 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Ashtabula 

39 009 39009 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Athens 

39 011 39011 $2 .00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Auglaize 

39 013 39013 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Belmont 

39 01S 39015 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 OH Brown 

39 017 39017 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Butler 

39 019 39019 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Carro ll 

39 021 39021 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Champaign 

39 023 39023 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Clark 

39 025 39025 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 OH Clermont 

39 027 39027 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Clinton 

39 029 39029 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Columbiana 

39 031 39031 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Coshocton 

39 033 39033 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Crawford 

39 035 39035 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Cuyahoga 
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39 037 39037 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Darke 

39 039 39039 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 OH Defiance 

39 041 39041 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Delaware 

39 043 39043 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Erie 

39 045 39045 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Fa irfield 

39 047 39047 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Fayette 

39 049 39049 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Franklin 

39 05 1 39051 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 OH Fulton 

39 053 39053 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 OH Gallia 
39 055 39055 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Geauga 

39 057 39057 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Greene 

39 059 39059 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Guernsey 

39 061 39061 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 OH Hamil ton 

39 063 39063 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Hancock 

39 065 39065 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Hard in 

39 067 39067 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Harrison 

39 069 39069 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 OH Henry 

39 07 1 39071 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 OH Highland 

39 073 39073 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Hocking 

39 075 39075 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Holmes 

39 077 39077 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Huro n 

39 079 39079 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 OH Jackson 

39 081 39081 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Jefferson 

39 083 39083 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Knox 

39 085 39085 $2.00 $0 .00 $2.00 OH Lake 

39 087 39087 $2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 OH Lawrence 

39 089 39089 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Licking 

39 091 39091 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Logan 
39 093 39093 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Lorain 

39 095 39095 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 OH Lucas 
39 097 39097 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Madison 

39 099 39099 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Mahoning 

39 101 39101 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Marion 

39 103 39103 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Medina 

39 105 39105 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Meigs 

39 107 39107 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Mercer 

39 109 39109 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Miami 

39 111 39111 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Monroe 

39 113 39113 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Montgomery 

39 115 39115 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Morgan 

39 117 39117 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Morrow 

39 119 39119 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Muskingum 

39 121 39121 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Noble 

39 123 39123 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Ottawa 

39 125 39125 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 OH Paulding 

39 127 39127 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Perry 

39 129 39129 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Pickaway 

39 131 39131 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 OH Pike 

39 133 39133 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Portage 

39 135 39135 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Preble 

39 137 39137 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 OH Putnam 

39 139 39139 $2.00 $0 .00 $2.00 OH Richland 

39 141 39141 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Ross 
39 143 39143 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Sandusky 

39 145 39145 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 OH Scioto 

39 147 39147 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Seneca 
39 149 39149 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Shelby 

39 151 39151 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Stark 

39 153 39153 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Summit 

39 155 39155 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Trumbull 
39 157 39157 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Tuscarawas 

39 159 39159 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Union 

39 161 39161 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 OH Van Wert 
39 163 39163 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Vinton 
39 165 39165 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Warren 
39 167 39167 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Washington 
39 169 39169 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Wayne 
39 171 39171 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 OH Wi lliam s 
39 173 39173 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Wood 
39 175 39175 $2.00 $0.00 $2.00 OH Wyandot 
40 001 40001 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Adair 
40 003 40003 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Alfalfa 
40 005 40005 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Atoka 
40 007 40007 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Beaver 
40 009 40009 $2.40 $0 .00 $2.40 OK Beckham 
40 011 40011 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Blaine 
40 013 40013 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Bryan 
40 015 40015 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Caddo 
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40 017 40017 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Canadian 

40 019 40019 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Carter 

40 021 40021 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Chero kee 

40 023 40023 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Choctaw 

40 025 40025 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Cimarron 

40 027 40027 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Cleveland 

40 029 40029 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Coal 

40 031 40031 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Comanche 

40 033 40033 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Cotton 

40 035 40035 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Craig 

40 0 37 40037 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Creek 

40 039 40039 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Custer 

40 041 40041 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Delaware 

40 043 40043 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Dewey 

40 045 40045 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Ell is 

40 047 40047 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Garfi eld 

40 049 40049 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Garvin 

40 05 1 40051 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Grady 

40 053 40053 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Grant 

40 055 40055 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Greer 

40 057 40057 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Harmon 

40 059 40059 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Harper 

40 061 40061 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Haskell 

40 063 40063 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Hughes 

40 065 40065 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Jackson 

40 067 40067 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Jefferson 

40 069 40069 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Johnston 

40 071 40071 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Kay 

40 073 40073 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Ki ngfisher 

40 075 40075 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Kiowa 

40 077 40077 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Latimer 

40 079 40079 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Le Flore 

40 081 40081 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Lincoln 

40 083 40083 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Logan 

40 085 40085 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Love 

40 093 40093 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Major 

40 095 40095 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Marshall 

40 097 40097 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Mayes 

40 087 40087 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK McCla in 

40 089 40089 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK McCurtain 

40 091 4009 1 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK M cintosh 

40 099 40099 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Murray 

40 101 40101 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Muskogee 

40 103 40103 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Noble 

40 105 40105 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Nowata 

40 107 40107 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Okfuskee 

40 109 40109 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Oklahoma 

40 111 40111 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Okmulgee 

40 113 40113 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Osage 

40 115 40115 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Ottawa 

40 117 40117 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Pawnee 

40 119 40119 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Payne 

40 121 40121 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Pittsburg 

40 123 40123 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Pontotoc 

40 125 40125 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Pottawatomie 

40 127 40127 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Pushmataha 

40 129 40129 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Roger M ill s 

40 131 40131 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Rogers 

40 133 40133 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Seminole 

40 135 40135 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Sequoyah 

40 137 40137 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 OK Stephens 

40 139 40139 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Texas 

40 141 40141 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Tillman 

40 143 40143 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Tulsa 

40 145 40145 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 OK Wagoner 

40 147 40147 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Wash ington 

40 149 40149 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Wash ita 

40 151 40151 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Woods 

40 153 40153 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 OK Woodward 

41 001 41001 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 OR Baker 

41 003 41003 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Benton 

41 005 41005 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Clackamas 

41 007 41007 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Clatsop 

41 009 41009 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Columbia 

41 011 41011 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Coos 

41 013 41013 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 OR Croo k 

41 015 41015 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Curry 

41 017 41017 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 OR Deschutes 
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41 019 41019 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Douglas 

41 021 41021 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 OR Gilliam 

41 023 41023 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 OR Grant 

41 025 41025 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 OR Harney 

41 027 41027 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Hood River 

41 029 41029 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Jackson 

41 031 41031 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 OR Jefferson 

41 033 41033 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Josephine 

41 035 41035 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 OR Klamath 

41 037 41037 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 OR Lake 

41 039 41039 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Lane 

41 041 41041 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Lincoln 

41 043 41043 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Linn 

41 045 41045 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 OR Malheur 

41 047 41047 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Mario n 

41 049 41049 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 OR M orrow 

41 051 41051 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Multnomah 

41 053 41053 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Polk 

41 055 41055 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 OR Sherman 

41 057 41057 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Ti llamook 

41 059 41059 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 OR Umatil la 

41 061 41061 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 OR Union 

41 063 41063 $1.60 $0.00 $1.60 OR Wallowa 

41 065 41065 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 OR Wasco 

41 067 41067 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Washington 

41 069 41069 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 OR Wheeler 

41 071 41071 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 OR Yamhi ll 

42 001 42001 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 PA Adams 

42 003 42003 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 PA Allegheny 

42 005 42005 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 PA Armstrong 

42 007 42007 $2. 10 $0.00 $2. 10 PA Beaver 

42 009 42009 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 PA Bedford 

42 011 42011 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 PA Berks 

42 013 42013 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 PA Blair 

42 015 42015 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 PA Bradford 

42 017 42017 $3.05 $0.00 $3.05 PA Bucks 

42 019 42019 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 PA Butler 

42 021 42021 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 PA Cambria 

42 023 42023 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 PA Cameron 

42 025 42025 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 PA Carbon 

42 027 42027 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 PA Centre 

42 029 42029 $3.05 $0.00 $3.05 PA Chester 

42 031 42031 $2.30 $0.00 $ 2.30 PA Clarion 

42 033 42033 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 PA Clearfield 

42 035 42035 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 PA Clinto n 

42 037 42037 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 PA Columbia 

42 039 42039 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 PA Crawford 

42 041 42041 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 PA Cumberlan d 

42 043 42043 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 PA Dauphin 

42 045 42045 $3.05 $0.00 $3.05 PA Delaware 

42 047 42047 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 PA Elk 

42 049 42049 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 PA Erie 

42 05 1 42051 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 PA Fayette 

42 053 42053 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 PA Forest 

42 055 42055 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 PA Franklin 

42 057 42057 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 PA Fulto n 

42 059 42059 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 PA Greene 

42 061 42061 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 PA Huntingdon 

42 063 42063 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 PA Indiana 

42 065 42065 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 PA Jefferson 

42 067 42067 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 PA Juniata 

42 069 42069 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 PA Lackawanna 

42 071 42071 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 PA Lancaster 

42 073 42073 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 PA Lawrence 
42 075 42075 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 PA Lebanon 

42 077 42077 $2 .80 $0.00 $2.80 PA Lehigh 

42 079 42079 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 PA Luzerne 

42 081 42081 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 PA Lycom ing 
42 083 42083 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 PA McKean 
42 085 42085 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 PA Mercer 
42 087 42087 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 PA Miffl in 
42 089 42089 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 PA Monroe 
42 091 42091 $3.05 $0.00 $3.05 PA Montgomery 
42 093 42093 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 PA Montour 
42 095 42095 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 PA Northampton 
42 097 42097 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 PA Northumberland 
42 099 42099 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 PA Perry 
42 101 42101 $3.05 $0.00 $3.05 PA Phi ladel phia 
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42 103 42103 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 PA Pike 
4 2 105 42105 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 PA Potter 
42 107 42107 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 PA Schuylkill 
42 109 42109 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 PA Snyder 
42 111 42111 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 PA Somerset 
42 113 42113 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 PA Sullivan 
42 115 42 115 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 PA Susquehanna 
42 117 42 117 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 PA Tioga 
42 119 42 119 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 PA Union 
42 121 42121 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 PA Venango 
42 123 42123 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 PA Warren 

42 125 42125 $2.10 $0.00 $2. 10 PA Washington 
42 127 42127 $2.70 $0.00 $2.70 PA Wayne 
42 129 42129 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 PA Westmoreland 
42 131 42131 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 PA Wyoming 
42 133 42133 $2.90 $0.00 $2.90 PA York 
44 001 44001 $3.25 $0.00 $3.25 Rl Bristo l 
44 003 44003 $3.25 $0.00 $3.25 Rl Kent 

44 005 44005 $3.25 $0.00 $3.25 Rl Newport 
44 007 44007 $3.25 $0.00 $3.25 Rl Providence 
44 009 44009 $3.25 $0.00 $3.25 Rl Washington 
45 001 45001 $3. 10 $0.50 $3.60 sc Abbeville 
45 003 45003 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 sc Aiken 
45 005 45005 $3.30 $1.00 $4.30 sc Allendale 
45 007 45007 $3.10 $0.50 $3.60 sc Anderson 
45 009 45009 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 sc Bamberg 

45 011 45011 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 sc Barnwe ll 
45 013 45013 $3.30 $1.00 $4.30 sc Beaufort 

45 015 45015 $3 .30 $1.00 $4.30 sc Berkeley 

45 017 45017 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 sc Calhoun 

45 019 45019 $3.30 $1.00 $4.30 sc Charleston 

45 02 1 45021 $3.10 $0.50 $3.60 sc Cherokee 

45 023 450 23 $3.10 $0.50 $3.60 sc Chester 

45 025 45025 $3.30 $0.30 $3.60 sc Chesterfield 

45 027 45027 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 sc Clarendon 

45 029 45029 $3.30 $1.00 $4.30 sc Colleton 

45 031 45031 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 sc Darlington 

45 033 45033 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 sc Dillon 

45 035 45035 $3.30 $1.00 $4.30 sc Dorchester 

45 037 45037 $3.30 $0.30 $3.60 sc Edgefield 

45 039 45039 $3.30 $0.30 $3.60 sc Fai rfield 

45 041 45041 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 sc Florence 

45 043 45043 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 sc Georgetown 

45 045 45045 $3.10 $0.50 $3.60 sc Greenville 

45 047 45047 $3.10 $0.50 $3.60 sc Greenwood 

45 049 45049 $3.30 $1.00 $4.30 sc Hampton 

45 051 45051 $3.30 $0.70 $4 .00 sc Horry 

45 053 45053 $3.30 $1.00 $4.30 sc Jasper 

45 055 45055 $3.30 $0.30 $3.60 sc Kershaw 

45 057 45057 $3.10 $0.50 $3.60 sc Lancaster 

45 059 45059 $3.10 $0.50 $3.60 sc Laurens 

45 061 45061 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 sc Lee 

45 063 45063 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 sc Lexington 

45 067 45067 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 sc Marion 

45 069 45069 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 sc Marlboro 

45 065 45065 $3.10 $0.50 $3.60 sc McCormick 

45 071 45071 $3.30 $0.30 $3.60 sc Newberry 

45 073 45073 $3.10 $0.50 $3.60 sc Oconee 

45 075 45075 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 sc Orangeburg 

45 077 45077 $3.10 $0.50 $3.60 sc Pickens 

45 079 45079 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 sc Richland 

45 081 45081 $3.30 $0.30 $3.60 sc Saluda 

45 083 45083 $3.10 $0.50 $3.60 sc Spartanburg 

45 085 45085 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 sc Sumter 

45 087 45087 $3.10 $0.50 $3.60 sc Union 

45 089 45089 $3.30 $0.70 $4.00 sc Wi lliamsburg 

45 091 45091 $3.10 $0.50 $3.60 sc York 

46 003 46003 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Auro ra 

46 005 46005 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Beadle 

46 007 46007 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Bennett 

46 009 46009 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 so Bon Homme 

46 011 46011 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Brookings 

46 013 46013 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Brown 

46 015 46015 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Brule 

46 017 46017 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Buffalo 

46 019 46019 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 so Butte 

46 021 46021 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 so Campbell 

46 0 23 46023 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 SD Charles M ix 

Prepared by USDA - AMS- Dairy Programs Page 30 of 40 



Table 3. Class I Differentials ($/CWT) 

,·to ~1i. FJPS ,,-
.. ~ 

Class_j'~~;:; ~11·. •, ,,,cra~t~l , ~; 1r;ff~~i~ dass I ~ ~~[.·, ., 
i't1~~ ' > .• l FIPS State CZode ~.< Ccii.uity/Parlsh/ :.~ :IP~qoE -~' D~~er!!~tJa,l1 ' · 

~ Differential ·~ ~ sute eounWParls1:J/CI!:V- J. 
: '" ·:.;,... "~ Adjiistr:nent2 : 

Dlfferentlal1 

.. > ~i_tyCqd~, .· ' ~ ;. · , r,;;,. -ii''!; ,. ,.f. 
46 025 46025 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Clark 

46 027 46027 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 so Clay 

46 029 46029 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Codington 

46 031 46031 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 so Corson 

46 033 46033 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 so Custer 

46 035 46035 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Davison 

46 037 46037 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Day 

46 039 46039 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Deuel 

46 041 46041 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 so Dewey 

46 043 46043 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 so Douglas 

46 045 46045 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Edmunds 

46 047 46047 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 so Fall River 

46 049 46049 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Fau lk 

46 051 46051 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Grant 

46 053 46053 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 so Gregory 

46 055 46055 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Haakon 

46 057 46057 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Hamlin 

46 059 46059 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Hand 

46 061 46061 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Hanson 

46 063 46063 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 so Harding 

46 065 46065 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Hughes 

46 067 46067 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 so Hutchinson 

46 069 46069 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Hyde 

46 071 46071 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Jackson 

46 073 46073 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Jerauld 

46 075 46075 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Jones 

46 077 46077 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Kingsbury 

46 079 46079 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Lake 

46 081 46081 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 so Lawrence 

46 083 46083 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 so Lincoln 

46 085 46085 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Lyman 

46 091 46091 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Marshall 

46 087 46087 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so McCook 

46 089 46089 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so McPherson 

46 093 46093 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 so Meade 

46 095 46095 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Mellette 

46 097 46097 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Miner 

46 099 46099 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Minnehaha 

46 101 46101 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Moody 

46 103 46103 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 so Pennington 

46 105 46105 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 so Perkins 

46 107 46107 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Potter 

46 109 46109 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Roberts 

46 111 46111 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Sanborn 

46 113 46113 $1.80 $0.00 $1.80 so Shannon 

46 115 46115 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Spink 

46 117 46117 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Stanley 

46 119 46119 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Sully 

46 121 46121 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Todd 

46 123 46123 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 so Tripp 

46 125 46125 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 so Turner 

46 127 46127 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 SD Union 

46 129 46129 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 SD Walworth 

46 135 46135 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 SD Yankton 

46 137 46137 $1.65 $0.00 $1.65 so Ziebach 

47 001 47001 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Anderson 

47 003 47003 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Bedford 

47 005 47005 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Benton 

47 007 47007 $2.60 $0.60 $3.20 TN Bledsoe 

47 009 47009 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Blount 

47 011 47011 $2.80 $0.60 $3.40 TN Bradley 

47 013 47013 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Campbell 

47 015 47015 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Cannon 

47 017 47017 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 TN Carro ll 
47 019 47019 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Carter 

47 021 47021 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Cheatham 

47 023 47023 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 TN Chester 

47 025 47025 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Claiborne 
47 027 47027 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Clay 
47 029 47029 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Cocke 
47 031 47031 $2.60 $0.60 $3.20 TN Coffee 

47 033 47033 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Crockett 
47 035 47035 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Cumberland 
47 037 47037 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Davidson 
47 039 47039 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Decatur 
47 041 47041 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN DeKalb 
47 043 47043 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Dickson 
47 045 47045 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 TN Dyer 
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47 047 47047 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 TN Fayette 
47 049 47049 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Fent ress 
47 05 1 47051 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Franklin 
47 053 47053 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 TN Gibson 
47 055 47055 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Giles 
47 057 47057 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Grainger 
47 059 47059 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Greene 
47 061 47061 $2.60 $0.60 $3.20 TN Grundy 
47 063 47063 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Hamblen 
47 065 47065 $2.80 $0.60 $3.40 TN Hamilton 
47 067 47067 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Hancock 
47 069 47069 $2.80 $0. 10 $2.90 TN Hardeman 
47 071 47071 $2.80 $0. 10 $2.90 TN Hardin 

47 073 47073 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Hawkins 
47 075 47075 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Haywood 
47 077 47077 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Henderson 
47 079 47079 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 TN Henry 
47 081 47081 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Hickman 

47 083 47083 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Houston 
47 085 47085 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Humphreys 
47 087 47087 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Jackson 
47 089 47089 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Jefferson 

47 091 47091 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Johnson 
47 093 47093 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Knox 

47 095 47095 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 TN Lake 

47 097 47097 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Lauderdale 

47 099 47099 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Lawrence 
47 101 47101 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Lewis 

47 103 47103 $2 .80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Lincoln 

47 105 47105 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Loudon 

47 111 47111 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Macon 

47 113 47113 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Madison 

47 115 47115 $2.80 $0.60 $3.40 TN Marion 

47 117 47117 $2.60 $0 .30 $2.90 TN Marshall 

47 119 47119 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Maury 

47 107 47107 $2.80 $0.60 $3.40 TN McMinn 

47 109 47109 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 TN McNairy 

47 121 47121 $2.80 $0.60 $3.40 TN Meigs 

47 123 47123 $2.80 $0.60 $3.40 TN Monroe 

47 125 47125 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Montgomery 

47 127 47127 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Moore 

47 129 47129 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Morgan 

47 131 47131 $2.60 $0. 10 $2.70 TN Obion 

47 133 47133 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Overton 

47 135 47135 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Perry 

47 137 47 137 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Pickett 

47 139 47139 $2.80 $0.60 $3.40 TN Polk 

47 141 47141 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Putnam 

47 143 47143 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Rhea 

47 145 47 145 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Roane 

47 147 47147 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Robertson 

47 149 47149 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Rutherford 

47 151 47151 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 TN Scott 

47 153 47153 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Sequatchie 

47 155 47155 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Sevier 

47 157 47157 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 TN Shelby 

47 159 47159 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Smith 

47 161 47161 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Stewart 

47 163 47163 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Sullivan 

47 165 47 165 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Sumner 

47 167 47167 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 TN Tipton 

47 169 47169 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Trousdale 

47 171 47171 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Unicoi 

47 173 47173 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Union 

47 175 47175 $2.60 $0.60 $3.20 TN Van Buren 

47 177 47177 $2.60 $0.60 $3.20 TN Warren 

47 179 47179 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Washington 

47 181 47181 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 TN Wayne 

47 183 47183 $2.60 $0.10 $2.70 TN Weakley 

47 18S 47185 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN White 

47 187 47187 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Wi llia mson 

47 189 47189 $2.60 $0.30 $2.90 TN Wi lson 

48 001 48001 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 TX Anderson 

48 003 48003 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Andrews 

48 005 48005 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 TX Angel ina 

48 007 48007 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Aransas 

48 009 48009 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Archer 

48 011 48011 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Armstrong 
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48 013 48013 $3.45 $0.00 $3.45 TX Atascosa 
48 015 48015 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 TX Austin 
48 017 48017 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Bailey 
48 019 48019 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Bandera 
48 021 48021 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Bastrop 
48 023 48023 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Baylor 
48 025 48025 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Bee 
48 027 48027 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 TX Bell 
48 029 48029 $3.45 $0.00 $3.45 TX Bexar 
48 031 48031 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Blanco 
48 033 48033 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Borden 
48 035 48035 $3. 15 $0 .00 $3.15 TX Bosque 
48 037 48037 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Bowie 
48 039 48039 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 TX Brazoria 
48 041 48041 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Brazos 
48 043 48043 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Brewster 
48 045 48045 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Briscoe 

48 047 48047 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Brooks 
48 049 48049 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Brown 
48 051 48051 $3 .30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Burleson 
48 053 48053 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Burnet 
48 055 48055 $3.45 $0.00 $3.45 TX Caldwell 
48 057 48057 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Calhoun 
48 059 48059 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Callahan 
48 061 48061 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Cameron 
48 063 48063 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Camp 
48 065 48065 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Carson 
48 067 48067 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Cass 
48 069 48069 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Castro 
48 071 48071 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 TX Chambers 
48 073 48073 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 TX Cherokee 
48 075 48075 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Child ress 
48 077 48077 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Clay 
48 079 48079 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Cochran 
48 081 48081 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Coke 
48 083 48083 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Coleman 
48 085 48085 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Collin 
48 087 48087 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Collingsworth 
48 089 48089 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 TX Colorado 
48 091 48091 $3.45 $0.00 $3.45 TX Co mal 
48 093 48093 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Comanche 
48 095 48095 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Concho 
48 097 48097 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Cooke 
48 099 48099 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 TX Coryell 
48 101 48101 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Cottle 
48 103 48103 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Crane 
48 105 48105 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Crockett 
48 107 48107 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Crosby 
48 109 48109 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Culberson 
48 111 48111 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Dal lam 
48 113 48113 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Dallas 
48 115 48115 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Dawson 
48 117 48117 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Deaf Smith 
48 119 48119 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Delta 
48 121 48121 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Denton 
48 123 48123 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 TX DeWitt 
48 125 48125 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Dickens 
48 127 48127 $3.45 $0.00 $3.45 TX Dim mit 
48 129 48129 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Donley 
48 131 48131 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Duval 
48 133 48133 $2.80 $0 .00 $2.80 TX Eastland 
48 135 48135 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Ector 
48 137 48137 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Edwards 
48 141 48141 $2.25 $0.00 $2.25 TX El Paso 
48 139 48139 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX El lis 
48 143 48143 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Erath 
48 145 48145 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 TX Falls 
48 147 48147 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Fannin 
48 149 48149 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 TX Fayette 
48 151 48151 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Fisher 
48 153 48153 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Floyd 
48 155 48155 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Foard 
48 157 48157 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 TX Fort Bend 
48 159 48159 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Franklin 
48 161 48 161 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 TX Freestone 
48 163 48163 $3.45 $0.00 $3.45 TX Frio 
48 165 48165 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Gaines 
48 167 48167 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 TX Galveston 
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48 169 48169 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Garza 
48 171 48171 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Gi llespie 
48 173 48173 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Glasscock 
48 175 48175 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Goliad 
48 177 48177 $3.45 $0.00 $3.45 TX Gonzales 
48 179 48179 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Gray 
48 181 48181 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Grayson 
48 183 48183 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Gregg 
48 185 48185 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Grimes 
48 187 48 187 $3.45 $0.00 $3.45 TX Guadalupe 

48 189 48 189 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Hale 

48 191 48 191 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Hall 

48 193 48193 $3.15 $0.00 $3. 15 TX Hamilton 

48 195 48195 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Hansford 

48 197 48197 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Hardeman 

48 199 48199 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 TX Hardin 

48 201 48201 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 TX Harris 
48 20 3 48203 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Harrison 

48 205 48205 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Hartley 

48 207 48207 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Haskell 

48 209 48209 $3.45 $0.00 $3.45 TX Hays 

48 211 48211 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Hemphill 

48 213 48213 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Henderson 

48 215 48215 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Hidalgo 

48 217 48217 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 TX Hill 

48 219 48219 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Hockley 

48 22 1 48221 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Hood 

48 223 48223 $3.00 $0 .00 $3.00 TX Ho pkins 

48 225 48225 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 TX Houston 

48 227 48227 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Howard 

48 229 48229 $2.25 $0.00 $2.25 TX Hudspeth 

48 231 48231 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Hunt 

48 233 48233 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Hutch inson 

48 235 48235 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Irion 

48 237 48237 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Jack 

48 239 48239 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 TX Jackson 

48 241 48241 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Jasper 

48 243 48243 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Jeff Davis 

48 245 48245 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 TX Jefferson 

48 247 48247 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Jim Hogg 

48 249 48249 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Jim Wells 

48 251 4825 1 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Johnson 

48 253 48253 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Jones 

48 255 48255 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Karnes 

48 257 48257 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Kaufman 

48 259 48259 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Kendall 

48 261 4826 1 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Kenedy 

48 263 48263 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Kent 

48 265 48265 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Kerr 

48 267 48267 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Kimble 

48 269 48269 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX King 

48 271 48271 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Kinney 

48 273 48273 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Kleberg 

48 275 48275 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Knox 

48 283 48283 $3.45 $0.00 $3.45 TX La Sal le 

48 277 48277 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Lamar 

48 279 48279 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Lamb 

48 281 48281 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 TX Lampasas 

48 285 48285 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 TX Lavaca 

48 287 48287 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Lee 

48 289 48289 $3. 15 $0.00 $3.15 TX Leon 

48 291 48291 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 TX Liberty 

48 293 48293 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 TX Limestone 

48 295 48295 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Lipscomb 

48 297 48297 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Live Oak 

48 299 48299 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Llano 

48 301 48301 $2 .40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Loving 

48 303 48303 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Lubbock 

48 305 48305 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Lynn 

48 313 48313 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Madison 

48 315 48315 $3 .00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Marion 

48 317 48317 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Martin 

48 319 48319 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Mason 

48 321 48321 $3.60 $0 .00 $3.60 TX Matagorda 

48 323 48323 $3.30 $0 .00 $3.30 TX Maverick 

48 307 4830 7 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX McCul loch 

48 309 48309 $3. 15 $0.00 $3.15 TX Mcl ennan 

48 311 48311 $3.45 $0.00 $3.45 TX McMul len 

Prepared by USDA - AMS- Dairy Programs Page 34 of 40 



Table 3. Class I Differentials ($/CWT) 

FIPS 1)';. .·:1:! '~~i ,_TCiass l ... "r ltt~e$tiJe~~las: i" 
'f:. . ·"".' ,, ': •. ·\'+ ~ w::~ .,.~11<! .. 

· aass l ,. •. 
· Dlitt)al · ;t ·.s~at~'\\ FIPS State Code County/Parish/ FIPSCODE Dlff~rimti~li ·. :!¥ t . ,c~ty/,Par sh/~lty · 

City Code ' '• AdJu tiTiene :· i~~D.I~~re!ltlal · 
"'· 

:. , A· ~,~,., ~~ . ~-.. . • -'' ~ . ·' ;_r, ,,;; 
48 325 48325 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Medina 

48 327 48327 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Menard 

48 329 48329 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Midland 

48 331 48331 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Mi lam 

48 333 48333 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Mi lls 

48 335 48335 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Mitchell 

48 337 48337 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Montague 

48 339 48339 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 TX Montgomery 

48 341 48341 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Moore 

48 343 48343 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Morris 

48 345 48345 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Motley 

48 347 48347 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 TX Nacogdoches 

48 349 48349 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 TX Navarro 

48 351 48351 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Newton 

48 353 48353 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Nolan 

48 355 48355 $3 .65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Nueces 

48 357 48357 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Ochil tree 

48 359 48359 $2 .40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Oldham 

48 361 48361 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 TX Orange 

48 363 48363 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Palo Pinto 

48 365 48365 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Panola 

48 367 48367 $3 .00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Parker 

48 369 48369 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Parmer 

48 371 48371 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Pecos 

48 373 48373 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Polk 

48 375 48375 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Potter 

48 377 48377 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Presidio 

48 379 48379 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Rains 

48 381 48381 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Randall 

48 383 48383 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Reagan 

48 385 48385 $3 .30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Real 

48 387 48387 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Red River 

48 389 48389 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Reeves 

48 391 48391 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Refugio 

48 393 48393 $2.40 $0 .00 $2.40 TX Roberts 

48 395 48395 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Robertson 

48 397 48397 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Rockwall 

48 399 48399 $2.80 $0 .00 $2.80 TX Runnels 

48 401 48401 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Rusk 

48 403 48403 $3.15 $0.00 $3.15 TX Sabine 

48 405 48405 $3. 15 $0.00 $3.15 TX San Augustine 

48 407 48407 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX San Jacinto 

48 409 48409 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX San Patricio 

48 411 48411 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX San Saba 

48 413 48413 $2.80 $0 .00 $2.80 TX Sch leicher 

48 415 48415 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Scurry 

48 417 48417 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Shackelford 

48 419 48419 $3. 15 $0 .00 $3.15 TX Shelby 

48 421 48421 $2.40 $0 .00 $2.40 TX Sherman 

48 423 48423 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Smith 

48 425 48425 $3.00 $0 .00 $3.00 TX Somervell 

48 427 48427 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Starr 

48 429 48429 $2.80 $0 .00 $2.80 TX Stephens 

48 431 48431 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Sterling 

48 433 48433 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Stonewall 

48 435 48435 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Sutton 

48 437 48437 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Swisher 

48 439 48439 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Tarrant 

48 441 48441 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Taylor 

48 443 48443 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 TX Terrell 

48 445 48445 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Terry 

48 447 48447 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Throckmorton 

48 449 48449 $3 .00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Titus 

48 451 48451 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Tom Green 

48 453 48453 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Travis 

48 455 48455 $3 .30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Trinity 

48 457 48457 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Tyler 

48 459 48459 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX Upshur 

48 461 48461 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Upton 

48 463 48463 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Uvalde 

48 465 48465 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 TX Val Verde 

48 467 48467 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 TX VanZandt 

48 469 48469 $3.65 $0.00 $3.65 TX Victo ria 

48 471 48471 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Walker 

48 473 48473 $3.60 $0.00 $3.60 TX Waller 
48 475 48475 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 TX Ward 
48 477 48477 $3.30 $0.00 $3.30 TX Washington 
48 479 48479 $3.45 $0.00 $3.45 TX Webb 
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51 051 51051 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Dickenson 

51 053 51053 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Dinwiddie 

51 595 51595 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Emporia (city) 

51 057 51057 $3 .10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Essex 

51 059 51059 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 VA Fairfax 

51 600 51600 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 VA Fairfax (city) 

51 610 51610 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 VA Falls Church (city) 

51 061 51061 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 VA Fauquier 

51 063 51063 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Floyd 

51 065 51065 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 VA Fluvanna 

51 067 51067 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Franklin 

51 620 51620 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Franklin (city) 

51 069 51069 $2 .80 $0.00 $2.80 VA Frederick 

51 630 51630 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 VA Fredericksburg (city) 

51 640 51640 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Galax (city) 

51 071 51071 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 VA Giles 

51 073 51073 $3.20 $0.00 $3.20 VA Gloucester 

51 075 51075 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Goochland 

51 077 51077 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Grayson 

51 079 51079 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 VA Greene 

51 081 51081 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Greensvil le 

51 083 51083 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Halifax 

51 650 51650 $3.20 $0.00 $3.20 VA Hampton (city) 

51 085 51085 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Hanover 

51 660 51660 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 VA Harrisonburg (city) 

51 087 51087 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Henrico 

51 089 51089 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Henry 

51 091 51091 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 VA Highland 

51 670 51670 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Hopewell (city) 

51 093 51093 $3.20 $0.00 $3.20 VA Isle of Wight 

51 095 51095 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA James City 

51 097 51097 $3.10 $0.00 $3. 10 VA King and Queen 

51 099 51099 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA King George 

51 101 51101 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA King William 

51 103 51103 $3.10 $0.00 $3. 10 VA Lancaster 

51 105 51105 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Lee 

51 678 51678 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 VA Lexington (city) 

51 107 51107 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 VA Loudoun 

51 109 51109 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 VA Louisa 

51 111 51111 $3.10 $0.00 $3. 10 VA Lunenburg 

51 680 51680 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Lynchburg (city) 

51 113 51113 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 VA Madison 

51 683 51683 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 VA Manassas (city) 

51 685 51685 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 VA Manassas Park (city) 

51 690 51690 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Martinsvi lle (city) 

51 115 51115 $3.20 $0.00 $3.20 VA Mathews 

51 117 51117 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Mecklenburg 

51 119 51119 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Middlesex 

51 121 51121 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Montgomery 

51 125 51125 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 VA Nelson 

51 127 51127 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA New Kent 

51 700 51700 $3.20 $0.00 $3.20 VA Newport News (city) 

51 710 517 10 $3.20 $0.00 $3.20 VA Norfolk (city) 

51 131 51131 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 VA Northampton 

51 133 51133 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Northumberland 

51 720 51720 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Norton (city) 

51 135 51135 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Nottoway 

51 137 51137 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 VA Orange 

51 139 51139 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 VA Page 

51 141 51141 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Patrick 

51 730 51730 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Petersburg (city) 

51 143 51143 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Pittsylvania 

51 735 51735 $3.20 $0 .00 $3.20 VA Poquoson (city) 

51 740 51740 $3.20 $0.00 $3.20 VA Portsmouth (city) 

51 145 51145 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Powhatan 

51 147 51147 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Prince Edward 
51 149 51149 $3. 10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Prince George 
51 153 51153 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 VA Prince William 

51 155 51155 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Pulaski 
51 750 51750 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Radford (city) 
51 157 51157 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 VA Rappahannock 
51 159 51159 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Richmond 
51 760 51760 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Richmond (city) 
51 161 51161 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Roanoke 
51 770 51770 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Roanoke (city) 
51 163 51163 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 VA Rockbridge 
51 165 51165 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 VA Rockingham 
51 167 51167 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Russell 
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Table 3. Class I Differentials ($/CWT) 
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51 775 51775 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Salem (city) 
51 169 51169 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Scott 
51 171 51171 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 VA Shenandoah 
51 173 51173 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Smyth 
51 175 51175 $3. 10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Southampton 
51 177 51177 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 VA Spotsylvania 
51 179 51179 $3.00 $0.00 $3.00 VA Stafford 
51 790 51790 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 VA Staunton (city) 
51 800 51800 $3.20 $0.00 $3.20 VA Suffolk (city) 
51 181 51181 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Surry 
51 183 51183 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Sussex 
51 185 51185 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Tazewell 
51 810 51810 $3.20 $0.00 $3.20 VA Virgin ia Beach (city) 
51 187 51187 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 VA Warren 
51 191 51191 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Washington 
51 820 51820 $2.80 $0.10 $2.90 VA Waynesboro (city) 
51 193 51193 $3. 10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Westmoreland 
51 830 51830 $3.10 $0.00 $3.10 VA Wi lliamsburg (city) 
51 840 51840 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 VA Winchester (city) 
51 195 51195 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Wise 
51 197 51197 $2.80 $0.40 $3.20 VA Wythe 
51 199 51199 $3.20 $0.00 $3.20 VA York 
50 001 50001 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 VT Addison 
50 003 50003 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 VT Bennington 

50 005 50005 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 VT Caledonia 
50 007 50007 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 VT Ch ittenden 
50 009 50009 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 VT Essex 
50 011 50011 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 VT Franklin 
50 013 50013 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 VT Grand Isle 
50 015 50015 $2.50 $0.00 $2.50 VT Lamoille 

50 017 50017 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 VT Orange 

50 019 50019 $2.40 $0.00 $2.40 VT Orleans 

50 021 50021 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 VT Rutland 

50 023 50023 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 VT Washington 

50 025 50025 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 VT Windham 

50 027 50027 $2.80 $0.00 $2.80 VT Windsor 
53 001 53001 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WA Adams 

53 003 53003 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WA Asotin 

53 005 53005 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WA Benton 

53 007 53007 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WA Chelan 

53 009 53009 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Clallam 

53 011 53011 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Clark 
53 013 53013 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WA Columbia 

53 015 53015 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Cowlitz 
53 017 53017 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WA Douglas 

53 019 53019 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Ferry 

53 02 1 53021 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WA Franklin 

53 023 53023 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WA Garfield 
53 025 53025 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WA Grant 
53 027 53027 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Grays Harbor 
53 029 53029 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Island 

53 031 53031 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Jefferson 

53 033 53033 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA King 

53 035 53035 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Kitsap 

53 037 53037 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WA Kitti tas 

53 039 53039 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WA Klickitat 

53 041 53041 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Lewis 

53 043 53043 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Lincoln 

53 045 53045 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Mason 

53 047 53047 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WA Okanogan 

53 049 53049 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Pacific 

53 051 53051 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Pend Oreille 

53 053 53053 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Pierce 

53 055 53055 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA San Juan 

53 057 53057 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Skagit 

53 059 53059 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Skamania 

53 061 53061 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Snohomish 

53 063 53063 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Spokane 

53 065 53065 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Stevens 

53 067 53067 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Thurston 

53 069 53069 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Wahkiakum 
53 071 53071 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WA Walla Walla 

53 073 53073 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Whatcom 

53 075 53075 $1.90 $0.00 $1.90 WA Whitman 

53 077 53077 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WA Yakima 

55 001 55001 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Adams 
55 003 55003 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Ashland 

55 005 55005 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Barron 
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55 007 55007 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Bayfield 
55 009 55009 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Brown 
55 011 55011 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Buffalo 
55 013 55013 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Burnett 
55 015 55015 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Calumet 
55 017 55017 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Chippewa 
55 019 55019 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Clark 
55 021 55021 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Columbia 
55 023 55023 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Crawford 
55 025 55025 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Dane 
55 027 55027 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Dodge 
55 029 55029 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Door 
55 031 55031 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Douglas 
55 033 55033 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Dunn 
55 035 55035 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Eau Claire 
55 037 55037 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Florence 
55 039 55039 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Fond duLac 
55 041 55041 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Forest 
55 043 55043 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Grant 
55 045 55045 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Green 
55 047 55047 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Green Lake 
55 049 55049 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Iowa 
55 051 55051 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Iron 
55 053 55053 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Jackson 
55 055 55055 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Jefferson 
55 057 55057 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Juneau 
55 059 55059 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Kenosha 
55 061 55061 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Kewaunee 
55 063 55063 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI La Crosse 
55 065 55065 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Lafayette 
55 067 55067 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Langlade 
55 069 55069 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Lincoln 
55 071 55071 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Manitowoc 
55 073 55073 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Marathon 
55 075 55075 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Marinette 
55 077 55077 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Marquette 
55 078 55078 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Menominee 
55 079 55079 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Milwaukee 
55 081 55081 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Monroe 
55 083 55083 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Oconto 
55 085 55085 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Oneida 
55 087 55087 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Outagamie 
55 089 55089 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Ozaukee 
55 091 55091 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Pepin 
55 093 55093 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Pierce 
55 095 55095 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Polk 
55 097 55097 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Portage 
55 099 55099 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Price 
55 101 55101 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Racine 
55 103 55103 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Richland 
55 105 55105 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Rock 
55 107 55107 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Rusk 
55 111 55111 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Sauk 
55 113 55113 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Sawyer 
55 115 55115 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Shawano 
55 117 55117 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Sheboygan 
55 109 55109 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI St. Croix 
55 119 55119 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Taylor 
55 121 55121 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Trempealeau 
55 123 55123 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Vernon 
55 125 55125 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Vilas 
55 127 55127 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Walworth 
55 129 55129 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Washburn 
55 131 55131 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Washington 
55 133 55133 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Waukesha 
55 135 55135 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Waupaca 
55 137 55137 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Waushara 
55 139 55139 $1.75 $0.00 $1.75 WI Winnebago 
55 141 55141 $1.70 $0.00 $1.70 WI Wood 
54 001 54001 $2.30 $0.00 $2.30 wv Barbour 
54 003 54003 $2.60 $0.00 $2.60 wv Berkeley 
54 005 54005 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 wv Boone 
54 007 54007 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 wv Braxton 
54 009 54009 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 wv Brooke 
54 011 54011 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 wv Cabell 
54 013 54013 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 wv Calhoun 
54 015 54015 $2.20 $0.00 $2.20 wv Clay 
54 017 54017 $2.10 $0.00 $2.10 wv Doddridge 
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54 019 

54 02 1 

54 023 

54 025 

54 027 

54 029 

54 031 

54 033 

54 035 

54 037 

54 039 

54 041 

54 043 

54 045 

54 049 

54 051 

54 053 

54 047 

54 055 

54 057 

54 059 

54 061 

54 063 

54 065 

54 067 

54 069 

54 071 

54 073 

54 075 

54 077 

54 079 

54 081 

54 083 

54 085 

54 087 

54 089 

54 091 

54 093 

54 095 

54 097 

54 099 

54 101 

54 103 

54 105 

54 107 

54 109 

56 001 

56 003 

56 005 

56 007 

56 009 

56 011 

56 013 

56 015 

56 017 

56 019 

56 021 

56 023 

56 025 

56 027 

56 029 

56 031 

56 033 

56 035 

56 037 

56 039 

56 041 

56 043 

56 045 
1 As of January 1, 2000. 
1 As of May 1, 2008. 

I; ~4' 'c. ;f.. ~ 

I-' · F ~t,; CODE 
'} 1~.(,,.11 

54019 

54021 

54023 

54025 

54027 

54029 

54031 

54033 

54035 

54037 

54039 

54041 

54043 

54045 

54049 

54051 

54053 

54047 

54055 

54057 

54059 

54061 

54063 
54065 

54067 

54069 

54071 

54073 

54075 

54077 

54079 

54081 

54083 

54085 

54087 

54089 

S4091 

54093 

5409S 

54097 

54099 

54101 

54103 

54105 

54107 

54109 

56001 

56003 

56005 

56007 

56009 

56011 

56013 

56015 

56017 

56019 

56021 

56023 

56025 

56027 

56029 

56031 

56033 

56035 

56037 

56039 

56041 

56043 

56045 
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Table 30 Class I Differentials ($/CWT) 
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$2.20 $0 .00 $2.20 

$2.20 $0.00 $2.20 

$2.60 $0.00 $2.60 

$2.20 $0.00 $2.20 

$2.60 $0.00 $2.60 

$2010 $0.00 $2.10 

$2.60 $0.00 $2.60 

$2.10 $0.00 $2.10 

$2.20 $0.00 $2.20 

$2.60 $0.00 $2.60 

$2.20 $0.00 $2.20 

$2.10 $0000 $2.10 

$2.20 $0.00 $2.20 

$2.20 $0o00 $2020 

$2.10 $0.00 $2.10 

$2.10 $0.00 $2. 10 

$2.20 $0.00 $2.20 

$2.80 $0.10 $2.90 

$2.80 $0.10 $2o90 

$2.60 $0.00 $2060 

$2.20 $0.00 $2o20 

$2.10 $0.00 $2.10 

$2.20 $0.00 $2020 

$2.60 $0.00 $2060 

$2.20 $0.00 $2o20 

$2.10 $0.00 $2010 

$2.60 $0.00 $2.60 

$2.20 $0.00 $2o20 

$2.20 $0.00 $2.20 

$2.30 $0.00 $2.30 

$2.20 $0.00 $2.20 

$2.20 $0.00 $2.20 

$2.30 $0.00 $2.30 

$2.20 $0.00 $2.20 

$2.20 $0.00 $2.20 

$2.20 $0.00 $2.20 

$2.30 $0.00 $2.30 

$2.30 $0.00 $2.30 

$2.10 $0.00 $2.10 

$2.30 $0.00 $2.30 

$2.20 $0.00 $2.20 

$2.20 $0.00 $2.20 

$2.10 $0.00 $2o10 

$2.20 $0.00 $2.20 

$2.20 $0.00 $2.20 

$2.20 $0.00 $2.20 

$1.90 $0.00 $1.90 

$1.60 $0.00 $1.60 

$1.65 $Oo00 $1.65 

$1.90 $0.00 $1.90 

$1.70 $0000 $1.70 

$1.65 $0.00 $1.65 

$1.60 $0.00 $1.60 

$1.90 $0.00 $1.90 

$1.60 $0.00 $1.60 

$1.65 $0000 $1.65 

$2.45 $0o00 $2.45 

$1.60 $0.00 $1.60 

$1.70 $0.00 $1.70 

$1.70 $0.00 $1.70 

$1.60 $0.00 $1.60 

$1.90 $0.00 $1.90 

$1.60 $0.00 $1.60 

$1.60 $0.00 $1.60 

$1.90 $0.00 $1.90 

$1.60 $0.00 $1.60 

$1.90 $0.00 $1.90 

$1.60 $0.00 $1.60 

$1.70 $0.00 $1.70 

State County/Parish/City 

wv Fayette 

wv Gilmer 

wv Grant 

wv Greenbrier 

wv Hampshire 

wv Hancock 
wv Hardy 

wv Harrison 

wv Jackson 

wv Jefferson 

wv Kanawha 

wv Lewis 

wv Lincoln 

wv Logan 

wv Marion 

wv Marshal l 

wv Mason 

wv McDowell 

wv Mercer 

wv Mineral 

wv M ingo 
wv Monongalia 

wv Monroe 

wv Morgan 

wv Nicholas 

wv Ohio 

wv Pendleton 
wv Pleasants 

wv Pocahontas 

wv Preston 

wv Putnam 

wv Raleigh 

wv Randolph 

wv Ritch ie 

wv Roane 

wv Summers 

wv Taylor 

wv Tucker 

wv Tyler 

wv Upshur 

wv Wayne 

wv Webster 

wv Wetzel 

wv Wirt 

wv Wood 

wv Wyoming 

WY Albany 

WY Big Horn 

WY Campbell 

WY Carbon 
WY Converse 

WY Crook 

WY Fremont 

WY Goshen 

WY Hot Springs 

WY Johnson 

WY Laramie 

WY Lincoln 

WY Natrona 

WY Niobrara 

WY Park 

WY Platte 

WY Sheridan 

WY Sublette 

WY Sweetwater 

WY Teton 

WY Uinta 

WY Washakie 

WY Weston 
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Table 4. Federal Milk Order Distributing Plants- January- June 2015 

-
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Effective Class I 

Plant Name City County State ZipCode FipsCode Differential
1 

Pooling Order of Plant and Month Pooled
2 

I·" 
·-~· ;:·· ($/cwt) January February March April May June 

A.B. Munroe Dairy E. Providence Providence Rl 02914 44007 $3.25 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Agropur Grand Rapids Kent Ml 49548 26081 $1.80 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Agropur Maplewood Ramsey MN 55113 27123 $1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Alpenrose Dairy Portland Multnomah OR 97298 41051 $1.90 124 124 124 124 124 124 
Andersen Dairy Battle Ground Clark WA 98604 53011 $1.90 124 124 124 124 124 124 
Anderson-Erickson Dai ry Des Moines Polk lA 50317 19153 $1.80 32 32 32 32 32 32 
Arps Dairy Defiance Defiance OH 43512 39039 $1.80 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Aurora Organic Dairy Platteville Weld co 80651 08123 $2.45 32 32 32 32 32 32 
Barber Pure Milk Company Birmingham Jefferson Al 35209 01073 $3.40 7 7 7 7 7 7 
BGC Manufacturing Tyler Smith TX 75710 48423 $3.00 126 126 126 126 126 126 
Boice Brothers Dairy Kingston Ulster NY 12401 36111 $2.80 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Borden Dairy (of S. Carolina) Charleston Charl eston sc 29419 45019 $4.30 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Borden Dairy Company Austin Travis TX 78702 48453 $3.30 126 126 126 126 126 126 
Borden Dairy Company Conroe Montgomery TX 77305 48339 $3.60 126 126 126 126 126 126 
Borden Dairy Company Dallas Dallas TX 75221 48113 $3.00 126 126 126 126 126 126 
Borden Dairy (Fiav-0-Rich) l ondon laurel KY 40743 21125 $2.90 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Broadacre Dairies Powell Knox TN 37849 47093 $3.20 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Brookshire Brothers Cleburne Johnson TX 76031 48251 $3.00 126 126 126 126 126 126 
Browns Dairy New Orleans Orleans LA 70152 22071 $3.80 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Byrne Dairy Syracuse Onandaga NY 13220 36067 $2.50 1 1 1 1 1 1 
C.F.Burger Creamery Detroit Wayne Ml 48228 26163 $1.80 33 33 33 
Calder Brother's Dairy lincoln Park Wayne Ml 48146 26163 $1.80 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Carl Colteryahn Dairy Pittsburgh Allegheny PA 15210 42003 $2.10 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Centennial Farms Dairy Atla nta DeKalb GA 30324 13089 $3.80 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Central Dairy Jefferson City Cole MO 65101 29051 $2.00 32 32 32 32 32 32 
Chester Dairy Company Chester Randolph ll 62233 17157 $2.00 32 32 32 32 32 32 
Clover Farms Dairy Reading Berks PA 19612 42011 $2.80 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Cloverland/Green Spring Dairy Baltimore Balt imore City MD 21217 24510 $3.00 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Country Delite Farms Nashville Davidson TN 37202 47037 $2.90 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Creamland Dairies Albuquerque Bernalillo NM 871 25 35001 $2.35 126 126 126 126 126 126 
Crescent Ridge Dairy Sharon Norfolk MA 02067 25021 $3.25 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Cumberland Dairy Bridgeton Cumberland NJ 08302 34011 $3.05 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Dairy Fresh High Point Guilford NC 27264 37081 $3.40 5 5 5 5 5 5 
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Table 4. Federal Milk Order Distributing Plants - January- June 2015 

, .• 

County State 

, '· "' ,,; ~Effe_c~iye CI£!~S 1 . 1:~:ii~; . ,.. ~~- ·· .. _ . ....._ .. . ~-_ . ~ ', ·~ ... 
FipsCode . Differ~ntiaV . ·:. ~~ P.o"~ljng Order of Plant and Month Pboi~.tJ2' City ~" ZipCode 

:> ,~; , • ~~($/,c~) -~ !" ~anua& Februa!"\l. ·,~March April . May June 

Gandy's Dairy Product s Lubbock Lubbock TX 79408 48303 $2.40 126 126 126 126 126 126 
Garel ick Farms Franklin Norfolk MA 02038 25021 $3.25 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Garelick Farms Lynn Essex MA 01905 25009 $3.25 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Garelick Farms Florence Burlington NJ 08518 34005 $3.05 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Garelick Farms E. Greenbush Rensselaer NY 12061 36083 $2.70 1 1 1 1 1 1 

GH Dairy El Paso El Paso TX 79927 48141 $2.25 126 126 126 126 126 126 
GH Processing Yuma Yuma AZ 85365 04027 $2.10 131 131 131 131 131 131 
Grupo Lala dba Borden Da iry Cowarts Houston AL 36321 01069 $4.30 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Grupo Lala dba Borden Dairy Miami Palm Beach FL 33164 12099 $6.00 6 6 6 6 6 6 
Grupo Lala dba Borden Dairy Winter Haven Polk FL 33881 12105 $5.40 6 6 6 6 6 6 

Grupo Lala dba Borden Dairy Lafayette Lafayette LA 70596 22055 $3.80 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Grupo Lala dba Borden Dairy Hattiesburg Forrest MS 39404 28035 $3.80 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Grupo Lala dba Borden Dairy Cincinnati Hamilton OH 45215 39061 $2.20 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Grupo Lala dba Borden Dairy Cleveland Cuyahoga OH 44111 39035 $2.00 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Grupo Lala dba Borden Dairy Tul sa Tulsa OK 74103 40143 $2.60 32 32 32 32 32 32 
Guernsey Farms Dairy Northville Oakland Ml 48167 26125 $1.80 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Guida-Seibert Dairy New Britain Hartford CT 06051 09003 $3.15 1 1 1 1 1 1 
GW Packaging Douglassville Berks PA 19518 42011 $2.80 1 1 1 1 1 1 
H. E. Butts· HRSC Houst on Harris TX 77080 48201 $3.60 126 126 126 126 126 126 
H. E. Butts Grocery San Antonio Bexar TX 78218 48029 $3 .45 126 126 126 126 126 126 
Halo Farm Trenton Mercer NJ 08650 34021 $3.10 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Harri sburg Dairies Harrisburg Dauphin PA 17105 42043 $2.80 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Hartzler Family Dairy Woost er Wayne OH 44691 39169 $2.00 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Hastings Cooperative Creamery Hast ings Dakota MN 55033 27037 $1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Heritage Farms Dairy Murfreesboro Rutherford TN 37129 47149 $2.90 7 7 7 7 7 7 
High Lawn Farm Lee Berkshire MA 01238 25003 $2.80 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Hiland Dairy Foods Fayetteville Washington AR 72702 05143 $2.70 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Hiland Dairy Foods Fort Smit h Sebast ian AR 72901 05131 $2.90 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Hiland Dairy Foods Wichita Sedgwick KS 67201 20173 $2.20 32 32 32 32 32 32 
Hiland Dairy Foods Kansas City Jackson MO 64128 29095 $2.00 32 32 32 32 32 32 
Hiland Dairy Foods Springfield Greene MO 65801 29077 $2.40 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Hiland Dairy Foods Omaha Douglas NE 68131 31055 $1.85 32 32 32 32 32 32 
Hiland Dairy Foods Chandler Linco ln OK 74834 40081 $2.60 32 32 32 32 32 32 
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Table 4. Federal Milk Order Distributing Plants - January- June 2015 

.. -, ;~: -. :,§:g.····. ·: ' . ·.~~~;:~1.~: . - '" ., ··~.·~~~i~Y= " Effective Class I .,,. ····"'[ 
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. =-t Differential1 
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-~- ·--·~ ~- ..... - =--

Hiland Dairy Foods Norman Cleveland OK 73071 40027 $2.60 32 32 32 32 32 32 

Hiland Dairy Foods dba Turner/Coleman Dairy Little Rock Pulaski AR 72204 05119 $2.90 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Homestead Creamery Wirtz Frankl in VA 47541 51067 $3.20 5 5 5 5 5 5 
HP Hood Agawam Hampden MA 01001 25013 $3.00 1 1 1 1 1 1 

HP Hood Portland Cumberland ME 04104 23005 $3.00 1 1 1 1 1 1 

HP Hood Concord Merrimack NH 03301 33013 $3.00 1 1 1 1 1 1 
HP Hood Oneida Madi son NY 13421 36053 $2.50 1 1 1 1 1 1 
HP Hood Vernon Oneida NY 13476 36065 $2.50 1 1 1 1 1 1 

HP Hood Winchester City of Winchester VA 22604 51840 $2.80 1 1 1 1 1 1 

HP Hood Barre Washington VT 05641 50023 $2.60 1 1 1 1 1 1 
HP Hood, Crowley Foods Division Philadelphia Philadelphia PA 19154 42101 $3.05 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Hunter Farms High Point Guilford NC 27262 37081 $3.40 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Hy-Point Dairy Farms Wilmington New Castle DE 19803 10003 $3.05 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Jackson's Dairy Hutchinson Reno KS 67501 20155 $2.20 32 32 32 32 32 32 

Kemps Minneapolis Hennepin MN 55411 27053 $1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Kemps Rochester Olmsted MN 55903 27109 $1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Kemps Fargo Cass ND 58108 38017 $1.65 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Kem ps Cedarburg Ozaukee WI 53012 55089 $1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Kleinpeter Farms Da iry Baton Rouge East Baton Rouge LA 70817 22033 $3.80 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Kroger Company, Crossroad Farms Indianapolis Marion IN 46219 18097 $2.00 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Kroger Company, Mountain View Foods Denver Denver co 80246 08031 $2.55 32 32 32 32 32 32 

Kroger Company, Swan Island Dairy Portland Multnomah OR 97217 41051 $1.90 124 124 124 124 124 124 
Kroger Company, Tolleson Dairy Tolleson Maricopa AZ 85353 04013 $2.35 131 131 131 131 131 131 
Kwik Trip LaCrosse La Crosse WI 54603 55063 $1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Lamers Dairy Appleton Outagamie WI 54915 55087 $1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Land-O-Sun Dairies Spartanburg Spartanburg sc 29305 45083 $3.60 5 5 5 5 5 5 
LuVel Dairy Products Kosciusko Attala MS 39090 28007 $3.30 7 7 7 7 7 7 
M&B Dairy Products Tampa Hillsborough FL 33637 12057 $5.40 6 6 6 6 6 6 
Marburger Farm Dairy Evans City Butler PA 16033 42019 $2.10 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Marva Maid Dairy Landover Prince George's MD 20785 24033 $3.00 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Marva Maid Dairy Newport News City of Newport News VA 23605 51700 $3.20 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Mayfield Dairy Farms Braselton Jackson GA 30517 13157 $3.80 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Mayfield Dairy Farms Athens M cMinn TN 37371 47107 $3.40 5 5 5 5 5 5 
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Table 4. Federal Milk Order Distributing Plants- January - June 2015 

'~,~-~'",'(!\.~;(~i~i~ '" ""~~~' Effective Class I -·- . ~ -: . =~:~"'fF.; 

County ·,: "{~ c 
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_ ..,:. . 1·: ~~~~~r3~~~·t-rt~ Jli.~iJt1 II . . ,: ~ I ~ -·"" 
- ($jcwt) Jal)uar:-v_ ~februa..Y Marcb April May . I~Jiine d ......... 

Price's Creameries El Paso El Paso TX 79923 48141 $2 .25 126 126 126 126 126 126 
Promised Land Dairy Floresville Wilson TX 78114 48493 $3.45 126 126 126 126 126 126 
Publix Supermarkets Deerfield Beach Broward FL 33442 12011 $6.00 6 6 6 6 6 6 
Publ ix Supermarket s Lakeland Polk FL 33802 12105 $5.40 6 6 6 6 6 6 
Publix Superm arkets Atlanta Gwinnett GA 30246 13135 $3.80 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Purity Dairies Nashvil le Davidson TN 37224 47037 $2.90 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Qua lity Dairy Lansing lngam M l 48910 26065 $1.80 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Readington Farms Whitehouse Hunterdon NJ 08888 34019 $3 .10 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Ronnybrook Farm Dai ry Ancramdale Columbia NY 12503 36021 $2.70 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Royal Crest Dairy Longmont Boulder co 80501 08013 $2.45 32 32 32 32 32 32 
Rutter Bros. Dairy York York PA 17404 42133 $2.90 1 
S. B. Winsor Dairy Johnston Providence Rl 02919 44007 $3.25 1 
Safeway Stores Tempe Maricopa AZ 85282 04013 $2 .35 131 131 131 131 131 131 
Safeway St ores Denver Denver co 80216 08031 $2.55 32 32 32 32 32 32 
Safeway Stores Clackamas Clackamas OR 97015 41005 $1.90 124 124 124 124 124 124 
Safeway Stores Bellevue King WA 98005 53033 $1.90 124 124 124 124 124 124 
Saputo Dairy Foods Newington Hartford CT 06111 09003 $3.15 1 
Saputo Dairy Foods White Bear Lake Ramsey MN 55110 27123 $1.70 30 30 30 30 30 
Saputo Dairy Foods Delhi Delaware NY 13753 36025 $2.70 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Saputo Dairy Foods Sulphur Springs Hopki ns TX 75483 48223 $3.00 126 126 126 126 126 126 
Sarah Farm s Yuma Yuma AZ 85365 04027 $2.10 131 131 131 131 131 131 
Schneider's Dairy Pittsburgh All egheny PA 15227 42003 $2.10 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Shamrock Foods Phoenix Maricopa AZ 85009 04013 $2.35 131 131 131 131 131 131 
Shamrock Foods Verona Augusta VA 24482 51015 $2.80 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Sinton Dairy Foods Colorado Springs El Paso co 80901 08041 $2.55 32 32 32 32 32 
Smith Brothers Farms Kent King WA 98035 53033 $1.90 124 124 124 124 124 124 
Smith Dairy Products Orrville Wayne OH 44667 39169 $2.00 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Snowville Creamery Pomeroy Meigs OH 45769 39105 $2.00 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Sparkmans Cream Valley Moultrie Colquitt GA 31768 13071 $4.60 7 7 7 7 7 7 
St euben Foods Elm a Erie NY 14059 36029 $2.20 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Stewart's Processing Greenfield Center Saratoga NY 12833 36091 $2.70 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Sunshine Dairy Foods Management Portland Multnoma h OR 97232 41051 $1.90 124 124 124 
Sunshine St at e Dairy Farms Plant City Hillsborough FL 33567 12057 $5.40 6 6 6 6 6 6 
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Sunshine State Dairy Farms Hammond Tangipahoa LA 70401 22105 $3.80 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Superior Dairy Canton Stark OH 44708 39151 $2.00 33 33 33 33 33 33 
T. G. Lee Foods Orange City Volusia FL 32763 12127 $5.40 6 6 6 6 6 6 

T. G. Lee Foods Orlando Orange FL 32802 12095 $5.40 6 6 6 6 6 6 

Tamara ck Farms Dairy Newark Licking OH 43055 39089 $2.00 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Toft Dairy Sandusky Erie OH 44870 39043 $2.00 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Trickling Springs Creamery Chambersburg Franklin PA 17201 42055 $3.00 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Turkey Hill Dairy Conestoga Lancaster PA 17516 42071 $2.90 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Turner Dairy Farms Pittsburgh Allegheny PA 15235 42003 $2.10 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Turner Holdings Fulton Fulton KY 42041 21075 $2.70 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Turner Holdings Memphis Shelby TN 38104 47157 $2.90 7 7 7 7 7 7 

Tuscan/Lehigh Dairies Lansdale Montgomery PA 19446 42091 $3.05 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Ult ra Dairy E. Syracuse Onondaga NY 13202 36067 $2.50 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Umpqua Dairy Products Roseburg Douglas OR 97470 41019 $1.90 124 124 124 124 124 124 

United Dairy Martins Ferry Belmont OH 43935 39013 $2 .00 33 33 33 33 33 33 
United Dairy Uniontown Fayette PA 15401 42051 $2.30 33 33 33 33 33 33 

United Dairy Charleston Kanawha wv 25302 54039 $2 .20 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Upstate Niagara Cooperative Rochester Monroe NY 14608 36055 $2.30 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Valley Pride Hagerstown Washington MD 21740 24043 $2.80 1 
Vandervoort's Fort Worth Tarrant TX 76104 48439 $3.00 126 126 126 126 126 126 

W.H. Braum Tuttle Grady OK 73089 40051 $2.60 32 32 32 32 32 32 
Wawa Dairy Farms Media Delaware PA 19063 42045 $3.05 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Wayne Dairy Products Richmond Wayne IN 47375 18177 $2.00 33 33 33 33 33 33 

Westover Dairy Lynchburg City of Lynchburg VA 24506 51680 $3.20 5 5 5 5 5 5 
WhiteWave Foods Dallas Dallas TX 75236 48113 $3.00 126 126 126 126 126 126 
Winchester Farms Dairy Winchester Clark KY 40392 21049 $2.60 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Worcester Creameries Roxbury Delaware NY 12474 36025 $2.70 1 1 1 1 1 1 

The Effective Class I D1fferent1al mcludes the adjustments contamed m Orders 5, 6, and 7; effect1ve May 1, 2008. 
2 

Represents months in which the plants were fully regulated distributing plants under the Federal order provisions. 
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Agri-Mark Chateaugay Franklin NY 12920 36033 2.30 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Agri-Mark Cabot Washington VT 05647 50023 2.60 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Agri-M ark M idd lebury Addison VT 05753 50001 2.60 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Agropur Lit t le Chute Outagamie WI 54140 55087 1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Agropur Weyauwega Waupaca WI 54983 55135 1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Aria Foods Producti on Hollandtown Brown W I 54130 55009 1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Associated Milk Producers/AMP! Arlington Fayette lA 50606 19065 1.75 32 32 32 32 32 32 

Associated M ilk Producers/AMP! Sanborn O'Brien lA 51248 19141 1.75 32 32 32 32 32 32 
Associated Milk Producers/AM P! Paynesville Stearns MN 56362 27145 1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Associated M ilk Producers/AMP! Freeman Hutchinson so 57029 46067 1.75 32 32 32 32 32 32 
Associated Mi lk Producers/AMP! Blair Trempealeau WI 54616 55121 1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Associated M ilk Producers/AMP! Jim Falls Chippewa WI 54748 55017 1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Baker Cheese St. Cloud Fond duLac WI 53079 55039 1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 
BeiGioioso Cheese Pulaski Brown WI 54162 55009 1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Bongards' Creameries Perham Otter Tail MN 56573 27111 1.65 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Cedar Grove Cheese Plain Sauk WI 53577 55111 1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Cedar Vall ey Cheese Belgium Ozaukee WI 53004 55089 1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Cent ral Equity Mi lk Cooperative Wyandotte Ottawa OK 74370 40115 2.40 32 32 32 32 32 32 

Chula Vista Cheese Browntown Lafayette WI 53522 55065 1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Continental Dairy Products Coope rsvi lle Ottowa M l 49404 26139 1.80 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Cooperat ive Regions of Organ ic Producer Pools Chasebu rg Vernon WI 54639 55123 1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Dairy Fa rmers of America Ft. Morgan Morgan co 80701 08087 2.35 32 32 32 32 32 32 
Dairy Farmers of America Independence Buchanan lA 50644 19019 1.75 32 32 32 32 32 32 
Dairy Farmers of America Goshen El khart IN 46526 18039 1.80 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Dairy Farmers of America Adrian Lenawee Ml 49221 26091 1.80 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Dairy Farmers of America Cass City Tuscola Ml 48726 26157 1.80 33 

Dairy Farmers of America Cabool Maries MO 65689 29215 2.40 7 7 7 7 7 7 
Dairy Farmers of America Portales Roosevelt NM 88130 35041 2.10 126 126 126 126 126 126 
Dairy Fa rmers of America Middlebury Center Tioga PA 16935 42117 2.50 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Dairy Fa rmers of America New Wilmington Lawrence PA 16142 42073 2.10 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Dairy Fa rmers of America Reading Berks PA 19605 42011 2.80 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Dai ry Farmers of America Winnsboro Wood TX 75494 48499 3.00 126 126 126 126 126 
Dai ry Farmers of America Fond duLac Fond du Lac WI 54935 55039 1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 
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Darigold Ca ldwell Canyon ID 83605 16027 1.60 124 

Darigold (CPMP) Chehalis Lewis WA 98532 53041 1.90 124 124 124 124 124 124 

Darigold (CPMP) Lynden Whatcom WA 98264 53073 1.90 124 124 124 124 124 124 

Darigold (CPMP) Sunnyside Yaki ma WA 98944 53077 1.75 124 124 

Eau Galle Cheese Factory Durand Pepin WI 54736 55091 1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Ellsworth Cooperative Creamery Ellsworth Pierce WI 54011 55093 1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 

FamFirst Dairy Cooperative Kewaskum Washington WI 53040 55131 1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Faribault Dairy Faribault Rice MN 55021 27131 1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Farmers Cooperative Creamery McMinnville Yamhill OR 97128 41071 1.90 124 124 124 124 124 124 

First Dist rict Association Litchfield Meeker MN 55355 27093 1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Fleur De Lait Foods New Holland Lancaster PA 17557 42071 2.90 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Foremost Farms USA, Cooperative Lancaster Grant WI 53813 55043 1.75 32 32 32 32 32 32 

Foremost Farms USA, Cooperative Reedsburg Sauk WI 53959 55111 1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Foremost Farms USA, Cooperative Sparta Monroe WI 54656 55081 1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Grande Cheese Rubicon Dodge WI 53708 55027 1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Grassland Dairy Products (Fairground) Greenwood Clark WI 54437 55019 1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Grassland Dairy Products (Main Street) Greenwood Clark WI 54437 55019 1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 
GSA dba Southwest Cheese Clovis Curry NM 88101 35009 2.10 126 126 

Independent Dairy Producers Boise City Cimarron OK 73933 40025 2.40 32 32 

Kolb-Lena Lena Stephenson IL 61048 17177 1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 
LaGrander's Hillside Dairy Stanley Chippewa WI 54768 55017 1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Land O'Lakes Caledonia Houston MN 55921 27055 1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 
Land O'Lakes Carlisle Cumberland PA 17013 42041 2.80 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Land O'Lakes Sioux Falls Minnehaha SD 57104 46099 1.70 32 32 32 32 32 32 

Land O'Lakes Kiel Calumet WI 53042 55015 1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Lone Star Milk Producers Dalhart Dallam TX 79022 48111 2.40 126 126 126 

Lynn Dairy Granton Clark WI 54436 55019 1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Maryland & Virginia Milk Producers Cooperative La urel Prince George's MD 20725 24033 3.00 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Mel rose Dairy Proteins Melrose Stearns MN 56352 27145 1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Michigan Milk Producers Association Constantine St. Joseph Ml 49042 26149 1.80 33 33 33 33 33 33 

Michigan Milk Producers Association Ovid Clinton M l 48866 26037 1.80 33 33 33 33 33 33 
Mid-West Dairymen's Company Rockford Winnebago IL 61102 17201 1.75 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Mullins Cheese Marshfield Wood WI 54449 55141 1.70 30 30 30 30 30 30 
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The Effective Class I Differential includes the adjust ments contained in Orders 5, 6, and 7; ef fective May 1, 2008. 
2 Represents mont hs in which the plant s were ful ly regulated supply plants under the Federal order provisions. 
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Table 6. Monthly Mailbox Prices ($/CWT) 1
' 

2
- January 2000 - May 2015 

• 
Reporting Area 3 

- New England Eastern Appalachian Southeast Southern Western 
Year Month New York 1- Florida Ohio Indiana 

States 4 Pennsylvania 5 States 6 • - ·states-7 Missouri-8 Pennsylvania 9 

Ja nuary $13.10 $12.55 $14.88 

February $12.87 $12.34 $14.91 

March $12.93 $12.27 $14.77 

April $12.98 $12.25 $14.95 

May $13.26 $12.52 $15.25 

2000 
June $13.59 $12.80 $15.66 

July $13.99 $13.23 $16.10 

August $14.10 $13.21 $16.25 

Septembe r $14.17 $13.26 $16.55 

October $14.08 $13.14 $16.40 

November $14.55 $13.56 $16.79 
December $14.61 $13 .95 $16.61 

Ja nuary $14.64 $14.99 $13.56 $16.66 $13 .02 

February $14.04 $14.23 $12.94 $15.90 $12.75 

March $14.65 $14.79 $13.69 $16.54 $13 .80 

April $15.24 $15.33 $14.11 $17.05 $14.57 

May $15.95 $16.10 $15.03 $17.69 $15 .24 

2001 
June $16.41 $16.82 $15.77 $18.36 $15.94 

July $16.74 $17.20 $16.16 $18.56 $15.96 

August $17.12 $17.73 $16.45 $19.89 $16.26 

Septe mber $17.45 $18.06 $16.99 $19.79 $17.14 

October $16.20 $16.79 $15.59 $18.55 $15.71 

Novem be r $16.06 $16.36 $14.87 $18.60 $14.36 

December $13.57 $13.88 $12.70 $15.74 $13.25 

January $13.83 $14.09 $13.09 $15.81 $13.45 

February $13.37 $13.57 $12.46 $15.34 $12.92 

March $12.92 $13.21 $12.19 $15.13 $12.42 

April $12.57 $13.05 $12.06 $15.09 $12.25 

May $12.31 $12.69 $11.76 $14.75 $11.85 

2002 
June $12.08 $12.83 $11.66 $14.68 $11.19 

July $12.18 $12.98 $11.61 $15.28 $10.63 

August $12.29 $13.17 $11.73 $15.58 $11.06 

September $12.2 1 $13.10 $11.55 $15.36 $11.19 

October $12.42 $13.24 $11.92 $15.50 $11.86 

November $12.58 $13.35 $11.92 $15.31 $11.95 
December $12.45 $12.93 $11.72 $14.92 $11.99 
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Table 6. Monthly Mailbox Prices ($/CWT) 
1

' 
2

- January 2000- May 2015 

Reporting Area 3 

New England Eastern Appalachian Southeast Southern Western 
Year Month 

States 4 New York 
Pennsylvania 5 States 6 StatesJ Missouri 8 ,,.., Florida 

Pennsylvania 9 Ohio Indiana 

January $12.45 $13.07 $11.83 $14.72 $11.77 

February $12.12 $12.54 $11.44 $13.98 $11.34 

March $11.54 $11.93 $10.82 $13.56 $10.85 
April $11.29 $11.63 $10.61 $13.21 $10.80 

May $11.32 $11.69 $10.71 $13.18 $10.84 

2003 
June $11.33 $1 1.86 $10.82 $13.31 $10.76 

July $11.90 $12.72 $11.30 $14.42 $11.47 

August $12.92 $13.88 $12.41 $15.25 $12.38 

September $14.67 $15.51 $14.22 $17.25 $14.13 

October $15.22 $15.97 $14.71 $17.73 $15.05 

November $14.94 $15.58 $14.31 $17.46 $14.74 
December $14.75 $15.46 $14.14 $17.41 $14.09 

January $13.74 $14.30 $12.97 $15.97 $13.29 $13.30 
February $14.05 $14.61 $13.37 $16.00 $13.57 $13.54 

March $15.06 $15.28 $14.55 $16.82 $15.38 $15.28 
April $15.95 $16.52 $15.16 $18.07 $16.30 $16.36 
May $19.02 $19.79 $18.4S $20.98 $18.90 $19.14 

2004 
Ju ne $19.31 $19.91 $18.61 $21.69 $18.26 $18.68 
July $18.14 $19.04 $17.51 $20.47 $16.36 $16.94 
August $15.11 $15.75 $14.46 $17.18 $14.68 $14.92 
September $15.71 $16.46 $15.15 $17.56 $15.35 $15.55 
October $15.96 $16.57 $15.50 $18.13 $15.68 $15.79 
November $16.06 $16.68 $15.57 $18.17 $16. 16 $16.20 
December $16.36 $16.80 $15.97 $18.10 $16.51 $16.52 

January $16.65 $16.17 $16.39 $16.57 $17.21 $16.01 $18.70 $16.14 $15.99 $16.11 
February $15.75 $15.28 $15.59 $15.18 $15.61 $14.75 $16.87 $15.53 $15.41 $15.27 
March $16.22 $15.81 $16.09 $15.97 $16.37 $15.44 $17.69 $15.70 $15.60 $15.69 
April $15.52 $15.08 $15.31 $14.97 $15.25 $14.25 $16.72 $14.98 $15.08 $15.06 
May $15.19 $14.75 $15.02 $14.59 $15.04 $13.97 $16.44 $14 .75 $14.62 $14.66 

2005 
June $14.78 $14.27 $14.60 $13.92 $14.49 $13.18 $16.40 $14.31 $14.22 $14.29 
July $15.21 $14.70 $15.08 $15.00 $15.65 $14.24 $17.62 $14.63 $14.60 $14.61 
August $15.35 $14.87 $15.19 $15.38 $16.59 $14.67 $18.60 $14 .74 $14.67 $14.68 
September $15.79 $15.30 $15.66 $15.34 $16.55 $14.90 $18.32 $15.44 $15.03 $14.91 
October $16.12 $15.66 $16.11 $15.61 $16.61 $15.30 $18.02 $15.95 $15.54 $15.36 
November $15.80 $15.36 $15.81 $15.64 $16.67 $15. 18 $18.36 $15.53 $15.23 $15.17 
December $15.20 $14.75 $15.28 $14.93 $16.01 $14.43 $17.98 $15.02 $14.88 $14.76 
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Table 6. Monthly Mailbox Prices ($/CWT) 1
' 

2
- January 2000- May 2015 

Reporting Area 3 

n· ·' New England Eastern Appalachian Southeast Southern Western 
Year :r Month 

States 4 New York 
Pennsylvania 5 States 6 States 7 Missouri 8 Florida 

Pennsylvania 9 Ohio Indiana 
',, "'~" 

~ 

Janua ry $15.04 $14.52 $14.93 $14.87 $15.81 $13.94 $17.31 $14.88 $14.64 $14.53 
February $14.38 $13.89 $14.29 $14.44 $15.31 $13.48 $16.68 $14.08 $13.88 $13.96 
Ma rch $13.54 $13.11 $13.44 $13.55 $14.13 $12.43 $15.56 $13.09 $12.95 $13.01 
April $12.60 $12.18 $12.52 $12.38 $13.20 $11.45 $14.81 $12.27 $12.16 $11.97 
May $12.39 $12.09 $12.38 $12.39 $13.08 $11.44 $14.70 $12.03 $12.00 $11.95 

2006 
June $12.29 $11.96 $12.25 $12.18 $13.15 $11.35 $14.85 $11.92 $11.92 $11.79 
July $12.13 $11.87 $12.22 $12.65 $13.71 $11.66 $15.49 $11.72 $11.82 $11.91 
August $12.51 $12.15 $12.47 $12.85 $13.95 $11.73 $15.87 $11.92 $12.01 $12.03 
September $13.21 $12.85 $13.21 $13.20 $14.47 $12.40 $16.39 $12.83 $12.89 $12.80 
October $14.13 $13.78 $14.18 $14.46 $15.50 $13.55 $17.20 $13.71 $13.81 $13.71 
November $14.49 $14.04 $14.40 $14.63 $15.69 $13.71 $17.17 $13.98 $14.13 $14.05 
December $14.66 $14.17 $14.56 $14.49 $15.55 $13.72 $16.93 $14.22 $14.32 $14.06 

January $15.31 $14.76 $15.17 $15.41 $16.18 $14.36 $17.51 $14.70 $14.79 $14.62 
February $15.46 $15.03 $15.49 $15.49 $16.13 $14.54 $17.27 $15.05 $15.13 $14.84 
March $16.46 $15.65 $16.24 $16.27 $16.51 $15.14 $17.59 $15.75 $15.74 $15.54 
April $17.29 $16.31 $17.07 $16.94 $17. 14 $15.75 $18.11 $16.60 $16.59 $16.36 
May $18.69 $17.71 $18.40 $18.24 $18.22 $16.98 $19.09 $17.94 $17.89 $17.75 

2007 
June $20.72 $19.69 $20 .39 $20.13 $20.28 $19.13 $21.29 $19.98 $19.83 $19.64 
July $22.75 $21.71 $22.37 $22.58 $23.07 $21.49 $24.45 $21.87 $21.72 $21.84 
August $22.99 $22.06 $22.60 $23.38 $24.34 $22.10 $26.14 $22.15 $22.08 $22.07 
September $23.25 $22.27 $22.74 $23.29 $24.43 $22.25 $26.33 $22.22 $22.13 $22.38 
October $22.88 $21.89 $21.87 $23.20 $24.15 $22.03 $26.03 $21.87 $2 1.93 $22.19 
Nove mber $23.24 $22.23 $22.81 $23.34 $24.55 $22.26 $26.04 $22.34 $22.32 $22.43 
December $22.68 $21.57 $22.14 $22.02 $22.94 $21.37 $23.96 $21.92 $21.95 $21.79 

January $21.78 $20.74 $21.30 $22.21 $22.94 $21.15 $23.87 $21.14 $21.18 $21.23 
February $20.09 $19.00 $19.61 $21.26 $21.70 $19.77 $22.63 $19.71 $19.70 $19.98 

March $18.56 $17.50 $17.93 $18.84 $19.36 $17.91 $20.26 $18.25 $18.28 $18.47 
April $18.95 $17.91 $18.44 $20.21 $20.48 $18.96 $21.64 $18.69 $18.59 $18.79 
May $18.51 $17.53 $18.00 $19.25 $20.29 $17.97 $21.80 $18.32 $18.24 $18.18 

2008 
June $19.60 $18.50 $18.97 $20.23 $21.10 $19.00 $22.31 $19.23 $19.05 $19.02 
July $20.34 $19.39 $19.85 $22.36 $23.53 $20.85 $24.98 $19.87 $19.83 $20.03 

August $19.53 $18.54 $19.09 $21.05 $22.36 $19.58 $24.33 $18.92 $19.08 $18.99 
September $19.34 $18.28 $18.85 $20.70 $21.97 $19.40 $23.96 $18.77 $18.92 $18.70 

October $18.64 $17.33 $17.86 $19.38 $19.91 $17.80 $21.39 $18.30 $18.42 $17.94 
November $18.19 $17.03 $17.68 $19.39 $20.26 $18.11 $21.70 $18.00 $18.30 $18.08 
December $16.18 $15.14 $15.63 $16.58 $17.39 $15.54 $18.61 $15.92 $16.32 $15.83 
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Table 6. Monthly Mailbox Prices ($/CWT} 1
' 

2
- January 2000 - May 2015 

Re porting Area 3 

New England ' Eastern Appalachian Southeast Southern Western 
~ -

1r: Ye<!r Month 
States 4 New York 

Pennsylvania 5 States 6 States 7 Missouri 8 Florida 
Pennsylvania{ 

Ohio .;, ll)diana r. 
D ~ - -

January $14.95 $13.94 $14.45 $16.55 $17.05 $14.98 $18.39 $14.37 $14.83 $14.86 

February $12.46 $11.72 $11.98 $13.20 $13.76 $11.69 $14.97 $11.89 $12.28 $12.00 

March $12.25 $11.52 $11.76 $12.25 $12.47 $10.78 $13.61 $11.61 $11.97 $11.34 

April $12.66 $11.93 $12.16 $12.70 $13.08 $11.09 $14.34 $12.07 $12.43 $11.76 

May $12.65 $11.96 $12 .14 $12.78 $13.15 $10.77 $14.70 $11.86 $12.32 $12.00 

2009 
June $12.27 $11.61 $11.73 $12.36 $12.85 $10.77 $14.07 $11.53 $11.87 $11.37 

July $12.22 $11.47 $11.80 $12.74 $13.38 $11.08 $14.81 $11.53 $11.90 $11.51 

August $12.57 $11.81 $12.12 $13.04 $13.88 $11.51 $15.37 $11.97 $12.45 $11.90 

September $13.45 $12.64 $12 .99 $13.94 $14 .77 $12.55 $16.20 $12.97 $13.28 $12.81 

October $14.84 $13.82 $14.43 $15.30 $16.41 $14.23 $17.76 $14.60 $14.88 $14.27 

November $15.90 $14.84 $15.52 $16.33 $16.93 $15.01 $17.86 $15.69 $15.85 $15.34 
December $17.06 $16.01 $16.68 $17.38 $17.75 $15.85 $18.64 $16.63 $16.84 $16.35 

January $17.03 $15.97 $16.68 $17.76 $18.15 $16.17 $19.02 $16.76 $16.92 $16.42 
Fe bruary $17.02 $15.79 $16.63 $17.65 $18.20 $15.99 $19.01 $16.78 $16.92 $16.41 

March $16.16 $15.08 $15.74 $16.78 $17.27 $15.05 $18.10 $15 .78 $15.92 $15.38 

April $15.61 $14.52 $15.16 $15.71 $16.01 $14.00 $16.89 $15.04 $15.20 $14.50 

May $16.23 $15.22 $15.84 $16.26 $16.36 $14.40 $17.50 $16.20 $16.26 $15.44 

2010 
June $16.86 $15.70 $16.32 $17.4 1 $17.52 $15.65 $18.31 $16.20 $16.27 $16.14 

July $17.33 $16.18 $16.85 $18.25 $18.65 $16.39 $19.67 $16.68 $16.72 $16.80 
August $17.82 $16.60 $17.24 $18.62 $19.55 $17.09 $21.11 $17.29 $17.34 $17.14 
September $18.84 $17.59 $18.36 $19.36 $20.11 $17.96 $21.63 $18.51 $18.55 $18.22 
October $19.73 $18.40 $19.09 $20.13 $20.64 $18.80 $21.80 $19.44 $19.41 $19.11 
Nove mber $19.37 $18. 14 $18.97 $20.19 $20.65 $18.71 $21.54 $19.05 $19.25 $19.00 
December $18 .02 $16.80 $17.68 $18.98 $19.31 $17.23 $20.01 $17.65 $18.00 $17.81 

January $18.09 $16.83 $17.72 $18.71 $18.77 $16.67 $19.69 $17.68 $17.90 $17.69 
February $19.91 $18.56 $19.41 $19.87 $19.89 $18.30 $20.57 $19.60 $19.57 $19.14 
March $21.33 $20.01 $20.80 $21.13 $21.07 $19.85 $21.58 $21.28 $20.97 $20.44 
April $21.10 $19.91 $20.66 $21.41 $21.29 $19.38 $22.06 $20.69 $20.73 $20.25 
May $21.26 $19.99 $20.79 $21.39 $21.35 $19.31 $22.25 $20.62 $20.64 $20.14 

2011 
June $22.33 $20.88 $21.66 $22.58 $23.06 $20.88 $23.98 $21.53 $21.28 $21.16 
Ju ly $22.77 $21.41 $22.16 $22.83 $23.70 $21. 27 $25.10 $22.26 $22.13 $21.63 
August $23.36 $21.92 $22.73 $23.89 $24.87 $22.78 $26.72 $22.87 $22.64 $22.06 
September $22.69 $21.30 $22.30 $23.98 $24.76 $22.54 $26.73 $22.31 $22.24 $22.03 
Octobe r $21.26 $19.90 $20.93 $21.80 $22.65 $20.63 $24.39 $20.99 $21.03 $20.59 
November $21.36 $19.99 $21.00 $21.57 $22.26 $20.63 $23.68 $21.05 $20.35 $20.46 
December $20.68 $19.35 $20.19 $20.66 $21.62 $19.45 $23.05 $20.32 $20.75 $19.68 
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Table 6. Monthly Mailbox Prices ($/CWT) 1

' 
2

- January 2000- May 2015 

Reporting Area 3 

Month 
New England Eastern Appalachian Southeast Southern Western 

Year 
States 4 New York 

Pennsylvania 5 States 6 States 7 Missouri 8 Florida 
Pennsylvania 9 Ohio Indiana 

" 
January $20.50 $19.24 $19.98 $20.79 $21.57 $19.10 $22.85 $19.78 $19.77 $19.33 
February $19.06 $17.87 $18.60 $19.12 $19.29 $17.05 $20.23 $18.34 $18.34 $17.78 
March $18.46 $17.33 $17.92 $17.62 $18.47 $15.64 $19.54 $17.83 $17.82 $16.91 
April $18.03 $16.90 $17.48 $17.12 $17.57 $15.37 $18.71 $17.33 $17.33 $16.19 
May $17.45 $16.32 $16.83 $17.06 $17.50 $15.54 $18.49 $16.45 $16.18 $15.65 

2012 
June $17.06 $15.91 $16.50 $17.07 $17.60 $15.83 $18.61 $16.06 $15.79 $15.34 
July $17.55 $16.79 $16.88 $17.93 $18.49 $16.73 $19.60 $16.76 $16.59 $16.02 
August $18.73 $18.03 $18.15 $19.23 $19.98 $18.25 $21.41 $18.15 $17.78 $17.42 
September $20.57 $19.51 $19.65 $20.03 $20.63 $19.08 $22.39 $19.82 $19.44 $18.87 
October $22.42 $21.45 $21.61 $21.74 $22.22 $20.70 $23.83 $21.83 $21.22 $20.44 
November $23.26 $22.21 $22.36 $23.38 $24.08 $22.27 $25.43 $22.71 $22.19 $21.82 
December $22.45 $21.33 $21.43 $22.50 $23.11 $21.06 $24.04 $21.51 $21.76 $20.91 

January $21.45 $20.29 $20.39 $21.31 $21.71 $19.98 $23.22 $20.39 $20.71 $19.9S 
February $21.00 $19.93 $20.08 $20.74 $21.04 $19.35 $22.60 $20.02 $20.08 $19.54 
March $20.65 $19.74 $19.90 $20.08 $20.43 $19.00 $21.96 $19.90 $19.83 $19.32 
April $20.80 $19.83 $19.91 $20.02 $20.26 $18.87 $21.73 $19.94 $19.82 $19.33 
May $20.77 $19.83 $19.94 $20.04 $20.41 $18.74 $21.67 $19.98 $19.86 $19.26 

2013 
June $20.90 $19.93 $20.01 $20.41 $20.85 $19.13 $22.30 $19.86 $19.92 $19.31 
July $20.60 $19.62 $19.67 $20.76 $21.34 $19.63 $22.86 $19.33 $19.60 $19.20 
August $21.02 $20.04 $20.11 $21.24 $21.89 $20.73 $23.39 $19.86 $20.06 $19.49 
September $21.67 $20.66 $20.74 $21.61 $22.08 $21.13 $23 .40 $20.44 $20.6 1 $20.12 
October $22.42 $21.38 $21.49 $21.85 $22.16 $21.91 $23.89 $21.27 $21.33 $20.76 
Novembe r $23.14 $22.11 $22.21 $23.14 $23.50 $22.45 $24.57 $22.05 $22.06 $21.47 
December $23.72 $22.58 $22.73 $23.52 $23.69 $22.80 $24.68 $22.37 $22.53 $21.9 1 

January $24.68 $23.64 $23.75 $24.59 $24.62 $23.69 $25.33 $23.69 $23.68 $23.03 
February $25.94 $25.06 $25. 10 $25 .41 $25.69 $24.57 $26.77 $25.20 $24.92 $24.22 

March $26.30 $25.58 $25.48 $25.96 $26.10 $24.92 $27.27 $25.61 $25.24 $24.46 
April $26.41 $25.66 $25.58 $25.78 $25.83 $24.64 $27.13 $25.77 $25.38 $24.5 1 
May $25.91 $25.16 $25.12 $25.77 $26.12 $24.63 $27.41 $24.87 $24.45 $23.87 

2014 
June $24.92 $24.08 $24.07 $24.68 $24.85 $23.66 $25.78 $23.70 $23.34 $22.61 
July $25.06 $24.27 $24.20 $25.27 $25.83 $24.44 $27.40 $23.83 $23.61 $22.96 
August $25.94 $25.25 $25.17 $26.46 $27.29 $25.77 $28.67 $24.89 $24.66 $24.31 
September $27.18 $26.39 $26.25 $27.14 $27.98 $27.34 $29.25 $26.27 $25.83 $25.35 

October $25.80 $24.85 $24.85 $26.11 $26.79 $26.44 $28.10 $25.24 $24.88 $24.3 1 
Novembe r $24.06 $23.00 $22.99 $24.58 $25.11 $24.69 $26.43 $22.99 $23.00 $22.42 
December $22.84 $21.53 $21.60 $23.68 $24.48 $22.84 $25.98 $21.36 $21.36 $20.51 
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Table 6. Monthly Mailbox Prices ($/CWT) 1' 
2

- January 2000- May 2015 

Reporting Area 3 

New England Eastern Appalachian Southeast Southern Western 
Year Month 4 New York 

Pennsylvania 5 States 6 States 7 Missouri 8 Florida 
Pennsylvania 9 Ohio 

States 
~ 

January $19.33 $18.01 $17.85 $19.09 $19.81 $18.39 $21.33 $17.98 $18.19 

February $18.44 $17.05 $17.03 $17.94 $18.29 $17.72 $19.55 $17.10 $17.33 

March $18.08 $16.67 $16.56 $16.91 $17.06 $16.79 $17.98 $16.73 $16.85 

April $17.97 $16.55 $16.41 $16.60 $16.74 $16.05 $17.75 $16.72 $16.79 

May $18.07 $16.68 $16.48 $16.49 $16.69 $15.99 $17.77 $16.75 $16.84 

2015 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

1 Net pay prices received by dairy farmers for milk. Prices reflect all payments received for milk sold and all costs associa ted with marketing the mi lk. Prices are weighted averages of the prices 

reported fo r all orders receiving milk from the reporting area and are reported at the average butterfat tests. Prices include, for the most part, the assessment under the Cooperatives Working 

Together (CWT) program. 
2 For dates not shown, data were not publ ished for that reporting area during that timeframe. 
3 Areas for which prices are reported for at least 75% of the milk marketed under Federal milk orders. 

• Includes Connect icut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont 
5 Includes all countes to the east of those listed in 9. 

6 1ncludes Kentucky, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia. 
7 Includes Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Louisianna, and Mississippi. 
8 lnlcudes the counties in Vernon, Cedar, Polk, Da llas, Laclede, Texas, Dent, Crawford, Washington, St. Francois, and Perry, and all those to the south of these. 
9 The counties of Warren, Elk, Clearfield, Indiana, Westmoreland, and Fayette, and all those counties to the west of these. 
10 Includes Kansas, Nebraska, and the Missouri counties to the north of those listed in 8. 
11 Includes all counties to the west of Fanin, Hunt, VanZandt, Henderson, Houston, Cherokee, Nacagdoches, and Shelby. 
12 Includes Oregon and Washington. 
13 Weighted average of prices for all selected reporting areas. 
14 Calculated by the California Department of Food and Agriculture, and published at http://cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/ uploader/docs/Ma i1 Box%20Data%202014.pdf. 
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Indiana 

$17.31 

$16.43 

$15.89 

$16.08 

$15.81 
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Table 6 Continued. Monthly Mailbox Prices ($/CWT) 1' 
2

- January 2000- May 2015 

Reporting Area 3 

Corn Belt Wester n Northwest All Reporting 
California 14 Year Month Michigan Wisconsin Minnesota Iowa Illinois 

States 10 •Texas 11 New Mexico 
States 12 Areas 13 ·"'· ,_ 

-=-
January $11.9 1 $10.88 
February $11.70 $10.72 
March $11.7 1 $10.80 
April $11.66 $11.03 
May $11.84 $11.20 

2000 
June $12.02 $11.62 
July $12.38 $11.85 
August $12.3 1 $11.93 
September $12.68 $12.30 
October $12.47 $11.47 
November $12.40 $12.13 
December $12.92 $12.34 
January $12.85 $12.38 $12.33 $12.37 $12.19 $13.12 $12.21 $12.39 $12.97 $12.01 
February $12.64 $12.52 $12.57 $12.35 $12.26 $12.76 $12.01 $12.51 $12.91 $12.23 
March $13.61 $13.55 $13.45 $13. 16 $13.13 $13.70 $12.96 $13.37 $13.79 $12.95 
April $14.23 $14.12 $14.03 $13.73 $13.72 $14. 17 $13.47 $14.02 $14.28 $13.7 1 
May $15.12 $15.36 $15.33 $15.04 $14.80 $15.00 $14.20 $14.82 $15.27 $14.54 

2001 
June $15.71 $16.05 $15.90 $16.08 $15.62 $15.70 $14.77 $15.35 $15.92 $15.23 
July $15.75 $15.96 $15.88 $16.05 $15.73 $15.70 $14.91 $15.37 $16.00 $15.13 
August $16.04 $16. 14 $16. 10 $16.19 $15.88 $16.47 $15.36 $15.65 $16.28 $15.54 
September $16.85 $17.00 $16.84 $16.97 $16.74 $16.99 $15.77 $16.16 $16.82 $15.95 
October $15.41 $15.78 $15.40 $15.89 $15.52 $15.88 $14.43 $14.67 $15.5 1 $14.06 
November $14.09 $13.78 $13.69 $13.79 $13 .58 $14.65 $13.44 $13 .61 $14.25 $12.96 
Decembe r $13.04 $13.47 $13.46 $13.36 $13.06 $13.27 $12.52 $12.85 $13.21 $12.33 
January $13.26 $13.57 $13.50 $13.22 $13.12 $13.48 $12.60 $12.81 $13.34 $12.48 
February $12.79 $13.12 $12.75 $13.07 $12.71 $13. 10 $12.18 $12.44 $12.91 $11.73 
March $12.27 $12.45 $12.22 $12.32 $12.06 $12.39 $11.45 $12.08 $12.39 $11.46 
April $12 .06 $12.48 $12.23 $12.2 1 $12.02 $11 .98 $11.07 $11.91 $12. 16 $11.38 
May $11.68 $12.16 $11.88 $12.02 $11.68 $11 .66 $10.80 $11.52 $11.83 $10.98 

2002 
June $11.06 $11.42 $11.08 $11.3 1 $10.96 $11.14 $10.21 $11.12 $11.33 $10.44 
July $10.48 $10.61 $10.49 $10.83 $10.45 $11.11 $10.21 $10.78 $10.95 $10.11 
August $10.87 $10.98 $10.90 $10.83 $10.82 $11.38 $10.44 $10.87 $11.18 $10.35 
September $11.03 $11.46 $11.48 $11.29 $11.19 $11.75 $10.86 $11.07 $11.40 $10.58 
Octobe r $11.68 $12.38 $12.18 $12. 15 $11.94 $12. 14 $11.10 $11.56 $11.99 $10.94 
Novembe r $11.56 $11.83 $11.64 $11.87 $11.57 $11 .99 $10 .86 $11.40 $11.75 $10.69 
December $11.61 $11.78 $11.56 $11 .77 $11.41 $11.95 $11.06 $11.24 $11.69 $10.68 
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Table 6 Continued. Monthly Mailbox Prices ($/CWT) 1' 
2

- January 2000- May 2015 

Reporting Area3 

Corn Belt Western Northwest All Reporting 
California 14 Year Month Michigan- Wisconsin Minnesota Iowa I" Illinois 

States 10 Texas 1:._ 
New Mexico 

States 12 Areas 13 ,, 
" 

Janua ry $11.42 $11.59 $11.52 $11.58 $11.89 $11.46 $11.90 $10.93 $10.91 $11.61 $10.64 

February $11.06 $11.28 $11.21 $11.24 $11.48 $11.11 $11.17 $10.16 $10.57 $11.19 $10.33 

March $10.61 $10.70 $10.72 $10.68 $10.78 $10.40 $10.71 $9.78 $10.33 $10.73 $10.06 

April $10.48 $10.85 $10.86 $10.73 $10.84 $10.68 $10.62 $9.72 $10.31 $10.79 $10.26 

May $10.66 $11.04 $10.95 $10.83 $10.89 $10.66 $10.48 $9.62 $10.39 $10.83 $10.13 

2003 
June $10.54 $10.90 $10.89 $10.66 $10.82 $10.53 $10.45 $9.52 $10.28 $10.77 $10.13 

July $11.29 $12.26 $12.61 $12.03 $11.61 $11.22 $11.48 $10.57 $10.56 $11.72 $11.53 

August $12.21 $13.98 $14.32 $13.54 $13.01 $11.90 $12.36 $11.25 $11.25 $12.91 $12.75 

September $13.90 $14.95 $15.10 $14.68 $14.54 $13.45 $13.95 $13.13 $12.36 $14.28 $13.24 

October $14.60 $15.57 $15.59 $15.31 $15.35 $13.75 $14.36 $13.39 $13.03 $14.88 $13.46 

November $14.38 $14.80 $14.72 $14.54 $14.80 $13.58 $13.93 $13.10 $13.34 $14.50 $12.82 

December $13.62 $13.77 $13.47 $13.79 $13.82 $13.20 $13.53 $12.52 $12.81 $13.81 $12.54 

January $13.04 $13.34 $13.11 $13.17 $13.17 $12.46 $12.72 $11.74 $12.39 $13.12 $12.11 

February $13.34 $13.80 $13.72 $13.51 $13.53 $12.77 $13.17 $12.09 $12.76 $13.54 $12.69 

March $14.85 $16.13 $16.22 $15.55 $15.58 $14.31 $14.51 $13.46 $14.34 $15.27 $14.65 

April $16.34 $19.89 $19.81 $18.55 $17.63 $16.07 $16.35 $15.27 $15.00 $17.40 $17.21 

May $18.28 $20.39 $19.80 $19.29 $19.48 $17.40 $18.16 $16.85 $16.59 $19.01 $17.57 

2004 
June $17.85 $18.04 $17.85 $17.56 $18.28 $16.81 $17.69 $16.47 $17.75 $18.26 $16.38 

July $16.09 $16.11 $15.71 $15.76 $16.00 $15.02 $15.63 $14.46 $14.93 $16.32 $13.91 

August $14.53 $15.23 $15.05 $14.89 $14.80 $13.76 $14.09 $13.04 $13.63 $14.75 $13.73 

September $15.10 $15.86 $15.57 $15.47 $15.68 $14.36 $14.63 $13.65 $14.36 $15.37 $14.37 

October $15.37 $16.00 $15.58 $15.71 $15.95 $14.42 $14.42 $13.41 $14.56 $15.58 $14.12 

November $15.92 $16.65 $16.47 $16.19 $16.41 $14.93 $15.14 $14.24 $15.09 $16.12 $15.23 
December $16.09 $17.25 $16.60 $16.57 $16.87 $15.30 $15.55 $14.42 $15.03 $16.38 $15.18 

January $15.58 $16.00 $15.78 $15.92 $15.88 $14.98 $15.00 $14.09 $14.76 $15.89 $14.85 

February $15.13 $15.91 $15.61 $15.39 $15.42 $14.37 $14.42 $13.65 $13.97 $15.24 $14.86 

March $15.13 $15.77 $15.46 $15.41 $15.52 $14.42 $14.44 $13.61 $14.39 $15.46 $13.99 

April $14.64 $15.68 $15.41 $15.23 $15.28 $14.16 $13.90 $13.11 $13.89 $14.97 $14.11 

May $14.18 $14.98 $14.76 $14.64 $14.61 $13.61 $13.31 $12.52 $13.47 $14.48 $13.48 

2005 
June $13.78 $14.67 $14.47 $14.32 $14.25 $13.27 $13.26 $12.55 $13.35 $14.13 $13.43 

July $14.34 $15.06 $14 .69 $14.64 $14.73 $13.62 $13.77 $12.95 $13.78 $14.62 $13.53 

August $14.50 $14.74 $14.57 $14.52 $14.50 $13.58 $13.92 $13.00 $13.84 $14.65 $13.23 

September $14.85 $15.45 $15.36 $15.15 $15.26 $14.11 $14.53 $13.71 $14.35 $15.16 $14.09 

October $15.44 $15.77 $15.46 $15.59 $15.80 $14.49 $14.47 $13.63 $14.51 $15.42 $14.10 

November $15.12 $15.25 $14.93 $15.21 $15.32 $13.98 $13.98 $13.16 $14.17 $15.09 $13.42 
December $14.70 $15.06 $14.83 $14.88 $15.06 $13.82 $13.77 $12.94 $13.77 $14.73 $13.49 
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Table 6 Continued. Monthly M ai lbox Prices ($/CWT) 1' 
2

- January 2000 - M ay 2015 

Reporting Area l 

Corn Belt Western Northwest All Reporting 
California 14 Year Month Michigan Wisconsin Minnesota Iowa Illinois 

States 10 Texas 11 New Mexico 
States 12 Areas 13 

January $14.48 $14.70 $14.17 $14.43 $14.68 $13.65 $13.58 $12.74 $13.46 $14.42 $12.87 
February $13.56 $13.62 $13.16 $13.47 $13.72 $12.65 $12.45 $11.57 $12.75 $13.56 $11.52 
March $12.60 $12.63 $12.14 $12.52 $12.60 $11.82 $11.48 $10.67 $12.00 $12.64 $11.05 
April $11.78 $12.12 $11.76 $11.85 $11.76 $11.41 $10.75 $10.10 $11.46 $11.91 $10.64 
May $11.62 $11.99 $11.75 $11.85 $11.68 $11.13 $10.68 $9.98 $11.26 $11.79 $10.45 

2006 
June $11.54 $12.04 $11.78 $11.81 $11.67 $11.13 $10.82 $9.90 $11.12 $11.74 $10.42 
July $11.48 $11.70 $11.49 $11.59 $11.39 $11.03 $10.83 $9.88 $11.19 $11.66 $10.16 
August $11.68 $11.90 $11.74 $11.82 $11.60 $11.39 $11.36 $10.38 $11.44 $11.93 $10.63 
September $12.52 $13.30 $13.18 $12.93 $12.87 $12.36 $12.22 $11.41 $12. 17 $12.88 $11.44 
October $13 .32 $13.84 $13.67 $13.68 $13.71 $13.08 $12.85 $11.97 $12.83 $13.65 $11.62 
November $13.55 $14.31 $14.26 $14.12 $14.05 $13.31 $13.22 $12.40 $13.23 $14.00 $12.12 
December $13.72 $14.68 $14.70 $14.38 $14.33 $13.54 $13.25 $12.57 $13.37 $14.20 $12.42 

January $14.25 $14.79 $14.71 $14.62 $14.63 $13.96 $13.96 $13.30 $13.84 $14.66 $12.55 
February $14.51 $15.31 $15.34 $14.96 $14.90 $14.19 $14.01 $13.19 $13.92 $14.93 $13.09 
March $15.09 $16.03 $16.09 $15.71 $15.50 $14.69 $14.55 $13.83 $14.79 $15.60 $13.89 
April $16.03 $16.84 $17.17 $16.53 $16.39 $15.54 $15.57 $14.85 $15.91 $16.45 $14.83 
May $17.29 $18.17 $18.56 $17.75 $17.76 $16.66 $16.99 $16.28 $17.40 $17.78 $16.77 

2007 
June $19.04 $20.17 $20.60 $19.41 $19.86 $18.66 $19.35 $18.60 $19.37 $19.80 $19.12 
July $20.70 $21.26 $21.15 $21.00 $21.68 $20.72 $20.96 $20. 16 $20.86 $21.49 $19.98 
August $20.89 $20.62 $20.57 $20.90 $21.47 $20.73 $20.91 $20.11 $21.00 $21.47 $20.06 
September $21.29 $21.14 $21.25 $21.19 $21.77 $21.15 $21.02 $20.21 $21.48 $21.78 $20.19 
October $20.95 $20.53 $20.64 $21.07 $21.34 $20.96 $20.54 $19.84 $21.27 $21.39 $19.94 

November $21.29 $21.28 $21.37 $21.54 $21.90 $21.25 $20.89 $20.24 $21.01 $21.81 $20.62 
December $20.96 $21.92 $21.68 $21.27 $22.07 $20.86 $20.82 $19.88 $20.21 $21.04 $19.71 

January $19.99 $20.79 $20.71 $20.42 $21.03 $19.97 $19.53 $18.83 $19.59 $20.70 $17.97 
February $19.11 $18.85 $19.19 $19.07 $19.32 $18.45 $17.43 $16.45 $17.80 $19.03 $17.05 

March $17.79 $18.86 $18.75 $18.08 $18.32 $17.35 $16.70 $15.94 $16.60 $18.01 $16.04 

April $18.05 $18.11 $18.34 $18.15 $18.37 $17.80 $17.20 $16.33 $17.17 $18.19 $15.88 
May $17.58 $18.87 $19.31 $18.10 $18.19 $17.56 $16.90 $16.04 $16.87 $18.09 $16.79 

2008 
June $18.57 $20.22 $20.15 $19.12 $19.33 $18.42 $17.91 $17.01 $17.91 $19.12 $17.35 
July $19.23 $19.14 $19.11 $19.16 $19.47 $18.66 $18.24 $17.13 $18.51 $19.43 $17.19 

August $18.49 $18.22 $18.08 $18.22 $18.50 $18.05 $17.74 $16.71 $17.86 $18.58 $16.25 
September $18.25 $17.78 $18.38 $17.96 $18.09 $17.72 $17.03 $16.06 $17.26 $18.27 $16.29 

October $17.54 $18.53 $18.38 $17.90 $17.97 $17.37 $16.89 $16.00 $16.54 $17.94 $15.75 
November $17.32 $17.53 $17.32 $17.13 $17.44 $16.85 $16.33 $15.44 $16.38 $17.42 $14.67 
December $15.74 $16.63 $16.39 $15.52 $15.76 $15.20 $14.45 $14.00 $14.55 $16.12 $12.83 
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Table 6 Continued. Monthly Mailbox Prices ($/CWT) 
1
' 

2
- January 2000- May 2015 

Reporting Area3 

Corn Belt Western 
"~ 

Northwest All Reporting 01 

It Year Month Michigan Wisconsin Minnesota Iowa Illinois 
States 

10 Texas 11 New Mexico 
States 12 Areas u ~ 

California 14 

r., - c - . ~ 

Janua ry $13.76 $12.94 $12.77 $13.60 $13.38 $13.61 $12.98 $12.25 $12.75 $13.77 $10.57 

February $11.51 $11.24 $11.82 $11.73 $11. 62 $11.33 $10.73 $10.03 $10.66 $11.61 $9.80 

March $11.29 $11.87 $12.27 $11.84 $11 .84 $11.43 $10.73 $9.92 $10.95 $11.60 $9.92 

April $11.74 $12.17 $12.26 $12.23 $12.06 $11.62 $11.07 $10.26 $11.29 $11.96 $9.88 

May $11.55 $11.40 $11.49 $11.81 $11.80 $11.33 $10.59 $9.77 $10.87 $11.61 $9.70 

2009 
June $11.16 $11.24 $11.26 $11.48 $11.44 $10.96 $10.20 $9.37 $10.55 $11.27 $9.63 

July $11.16 $11.15 $11.27 $11.33 $10.91 $10.82 $10.43 $9.66 $10.57 $11.30 $9.60 

August $11.69 $12.25 $12.57 $12.22 $12.44 $11.69 $11.30 $10.51 $11.17 $12.04 $10.51 

September $12.61 $13.30 $13.48 $13.23 $13.29 $12.82 $12.22 $11.39 $12.17 $12.98 $11.20 

Octobe r $14.02 $14.54 $14.83 $14.60 $14.71 $14.12 $13.37 $12.52 $13.52 $14.29 $12.30 

November $15.05 $15.69 $15.77 $15.66 $15.69 $14.99 $14.65 $13.86 $14.84 $15.37 $13.78 

December $16.10 $16.61 $16.58 $16.70 $16.72 $16.01 $15.49 $14.53 $16.00 $16.37 $15.33 

January $16.08 $16.05 $15.76 $16.16 $16.52 $15.76 $15.63 $14.72 $15.42 $16.16 $14.12 

February $16.02 $15.78 $15.53 $15.92 $16.18 $15.63 $15.33 $14.46 $14.93 $15.97 $13.59 

March $15.00 $14.39 $14.18 $15.00 $15.02 $14.66 $14.43 $13.50 $14.05 $14.92 $12.81 

April $14.35 $14.31 $14.19 $14.78 $14.67 $14.13 $13.97 $13.09 $14.02 $14.51 $12.93 

May $15.50 $14.71 $14.50 $15.22 $15.11 $14.61 $14.37 $13.50 $14.66 $15.08 $13.25 

2010 
June $15.50 $14.78 $14.52 $15.51 $15.34 $15.06 $14.69 $13.82 $15.05 $15.39 $13.64 

July $15.93 $14.97 $15.00 $15.93 $15.62 $15.55 $15.20 $14.30 $15.37 $15.82 $14.33 

August $16.65 $16.18 $16.07 $16.65 $16.68 $16.21 $15.84 $14.94 $16.08 $16.60 $15.04 

September $17.81 $17.70 $17.71 $17.89 $18.15 $17.42 $16.86 $15.90 $17.33 $17.81 $15.99 

October $18.48 $18.70 $18.26 $18.75 $19.35 $18.45 $18.01 $17.06 $18.06 $18.67 $16.50 

November $17.96 $17.82 $17.23 $18.31 $18.79 $18.27 $17.71 $16.84 $17.56 $18.22 $15.62 
Decembe r $16.99 $16.39 $15.99 $16.84 $17.34 $16.47 $16.40 $15.54 $15.94 $16.87 $14.62 

January $16.87 $16.01 $15.93 $16.76 $17.12 $16.58 $15.63 $14.72 $16.06 $16.67 $15.31 

February $18.69 $18.91 $19.01 $19.03 $19.24 $18.89 $18.43 $17.46 $18.60 $18.94 $17.50 

March $20.14 $20.78 $20.36 $20.76 $21.20 $20.47 $20.10 $19.07 $20.37 $20.50 $18.00 

April $19.90 $18.99 $18.66 $19.75 $20.10 $19.46 $19.08 $18.08 $19.29 $19.66 $17.51 

May $19.86 $18.64 $18.86 $19.53 $19.69 $19.23 $19.09 $18.09 $19.15 $19.58 $17.72 

2011 
June $20.78 $20.41 $20.65 $20.75 $21.02 $20.50 $20.22 $19.19 $20.77 $20.88 $19.80 

July $21.30 $21.86 $21.83 $21.70 $22.14 $21.24 $21.09 $19.97 $21.69 $21.75 $19.67 

August $21.92 $22.31 $22.10 $22.14 $22.60 $21.61 $21.45 $20.17 $22.07 $22.25 $19.85 

September $21.56 $20.95 $20.59 $21.28 $21.78 $20.89 $20.44 $19.26 $20.73 $21.39 $18.61 

Octo ber $20.13 $20.13 $20.08 $20.24 $20.75 $19.82 $18.64 $17.54 $19.66 $20.14 $17.89 

November $20.19 $21.08 $21.24 $20.95 $21.31 $20.07 $19.29 $18.19 $20.32 $20.59 $18.64 
December $19.94 $20.69 $20.52 $20. 19 $20.60 $19.25 $18.76 $18.03 $19.59 $20.05 $17.09 
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Table 6 Continued. Monthly Mailbox Prices ($/CWT) 1
' 

2
- January 2000- May 2015 

Reporting Area 3 

" 
,. 

~ - Corn Belt Western Northwest All Reporting 
Year Month ~ Michigan Wisconsin Minnesota Iowa Illinois New M exico California 14 

.... . ~ States 10 Texas 11 States 12 Areas 13 

January $19.04 $19.31 $19.32 $19.38 $19.73 $18.80 $17.96 $17.10 $18.61 $19.30 $16.36 

February $17.60 $18.16 $18. 18 $18.02 $18.27 $17.49 $16.57 $15.73 $17.26 $17.92 $15.22 

Ma rch $16. 73 $17.57 $17.61 $17.40 $17.55 $16.65 $15.92 $15.11 $16.76 $17.24 $14.99 

April $16.25 $17.46 $17.35 $17.19 $17.23 $16.22 $15.51 $14.67 $16.43 $16.87 $14.59 

May $15.43 $16.81 $16.93 $16.58 $16.63 $15.63 $15.15 $14.33 $15.49 $16.29 $13.97 

2012 
June $15.06 $16.94 $17.01 $16.57 $16.57 $15.68 $15.49 $14.62 $15.43 $16.21 $14.38 

July $15.98 $17.55 $17.59 $17.12 $17.15 $16.36 $16.18 $15.32 $16.27 $16.88 $14.77 

August $17.45 $18.91 $19.02 $18.60 $18.57 $17.85 $17.43 $16.51 $17.64 $18.22 $16.20 

September $19.06 $20.48 $20.86 $20.10 $20.29 $19.19 $19.84 $17.92 $19.17 $19 .69 $17.36 

October $20.45 $22.77 $22.96 $22.12 $22.38 $21.24 $20.24 $19.39 $21.18 $21.5S $19 .40 

November $21.12 $22.91 $22.72 $22.71 $23.02 $21.89 $20.98 $20.36 $21.81 $22 .19 $19.71 

December $20.74 $21.05 $20.85 $21.52 $21.52 $20.26 $19.91 $18.95 $20.50 $21.50 $18.48 

January $19.81 $20.33 $20.24 $20.60 $20.50 $19.50 $19.08 $18.16 $19.70 $20.18 $17.73 

February $19.27 $19.52 $19.39 $19.79 $19.82 $18.87 $18.63 $17.67 $19.00 $19.56 $17.58 

Ma rch $18 .95 $19.22 $19.12 $19.52 $19.61 $18.51 $18.11 $17.01 $18.66 $19.30 $17.05 

April $18.96 $19.65 $19 .63 $19.85 $19.75 $18.71 $18.40 $17.25 $19 .22 $19.45 $17.90 

May $18.97 $20.16 $20.15 $20.21 $19.99 $18.82 $18.65 $17.42 $19.26 $19.63 $17.95 

2013 
June $19.17 $19.67 $19.38 $19.74 $19.73 $18.45 $18.30 $17.19 $19.07 $19.46 $17.55 

July $18.89 $18.90 $18.58 $19.29 $19.22 $18.23 $17.93 $17 .05 $18.73 $19.08 $17.25 

August $19.52 $19.55 $19.30 $19.80 $19.87 $18.79 $18.21 $17 .29 $19. 15 $19.59 $17.87 

September $20.07 $19.97 $19.76 $20.24 $20.40 $19.31 $19.04 $17 .96 $19.88 $20.13 $18.48 

October $20.51 $20.64 $20.57 $21.03 $21.08 $20.06 $19.85 $18.87 $20.73 $20.83 $19.26 

November $21.24 $21.50 $2 1.39 $ 21.87 $21.98 $20.92 $20.70 $19.61 $21.45 $2 1.65 $19.94 

December $21.72 $21.76 $21.61 $22.25 $22.27 $21.13 $21.12 $19.99 $22.09 $22.04 $20.60 

January $22.94 $23.51 $23.48 $23.84 $23.75 $22.77 $22.73 $21.53 $23.73 $23.47 $22.04 

February $24.28 $25.31 $25.48 $25.44 $25.50 $24.24 $24.31 $22.90 $24. 63 $24.91 $22.67 

March $24.62 $25.34 $25.43 $25.75 $25.61 $24.39 $24.32 $22.96 $25.36 $25.18 $23.36 

April $24.66 $25.91 $26.06 $25.97 $25.81 $ 24.51 $24.42 $22.94 $24.97 $25.33 $23.13 

May $23.90 $24.38 $24.47 $24.83 $24.80 $23.32 $22.96 $21.77 $23.85 $24.37 $21.72 

2014 
June $22.97 $22.91 $22.85 $23.48 $23.33 $21.84 $21.43 $20.25 $23.29 $23.11 $21.60 

July $23.08 $23. 16 $23.11 $23.76 $23.61 $21.84 $21.56 $20.25 $23.47 $23.36 $21.32 

August $23.99 $23.96 $23.98 $24.61 $24.63 $22.59 $22.37 $21.10 $24.38 $24.29 $22.27 

September $25.50 $26.27 $26.52 $26.22 $26.40 $24.55 $24.10 $22.88 $25.86 $25.92 $23.31 

October $23 .69 $25.76 $25.9 1 $25.55 $26.00 $23.88 $23.65 $22.59 $24.04 $24.88 $22.66 

November $22.04 $23.76 $23.85 $23.61 $23.87 $22.21 $21.87 $20.80 $2 1.81 $23.02 $20.26 

December $19.98 $20.92 $20.24 $21.20 $20.97 $19.50 $18.80 $18.09 $19.53 $20.83 $17.64 
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Table 6 Continued. Monthly Mailbox Prices ($/CWT) 1' 
2

- January 2000 - M ay 2015 

Reporting Area 3 

Year Month Michigan Wisconsin M innesota Iowa Illinois 
Corn Belt Western 

New M exico 
Northwest All Reporting 

' - States 10 Texas 11 States 12 Areas 13 

January $16.89 $18.18 $18.03 $17.58 $17.74 $16.55 $16.38 $15.19 $16.79 $17.71 

February $16.03 $17.57 $17.41 $17.11 $17.28 $16.01 $15.78 $14.84 $15.39 $16.91 

March $15.56 $17.46 $17.32 $16.74 $17.01 $15.63 $15.47 $14.51 $16.65 $16.60 

April $15.58 $17.51 $17.36 $16.65 $16.85 $15.58 $15.49 $14.39 $15.69 $16.45 

May $15.48 $17.66 $17.56 $16.65 $16.82 $15.72 $15.71 $14.63 $16.81 $16.60 

2015 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

1 Net pay prices received by dairy farmers for milk. Prices reflect all payments received for milk sold and all cost s associated with marketing the milk. Prices are weighted averages of the prices reported for all 

orders receiving milk from the reporting area and are reported at the average butterfa t tests. Prices include, for the most part, the assessment under the Cooperatives Working Together (CWT) program. 
2 For dates not shown, data were not published for that reporting area during that timeframe. 
3 Areas for which prices are reported for at least 75% of the milk marketed under Federal milk orders. 
4 Includes Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, and Vermont 
5 Includes all countes to the east of those listed in 9

. 

6 Includes Kentucky, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Vi rginia. 
7 Includes Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Louisianna, and Mississippi . 
8 lnlcudes the counties in Vernon, Cedar, Polk, Dallas, Laclede, Texas, Dent, Crawford, Washington, St. Francois, and Perry, and all those t o the south of these. 
9 The counties of Warren, Elk, Clearfield, India na, Westmoreland, and Fayette, and all those counties to the west of these. 
10 Includes Kansas, Nebraska, and the Missouri counties to the north of those listed in 8. 
11 Includes all counties to the west of Fanin, Hunt, VanZandt, Henderson, Houston, Cherokee, Nacagdoches, and Shelby. 
12 Includes Oregon and Washington. 
13 Weighted average of prices for all selected reporting areas. 
14 Calculated by the California Department of Food and Agriculture, and published at http://cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/uploader/docs/Mai1Box%20Data%202014.pdf. 
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Table 7. Component Tests1 by Order- January 2000- July 2015 

ti .~ ~. ~~ ~ . ' ' ~~ ;r~i~l~ 11~~ ~ ~Wonfat ~~ ~~~ ,;"~ Other'Solids 
~ . r1l ~ Bu t~~f~ ~roteinT~~ ~ ,, 

l•tft~;l~.let ; .. ~onth 1,. I:'! tk "":l est i Spll.d~.tf.est :vL - iii t 1fest r 

. ~· It erder,;;~ ·~~(pel:ce'Jitr"~ •""" I~ lia(peroE! I)t:}:1: (per.cent) (pere.ent) 
2000 1 1 3.78 8.58 2.99 5.59 

2000 1 30 3.81 8.71 3.05 5.66 

2000 1 32 3.78 8.75 3.08 5.67 

2000 1 33 3.85 8.75 3.10 5.65 

2000 1 124 3.71 8.74 3.05 5.69 
2000 1 126 3.71 8.77 3 .08 5.69 

2000 1 135 3.72 8.76 3.08 5.68 

2000 2 1 3 .80 8.69 3 .03 5.66 
2000 2 30 3.78 8.70 3.02 5.68 

2000 2 32 3.75 8.74 3.06 5.69 

2000 2 33 3.84 8.78 3.09 5.69 

2000 2 124 3 .70 8.73 3.01 5.72 

2000 2 126 3.66 8.76 3.06 5.70 

2000 2 135 3 .68 8.74 3.05 5.70 

2000 3 1 3.77 8.71 3.00 5.71 

2000 3 30 3.76 8.72 3.00 5.72 

2000 3 32 3.72 8.74 3.03 5.71 

2000 3 33 3.77 8.73 3.05 5.68 

2000 3 124 3.68 8.72 3.02 5.71 
2000 3 126 3.61 8.75 3.05 5.70 

2000 3 135 3.65 8.76 3.06 5.70 

2000 4 1 3.72 8.70 2.98 5.72 

2000 4 30 3.76 8.71 3.00 5.72 

2000 4 32 3.70 8 .73 3.02 5 .71 

2000 4 33 3.73 8.74 3.04 5 .70 

2000 4 124 3.64 8.72 3.01 5.71 

2000 4 126 3.58 8.75 3.05 5.70 

2000 4 135 3.61 8.95 3.05 5.90 

2000 5 1 3.68 8.54 2.91 5.63 
2000 5 30 3.67 8 .70 2.95 5.74 

2000 5 32 3.62 8.71 2.98 5.72 

2000 5 33 3.64 8.73 3.01 5.72 

2000 5 124 3.58 8.69 2.96 5.73 

2000 5 126 3.54 8.71 3.02 5.70 

2000 5 135 3.53 8.73 3.01 5.73 

2000 6 1 3.63 8.74 2.97 5.78 

2000 6 30 3.64 8.69 2.95 5.74 

2000 6 32 3.58 8.68 2.96 5.71 

2000 6 33 3.60 8.66 2.96 5.71 

2000 6 124 3.57 8.69 2.96 5.73 

2000 6 126 3.49 8.66 2.99 5.67 

2000 6 135 3.49 8.73 2.97 5.76 

2000 7 1 3.60 8.61 2.92 5.69 

2000 7 30 3.59 8.63 2.91 5.72 

2000 7 32 3.54 8.64 2.93 5.71 
2000 7 33 3.56 8.64 2.94 5.70 

2000 7 124 3.55 8.65 2.93 5.72 

2000 7 126 3.47 8.58 2.95 5.63 

2000 7 135 3.42 8.72 2.92 5.80 

2000 8 1 3.60 8.59 2.93 5.67 

2000 8 30 3.59 8.62 2.93 5 .70 
2000 8 32 3.56 8 .62 2.94 5 .68 

2000 8 33 3.58 8.64 2.95 5.69 

2000 8 124 3.57 8.70 2.99 5.71 
2000 8 126 3.48 8.60 2.99 5.61 
2000 8 135 3.48 8.74 2.97 5.76 
2000 9 1 3.64 8 .61 2.96 5.64 
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Table 7. Component Tests1 by Order- January 2000- July 2015 

r ·= ·~- ··-"""'- ;eder~i~ ·T'Butterlat ·' Nonfat • Other Solids 
Year Month :;t·· Test •~ Solids Test 

Protein Test 
i 

l" O;delij ~~ Test ... 
~: " ~. C (percent).ie! (perc~• (percent) (percent) 

2000 9 30 3.68 8.70 3.02 5.69 
2000 9 32 3.63 8.72 3.03 5.69 
2000 9 33 3.64 8.67 3.01 5.66 
2000 9 124 3.62 8.76 3.05 5.71 
2000 9 126 3.52 8.66 3.05 5.61 
2000 9 135 3.57 8.82 3 .07 5.75 
2000 10 1 3.73 8.73 3.05 5.67 
2000 10 30 3.78 8.76 3.07 5.68 
2000 10 32 3.75 8.79 3.10 5.69 
2000 10 33 3.74 8.75 3.07 5.67 
2000 10 124 3.66 8.80 3.09 5.71 

2000 10 126 3.65 8.79 3.12 5.67 

2000 10 135 3.63 8.86 3.12 5.73 

2000 11 1 3.78 8.74 3.07 5.66 
2000 11 30 3.83 8.78 3.09 5.69 
2000 11 32 3.82 8.85 3.13 5.71 

2000 11 33 3.80 8.79 3.11 5.68 
2000 11 124 3.73 8.82 3.12 5.70 

2000 11 126 3.77 8.85 3 .16 5.68 
2000 11 135 3.74 8.91 3.17 5.74 
2000 12 1 3.82 8.75 3.07 5.67 

2000 12 30 3.85 8.76 3.10 5.66 

2000 12 32 3.85 8.78 3.13 5.65 

2000 12 33 3.87 8.80 3.12 5.68 

2000 12 124 3.76 8.79 3 .08 5.71 

2000 12 126 3.78 8.83 3.17 5.66 
2000 12 135 3.72 8.85 3.13 5.72 

2001 1 1 3.78 8.73 3.03 5.69 

2001 1 30 3.81 8.72 3.05 5.67 

2001 1 32 3.79 8.78 3.08 5.69 

2001 1 33 3.81 8.76 3.08 5.68 

2001 1 124 3.72 8.74 3.03 5.71 

2001 1 126 3.77 8.79 3.11 5.68 

2001 1 135 3.69 8.81 3.10 5.71 

2001 2 1 3.75 8.71 3.02 5 .70 

2001 2 30 3.79 8.74 3.05 5.70 

2001 2 32 3.77 8.79 3.08 5.71 

2001 2 33 3.78 8.75 3.06 5.69 

2001 2 124 3.72 8.75 3.04 5.70 

2001 2 126 3.71 8.76 3.07 5.69 

2001 2 135 3.68 8.81 3.09 5.72 

2001 3 1 3.74 8.73 3.03 5.70 

2001 3 30 3.77 8.72 3.03 5.69 

2001 3 32 3.75 8.77 3.06 5.71 

2001 3 33 3.76 8.75 3.05 5.70 

2001 3 124 3.68 8.73 3.03 5.70 

2001 3 126 3.63 8.76 3.06 5.70 

2001 3 135 3.66 8.78 3.06 5.72 

2001 4 1 3.70 8.69 2.99 5.69 

2001 4 30 3.73 8.71 2.99 5.72 

2001 4 32 3.69 8.74 3.01 5.73 

2001 4 33 3.71 8.72 3.01 5.71 

2001 4 124 3.66 8.75 3.03 5.72 

2001 4 126 3.55 8.71 3.03 5.68 

2001 4 135 3.61 8.78 3.05 5.73 

2001 5 1 3.63 8.67 2.96 5.71 

2001 5 30 3.66 8.70 2.97 5.75 

2001 5 32 3.62 8.72 2.99 5.73 
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1 Table 7. Component Tests by Order- January 2000- July 2015 

I~ _IF' ~ "r"1:"i'1~"l - ·~~~l~ ~ttenar; "J: ~~-fat ""' .2' " . ~ 
1

p ther Solids 

I' Year ~ Month ~· II F~rta r~ ife.st~ I~ Sol id~~Test~ ~rrat~~-~~~~lJ· I~ ":~Test ·, ~-~ 
" l ,OJder.~ 

_dl ' \(percentr ,(percent) _ 1 ~·· (percent) ·' (percent) 

2001 5 33 3.61 8.70 2.97 5.73 

2001 5 124 3.59 8.71 2.99 5 .72 

2001 5 126 3.50 8.68 3.00 5.68 

2001 5 135 3.54 8.73 3.01 5.72 
2001 6 1 3.58 8.63 2.94 5.70 

2001 6 30 3.61 8.66 2.95 5.71 

2001 6 32 3.58 8.67 2.96 5.71 

2001 6 33 3.58 8.67 2.94 5.72 

2001 6 124 3.55 8.69 2.99 5.69 

2001 6 126 3.50 8.66 2.96 5.69 

2001 6 135 3.51 8.71 3.00 5.71 

2001 7 1 3.55 8.60 2.92 5.69 

2001 7 30 3.55 8.60 2.90 5.70 

2001 7 32 3.53 8.62 2.91 5.71 
2001 7 33 3.53 8.64 2.90 5.73 

2001 7 124 3.56 8.69 2.98 5.71 

2001 7 126 3.51 8.59 2.95 5.64 

2001 7 135 3.49 8.70 2.98 5.73 

2001 8 1 3.53 8.57 2.90 5.66 

2001 8 30 3.55 8.61 2.92 5.69 
2001 8 32 3.54 8.59 2.95 5.64 

2001 8 33 3.52 8.61 2.92 5.69 

2001 8 124 3.58 8.70 2.99 5.72 

2001 8 126 3.51 8.60 2.98 5.62 

2001 8 135 3.53 8.71 2.99 5.72 

2001 9 1 3.61 8.66 2.99 5.67 

2001 9 30 3.66 8.72 3 .03 5.70 

2001 9 32 3.65 8.75 3.06 5.69 

2001 9 33 3.62 8.73 3.04 5.69 
2001 9 124 3.62 8.75 3.05 5.70 

2001 9 126 3.58 8.70 3.05 5.65 

2001 9 135 3.56 8.78 3.06 5.72 

2001 10 1 3.72 8.77 3 .07 5.70 

2001 10 30 3.79 8.80 3.11 5.69 

2001 10 32 3.77 8.81 3 .13 5.67 

2001 10 33 3.75 8.80 3.10 5.70 
2001 10 124 3.70 8.80 3.11 5.68 

2001 10 126 3.67 8.78 3.13 5.66 

2001 10 135 3.65 8.82 3.13 5.69 

2001 11 1 3.77 8.78 3.08 5.70 

2001 11 30 3.82 8.79 3.10 5.69 

2001 11 32 3.77 8.80 3.13 5.68 
2001 11 33 3.78 8.79 3.10 5.68 

2001 11 124 3.74 8.80 3.11 5.69 

2001 11 126 3.71 8.80 3.13 5.66 

2001 11 135 3.71 8.86 3.15 5.72 

2001 12 1 3.76 8.72 3.05 5.67 
2001 12 30 3.82 8.77 3.08 5.69 

2001 12 32 3.80 8.80 3.10 5 .70 

2001 12 33 3.78 8.77 3.07 5.69 

2001 12 124 3.78 8.80 3.12 5.68 

2001 12 126 3.76 8.82 3.14 5.68 
2001 12 135 3.78 8.86 3.16 5.70 

2002 1 1 3.76 8.76 3.04 5.72 
2002 1 30 3.80 8.75 3.05 5.70 
2002 1 32 3.78 8.78 3.08 5.70 
2002 1 33 3.80 8.73 3.07 5.66 
2002 1 124 3.72 8.77 3 .07 5.70 
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1 Table 7. Component Tests by Order- January 2000- July 2015 

~.,. 7' ,;7J ~,: c"' ~~~.~~ lilffa.:.t• ~~ ~antat. ;-~~ ~ i '"":'>': Hili:- ~tiler s·olids 

' Y,ea~!~:·:{i :~: •:Mon~~1 ::a~~,~ j_so.llas~TestJ Pr,oleim},t st :il 1li' . t ifi;;_ 
es~1~~o .... , ·"'· ~ 

~~T,es~~ ,.;.·" 
i rm...:~~ ·~ -~1~~ tTh"'e'J!'c~.ntf . . f~ercent) ('pei:cent~ (percent): a.~..: · ..• 

2004 11 30 3.82 8.79 3 .11 5.67 
2004 11 32 3.74 8.85 3.13 5.71 
2004 11 33 3.77 8.80 3.11 5.68 
2004 11 124 3.79 8.84 3.15 5.70 
2004 11 126 3.79 8 .89 3.16 5.72 
2004 12 1 3.76 8.76 3.10 5.66 
2004 12 30 3.80 8.78 3.11 5.68 
2004 12 32 3.76 8.83 3.13 5.70 
2004 12 33 3.76 8.79 3.10 5.68 
2004 12 124 3.71 8.76 3.09 5.67 
2004 12 126 3.81 8.87 3.17 5.70 

2005 1 1 3.74 8.74 3.07 5.68 
2005 1 30 3.79 8.77 3.08 5.69 
2005 1 32 3.74 8.79 3.09 5.70 
2005 1 33 3.76 8.78 3.08 5.70 
2005 1 124 3.74 8.78 3.09 5.69 
2005 1 126 3.74 8.81 3.11 5.69 
2005 2 1 3.72 8.73 3.05 5.68 
2005 2 30 3.74 8.74 3.05 5.70 
2005 2 32 3.68 8.80 3.06 5.74 
2005 2 33 3.72 8.77 3 .06 5.71 
2005 2 124 3.66 8.76 3.06 5.71 
2005 2 126 3.74 8.80 3.09 5.71 

2005 3 1 3.73 8.73 3 .04 5.69 

2005 3 30 3.76 8.75 3.03 5.72 

2005 3 32 3.67 8.78 3.04 5.75 
2005 3 33 3.71 8.78 3.05 5.73 
2005 3 124 3.63 8.74 3.03 5.71 
2005 3 126 3.67 8.79 3.06 5.73 

2005 4 1 3.67 8.70 3.00 5.70 

2005 4 30 3.69 8.73 3.00 5.74 

2005 4 32 3.61 8.78 3.01 5.77 
2005 4 33 3.64 8.72 3.00 5.72 

2005 4 124 3.64 8.73 3.02 5.71 
2005 4 126 3.61 8.73 3 .02 5.71 
2005 5 1 3.62 8.72 3 .00 5.72 
2005 5 30 3.68 8.71 2.98 5.73 

2005 5 32 3.58 8.72 2.98 5.74 
2005 5 33 3.60 8.72 3 .05 5.73 

2005 5 124 3.58 8.69 2.99 5.71 

2005 5 126 3.57 8.71 2.99 5.73 

2005 6 1 3.55 8.64 2.93 5.70 

2005 6 30 3.58 8.66 2.92 5.74 

2005 6 32 3.51 8.69 2.94 5.74 

2005 6 33 3.52 8.66 2.92 5.74 

2005 6 124 3.58 8.72 2.99 5.73 

2005 6 126 3.50 8.68 2.94 5.74 

2005 7 1 3.50 8.59 2.91 5.68 

2005 7 30 3.55 8.63 2.89 5.74 

2005 7 32 3.49 8.66 2.91 5.75 

2005 7 33 3.49 8.61 2.89 5.73 

2005 7 124 3.56 8.70 2.97 5.73 

2005 7 126 3.52 8.65 2.93 5 .73 

2005 8 1 3.52 8.62 2.96 5.66 
2005 8 30 3.56 8.66 2.94 5.71 

2005 8 32 3.51 8.68 2.96 5.72 

2005 8 33 3.50 8.63 2.93 5.71 
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1 Table 7. Component Tests by Order- January 2000- July 2015 

l 
~ ,_,ri ,.--..... ~ -·· ...• ·~~~ if~ lfButt~ "FNqrtfat 1 1Prot=~~es~ Otheli Solids ~ ' ' ""' ' ~ ~ea~~~ I j! 

' ' Yea~ ''\\: ~ ~~ Month ~"Solid~.!:T~s'r·· 
" ·~ ~i J· Ill': · ,,.Test ", 

1l ~ "1'0r.der 
~ .. .....) ~6t~~~ J.(pe rce ntt" l.!i·l· (perce r;~th~ J(percent)i (percent)\. 

2005 8 124 3.58 8.70 2.98 5.72 

2005 8 126 3.56 8.70 2.96 5.74 

2005 9 1 3.62 8.69 3.03 5.66 
2005 9 30 3.64 8.72 3.02 5.70 
2005 9 32 3.59 8.75 3.03 5.71 
2005 9 33 3.59 8.70 3.01 5.69 

2005 9 124 3.67 8.77 3.07 5.70 

2005 9 126 3.62 8.71 3.01 5.70 
2005 10 1 3.74 8.78 3.10 5.67 

2005 10 30 3.76 8 .79 3.11 5.68 

2005 10 32 3.71 8.83 3.12 5.71 

2005 10 33 3.72 8.77 3.09 5.68 
2005 10 124 3.74 8.80 3.11 5.69 

2005 10 126 3.70 8.82 3.10 5.72 
2005 11 1 3.82 8.83 3.13 5.70 

2005 11 30 3.84 8.84 3.14 5.69 

2005 11 32 3.78 8.87 3.15 5.72 

2005 11 33 3.80 8.83 3.13 5.70 

2005 11 124 3.82 8.83 3.15 5.68 

2005 11 126 3.81 8.85 3.15 5.71 
2005 12 1 3.84 8.83 3.13 5.70 

2005 12 30 3.86 8.80 3.13 5.67 
2005 12 32 3.83 8.85 3.15 5.70 
2005 12 33 3.84 8.83 3.14 5.69 

2005 12 124 3.85 8.83 3.14 5.69 
2005 12 126 3.86 8.87 3 .15 5.72 

2006 1 1 3.79 8.79 3.08 5.71 

2006 1 30 3.78 8.77 3.06 5.71 

2006 1 32 3.74 8.82 3.09 5.73 
2006 1 33 3.76 8.79 3.07 5.73 

2006 1 124 3.76 8.77 3.07 5.70 
2006 1 126 3.81 8.81 3.10 5.71 

2006 2 1 3.78 8.79 3.06 5.73 

2006 2 30 3.78 8.81 3.08 5.73 

2006 2 32 3.74 8.83 3.09 5.74 

2006 2 33 3.75 8.79 3.06 5.73 
2006 2 124 3.77 8.81 3.09 5.72 

2006 2 126 3.79 8.81 3.09 5.72 

2006 3 1 3.77 8.80 3.06 5.73 

2006 3 30 3.76 8.78 3.05 5.73 
2006 3 32 3.71 8.80 3.07 5.73 
2006 3 33 3.75 8.79 3.05 5.74 
2006 3 124 3.75 8.79 3.05 5.74 
2006 3 126 3.73 8.76 3 .05 5.71 
2006 4 1 3.71 8.77 3.04 5.73 
2006 4 30 3.72 8.74 3.02 5.72 
2006 4 32 3.65 8.77 3.04 5.72 
2006 4 33 3.69 8.74 3.01 5.73 
2006 4 124 3.70 8.77 3 .03 5.75 
2006 4 126 3.66 8.69 2.99 5.70 
2006 5 1 3.67 8.76 3.02 5.74 
2006 5 30 3.68 8.74 3.00 5.74 
2006 5 32 3.61 8.77 3.02 5.75 
2006 5 33 3.64 8.72 2.99 5.73 
2006 5 124 3.62 8.72 3.01 5.72 
2006 5 126 3.60 8.74 3.00 5.74 
2006 6 1 3.62 8.69 2.98 5.71 
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Table 7. Component Tests by Order- January 2000- July 2015 

2008 10 126 3.71 8.85 3.13 5.72 

2008 11 1 3.83 8.83 3.15 5.68 

2008 11 30 3.82 8.83 3.12 5.71 

2008 11 32 3.72 8.88 3.16 5.73 

2008 11 33 3.83 8.83 3.15 5.69 

2008 11 124 3.76 8.85 3.18 5.67 

2008 11 126 3.68 8.89 3.16 5.73 

2008 12 1 3.84 8.82 3.13 5.69 

2008 12 30 3.83 8.82 3.11 5.71 

2008 12 32 3.75 8.90 3.17 5.73 

2008 12 33 3.86 8.83 3.15 5.68 

2008 12 124 3.78 8.87 3.18 5.69 

2008 12 126 3.76 8.90 3.16 5.73 

2009 1 1 3.83 8.80 3.10 5.70 

2009 1 30 3.81 8.80 3.09 5.71 

2009 1 32 3.72 8.86 3.13 5.73 

2009 1 33 3.83 8.82 3.13 5.69 

2009 1 124 3.77 8.84 3.16 5.68 

2009 1 126 3.69 8.85 3.14 5.71 

2009 2 1 3.80 8.79 3.08 5.70 

2009 2 30 3.76 8.79 3.06 5.73 

2009 2 32 3.67 8.83 3.09 5.73 

2009 2 33 3.78 8.78 3.09 5.69 

2009 2 124 3.74 8.81 3.13 5.67 

2009 2 126 3.63 8.84 3.10 5.74 

2009 3 1 3.76 8.77 3.06 5.71 

2009 3 30 3.73 8.77 3.04 5.73 

2009 3 32 3.64 8.82 3.07 5.75 

2009 3 33 3.74 8.75 3.06 5.69 

2009 3 124 3.74 8.81 3.11 5.70 

2009 3 126 3.62 8.84 3.08 5.76 

2009 4 1 3.72 8.74 3.04 5.70 

2009 4 30 3.72 8.74 3.03 5.72 

2009 4 32 3.61 8.80 3.05 5.74 

2009 4 33 3.69 8.73 3.03 5.69 

2009 4 124 3.67 8.74 3.06 5.68 

2009 4 126 3.56 8.80 3.06 5.74 

2009 5 1 3.66 8.72 3.03 5.70 

2009 5 30 3.66 8.73 3.00 5.72 

2009 5 32 3.52 8.76 3.01 5.75 

2009 5 33 3.62 8 .70 3.00 5.70 

2009 5 124 3.65 8 .78 3.08 5.70 

2009 5 126 3.48 8.77 3.01 5.76 

2009 6 1 3.63 8.68 3.00 5.68 

2009 6 30 3.62 8.71 2.96 5.75 

2009 6 32 3.51 8.70 2.96 5.74 

2009 6 33 3.58 8.67 2.96 5.71 

2009 6 124 3.59 8 .73 3.03 5.70 

2009 6 126 3.47 8.72 2.97 5.75 

2009 7 1 3.61 8.67 2.98 5.69 

2009 7 30 3.57 8.70 2.95 5.75 

2009 7 32 3.45 8.67 2.94 5.73 

2009 7 33 3.55 8.66 2.96 5.69 

2009 7 124 3.60 8.72 3.02 5.71 

2009 7 126 3.45 8.67 2.93 5.74 

2009 8 1 3.61 8.65 2.98 5.67 
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Table 7. Component Tests
1 

by Order- January 2000 - July 2015 

II ' t:'P~ f "" -···· ~.~ ·· ~ ,.-" -~ ~a~ ~~4ff"~ r Nonfat"'"l 1 .... ~~" - lrre~ solid~ IF Yea.-.. .. ~~~ 1~ Month 
·t.,.,_ FeHeral If 111 11 est a~~ S..,.Qlids .. Tesl ll 

1iRrote,i.~ f~~t tfrest " il ~ii ! ~to I It 
I! ~ I• I·" . Orcter; {Perczent) r(pcer~'ent) I' (percentt (percent) . ,.. • ,.":· -.!2 

2010 5 124 3.68 8.85 3.12 5.73 

2010 5 126 3.49 8.79 3.03 5.76 

2010 6 1 3.56 8.68 2.95 5.73 

2010 6 30 3.56 8.72 2.94 5.78 

2010 6 32 3.44 8.71 2.95 5.75 

2010 6 33 3.51 8.67 2.94 5.72 

2010 6 124 3.63 8.82 3.10 5.72 

2010 6 126 3.43 8.71 2.95 5.76 

2010 7 1 3.54 8.62 2.93 5.70 

2010 7 30 3.53 8.68 2.91 5.76 

2010 7 32 3.43 8 .68 2.94 5.74 

2010 7 33 3.49 8.63 2.92 5.71 

2010 7 124 3.60 8.80 3.06 5.73 

2010 7 126 3.42 8 .72 2.96 5.76 

2010 8 1 3.55 8.68 2.98 5.70 

2010 8 30 3.54 8.68 2.92 5.76 

2010 8 32 3.44 8.67 2.95 5.72 

2010 8 33 3.51 8.64 2.95 5.69 

2010 8 124 3.62 8.80 3.08 5.72 

2010 8 126 3.44 8 .69 2.95 5.74 

2010 9 1 3.65 8.76 3.05 5.70 

2010 9 30 3.65 8 .79 3.03 5.76 

2010 9 32 3.55 8.79 3.05 5.73 

2010 9 33 3.61 8.74 3.05 5.69 

2010 9 124 3.71 8.86 3.15 5.71 

2010 9 126 3.53 8 .77 3.02 5.75 

2010 10 1 3.77 8 .85 3.13 5.73 

2010 10 30 3.75 8.86 3.11 5.75 

2010 10 32 3.66 8.88 3.15 5.73 

2010 10 33 3.74 8.84 3.14 5.69 

2010 10 124 3.78 8.91 3.21 5.70 

2010 10 126 3.64 8.90 3.13 5.77 

2010 11 1 3.84 8.89 3.16 5.73 

2010 11 30 3.83 8.89 3.14 5.75 

2010 11 32 3.77 8.92 3.19 5.73 

2010 11 33 3.82 8.88 3.18 5.70 

2010 11 124 3.91 8.96 3.25 5.71 

2010 11 126 3.79 8.98 3.19 5.79 

2010 12 1 3.86 8.88 3.15 5.72 

2010 12 30 3.85 8.88 3.13 5.75 

2010 12 32 3.82 8.90 3.18 5.72 

2010 12 33 3.87 8.88 3.18 5.70 

2010 12 124 3.94 8.94 3.24 5.70 
2010 12 126 3.83 8.93 3.18 5.75 

2011 1 1 3.84 8.86 3.13 5.74 

2011 1 30 3.82 8.86 3.11 5.75 

2011 1 32 3.79 8.89 3.15 5.73 

2011 1 33 3.84 8.86 3.15 5.71 

2011 1 124 3.90 8.92 3.20 5.72 

2011 1 126 3.83 8.92 3.15 5.76 

2011 2 1 3.82 8.84 3.11 5.73 
2011 2 30 3.79 8.83 3.09 5.74 

2011 2 32 3.77 8.86 3.13 5.73 
2011 2 33 3.80 8.83 3.12 5.72 
2011 2 124 3.85 8.89 3 .17 5.72 

2011 2 126 3.82 8.88 3.11 5.77 
2011 3 1 3.79 8.83 3.09 5.75 
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1 
Table 7. Component Tests by Order- January 2000- July 2015 

":if ~""•jlllii"O(:.o,;:''~ \t•'l :Jiiulti!'rta•Jiin~"~ - _ • • Other Solids · e e a ~ 't. Protem Jest - · • , ·:~¥ear~ 'l!l_ Mont : t:fra . ,~:'ifttli:' ' JICis e~t , .. :.-~.. 1 ~ -:-:_ ~WJ:fTesh "'. 
· .. 11.. Ol~ .· ··i'' .. ,;. .. .-. 

1k§ i'ff'~·erce~ ~(perce·!ft:)~ (percent) ,11 '!(percent) 

2014 5 30 3.74 8.80 3.07 5.72 
2014 5 32 3.65 8.87 3.11 5.76 
2014 5 33 3.65 8.79 3.06 5.73 
2014 5 124 3.79 8.88 3.16 5.73 
2014 5 126 3.56 8.89 3.12 5.78 
2014 6 1 3.65 8.74 3.00 5.74 
2014 6 30 3.67 8.78 3.02 5.76 
2014 6 32 3.59 8.82 3.05 5.76 
2014 6 33 3.60 8.75 3.02 5.73 

2014 6 124 3.78 8.88 3.15 5.73 
2014 6 126 3.53 8.85 3.07 5.79 
2014 7 1 3.63 8.72 2.97 5.75 
2014 7 30 3.68 8.75 3.01 5.75 
2014 7 32 3.59 8.78 3.03 5.74 
2014 7 33 3.59 8.74 3.01 5.73 
2014 7 124 3.79 8.83 3.10 5.73 

2014 7 126 3.53 8.82 3.05 5.77 

2014 8 1 3.69 8.76 3.02 5.74 
2014 8 30 3.71 8.79 3.04 5.75 
2014 8 32 3.60 8.79 3.05 5.74 

2014 8 33 3.64 8.77 3.04 5.73 

2014 8 124 3.81 8.84 3.12 5.72 

2014 8 126 3.57 8.82 3.08 5.74 

2014 9 1 3.73 8.79 3.06 5.73 

2014 9 30 3.77 8.84 3.10 5.74 

2014 9 32 3.69 8.86 3.12 5.74 

2014 9 33 3.68 8.81 3 .09 5.72 

2014 9 124 3.90 8.94 3.22 5.72 

2014 9 126 3.64 8.87 3.12 5.74 

2014 10 1 3.81 8.85 3.11 5.73 

2014 10 30 3.86 8.90 3.15 5.74 

2014 10 32 3.77 8.93 3.19 5.74 

2014 10 33 3.77 8.87 3.15 5.72 

2014 10 124 3.88 8.93 3.22 5.71 

2014 10 126 3.78 8.95 3.21 5.73 

2014 11 1 3.89 8.88 3.16 5.72 

2014 11 30 3.90 8.92 3.19 5.73 

2014 11 32 3.88 9.00 3.26 5.74 

2014 11 33 3.87 8.93 3.21 5.71 

2014 11 124 4.00 9.00 3.29 5.71 

2014 11 126 3.82 9.05 3.28 5.77 

2014 12 1 3.90 8.87 3.13 5.74 

2014 12 30 3.88 8.92 3.18 5.74 

2014 12 32 3.88 8.97 3.22 5.74 

2014 12 33 3.84 8.90 3.17 5.72 

2014 12 124 4.09 9.07 3.33 5.74 

2014 12 126 3.83 9.01 3.25 5.76 

2015 1 1 3.90 8.86 3.12 5.73 

2015 1 30 3.87 8.90 3.16 5.74 

2015 1 32 3.88 8.95 3.20 5.75 

2015 1 33 3.84 8.91 3.17 5.74 

2015 1 124 3.96 8.96 3.20 5.75 

2015 1 126 3.86 9.00 3.25 5.75 

2015 2 1 3.91 8.87 3.13 5.75 

2015 2 30 3.88 8.89 3.15 5.73 

2015 2 32 3.83 8.93 3.17 5.75 

2015 2 33 3.85 8.91 3.17 5.74 
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Table 7. Component Tests1 by Order- January 2000 - July 2015 

If' " 1~ 11 a .:\ \ '~ ij;ii\;-~1 ' '<:tsu~~!faJ;~ li~onfat .! ~-' 

Protein Test 
~~ ~(ear ~~~ ooontfi ~ :~9TA~~ iTest m:· iS<>Iid~Tes, J _,..._ ...11_,.._!1_ 

(l:le~ lJ: Jf(p!;!rcent.};R (peTrcent) · ::;.,. "'~ II hi ..... :>-;"<;• 

2015 2 124 3.87 8.88 3.15 

2015 2 126 3.78 8.95 3 .20 
2015 3 1 3.87 8.83 3.10 

2015 3 30 3.84 8.83 3 .11 
2015 3 32 3 .80 8.90 3 .16 
2015 3 33 3.81 8.87 3.14 
2015 3 124 3.87 8.88 3.16 
2015 3 126 3.83 8.94 3.21 

2015 4 1 3.78 8.80 3.05 
2015 4 30 3.77 8.82 3.09 
2015 4 32 3.71 8.89 3.11 

2015 4 33 3.72 8.82 3.08 
2015 4 124 3.87 8.88 3.15 
2015 4 126 3.66 8.88 3.12 
2015 5 1 3.70 8.77 3.00 
2015 5 30 3.72 8.80 3.05 

2015 5 32 3.67 8.87 3.08 

2015 5 33 3.65 8.78 3.03 

2015 5 124 3.79 8.85 3.12 
2015 5 126 3.62 8.87 3.12 
2015 6 1 3.65 8.73 2.97 
2015 6 30 3.66 8.77 3.02 

2015 6 32 3.61 8.80 3.02 

2015 6 33 3.59 8.75 3.00 
2015 6 124 3.77 8.84 3.08 
2015 6 126 3.59 8.78 3.05 
2015 7 1 3.65 8.72 2.96 
2015 7 30 3.65 8.74 2.99 

2015 7 32 3.58 8.78 3 .01 

2015 7 33 3.58 8.73 2.99 
2015 7 124 3.74 8.80 3.05 
2015 7 126 3.61 8.79 3.06 

1 
Based on test results submitted by Market Administrator, Cooperative, 

or outside laboraties. 
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OttleJ.; ~olld~ 
~ ftest~~ ' 

(perceri.!) 
5.74 

5.74 

5.74 

5.72 

5.74 

5.73 

5.73 

5.73 

5.75 

5.72 
5.78 

5.73 

5.73 

5 .76 

5.77 
5.74 

5.79 

5.74 

5.74 

5.76 

5.76 

5.75 

5.78 

5.76 

5.76 

5.73 

5.76 
5.75 

5.77 

5.75 

5.75 
5.73 
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Table 8. Butterfat Tests1 by Order

January 2000- July 2015 

l~ll :~:~' ,.;~~- ,:.; .'.1:~;\:;~;;. Bu tteffat • 
i·tF~\lle·~3, c; !ea~ ·~ ~~ Mon!J\ ·~ ._,p"[est ·.~ 

,·J~ ~~\~ ;.;: pr~fr. ~· . ~(percent) 1 . .!!.L.. ,:~ "" ~· 

2004 10 5 3.68 
2004 10 6 3.68 
2004 10 7 3.74 
2004 10 131 3.67 
2004 11 5 3.70 
2004 11 6 3.64 
2004 11 7 3.75 
2004 11 131 3.73 
2004 12 5 3.73 
2004 12 6 3.64 
2004 12 7 3.78 
2004 12 131 3.71 

2005 1 5 3.70 
2005 1 6 3.60 
2005 1 7 3.72 
2005 1 131 3.68 
2005 2 5 3.68 
2005 2 6 3.59 
2005 2 7 3.68 
2005 2 131 3.64 
2005 3 5 3.65 
2005 3 6 3.56 
2005 3 7 3.63 
2005 3 131 3.62 
2005 4 5 3.57 
2005 4 6 3.53 
2005 4 7 3.56 
2005 4 131 3.52 
2005 5 5 3.53 
2005 5 6 3.51 
2005 5 7 3.52 
2005 5 131 3.53 
2005 6 5 3.49 
2005 6 6 3.52 
2005 6 7 3.51 
2005 6 131 3.52 
2005 7 5 3.50 
2005 7 6 3.58 
2005 7 7 3.52 
2005 7 131 3.53 
2005 8 5 3.49 
2005 8 6 3.59 
2005 8 7 3.53 
2005 8 131 3.52 
2005 9 5 3.56 
2005 9 6 3.63 
2005 9 7 3.60 
2005 9 131 3.56 
2005 10 5 3.66 
2005 10 6 3.67 
2005 10 7 3.69 
2005 10 131 3.60 
2005 11 5 3.76 
2005 11 6 3.70 
2005 11 7 3.79 
2005 11 131 3.68 
2005 12 5 3.82 
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Table 8. Butterfat Tests1 by Order

January 2000 -July 2015 

~y;~1TI ~ lt-:~~iE :~.: -1 ll~~~i lt!'~uttemat ll Vea:;Jf, ~~~o~i~ · ~Jliest ' 
L.'.!. -~ ~' ~~ ~J~ .. ;rf~~ · 1:~~.- "· (percent) 

2010 9 6 3.60 
2010 9 7 3.62 

2010 9 131 3.44 

2010 10 5 3.74 

2010 10 6 3.69 

2010 10 7 3.74 

2010 10 131 3.51 

2010 11 5 3.83 

2010 11 6 3.73 

2010 11 7 3.84 

2010 11 131 3.65 

2010 12 5 3.89 

2010 12 6 3.77 

2010 12 7 3.89 

2010 12 131 3.70 

2011 1 5 3.88 
2011 1 6 3.76 

2011 1 7 3.87 

2011 1 131 3.69 

2011 2 5 3.81 

2011 2 6 3.71 

2011 2 7 3.82 

2011 2 131 3.63 
2011 3 5 3.74 

2011 3 6 3.66 

2011 3 7 3.74 

2011 3 131 3.55 

2011 4 5 3.68 

2011 4 6 3.63 

2011 4 7 3.68 

2011 4 131 3.50 

2011 5 5 3.59 
2011 5 6 3.59 

2011 5 7 3.66 

2011 5 131 3.47 

2011 6 5 3.56 

2011 6 6 3 .60 

2011 6 7 3.58 

2011 6 131 3.50 
2011 7 5 3.56 

2011 7 6 3.62 

2011 7 7 3.56 

2011 7 131 3.46 

2011 8 5 3.54 
2011 8 6 3.64 
2011 8 7 3.56 

2011 8 131 3.48 

2011 9 5 3.63 
2011 9 6 3.66 

2011 9 7 3.66 

2011 9 131 3.46 
2011 10 5 3.73 

2011 10 6 3.73 

2011 10 7 3.76 
2011 10 131 3.55 
2011 11 5 3.80 

2011 11 6 3.73 
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Table 8. Butterfat Tests1 by Order

January 2000- July 2015 

~"'i"M !11~~ifti~ ~ iiov!fiii•if '~ '- _. D ~, ~~tterfat11 
n; vea • lc MQ~~~ ~eq~r:al· ~· r tPU, Test 

~~~.!I :ll~.~;~.;'ii Order "'"· 
,~1(percent) ~-:::~ 0 ~··~ hJl~ ... :t 

2011 11 7 3.80 
2011 11 131 3.61 
2011 12 5 3.79 
2011 12 6 3.69 
2011 12 7 3.82 
2011 12 131 3.68 

2012 1 5 3.78 
2012 1 6 3.67 

2012 1 7 3.78 

2012 1 131 3.60 
2012 2 5 3.75 
2012 2 6 3.64 

2012 2 7 3.75 
2012 2 131 3.53 
2012 3 5 3.69 

2012 3 6 3.60 
2012 3 7 3.66 

2012 3 131 3.52 

2012 4 5 3.63 

2012 4 6 3.58 

2012 4 7 3.61 
2012 4 131 3.48 

2012 5 5 3.59 

2012 5 6 3.58 
2012 5 7 3.61 

2012 5 131 3.48 

2012 6 5 3.55 

2012 6 6 3.62 

2012 6 7 3.59 

2012 6 131 3.50 

2012 7 5 3.55 
2012 7 6 3.64 

2012 7 7 3.59 

2012 7 131 3.51 

2012 8 5 3.57 

2012 8 6 3.67 

2012 8 7 3 .62 
2012 8 131 3.54 

2012 9 5 3.67 
2012 9 6 3.70 

2012 9 7 3.69 

2012 9 131 3.55 

2012 10 5 3.78 

2012 10 6 3.72 

2012 10 7 3.79 

2012 10 131 3.60 

2012 11 5 3.85 

2012 11 6 3.76 

2012 11 7 3.85 

2012 11 131 3.64 

2012 12 5 3.81 

2012 12 6 3.72 

2012 12 7 3.84 

2012 12 131 3.64 

2013 1 5 3.82 

2013 1 6 3.70 

2013 1 7 3.85 
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Table 8. Butterfat Tests1 by Order -

January 2000- July 2015 

1 
Based on test results submitted by Market 

Administrator, Cooperative, or outside 

laborat ies. 
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Table 9. Total Pounds of El igible Milk Pooled in Federal Orders, Eligible Milk Not Pooled 

in All Orders, and Eligible Milk Not Pooled in the Upper Midwest Order 
January 2000 -July 2015 
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Table 9. Total Pounds of Eligible Milk Pooled in Federal Orders, Eligible Milk Not Pooled 

in All Orders, and Eligible Milk Not Pooled in the Upper Midwest Order 

January 2000- July 2015 

f~ . ~~"~I • ;~, ;j.. .":"" '" ... lil. ,..., .~f J;i "f\~'<l Eiigil:lle Milk•Not Booled 

r, .11 · lrotal Poupds !llj 1;:• ~ligQ>Ie:fv'hlk ,l'~.lot 1: ~ ' ' f . I' ' . 
~~.. ~. Ji ... in th,e ~- ·. Month '.· ~: l-1 ~'EiiJjble rY1,ilk 

1 

~ ~ · RooJJi:t in {i ''f!:,p-1-. ~ . ~~pper Midwlst ·Order 
"~~~~J ~~; ~li0't~ '- · '1·~ ~oled1 

·• 'AII 'Orctt[s~EstimateH2 if j.._ "' 

r1t:'~ . :~t··· ;- . ·~ ~ ~ .. · •'• ~"i ~~f) ~ ,;\. • ' J., ' ' l;i:f• I(F030t. E~timated3 •. 
January 10,629,800,000 13,000,000 0 
February 9,830,600,000 161,500,000 127,800,000 
March 7,831,600,000 3,087,700,000 1,497' 700,000 
April 6,520,100,000 3,781,900,000 1,563, 700,000 
May 6,881,900,000 3,774,500,000 1,608,200,000 
June 9, 734,300,000 235,300,000 50,300,000 

2004 July 10,001,300,000 71,200,000 45,200,000 
August 9,639,800,000 247,700,000 190,100,000 
September 7,859,200,000 1,551,700,000 787,700,000 
October 9,507, 700,000 183,200,000 162,100,000 
November 7,718,000,000 1,624,400,000 1,108,900,000 

December 6,893,400,000 3,057,800,000 1,525,200,000 
Total 103,04 7 J 700,000 17,789,900,000 8,667,100,000 

January 10,173,100,000 6,000,000 0 
February 6,877,000,000 2,572,200,000 1,383,300,000 

March 10,399,900,000 245,900,000 170,900,000 
April 7,930,400,000 2,528,500,000 1,561,500,000 

May 10,862,000,000 151,700,000 149,500,000 

June 9,521,500,000 895,000,000 423,200,000 
2005 July 10,097,700,000 165,300,000 * 

August 9,995,200,000 29,900,000 * 
September 9,487,800,000 15,700,000 * 
October 9,741,600,000 26,900,000 * 
November 9,535,100,000 6,600,000 0 

December 10,060,600,000 40,100,000 0 
Total 114,681,900,000 6,683,800,000 3,792,200,000 

January 10,328,900,000 108,700,000 * 
February 9,680,300,000 15,200,000 * 
March 10,867,300,000 42,500,000 38,600,000 
Apri l 10,567,900,000 88,600,000 51,300,000 

May 11,028,400,000 57,200,000 53,900,000 

June 10,014,100,000 430,000,000 * 
2006 July 10,390,900,000 8,000,000 * 

August 10,055,600,000 9,800,000 0 

September 8,662,200,000 1,024,200,000 403,400,000 

October 9,849,900,000 10,500,000 * 
November 9,543,000,000 142,200,000 * 
December 9,629, 700,000 655,300,000 294,000,000 

Total 120,618,200,000 2,592,200,000 997,400,000 

January 10,515,300,000 24,200,000 14,800,000 

February 8,950,600,000 654,000,000 493,900,000 

March 9,878,100,000 885,600,000 668,800,000 

April 9,599,900,000 906,800,000 675,100,000 

May 9,049, 700,000 1,830,100,000 845,200,000 

June 8,559, 700,000 1, 721,500,000 538,200,000 

2007 July 10,025,500,000 315,100,000 266,500,000 

August 9,516,000,000 513,100,000 225,500,000 

September 9,464,300,000 287,600,000 180,600,000 

October 9,631,600,000 453,000,000 193,400,000 

November 9,597,500,000 293,800,000 138,100,000 

December 9,619,200,000 765,900,000 161,000,000 

Total 114,407,400,000 8,650, 700,000 4,401,300,000 
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Table 9. Total Pounds of Eligible Milk Pooled in Federal Orders, Eligible Milk Not Pooled 

in All Orders, and Eligible Milk Not Pooled in the Upper Midwest Order 

January 2000- July 2015 

.>~~'~111~~ . l'' • -~'" • "¥~ 1.~ I~\ Eligible ,Milk N'ot · ., Eligillle Milk Not Pooled 
4 I, ..,; , R -. _" :rC!ctal pounds ~~J • rioli " • ~ 

' ' '1- ll It ... 'f: !-1 ·, 
1 

in the • ~ · 
,;: .. Year ~ ~onth;;1: . ~. , ~ of Eligible Milk ' Pooled in ~. il~.w&.~ ~1. ,;,J,J • I ~" · P ... ooled1 ;~ All q rdei'S,, E~,imat1~d~ 

~~pper Midwest Order' 
• ,j ; .. .. ~. ' il' . • , ho~o),;Estimated~. ~1 

January 10,360,800,000 155,300,000 96,000,000 

February 9,855,900,000 75,800,000 58,200,000 

March 9,362,600,000 1,544,800,000 606,400,000 

April 10,582AOO,OOO 124,900,000 87,300,000 

May 8, 978,700,000 2,126,800,000 897,100,000 

June 8A98,ooo,ooo 1,959,800,000 755,000,000 

2008 July 10,043,200,000 404,200,000 305,000,000 

August 10,168,600,000 131,800,000 90,300,000 

September 9,777,100,000 99,700,000 72,800,000 

October 8,881,600,000 1A82,400,ooo 541,900,000 

November 10,080AOO,OOO 9,400,000 3,200,000 

December 9,278,100,000 1,374,800,000 447,500,000 
Total 115,867,400,000 9,4891700,000 3,960,700,000 

January 10, 796AOO,OOO 90,800,000 22,000,000 

February 9,920,600,000 50,100,000 42,600,000 

March 10,350,900,000 804,400,000 180,700,000 

April 10,744,700,000 186,100,000 3,500,000 

May 11,320,000,000 60,300,000 45,100,000 

June 10,710,100,000 89,900,000 78,500,000 

2009 July 10,823,400,000 84,900,000 74,700,000 

August 10,066,300,000 518,800,000 288,700,000 

September 9,202,800,000 891,600,000 453,000,000 

October 10,043,200,000 307,400,000 135,400,000 

November 9,239,400,000 902,000,000 421,800,000 

December 10,212,700,000 495,800,000 241,900,000 

Total 123,430,500,000 4,482,100,000 1,987,900,000 

January 10,698,200,000 72,500,000 50,700,000 

February 9, 784,500,000 146,400,000 99,200,000 

March 11,111,600,000 177,600,000 105,500,000 

April 10,851,200,000 217,600,000 132,200,000 

May 11,141,700,000 382AOO,OOO 150,500,000 

June 10,719,100,000 357,700,000 150,000,000 

2010 July 10,695,300,000 392,000,000 135,600,000 

August 10A35,800,ooo 234,400,000 124,900,000 

September 10,090,900,000 235,900,000 138,000,000 

October 10A87,300,000 141,000,000 120,900,000 

November 10,143,800,000 275,300,000 145,100,000 

December 10,749AOO,OOO 226,200,000 147,300,000 
Total 126,908,800,000 2,859,000,000 1,500,000,000 

January 10,827,900,000 366,900,000 137,300,000 

February 9,933, 700,000 317,200,000 141,200,000 

March 10,311,800,000 1,187,900,000 464,400,000 

Apri l 10,911,900,000 382,600,000 190,700,000 

May 11,080,900,000 594,600,000 173AOO,OOO 

June 10,709AOO,OOO 383,100,000 171AOO,OOO 

2011 July 10,728,200,000 130,800,000 51,700,000 

August 10,733,700,000 198,000,000 35,700,000 

September 10,510,300,000 135,200,000 122,800,000 

October 10,780,100,000 192,600,000 150,400,000 

November 10,266,900,000 406,400,000 93,100,000 

December 10,084,300,000 1,174,500,000 438,100,000 
Total 126,879,100,000 5,469,800,000 2,170,300,000 
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Table 9. Total Pounds of Eligible Milk Pooled in Federal Orders, Eligible Milk Not Pooled 

in All Orders, and Eligible Milk Not Pooled in the Upper Midwest Order 

January 2000- July 2015 

;f i';' ... ~~~;.; , J l ~rr·~ ' • 

\f 
I ~ I' Total Pounds Eligible Milk Not 

Year .~j it.: Month t II of Eligible Milk Pooled in 
~~ I Pooled

1 
All Orders, Estimated2 

~ .J ,<j·, ... 'tf ', 1 ,. . 
January 11,344,700,000 204,700,000 

February 10,992,500,000 159,600,000 

March 11,921,300,000 183,400,000 

April 11,512,600,000 323,800,000 

May 11,820,900,000 134,400,000 

June 9,686,900,000 1,521,800,000 

2012 July 8,980,400,000 2,077,600,000 

August 9,049,900,000 1,940,600,000 

September 8,488,400,000 1,934,500,000 

October 8,574,500,000 2,184,100,000 

November 8,973,300,000 1, 796,800,000 

December 11,043,100,000 458,400,000 

Total 122,388,500,000 12,919,700,000 

January 11,608,500,000 224,400,000 

February 10,578,600,000 274,600,000 

March 11,745,800,000 413,200,000 

April 11,495,100,000 374,700,000 

May 11,455,200,000 707,400,000 

June 11,04 7,800,000 533,100,000 

2013 July 10,857,900,000 640,900,000 

August 10,910,900,000 563,700,000 

September 10,334,900,000 482,300,000 

October 10,712,300,000 582,200,000 

November 10,4 7 4,900,000 447,200,000 

December 10,878,200,000 575,000,000 

Total 132,100,100,000 5,818, 700,000 

January 11,129,800,000 662,500,000 

February 9,216,000,000 1,442,000,000 

March 11,535,200,000 521,000,000 

April 10,460,600,000 1,533,200,000 

May 11,959,900,000 428,300,000 

June 11,048,500,000 739,400,000 

2014 July 11,085,400,000 808,900,000 

August 11,199,900,000 593,500,000 

September 10,864,600,000 468,500,000 

October 9, 704,300,000 1,963,300,000 

November 9,607,200,000 1,654,500,000 

December 11,608,900,000 384,000,000 

Total 129,420,300,000 11,199,100,000 

January 11,933,400,000 356,300,000 

February 10,882,600,000 315,900,000 

March 10,721,600,000 1,707,400,000 

Apri l 9,842,500,000 3,417,500,000 

May 10,053,100,000 2, 707,800,000 

June 
4 

9,171,400,000 

2015 4 
July 9,258,700,000 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Tot al 71,863,300,000 8,504,900,000 

* Data restricted due to conf1dent1alrty. 
1 On ly rounded values w ere published prior to January 2008. 
2 Only the combined Federa l order totals were published for 2000 and 2001. 
3 Tota ls may not add due to rounding. 

Eligible Milk Not Pooled 

in the 

Upper Midwest Order 

(F030), Estimated3 

103,100,000 

106,200,000 

108,500,000 

110,700,000 

5,100,000 

437,700,000 

817,400,000 

863,000,000 

875,400,000 

1,012,100,000 

714,800,000 

359,600,000 

5,513,700,000 

173,200,000 

200,400,000 

237,500,000 

225,000,000 

368,700,000 

241,900,000 

227,000,000 

216,100,000 

184,000,000 

188,600,000 

160,800,000 

194,100,000 

2,617,400,000 

238,100,000 

539,100,000 

308,600,000 

516,000,000 

239,300,000 

244,400,000 

264,500,000 

241,700,000 

226,500,000 

839,200,000 

613,100,000 

276,800,000 

4,547,500,000 

133,600,000 

35,100,000 

642,500,000 

1,023,800,000 

1,217,500,000 

3,052,500,000 

4 Eligible milk not pooled for June and July 2015 was not available at the t ime of preparation. 
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Table 10. Total Dumped' Milk Pounds Pooled, by Order- January 2000- July 2015 

Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order 7 Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126
2 Order 131 

January 5,566,214 2,983,055 1,657,424 4,579,070 1,338,697 2,459,090 3,780,407 471,564 3,193,097 7,677,984 

February 4,976,429 3,451,077 1,320,698 5,180,345 1,258,806 2,080,339 1,367,142 573,787 2,984,737 1,055, 715 

March 5,521,640 3,351,092 1,538,737 5,141,577 1,101,247 2,377,130 1,676,641 565,616 2,953,569 873,102 

April 4,179,737 2,917,755 1,150,025 4,911,680 1,150,733 2,229,337 1,491,110 516,922 2,756,907 341,504 

May 5,151,896 3,689,917 1,268,963 4,947,934 1,048,601 2,688,809 1,632,021 416,676 3,743,307 1,319,139 

2000 
June 5,203,767 3,515,673 1,210,796 4,955,735 1,250,558 2,674,438 2,195,633 688,336 3,400,976 6,865,973 

July 5,024,319 2,785,985 1,239,601 4,964,741 1,691,415 2,648,354 1,848,996 670,304 2,854,245 1,181,148 

August 5,788,635 3,191,942 1,533,179 5,808,663 2,011,650 2,728,948 1,713,954 424,188 3,108,168 337,278 

September 6,382,461 2,997,742 1,692,400 5,338,203 1,884,395 2,713,643 1,798,566 408,189 3,563,233 292,126 

October 6,861,268 2,713,370 1,495,805 5,439,894 1,854,289 2,800,449 1,754,376 389,347 3,162,591 373,533 

November 4,517,081 3,008,236 940,686 5,177,807 1,268,249 2,882,282 1,533,276 434,766 3,212,923 284,119 
December 6,079,768 3,709,375 1,509,458 5,772,847 1,562,438 3,258,740 1,673,040 459,177 3,676,239 202,779 

January 6,883,626 3,517,240 1,329,660 6,181,304 1,407,956 3,458,549 1,664,812 439,643 3,622,064 82,713 

February 5,252,463 2,960,735 1,118,326 4,808,284 1,191,603 2,517,541 1,665,798 349,711 3,144,150 591,986 

March 5,829,949 2,820,351 1,151,110 4,564,322 1,208,012 2,695,175 1,232,765 476,421 3,187,406 564,080 

April 6,269,843 3,001,608 1,341,875 5,093,094 2,134,424 2,887,326 1,181,725 330,394 3,177,089 599,114 

May 6,958,217 3,404,962 1,413,507 5,164,033 1,178,273 3,161,750 1,332,877 448,260 3,446,446 953,847 

2001 
June 6,896,930 2,917,995 1,411,344 5,063,860 1,345,687 3,088,868 1,234,291 364,230 3,389,984 688,649 

July 6,560,354 3,048,900 1,502,897 5,075,342 962,850 2, 719,224 989,319 538,006 3,328,533 658,527 

August 7,277,185 3,359,552 1,406,472 5,248,782 1,255,741 2,860,519 1,749,705 568,322 2,793,769 547,368 

September 5, 729,803 2,891,261 1,145,412 4,670,594 963,232 2,690,283 1,153,553 486,081 3,001,111 374,771 

October 6,317,891 3,297,838 1,240,287 5,277,337 1,451,115 3,013,953 1,075,789 337,271 3,242,054 251,477 

November 6,216,483 3,070,211 1,251,462 5,067,766 1,069,622 2,802, 776 1,007,084 380,753 3,164,410 585,585 

December 5,892,539 3,288,480 1,173,811 5,258,856 1,266,975 3,003,811 1,145,351 328,091 3,286,499 378,070 

January 6,049,827 3,086,859 1,324,493 5,396,178 1,140,738 3,129,546 1,178,441 456,903 3,699,104 736,772 

February 6,326,544 2,518,814 972,742 4,457,999 884,014 2,585,129 3,033,635 329,462 2,905,719 193,416 

March 6,011,306 2,504,972 1,197,908 4,420,010 1,045,337 3,587,513 1,590,356 312,555 3,290,610 187,526 

April 6, 739,802 2,587,250 1,086,965 4,865,727 1,061,826 3,661,640 1,280,824 411,582 3,345,108 454,680 

May 6,167,272 3,015,580 1,082,645 5,505,735 1,054,525 3,092,949 1,138,507 421,818 3,365,130 504,610 

2002 
June 6,870,867 2,790,767 903,847 5,007,303 1,127,466 2, 789,089 1,412,569 524,772 3,062,076 346,779 

July 6,959,203 2,661,232 1,047,127 5,037,125 1,023,582 3,759,116 1,560,290 347,489 4,820,099 178,546 

August 7,323, 716 3,093,608 1,186,334 5,785,757 1,380,442 2,868,493 1,252,069 612,922 4,009,285 88,134 

September 6,205,489 4,470,652 1,044,825 4,691,193 968,803 3,442,921 1,005,090 305,599 3,395,683 380,416 

October 5,621,160 3,045,950 1,514,406 4,382,372 1,205,088 3,233,235 1,033,898 491,069 3,598,060 422,951 

November 5,676,874 2,787,545 1,011,438 4,884,517 973,771 2,987,924 962,304 294,238 3,455,021 273,418 

December 6,889,140 3,483,060 1,328,604 5,803,322 972,655 3,619,020 1,275,297 287,407 3,793,322 464,431 
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Table 10. Total Dumped1 Milk Pounds Pooled, by Order - January 2000- July 2015 

il . y ~· . Month ~Order 1 Qrd_gr § ;. Order 6 Ord~r 7 9r~~'Fjo Order32 · ... F or'der33 orcte1_1~4 _ Ord~r }.26.~~:; ,ii1 Qrper 131 ,., ear~ • 0....:--
January 9,310,592 3,288,641 961,596 5,916,316 1,049,269 3,501,708 1,770,752 473,858 3,610,393 650,748 
February 5,938,420 2,891,409 802,251 4,907,641 807,142 2,751,270 1,021,240 400,667 3,039,897 265,515 
March 6,008,072 2,856,178 913,979 5,008,726 829,764 3,206,669 909,091 449,401 3,966,625 580,862 
April 6,544,838 2,806,958 1,015,696 5,327,362 775,435 3,276,682 1,064,252 535,419 3,336,681 565,211 
May 6,534,883 3,219,966 1,084,945 5,594,740 738,252 3,503,508 1,103,301 525,181 3,623,379 666,706 

2003 
June 6,541,256 3,009,495 1,153,365 4,682,487 941,654 3,112,277 1,420,363 499,946 3,223,740 585,541 
July 7,005,923 3,895,949 1,297,623 5,385,528 765,502 4,188,430 1,610,882 500,344 3,485,351 568,753 
August 7,840,475 3,671,000 1,298,188 5,713,803 685,559 3,118,332 2,144,290 417,776 3,536,485 544,435 
September 6,781,894 4,622,181 1,261,162 5,250,266 624,788 3,266,346 1,337,187 799,095 3,636,238 557,396 
October 6,403,799 3,356,437 1,517,101 6,126,065 621,217 3,278,037 1,009,468 663,260 3,448,041 644,129 
November 6,191,142 3,225,061 1,311,155 5,852,703 580,851 3,717,373 689,744 540,193 3,389,368 478,528 
December 8,026,469 4,168,505 1,389,321 6,727,508 1,049,305 3,575,188 1,021,506 502,005 4,407,558 623,774 

January 7,274,856 3,322,101 1,561,432 6,049,315 697,146 3,431,657 915,614 501,301 3,947,253 690,019 
February 10,077,798 2,700,413 954,266 4,522,488 818,446 3,165,056 1,246,712 357,427 3,299,492 634,150 
March 7,201,401 2,970,570 1,259,665 4,658,240 748,052 3,073,858 1,101,123 360,798 3,409,380 711,485 
April 6,674,691 3,088,059 1,308,998 4,844,079 597,407 3,046,997 685,227 310,770 3,126,358 692,531 
May 8,065,800 3,356,101 1,956,046 5,011,222 636,419 3,239,973 1,006,296 433,945 3,689,468 642,663 

2004 
June 7,068,964 2,769,122 1,249,309 4,926,027 769,796 3,376,169 1,218,203 246,243 3,683,031 685,724 
July 7,845,425 2,616,634 1,296,230 4,900,481 932,919 2,942,530 1,005,235 159,514 3,787,125 676,531 
August 7,428,517 3,302,385 1,690,536 5,226,069 701,434 3,332,904 874,737 153,568 3,483,813 896,333 
September 7,308,283 2,739,313 1,891,479 6,217,798 591,814 3,432,426 898,209 432,243 3,808,902 955,847 
October 7,512,835 2,665,312 2,320,338 4,842,577 1,201,979 3,165,908 1,100,350 179,743 3,688,467 818,512 
November 6,656,266 2,868,084 1,416,781 5,014,159 766,954 3,237,566 1,370,691 278,325 3,877,272 918,784 
December 7,575,342 3,416,076 1,419,917 5,370,088 1,482,954 3,761,334 1,127,202 166,489 4,446,128 946,525 
January 7,795,026 3,019,132 1,306,944 4,938,456 943,375 3,514,150 992,533 193,146 3,961,311 808,870 
February 8,030,507 2,446,642 1,120,524 4,722,011 812,105 2,896,650 1,310,130 298,466 3,277,529 871,337 
March 7,951,205 2,598,229 1,145,870 4,713,795 761,480 3,140,616 1,191,340 255,673 4,021,339 825,492 
April 7,421,935 2,727,567 1,133,144 5,284,149 747,348 3,191,619 2,001,121 181,109 3,679,623 429,806 
May 9,736,906 2,652,941 1,158,606 4,983,246 708,717 3,378,321 2,269,769 379,676 3,810,019 586,039 

2005 
June 8,860,148 2,708,851 1,298,477 4,652,608 870,239 3,361,441 2,442,654 418,678 3,881,703 589,990 
July 9,356,122 2,394,931 1,302,464 4,724,477 737,470 3,185,331 2,272,144 270,419 3,4 72,996 576,024 
August 8,968,643 2,904,497 1,319,658 5,330,194 781,606 3,041,012 2,467,502 454,936 3,742,301 537,977 
September 7,913,953 2,567,574 1,275,393 5,075,553 733,581 3,211,679 2,224,900 201,259 3,738,775 468,221 
October 8,844,315 2,285,906 1,284,700 4,411,906 682,612 2,975,547 2,002,197 237,153 3,879,573 436,421 
November 7,878,028 3,002,769 1,557,870 5,219,955 703,400 3,559,490 2,718,637 242,795 3,940,530 548,474 
December 7,975,523 3,609,353 2,805,642 5,444,223 819,696 3,966,467 3,518,018 220,030 4,439,151 651,327 
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Table 10. Total Dumped1 Milk Pounds Pooled, by Order - January 2000- July 2015 

·· ,:'(eac ,,;.~ I!L ,.,~Month · '•• ,.-(>~~er 1 .,; Order ·~ Order 6 O! der 7~' '' I"'' Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126
2 

Order 131 

January 8,672,488 2,931,009 1,834,311 5,269,906 966,547 3,388,658 2,706,650 322,947 4,285,911 544,972 
February 7,740,251 2,191,861 1,546,344 4,036,831 648,881 2,680,872 2,149,600 548,884 3,425,803 558,474 
March 7,277,415 2,536,758 1,559,298 4,880,900 768,522 3,059,091 2,202,114 202,959 4,107,434 543,139 
April 7,432,113 2,603,967 1,545,531 4,754,906 645,762 3,036,637 1,766, 284 180,632 3,334,335 484,077 
May 7,783,227 2,820,712 1,650,981 4,704,314 893,088 3,143,301 2,150,254 234,749 4,036,139 689,416 

2006 
June 8,433,031 2,592,807 1,506,657 4,397,068 901,327 3,265,179 1,910,675 200,196 3,486,760 297,093 
July 8,117,438 2,806,553 1,461,171 4,393,506 682,536 3,538,935 1,744,608 152,087 3,879,619 669,262 
August 7,862,160 2,691,674 1,782,799 4,272,787 1,211,491 3,300,766 2,007,068 297,864 3,594,466 314,850 
September 7,819,606 2,927,175 1,727,567 4,260,653 979,921 3,110,918 1,734,672 408,100 3,893,661 386,194 

October 7,625,348 2,795,323 1,686,713 5,056,576 1,323,625 2,864,722 1,442,664 271,608 3,943,091 379,490 
November 6,580,260 2,883,471 1,201,895 4,484,589 2,209,537 2,830,515 1,527,198 512,390 4,112,106 400,418 
December 7,644,863 3,515,551 1,034,414 5,052,323 819,017 5,435,905 1,537,063 879,245 4,476,715 407,909 

January 8,034,403 3,262,292 1,775,152 5,210,961 815,937 5,141,805 1,545,299 335,627 4,082,769 276,387 
February 6,300,758 2,487,253 1, 719,128 4,180,196 741,014 3,096,705 1,372,314 246,164 4,304,818 343,072 

March 7,379,307 3,086,009 1,801,319 4,905,332 1,106,664 4,218,165 1,496,661 228,300 4,044,971 366,334 
Apri l 6,855,067 2,894,510 1,693,515 5,162,972 565,184 2,946,532 1,174,628 342,716 3,319,739 451,410 
May 8,349,466 2,817,203 1,940,292 4,845,039 567,967 3,134,736 1,502,496 215,256 3,937,235 422,582 

2007 
June 7,271,181 2,727,347 2,116,736 4,162,033 751,737 3,094,245 1,527,930 82,473 3,326,970 430,650 
July 7,330,645 2,918,726 1,944,588 4,853,183 750,390 2,923,244 1,868,208 257,519 3,810,429 407,600 
August 7,538,635 2,948,947 1,742,688 5,375,135 742,985 3,412,010 2,159,740 286,307 3,974,424 561,791 

September 7,231,363 2,871,885 1,929,333 5,452,342 933,451 3,191,396 1,985,860 356,127 4,004,693 498,935 

October 6,765,415 3,592,761 2,349,185 5,511,360 643,885 3,220,556 1,530,059 421,669 3,825,224 386,186 
November 6,994,919 3,145,722 2,032,389 4,899,198 690,402 3,245,149 2,429,578 146,902 3,769,950 391,845 
December 7,484,755 3,420,297 1,756,693 5,521,616 538,578 3,941,984 1,096,110 325,155 4,025,546 386,341 

January 8,079,539 3,962,711 2,001,491 5,435,066 581,908 3,610,304 1,324,578 695,542 3,921,833 341,693 
February 6,906,259 2,719,184 1,518,033 4,645,157 507,536 2,987,554 1,736,510 271,528 3,352,716 355,550 
March 6,817,945 2,637,169 1,532,287 4,979,966 641,416 2,868,877 1,483,871 152,908 3,497,867 397,522 
April 7,073,179 2,594,002 1,907,273 5,024,229 539,171 3,118,011 1,571,796 241,574 3,337,305 383,697 
May 6,345,893 3,181,490 1,807,774 4,995,096 531,362 3,305,664 2,027,844 559,575 3,983,304 489,925 

2008 
June 7,926,840 2,594,415 1,791,531 4,398,111 545,866 3,037,360 2,446,202 492,717 4,092,101 296,455 
July 7,699,264 3,058,372 1,790,690 4,544,810 486,259 3,349,086 2,301,120 486,216 3,874,712 395,998 
August 6,541,886 2,647,401 1,583,469 4,496,722 618,104 3,024,972 2,548,863 449,812 3,734,440 357,586 

Sept ember 6,056,668 3,874,590 1,914,717 5,147,705 886,327 3,949,321 1,841,533 388,586 4,176,158 382,156 
October 6,809,682 3,386,480 1,850,363 4,639,113 565,725 2,962,391 2,949,612 341,138 4,179,081 468,457 

November 5,679,755 3,036,008 1,717,029 4,822,214 942,485 3,139,319 2,839,932 350,415 3,939,679 369,925 
December 7,337,563 4,087,920 1,728,074 5,449,062 1,177,332 4,094,143 3,495,820 215,353 4,954,283 400,962 

Prepared by USDA - AMS- Dairy Programs Page 3 of 6 



Table 10. Total Dumped1 Milk Pounds Pooled, by Order- January 2000- July 2015 

i 11~ Year ''", ·· .. f)nonth Ord~r 1 Order~ Order§,"_ ~ _c.:.. Order7 _,, Qrde"q o " Ord~r 32 - .. Ord~r 33 .;.Qrd-;rJ_z4 Order 1~62 : lkr Order Ul,r: 

January 6,461,121 3,821,271 1,490,852 4,853,571 1,633,169 3,726,770 2,159,493 286,730 4,651,259 335,631 

February 5,865,612 3,132,117 1,185,385 4,443,592 1,494,633 3,324,544 3,051,709 357,898 3,951,872 332,319 

March 6,353,465 3,324,550 1,421,668 4,822,201 1,441,518 3,564,964 2,491,651 305,905 4,618,835 494,160 

April 6,482,204 3,186,220 1,388,361 4,657,039 1,758,805 3,574,397 2,079,141 367,080 4,570,384 461,308 

May 6,322,695 3,745,384 1,468,477 4,640,904 1,526,133 4,145,700 4,132,683 476,568 4,366,807 367,562 

2009 
June 8,098,820 3,358,371 1,361,342 4,628,460 1,481,335 3,225,749 2,820,550 632,438 4,210,357 423,650 

July 8,086,849 3,073,740 1,396,441 4,811,536 1,532,920 3,978,557 3,264,778 507,876 4,522,833 461,004 

August 7,658,127 3,055,722 1,609,437 4,699,757 1,417,685 2,998,233 2,550,479 320,802 4,504,506 491,800 

September 8,033,874 2,789,246 1,379,965 4,736,445 1,523,825 3,137,261 2,715,369 244,465 4,949,014 358,000 

October 7,851,592 3,121,105 1,568,146 4,597,862 1,354,722 3,905,397 1,852,289 453,484 4,621,241 456,050 

November 7,814,569 3,494,367 2,136,172 4,768,479 1,146,485 3,281,837 2,363,935 370,623 4,389,265 446,449 

December 10,557,181 4,355,484 1,950,534 5,389,077 1,400,627 5,390,531 2,292,059 465,453 4,983,748 514,312 

January 7,495,598 3,947,200 1,638,956 4,345,594 1,569,549 3,807,406 1,924,912 280,699 4,577,452 419,761 

February 6,753,297 2,989,369 1,410,132 3,826,556 1,271,688 2,888,013 2,317,315 676,049 4,303,590 292,460 

March 7,932,745 3,154,178 1,436,308 4,652,210 1,713,858 3,322,334 2,193,790 244,031 4,816,842 335,540 

Apr il 9,077,418 3,202,225 1,493,362 4,612,806 1,360,355 3,427,499 2,777,951 291,179 4,452,790 392,400 

May 6,123,571 2,804,817 1,732,686 4,344,271 1,348,975 3,245,680 1,908,742 277,997 4,695,110 404,043 

2010 
June 8,651,253 3,006,237 1,607,407 4,658,382 1,899,926 3,638,941 2,559,782 345,348 4,756,005 392,836 

July 8,520,600 3,238,010 1,661,370 4,120,001 1,820,904 3,631,595 3,702,255 167,843 4,627,390 414,672 

August 8,612,493 3,332,250 1,530,042 4,109,687 1,104,368 3,430,233 2,350,071 2,044,559 4,297,338 353,603 

September 6,660,655 3,154,564 1,538,952 4,067,903 1,228,636 3,438,486 2,597,954 266,906 4,456,201 362,340 

October 6,824,641 2,826,483 1,477,421 3,874,857 1,189,371 3,186,709 2,038,247 361,438 4,533,676 365,131 

November 6,268,294 2,800,148 1,542,524 3,894,422 1,132,382 4,031,894 1,815,908 231,772 4,728,931 357,400 
December 7,443,418 4,568,198 1,672,159 5,188,014 1,470,541 4,415,407 2,404,912 331,349 5,214,689 403,376 

January 5,568,425 3,522,171 1,567,679 4,070,314 1,551,335 4,488,397 1,929,224 551,853 4,600,089 398,855 

February 5,087,598 2,806,413 1,916,418 3,871,002 1,254,710 3,872,970 1,927,944 213,967 4,047,446 335,136 

March 5,396,035 3,120,794 1,452,222 3,888,041 1,247,760 3,766,836 1,649,158 170,547 4,897,797 329,037 

April 4,626,381 3,078,016 1,418,221 3,805,495 1,064,092 3,424,616 2,429,361 253,938 4,353,499 403,730 

M ay 5,337,723 3,654,975 1,881,651 3,943,820 1,273,777 3,439,239 2,660,297 353,751 4,605,463 380,593 

June 5,288,086 3,408,090 1,856,133 3,698,838 1,525,345 3,275,944 1,951,129 267,279 4,998,878 408,566 
2011 

1,752,192 4,121,857 1,121,137 3,702,441 1,972,161 503,533 July 5,099,304 3,158,723 4,904,583 471,519 

August 5,802,556 3,379,650 1,873,713 4,306,030 1,271,297 3,146,481 1,988,267 318,602 4,583,194 381,130 

September 6,497,953 3,059,978 1,799,836 3,944,155 1,165,728 3,423,891 2,432,956 287,255 4,840,023 482,813 

October 5,168,801 3,093,112 1,687,409 3,740,009 1,066,032 3,144,064 2,335,470 294,947 4,472,963 380,300 

November 4,757,380 2,927,360 1,729,383 3,809,761 1,318,232 3,610,011 2,592,072 258,384 4,461,963 427,397 
December 5,805,301 3,796,334 2,138,006 4,267,465 1,327,191 3,601,941 3,704,960 176,678 5,606,650 488,130 
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Table 10. Total Dumped1 Milk Pounds Pooled, by Order - January 2000- July 2015 

~; Year t,, Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Orderi Order 30 ;}.~ : .. JJrdeJ.n. ,,. I;;. _:·order 33 prder 124 Order 126
2

" Order 131 ' 

January 4,984,381 3,074,138 1,709,785 3,962,538 1,089,089 4,001,966 1,730,388 253,269 4,786,889 503,169 

February 4,851,712 2,382,812 2,143,945 3,966,096 881,332 2,817,909 1,541,863 275,252 3,925,692 506,360 

March 5,070,034 2,126,954 1,660,649 4,029,300 1,361,059 2,760,302 2,208,691 244,290 4,174,106 415,478 

Apri l 5,586,4 36 2,155,322 1,626,787 4,035,550 1,080,921 2,844,721 1,792,927 240,145 4,370,547 407,081 

May 5,103,059 2,319,929 1,828,717 4,487,210 962,140 3,092,256 1,598,628 338,131 4,562,980 510,375 

2012 
June 4,590,053 2,090,626 1,469,144 3,657,184 1,042,693 3,007,167 1,541,759 172,170 4,766,034 447,924 

July 7,417,790 2,291,313 1,888,947 4,046,871 710,793 3,077,973 1,871,977 693,010 4,978,073 431,194 

August 5,048,459 1,994,235 1,453,275 4,042,917 824,125 3,341,805 1,280,889 281,719 4,957,845 469,480 

September 4,704,957 1,909,283 1,468,394 3,740,364 995,829 2,615,823 1,047,168 269,140 5,073,280 484,160 

October 4,825,568 2,199,587 1,615,588 4,158,599 1,002,111 3,081,173 1,325,702 340,060 5,160,505 523,122 

November 5,747,860 2,151,702 1,495,089 3,893,595 1,134,847 3,640,696 1,164,568 285,428 5,329,121 547,496 

December 5,354,564 2,677,648 1,686,085 4,587,179 1,386,610 3,308,148 1,185,605 214,498 5,104,973 547,140 

January 5,378,501 2,555,895 1,595,724 4,873,600 2,113,687 3,985,522 1,556,458 330,493 5,428,000 483,880 

February 4,655,981 2,169,076 1,366,899 3,633,179 1,276,207 2,844,721 1,236,144 291,656 4,728,462 360,494 

March 4,753,723 3,140,177 1,252,147 3,361,502 1,052,311 3,401,508 1,173,442 204,316 4,972,682 411,456 

Apri l 4,397,808 2,668,723 1,603,332 3,542,565 1,692,047 3,174,562 1,282,225 306,480 5,311,988 370,984 

May 6,368,695 2,417,685 1,374,473 3,410,571 1,688,888 3,351,478 1,890,918 265,374 5,370,193 547,128 

2013 
June 5,775,130 1,926,499 1,428,797 2,934,044 1,653,193 2,985,761 1,716,906 205,590 5,361,543 376;420 

July 6,038,688 2,447,552 1,622,432 3,272,628 1,664,392 2,955,172 2,161,419 959,712 5,841,779 432,618 

August 6,401,353 2,063,073 1,444,862 2,937,528 1,674,856 3,297,670 1,745,397 113,740 5,333,196 527,494 

Sept ember 5,203,710 2,295,948 1,348,838 3,523,204 1,536,754 3,475,528 2,132,955 341,467 4,863,687 444,700 

October 5,209,599 2,119,860 1,593,634 3,544,207 1,509,451 3,570,796 2,508,490 144,911 5,782,315 491,956 

November 5,095,841 2,452,538 1,541,977 3,481,359 1,248,184 3,401,643 1,761,742 142,196 5,219,359 488,820 

December 4,733,383 2,646,430 1,708,289 4,158,180 1,279,656 3,630,522 2,577,132 119,063 5,802,698 466,005 

January 5,096,826 2,816,262 1,618,390 3,726,662 1,820,013 4,377,219 2,149,281 222,226 6,150,796 480,295 

February 4,62 1,912 1,944,026 1, 237,267 3,136,498 1,118,207 3,476,879 1,976,728 103,742 4,965,297 398,680 

March 4,72 1,564 2,103,284 1,398,683 3,541,579 1,454,364 4,007,004 2,427,592 117,688 4,926,215 491,230 

April 4,640,535 2,203,947 1,271,275 3,715,239 1,588,329 3,775,411 2,201,179 123,032 5,377,339 338,800 

May 4,711,609 2,519,669 1,624,991 4,331,782 2,339,165 3,788,363 2,239,829 142,965 6,043,184 408,580 

2014 
June 11,103,300 2,228,986 1,327,004 3,587,926 1,810,037 3,575,755 1,828,195 239,050 5,040,342 376,049 

July 10,545,045 2,422,611 1,405,847 3,688,117 1,710,496 3,853,822 2,182,757 119,497 5,426,004 484,076 

August 5,625,211 2,465,253 1,265,060 3,733,466 1,597,075 3,919,936 2,474,429 199,695 4,964,201 395,298 

September 4,488,671 2,550,701 1,482,788 4,185,648 1,419,683 3,959,470 1,432,709 284,258 5,598,060 494,939 

October 4,164,245 2,898,714 1,480,394 3,696,645 1,490,956 3,712,558 1,843,008 114,428 5,315,562 509,840 

November 4,163,744 2,347,196 1,226,965 3,497,468 1,371,809 2,965,954 1,559,243 228,619 5,809,736 558,699 

December 19,190,399 4,040,968 1,485,349 4,777,861 1,666,215 3,727,825 2,363,679 164,514 5,398,791 381,051 
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Table 10. Total Dumped1 Milk Pounds Pooled, by Order - January 2000 - July 2015 

Month Order 1. I• ·Order 5"' Order6 ~Or~er 7 Ord~[ 3.0 1•1,, Orde!Jl2 -~> 
·'~· ..,Ord~fl:24 _9rder~2~"2 "" Order\1~1 Year . . .. "'- "• ;.,..,o-Or~~r 33 

January 8,603,877 3,253,420 1,290,537 4,473,777 2,391,138 3,843,279 1,543,758 45,374 5,631,913 499,330 
February 4,269,904 2,821,451 1,070,065 3,415,556 1,637,021 3,042,266 1,161,273 98,033 4,398,372 433,665 
March 4,940,495 3,124,321 1,206,440 4,104,016 1,559,308 3,598,526 1,449,012 147,230 5,271,730 241,960 
April 5,377,652 3,077,900 1,195,122 3,806,737 1,732,783 3,341,140 3,550,476 92,795 5,041,311 476,940 
May 7,889,126 3,273,886 1,764,864 3,881,411 1,378,008 3,905,216 15,052,777 89,755 6,161,381 437,060 
June 22,072,762 2,598,385 2,510,183 4,291,265 1,946,520 3,650,919 18,337,602 43,194 5,868,890 371,401 

2015 
July 3,895,909 22,787,614 2,601,884 1,124,731 1,465,353 3,357,486 5,552,086 238,049 6,540,966 418,220 
August 

September 

October 

November 

December 
1 "Dumped" milk for all orders (except FO 126) includes pooled milk that is dumped at plants - including route returns- or at farms, lost by occcurence beyond the handler's control, or used for 

animal feed. 
2 Order 126 data does not include dumps at farms or diversions to animal feed production; these are included in a published 'other' category; revision of historical dat a to conform with the definition 

in other markets would reveal confidential information. 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order - January 2000- July 2015 

%Class I of 
~~jf~~u~:fs, Year Month Orde~ Class I Pounds -" Total\ Class Ill Pounds Class IV Pounds Total Pounds2 

2000 01 1 905,500,000 42.16 316,800,000 589,500,000 336,300,000 2,148,000,000 
2000 01 5 385,900,000 76.26 50,100,000 17,500,000 52,500,000 506,000,000 
2000 01 6 224,800,000 87.97 15,200,000 7,700,000 7,800,000 255,500,000 
2000 01 7 426,000,000 62.64 57,700,000 110,300,000 86,100,000 680,200,000 
2000 01 30 351,500,000 14.45 70,400,000 1,968,800,000 41,900,000 2,432,600,000 
2000 01 32 411,700,000 37.31 98,800,000 452,900,000 139,900,000 1,103,400,000 
2000 01 33 584,000,000 51.97 172,600,000 252,900,000 114,100,000 1,123, 700,000 
2000 01 124 173,700,000 29.89 37,100,000 188,400,000 182,000,000 581,200,000 
2000 01 126 339,100,000 42.14 71,900,000 260,400,000 133,400,000 804,800,000 
2000 01 131 79,000,000 29.37 8,000,000 100,500,000 81,600,000 269,100,000 
2000 01 135 83,900,000 26.02 32,100,000 138,800,000 67,700,000 322,600,000 
2000 01 Total 3,965,300,000 38.77 930,700,000 4,087,600,000 1,243,500,000 10,227,100,000 

2000 02 1 840,400,000 41.31 348,900,000 557,900,000 287,200,000 2,034,400,000 
2000 02 5 344,000,000 69.88 67,100,000 14,300,000 66,900,000 492,300,000 
2000 02 6 220,600,000 90.53 1S,100,000 S,200,000 2,800,000 243,700,000 
2000 02 7 399,100,000 63.09 67,500,000 98,700,000 67,300,000 632,600,000 
2000 02 30 339,400,000 14.96 76,600,000 1,839,900,000 12,800,000 2,268, 700,000 
2000 02 32 396,100,000 38.14 97,300,000 476,700,000 68,400,000 1,038,600,000 
2000 02 33 549,600,000 S1.97 187,600,000 2SO,SOO,OOO 69,800,000 1,0S7,500,000 
2000 02 124 169,400,000 30.84 38,600,000 174,900,000 166,SOO,OOO 549,500,000 
2000 02 126 321,100,000 40.64 82,900,000 279,300,000 106,800,000 790,000,000 
2000 02 131 81,300,000 29.90 9,800,000 93,200,000 87,600,000 271,900,000 

2000 02 13S 83,600,000 27.63 30,000,000 130,500,000 S8,400,000 302,600,000 
2000 02 Total 3, 744,800,000 38.68 1,021,400,000 3,921,100,000 994,400,000 9,681,600,000 

2000 03 1 91S,900,000 41.97 38S,100,000 609,600,000 271,700,000 2, 182,400,000 
2000 03 s 380,000,000 64.05 84,000,000 21,SOO,OOO 107,800,000 593,200,000 
2000 03 6 236,400,000 87.34 19,800,000 S,100,000 9,400,000 270,700,000 

2000 03 7 42S,SOO,OOO 62.44 69,700,000 117,200,000 69,000,000 681,400,000 
2000 03 30 367,900,000 16.28 83,700,000 1, 796,900,000 12,000,000 2,260,600,000 

2000 03 32 419,100,000 31.78 118,800,000 718,100,000 62,800,000 1,318,800,000 
2000 03 33 586,100,000 50.28 224,000,000 277,800,000 77,900,000 1,16S, 700,000 
2000 03 124 183,800,000 30 .93 41,900,000 188,100,000 180,400,000 S94,200,000 
2000 03 126 34S,600,000 42.09 82,800,000 316,300,000 76,200,000 821,000,000 

2000 03 131 86,300,000 30.11 6,000,000 96,200,000 98,100,000 286,600,000 

2000 03 13S 92,300,000 2S.13 34,600,000 1S9,600,000 80,800,000 367,200,000 
2000 03 Total 4,038, 700,000 38.31 1, 1S0,300,000 4,306,400,000 1,046,200,000 10,S41,600,000 

2000 04 1 816,100,000 39.02 364,700,000 631,300,000 279,300,000 2,091,400,000 
2000 04 5 340,700,000 60.22 84,300,000 S0,300,000 90,SOO,OOO S6S, 700,000 
2000 04 6 211,700,000 81.76 19,100,000 6,200,000 22,000,000 2S8,900,000 
2000 04 7 383,300,000 57.08 70,000,000 121,600,000 96,600,000 671,500,000 

2000 04 30 325,600,000 1S.74 79,900,000 1,633,800,000 29,SOO,OOO 2,068,800,000 
2000 04 32 381,300,000 28.44 99,400,000 807,SOO,OOO S2,400,000 1,340,600,000 

2000 04 33 S23,100,000 47.3S 177,300,000 29S,600,000 108,800,000 1,104,800,000 
2000 04 124 162,800,000 27.76 43,200,000 18S,900,000 194,500,000 S86,400,000 
2000 04 126 313,200,000 42.20 71,900,000 316,900,000 40,200,000 742,200,000 

2000 04 131 77,100,000 26.71 12,200,000 90,000,000 109,400,000 288,800,000 

2000 04 135 76,000,000 19.38 31,600,000 226,000,000 S8,400,000 392,000,000 
2000 04 Tota l 3,610,800,000 35.71 1,053, 700,000 4,364,900,000 1,081, 700,000 10,111,000,000 

2000 OS 1 868,000,000 41.00 386,800,000 613,400,000 249,100,000 2,117,300,000 

2000 OS s 363,000,000 62.27 86,500,000 68,700,000 64,700,000 S83,000,000 
2000 OS 6 214,800,000 84.33 20,000,000 6,000,000 13,900,000 2S4, 700,000 
2000 OS 7 406,500,000 61.32 67,000,000 129,700,000 S9,700,000 662,900,000 

2000 OS 30 3S0,800,000 16.82 85,400,000 1,638, 700,000 10,100,000 2,084,900,000 

2000 OS 32 392,500,000 27.49 107,300,000 903,000,000 25,100,000 1,427,900,000 
2000 OS 33 S56,300,000 49.07 178,100,000 308,200,000 91,000,000 1,133, 700,000 
2000 OS 124 179,700,000 36.36 4S,SOO,OOO 189,800,000 79,200,000 494,200,000 

2000 OS 126 327,700,000 44.41 61,400,000 313,600,000 3S,200,000 737,900,000 

2000 OS 131 81,800,000 28.00 12,900,000 92,000,000 10S,400,000 292,000,000 
2000 OS 13S 88,800,000 22.89 29,000,000 247,900,000 22,400,000 388,100,000 
2000 OS Total 3,829,900,000 37.63 1,079,800,000 4,S11,000,000 7SS,900,000 10,176,600,000 

2000 06 1 819,900,000 42.07 347,800,000 S87,600,000 193,700,000 1,949,000,000 
2000 06 s 347,SOO,OOO 62.29 8S,100,000 63,900,000 61,400,000 SS7,800,000 
2000 06 6 202,600,000 88.73 18,200,000 4,400,000 3,100,000 228,300,000 
2000 06 7 388,600,000 64.26 80,000,000 113,400,000 22,700,000 604,700,000 
2000 06 30 327,100,000 16.92 79,100,000 1,517,500,000 9,400,000 1,933,100,000 
2000 06 32 376,SOO,OOO 27.45 109,400,000 868,600,000 17,200,000 1,371,700,000 
2000 06 33 521,600,000 46.80 176,600,000 340,300,000 75,900,000 1,114,500,000 
2000 06 124 167,800,000 34.99 44,400,000 188,800,000 78,SOO,OOO 4 79,500,000 
2000 06 126 313,900,000 48.81 43,400,000 282,200,000 3,500,000 643,100,000 
2000 06 131 76,900,000 29.46 13,300,000 84,600,000 86,200,000 261,100,000 
2000 06 135 82,000,000 21.47 35,500,000 248,SOO,OOO 16,000,000 381,900,000 
2000 06 Total 3,624,400,000 38.0S 1,032,800,000 4,299,900,000 567,600,000 9,S24, 700,000 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order- January 2000 - July 2015 

J 

11, ""' ' % ClasS'IJ of~~ ~~~;~~ n~o~1 
"' ....... Cl_ • 

~-~--
--~, 

' 
Year Mo)lth Or~er flass I PoupCI"ii1 dtP Tota~ ~ Class Ill Pounds Class IV Pounds To.tJI Po~o~nds2 

2000 07 1 805,500,000 40.51 356,600,000 631,500,000 194,700,000 1,988,300,000 
2000 07 5 339,900,000 69.29 79,600,000 28,300,000 42,800,000 490,500,000 
2000 07 6 199,300,000 88.51 17,100,000 5,300,000 3,500,000 225,200,000 
2000 07 7 373,900,000 65.59 73,600,000 92,000,000 30,500,000 570,000,000 
2000 07 30 313,800,000 16.37 69,000,000 1,515,100,000 19,400,000 1,917,300,000 
2000 07 32 382,000,000 26.50 116,200,000 911,100,000 32,300,000 1,441,500,000 
2000 07 33 514,300,000 42.39 212,400,000 386,600,000 100,000,000 1,213,300,000 
2000 07 124 162,100,000 26.40 38,900,000 207,300,000 205,700,000 614,000,000 
2000 07 126 305,700,000 42.02 93,100,000 258,500,000 70,100,000 727,500,000 
2000 07 131 73,100,000 29.04 9,700,000 87,100,000 81,800,000 251,700,000 
2000 07 135 79,000,000 20.12 32,200,000 258,900,000 22,800,000 392,900,000 
2000 07 Total 3,548,600,000 36.09 1,098,300,000 4,381, 700,000 803,600,000 9,832,200,000 
2000 08 1 867,900,000 45.24 369,400,000 582,400,000 98,600,000 1,918,200,000 
2000 08 5 377,100,000 75.36 75,300,000 22,900,000 25,000,000 500,300,000 
2000 08 6 202,400,000 91.90 12,500,000 3,800,000 1,600,000 220,200,000 
2000 08 7 415,800,000 73.32 61,100,000 72,600,000 17,600,000 567,100,000 
2000 08 30 344,700,000 18.61 68,400,000 1,431,100,000 7,800,000 1,852,000,000 
2000 08 32 416,700,000 29.37 103,700,000 868,900,000 29,400,000 1,418,600,000 
2000 08 33 578,800,000 48.85 194,600,000 365,300,000 46,000,000 1,184,700,000 
2000 08 124 175,300,000 28.49 46,100,000 205,000,000 188,900,000 615,300,000 
2000 08 126 349,900,000 48.42 88,300,000 243,500,000 40,900,000 722,600,000 
2000 08 131 84,600,000 35.40 17,200,000 86,500,000 50,600,000 238,900,000 
2000 08 135 85,400,000 27.70 25,600,000 191,900,000 5,600,000 308,500,000 
2000 08 Total 3,898,300,000 40.84 1,062,200,000 4,073,800,000 512,000,000 9,546,400,000 

2000 09 1 903,900,000 49.25 327,300,000 529,500,000 74,600,000 1,8 35,300,000 
2000 09 5 357,900,000 76.31 67,600,000 20,000,000 23,500,000 469,000,000 
2000 09 6 186,800,000 91.66 12,200,000 3,400,000 1,300,000 203,800,000 
2000 09 7 405,300,000 71.94 62,200,000 80,400,000 15,500,000 563,400,000 
2000 09 30 345,000,000 20.20 56,000,000 1,293,500,000 13,600,000 1, 708,000,000 

2000 09 32 418,000,000 31.39 88,700,000 787,700,000 37,300,000 1,331,800,000 
2000 09 33 577,600,000 45.86 207,900,000 422,400,000 51,400,000 1,259,400,000 

2000 09 124 180,800,000 30.21 34,200,000 213,000,000 170,400,000 598,400,000 
2000 09 126 335,000,000 49.12 68,800,000 238,900,000 39,200,000 681,900,000 
2000 09 131 79,600,000 34.69 15,600,000 99,700,000 34,500,000 229,400,000 
2000 09 135 85,500,000 29.37 30,700,000 170,200,000 4,600,000 290,900,000 
2000 09 Total 3,875,300,000 42.25 971,200,000 3,858,800,000 466,000,000 9,171,300,000 

2000 10 1 919,300,000 48.51 374,000,000 517,400,000 84,200,000 1,894,900,000 
2000 10 5 366,300,000 72.68 79,300,000 23,400,000 34,900,000 504,000,000 

2000 10 6 198,700,000 89.80 12,600,000 5,800,000 4,200,000 221,300,000 

2000 10 7 415,500,000 66.37 73,800,000 94,600,000 42,200,000 626,000,000 
2000 10 30 342,800,000 20.93 55,200,000 1,226,900,000 12,800,000 1,637, 700,000 
2000 10 32 430,800,000 29.63 90, 100,000 891,000,000 42,100,000 1,454,100,000 
2000 10 33 569,000,000 43.32 163,100,000 509,100,000 72, 100,000 1,313,300,000 

2000 10 124 182,800,000 30.23 34,600,000 211,100,000 176,400,000 604,800,000 

2000 10 126 346,100,000 47.53 61,900,000 261,100,000 59,100,000 728,300,000 

2000 10 131 87,500,000 36.71 12,500,000 104,900,000 33,400,000 238,300,000 
2000 10 135 87,300,000 29.60 33,600,000 170,000,000 4,100,000 295,100,000 
2000 10 Tota l 3,946,200,000 41.46 990,800,000 4,015,200,000 565,600,000 9,5 17,800,000 

2000 11 1 913,900,000 49.16 318,200,000 529,600,000 97,200,000 1,858,800,000 

2000 11 5 370,800,000 74 .50 65,000,000 27,100,000 34,800,000 497,800,000 

2000 11 6 209,000,000 90.14 14,100,000 4,200,000 4,500,000 231,800,000 
2000 11 7 416,800,000 68.55 62,200,000 99,000,000 30,000,000 608,000,000 

2000 11 30 345,200,000 21.66 56,300,000 1,183, 700,000 8,700,000 1,594,000,000 
2000 11 32 422,000,000 30.43 84,400,000 840,400,000 40,000,000 1,386,800,000 

2000 11 33 577,900,000 45.70 142,700,000 502,600,000 41,200,000 1,264,400,000 
2000 11 124 184,400,000 35.06 32,100,000 196,700,000 112,800,000 525,900,000 

2000 11 126 343,100,000 52.65 31,000,000 271,200,000 6,400,000 651,800,000 

2000 11 131 84,900,000 36.87 10,500,000 94,800,000 40,100,000 230,400,000 

2000 11 135 87,900,000 28.71 26,400,000 188,700,000 3,100,000 306,100,000 

2000 11 Total 3,955,900,000 43.21 842,900,000 3,938,000,000 418,900,000 9,155,800,000 

2000 12 1 936,900,000 47.94 275, 100,000 575,500,000 167,000,000 1,954,400,000 

2000 12 5 370,300,000 66.34 64,800,000 47,600,000 75,400,000 558,200,000 

2000 12 6 218,800,000 86.45 17,800,000 6,500,000 9,900,000 253, 100,000 

2000 12 7 410,900,000 66.34 56,600,000 92,200,000 59,800,000 619,500,000 

2000 12 30 337,800,000 20.39 52,400,000 1,250,800,000 16,000,000 1,657,000,000 

2000 12 32 428,500,000 30.54 77,900,000 867, 100,000 29,400,000 1,402,900,000 

2000 12 33 578,000,000 46.39 83,100,000 541,600,000 43,100,000 1,245,800,000 

2000 12 124 177,200,000 33.29 28,800,000 200,300,000 125,900,000 532, 100,000 
2000 12 126 330,300,000 49.90 27,500,000 293,700,000 10,500,000 662,000,000 

2000 12 131 81,200,000 32.28 11,000,000 92,800,000 66,400,000 251,500,000 

2000 12 135 82,500,000 27.42 23,300,000 190,100,000 4,900,000 300,700,000 

2000 12 Total 3,952,400,000 41.88 718,300,000 4,158,200,000 608,300,000 9,437,200,000 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order- January 2000 - July 2015 

% Class I of . ·'·!:· ~~~i: 
Year Month Order Class I Pounds Tota11 

Class II Pounds Class Ill Pounds Class IV Pounds Total Pounds2 

2001 01 1 888,300,000 43.32 338,200,000 627,200,000 197,100,000 2,0SO, 700,000 

2001 01 s 378,200,000 68.19 69,SOO,OOO S3,800,000 S3,200,000 SS4, 700,000 

2001 01 6 232,900,000 89.91 16,600,000 S,600,000 3,900,000 2S9,000,000 

2001 01 7 423,SOO,OOO 64.74 72,000,000 99,000,000 S9,600,000 6S4,200,000 

2001 01 30 344,400,000 19.92 44,800,000 1,327,300,000 12,200,000 1, 728,700,000 

2001 01 32 434,800,000 30.82 86,000,000 8SO,OOO,OOO 40,100,000 1,410,900,000 

2001 01 33 S88,100,000 42.46 164,700,000 578,400,000 54,000,000 1,385,200,000 

2001 01 124 187,700,000 31.22 37,500,000 202,700,000 173,200,000 601, 100,000 

2001 01 126 35 7. 700,000 47.83 S6,100,000 289,300,000 44,800,000 748,000,000 

2001 01 131 83,700,000 31.67 12,300,000 103,000,000 65,200,000 264,200,000 

2001 01 13S 88,500,000 27.04 29,000,000 20S,400,000 4,500,000 327,400,000 

2001 01 Total 4,007,900,000 40.14 926,800,000 4,341,600,000 707,900,000 9,984,200,000 

2001 02 1 822,300,000 43.31 305,000,000 S94,500,000 176,600,000 1,898,400,000 

2001 02 s 334,200,000 64.73 71,900,000 57,300,000 52,800,000 S16,300,000 

2001 02 6 209,300,000 89.S7 16,800,000 4,400,000 3,200,000 233,700,000 

2001 02 7 379,600,000 61.22 72,300,000 109,700,000 S8,400,000 620,000,000 

2001 02 30 311,800,000 19.7S 42,200,000 1,212,400,000 12,400,000 1,S 78,800,000 

2001 02 32 390,200,000 30.18 81,600,000 798,400,000 22,800,000 1,293,000,000 

2001 02 33 S18,600,000 43.39 81,000,000 5S8,500,000 37,100,000 1,195,200,000 

2001 02 124 1S9,100,000 31.90 32,400,000 187,500,000 119,900,000 498,900,000 

2001 02 126 311,300,000 49.S1 37,000,000 273,600,000 6,900,000 628,700,000 

2001 02 131 77,500,000 31.57 9,600,000 87,100,000 71,400,000 245,600,000 

2001 02 135 81,200,000 27.65 24,600,000 184,100,000 3,800,000 293,800,000 

2001 02 Total 3,595,100,000 39.94 774,400,000 4,067,400,000 56S,400,000 9,002,300,000 

2001 03 1 9S3,200,000 44.20 3S9,000,000 676,700,000 167,800,000 2,1S6, 700,000 

2001 03 5 381,800,000 61.S6 89,300,000 90,100,000 59,100,000 620,200,000 

2001 03 6 239,900,000 91.29 17,700,000 3,700,000 1,500,000 262,700,000 

2001 03 7 430,200,000 60.67 86,100,000 122,700,000 70,000,000 709,000,000 

2001 03 30 346,900,000 20.10 48,200,000 1,320,300,000 10,300,000 1, 72S, 700,000 

2001 03 32 432,900,000 28.0S 97,SOO,OOO 98S, 700,000 27,100,000 1,S43,200,000 

2001 03 33 592,SOO,OOO 44.28 92,300,000 625,600,000 27,700,000 1,338,100,000 

2001 03 124 182,100,000 33.68 46,300,000 197,300,000 11S,100,000 S40,900,000 

2001 03 126 347,400,000 50.87 38,100,000 291,300,000 6,000,000 682,800,000 

2001 03 131 8S,400,000 31.80 12,400,000 99,300,000 71,400,000 268,SOO,OOO 

2001 03 135 89,300,000 29.74 26,500,000 180,900,000 3,500,000 300,200,000 

2001 03 Total 4,081,400,000 40.22 913,400,000 4,593,500,000 SS9,600,000 10,14 7,900,000 

2001 04 1 843,400,000 41.16 318,100,000 686,400,000 201,000,000 2,048,900,000 

2001 04 5 341,100,000 55.18 92,600,000 89,SOO,OOO 9S,OOO,OOO 618,200,000 

2001 04 6 211,100,000 87.62 16,700,000 6,500,000 6,600,000 241,000,000 

2001 04 7 392,200,000 55.73 88,800,000 152,100,000 70,600,000 703,700,000 

2001 04 30 313,600,000 18.S9 48,900,000 1,308,000,000 16,700,000 1,687,200,000 

2001 04 32 384,300,000 2S.34 97,700,000 99S,300,000 39,SOO,OOO 1,S16, 700,000 

2001 04 33 S24,300,000 40.14 96,200,000 640,SOO,OOO 4S,100,000 1,306,000,000 

2001 04 124 169,800,000 32.37 37,SOO,OOO 203,300,000 114,000,000 S24,600,000 

2001 04 126 322,700,000 47.38 49,300,000 280,100,000 28,900,000 681,000,000 

2001 04 131 77,SOO,OOO 29.0S 13,300,000 102,100,000 73,800,000 266,700,000 

2001 04 13S 81,300,000 23.98 27,600,000 22S,600,000 4,SOO,OOO 339,100,000 

2001 04 Total 3,661,300,000 36.86 886,700,000 4,689,400,000 69S, 700,000 9,933,100,000 

2001 OS 1 904,000,000 41.17 326,700,000 73S,300,000 229,900,000 2,19S,900,000 

2001 OS s 364,000,000 S8.01 108,100,000 82,900,000 72,400,000 627,400,000 

2001 OS 6 212,700,000 90.40 16,SOO,OOO S,100,000 1,000,000 23S,300,000 

2001 OS 7 404,300,000 S7.S6 89,300,000 1S2,900,000 S6,000,000 702,SOO,OOO 

2001 OS 30 330,700,000 20.67 S0,400,000 1,207,400,000 11,400,000 1,600,000,000 

2001 OS 32 403,600,000 2S.S6 8S,SOO,OOO 1,071,600,000 18,000,000 1,S 78,700,000 

2001 OS 33 S49,300,000 37.28 109,400,000 778,900,000 3S,800,000 1,4 73,300,000 

2001 OS 124 174,900,000 27.74 36,800,000 214,300,000 204,600,000 630,600,000 

2001 OS 126 334,900,000 41.S6 87,400,000 287,SOO,OOO 96,000,000 80S,900,000 

2001 OS 131 76,800,000 28.S9 12,400,000 113,100,000 66,400,000 268,800,000 

2001 OS 13S 88,100,000 22.33 3S,800,000 266,100,000 4,400,000 394,400,000 

2001 OS Total 3,843,300,000 36.S6 9S8,300,000 4,91S,100,000 796,000,000 10,S12, 700,000 

2001 06 1 840,900,000 40.69 322,200,000 702,600,000 200,900,000 2,066,600,000 

2001 06 s 338,900,000 S8.22 108,000,000 80,SOO,OOO S4,700,000 S82,000,000 

2001 06 6 202,700,000 91.28 1S,SOO,OOO 3,SOO,OOO 400,000 222,100,000 

2001 06 7 380,300,000 60.27 86,SOO,OOO 127,SOO,OOO 36,800,000 631,000,000 

2001 06 30 300,000,000 19.82 49,200,000 1,147,SOO,OOO 17, 100,000 1,S13,800,000 

2001 06 32 37S,700,000 23.90 90,200,000 1,027,700,000 78,SOO,OOO 1,S72,100,000 

2001 06 33 S09,400,000 32.13 17S,400,000 803,200,000 97,600,000 1,S8S, 700,000 

2001 06 124 16S,800,000 26.63 42,SOO,OOO 213,SOO,OOO 200,900,000 622,700,000 

2001 06 126 309,600,000 41.10 77,200,000 282,400,000 84,100,000 7S3,300,000 

2001 06 131 72,800,000 29.0S 9,900,000 106,100,000 61,800,000 2S0,600,000 

2001 06 13S 79,600,000 17.32 32,900,000 249,300,000 97,600,000 4S9,SOO,OOO 

2001 06 Total 3,S7S,700,000 34.8S 1,009,400,000 4,743,800,000 930,400,000 10,2S9,300,000 
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Table 11. Producer M ilk Utilization by Class and by Order- January 2000- July 2015 

~· 
,·•. 1:'. Ill 

I~ ... ~ 
% Classl of ·~ 't:j;j!~~~· :~~~f 

.,. . 
Monti'{ Class II Pound~1 ~l!"( I 

' 
Year Order"' , ''Class I Pou.n!:lsE , 'total Class Ill Pound~ Class IV Pounds T,otal Pounds2 

2001 07 1 834,100,000 39.25 368,500,000 704, 100,000 218,400,000 2,125,200,000 
2001 07 5 345,100,000 66.0 6 91,300,000 41,100,000 44,800,000 522,300,000 
2001 07 6 197,300,000 87.41 16,800,000 1,600,000 10,000,000 225,800,000 
2001 07 7 380,000,000 63.82 74,900,000 101,500,000 39,000,000 595,400,000 
2001 07 30 303,300,000 20.21 52,900,000 1,117,300,000 27,200,000 1,500,600,000 
2001 07 32 382,000,000 24.10 100,900,000 995,400,000 106,500,000 1,584,800,000 
2001 07 33 510,500,000 30.92 241,900,000 792,800,000 106,000,000 1,651,300,000 
2001 07 124 168,500,000 26.17 39,800,000 219,500,000 216,100,000 644,000,000 
2001 07 126 313,700,000 43.42 77,400,000 261,000,000 70,500,000 722,600,000 
2001 07 131 73,100,000 31.48 13,100,000 104,800,000 41,300,000 232,200,000 
2001 07 135 83,800,000 18.72 50,600,000 217,100,000 95,900,000 447,400,000 
2001 07 Total 3,591,500,000 35.03 1,128,100,000 4,556,300,000 975,700,000 10,251,600,000 
2001 08 1 889,500,000 43.68 401,900,000 644,300,000 101,000,000 2,0 36, 700,000 
2001 08 5 386,900,000 74.80 78,900,000 23,900,000 27,600,000 517,200,000 
2001 08 6 198,800,000 90.95 16,100,000 1,200,000 2,500,000 218,600,000 
2001 08 7 409,300,000 68.62 71,600,000 90,500,000 25,000,000 596,400,000 
2001 08 30 338,800,000 21.75 59,300,000 1,142,500,000 17,400,000 1,558,100,000 
2001 08 32 418,200,000 27.35 112,000,000 926,200,000 72,500,000 1,528,900,000 
2001 08 33 571,900,000 37.14 244,500,000 670,800,000 52,500,000 1,539,600,000 
2001 08 124 174, 100,000 27.7 1 40,200,000 210,300,000 203,800,000 628,300,000 
2001 08 126 357,200,000 51.41 82,700,000 236,800,000 18,000,000 694,800,000 
2001 08 131 81,900,000 37.11 16,400,000 82,600,000 39,900,000 220,800,000 
2001 08 135 91,000,000 19.92 53,100,000 213,300,000 99,100,000 456,500,000 
2001 08 Total 3,917,600,000 39.19 1,176,600,000 4,242,300,000 659,300,000 9,995,800,000 

2001 09 1 881,000,000 44.59 356,800,000 595,900,000 142,000,000 1,975,600,000 
2001 09 5 350,600,000 68.96 70,100,000 29,200,000 58,600,000 508,500,000 
2001 09 6 178,700,000 89.39 11,700,000 1,100,000 8,500,000 199,900,000 
2001 09 7 379,800,000 64.55 58,700,000 104,700,000 45,200,000 588,400,000 
2001 09 30 334,700,000 18.74 68,600,000 1,340,800,000 42,500,000 1, 786,600,000 

2001 09 32 397,400,000 28.23 95,600,000 831,300,000 83,400,000 1,407,800,000 
2001 09 33 542,200,000 40.99 200,100,000 506,000,000 74,600,000 1,322,900,000 
2001 09 124 167,200,000 27.41 40,300,000 209,300,000 193,400,000 610,200,000 

2001 09 126 333,100,000 49.42 76,100,000 222,400,000 42,500,000 674, 100,000 
2001 09 131 78,200,000 35.03 12,700,000 84,300,000 48,000,000 223,200,000 
2001 09 135 81,900,000 18.30 52,500,000 206,900,000 106,200,000 447,500,000 
2001 09 Tota l 3, 725,000,000 38.23 1,043,000,000 4,131,800,000 845,000,000 9,744,700,000 

2001 10 1 949,400,000 47.76 351,400,000 550,700,000 136,200,000 1,987,600,000 

2001 10 5 387,200,000 73.38 69,900,000 27,800,000 42,800,000 527,600,000 
2001 10 6 200,800,000 91.96 13,200,000 800,000 3,600,000 218,400,000 

2001 10 7 415,300,000 66. 19 64,500,000 117,200,000 30,300,000 627,400,000 
2001 10 30 355,500,000 19.93 88,500,000 1,302,200,000 37,300,000 1, 783,500,000 

2001 10 32 432,500,000 29.99 106,400,000 820,200,000 82,800,000 1,441,900,000 

2001 10 33 592,400,000 41.58 211,700,000 565,700,000 54,900,000 1,424, 700,000 
2001 10 124 188,800,000 33.40 37,900,000 155,400,000 183,300,000 565,400,000 

2001 10 126 360,500,000 49.37 70,800,000 238,200,000 60,700,000 730,300,000 

2001 10 131 83, 100,000 34.89 12,100,000 96,200,000 46,900,000 238,300,000 
2001 10 135 92,400,000 31.19 48,500,000 44,400,000 111,000,000 296,400,000 
2001 10 Total 4,057,900,000 41.23 1,075,000,000 3,918,700,000 789,800,000 9,841,400,000 

2001 11 1 925,600,000 47.78 337,000,000 553,500,000 121,200,000 1,937,400,000 

2001 11 5 379,200,000 72.82 67, 100,000 26,200,000 48,300,000 520,700,000 

2001 11 6 203,200,000 90.17 13,500,000 4,600,000 4,000,000 225,400,000 

2001 11 7 410,300,000 63.92 67,800,000 130,900,000 33,000,000 641,900,000 

2001 11 30 348,900,000 19.76 57,900,000 1,345,500,000 13,500,000 1, 765,800,000 

2001 11 32 422 ,000,000 29.41 95,500,000 827,300,000 90,000,000 1,434,900,000 

2001 11 33 5 71,400,000 39.46 199,100,000 628,500,000 49,100,000 1,448, 100,000 

2001 11 124 184,100,000 30.66 38,100,000 208,800,000 169,600,000 600,600,000 

2001 11 126 348,900,000 48.77 60,700,000 265,700,000 40,200,000 715,500,000 

2001 11 131 81,600,000 35.06 10,500,000 89,100,000 51,500,000 232,700,000 

2001 11 135 91,300,000 20.14 44,700,000 213,700,000 103,600,000 453,400,000 

2001 11 Tota l 3,966,600,000 39.76 991,800,000 4,294,000,000 723,900,000 9,976,300,000 

2001 12 1 910,400,000 43.82 316,700,000 609,100,000 241,300,000 2,077,600,000 

2001 12 5 365,400,000 65.47 63,000,000 30,100,000 99,600,000 558,200,000 

2001 12 6 204,300,000 88.81 11,800,000 1,200,000 12,700,000 230,000,000 

2001 12 7 400,400,000 57.25 58,700,000 139,800,000 100,500,000 699,400,000 

2001 12 30 340,400,000 18.57 50,600,000 1,409,300,000 33,100,000 1,833,500,000 

2001 12 32 407,400,000 26.75 81,100,000 910,800,000 123,700,000 1,523,000,000 

2001 12 33 562,000,000 36.05 189,300,000 700,800,000 106,600,000 1,558,600,000 

2001 12 124 175,500,000 28.29 34,100,000 223,900,000 186,900,000 620,400,000 

2001 12 126 332,000,000 43.29 66,500,000 284,000,000 84,200,000 766,800,000 

2001 12 131 81,300,000 33.26 11,200,000 99,600,000 52,400,000 244,500,000 

2001 12 135 84,900,000 18.39 40,300,000 221,600,000 114,700,000 461,400,000 

2001 12 Total 3,864,000,000 36.54 923,400,000 4,630,300,000 1,155, 700,000 10,573,400,000 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order -January 2000- July 2015 

% ClasstJ of ., 
I ~ 

Year Month Order Class I Pounds Total~ Class II Pounds Class Ill Pounds Class IV" Pounds Total Pounds2 

2002 01 1 924,900,000 41.94 360,700,000 697' 700,000 221,900,000 2,20S,200,000 
2002 01 s 406,100,000 68.00 78,900,000 38,SOO,OOO 73,600,000 S97,200,000 
2002 01 6 219,600,000 90.29 14,SOO,OOO S,100,000 4,000,000 243,200,000 

2002 01 7 432,200,000 S7.99 69,700,000 149,900,000 93,SOO,OOO 74S,300,000 

2002 01 30 364,200,000 18.72 S2,200,000 1,SOS,100,000 23,900,000 1,94S,400,000 
2002 01 32 432,900,000 28.S4 94,100,000 882,000,000 107,600,000 1,S16,600,000 

2002 01 33 S77,900,000 40.S4 203,200,000 S84,300,000 60,200,000 1,42S,600,000 

2002 01 124 186,900,000 29.74 32,700,000 22S,OOO,OOO 183,800,000 628,SOO,OOO 

2002 01 126 36S,400,000 46.00 72,000,000 290,700,000 66,200,000 794,300,000 
2002 01 131 84,700,000 32.44 10,800,000 107,400,000 S8,100,000 261,000,000 

2002 01 13S 90,200,000 18.91 37,300,000 232,SOO,OOO 116,900,000 476,800,000 
2002 01 Total 4,08S,OOO,OOO 37.69 1,026,300,000 4, 718,300,000 1,009,600,000 10,839,200,000 

2002 02 1 819,600,000 40.81 330,100,000 S98,600,000 260,200,000 2,008,400,000 
2002 02 s 34S,900,000 6S.71 77,000,000 34,700,000 68,900,000 S26,400,000 

2002 02 6 202,300,000 90.07 14,600,000 1,400,000 6,200,000 224,600,000 
2002 02 7 378,200,000 S6.63 66,000,000 133,300,000 90,300,000 667,700,000 

2002 02 30 319,400,000 19.76 40,000,000 1,232,900,000 24,200,000 1,616,SOO,OOO 

2002 02 32 380,900,000 27.44 83,SOO,OOO 807,900,000 11S, 700,000 1,388,000,000 

2002 02 33 S14,200,000 34.90 209,900,000 637,SOO,OOO 111,900,000 1,4 73,SOO,OOO 
2002 02 124 161,800,000 27.29 30,600,000 219,100,000 181,100,000 S92, 700,000 

2002 02 126 316,100,000 41.S9 78,SOO,OOO 2S7,200,000 108,300,000 760,000,000 
2002 02 131 76,200,000 30.79 9,400,000 9S,100,000 66,700,000 247,400,000 

2002 02 13S 78,200,000 17.3S 36,600,000 229,800,000 106,200,000 4SO, 700,000 
2002 02 Tota l 3,S92,800,000 36.09 976,200,000 4,247,400,000 1,139,700,000 9,9S6,100,000 

2002 03 1 897,200,000 39.20 388,600,000 736,300,000 266,700,000 2,288,800,000 
2002 03 s 369,700,000 S9.11 91,300,000 S4,000,000 110,SOO,OOO 62S,SOO,OOO 

2002 03 6 218,200,000 88.3S 17,400,000 7,100,000 4,200,000 247,000,000 

2002 03 7 403,600,000 S3.03 83,SOO,OOO 161,900,000 112,100,000 761,000,000 

2002 03 30 346,300,000 18.9S 43,300,000 1,418,200,000 19,800,000 1,827,600,000 

2002 03 32 411,SOO,OOO 26.39 98,300,000 943,600,000 106,000,000 1,SS9,300,000 

2002 03 33 SS0,400,000 34.93 168,100,000 77S,100,000 82,200,000 1,S7S,900,000 

2002 03 124 177,100,000 26.70 34,SOO,OOO 242,200,000 209,400,000 663,200,000 

2002 03 126 337,900,000 39.03 81,200,000 309,SOO,OOO 137,200,000 86S,800,000 

2002 03 131 81,SOO,OOO 28.S4 11,300,000 111,000,000 81,800,000 28S,700,000 
2002 03 13S 82,700,000 23.70 26,SOO,OOO 224,400,000 1S,400,000 349,000,000 
2002 03 Total 3,876,000,000 3S.08 1,044,000,000 4,983,400,000 1,14S,300,000 11,048,700,000 

2002 04 1 872,300,000 38.92 34S,800,000 709,400,000 313,600,000 2,241,100,000 

2002 04 s 369,100,000 60.14 90,800,000 68,000,000 8S,900,000 613,900,000 

2002 04 6 211,400,000 87.74 18,400,000 7,200,000 3,900,000 240,900,000 

2002 04 7 401,700,000 S4.79 69,400,000 167,300,000 94,800,000 733,200,000 
2002 04 30 343,SOO,OOO 19.31 47,900,000 1,360,300,000 27,700,000 1, 779,400,000 

2002 04 32 408,400,000 26.22 102,400,000 934,700,000 112,400,000 1,SS7,900,000 

2002 04 33 S37,600,000 34.S2 171,700,000 782,000,000 66,100,000 1,SS7,400,000 

2002 04 124 174,800,000 26.S6 37,100,000 237,000,000 209,200,000 6S8,100,000 

2002 04 126 338,000,000 38.48 93,800,000 300,200,000 146,300,000 878,200,000 

2002 04 131 78,SOO,OOO 28.09 14,900,000 103,700,000 82,300,000 279,SOO,OOO 

2002 04 13S 86,300,000 17.43 38,600,000 2S7,400,000 113,100,000 49S,400,000 

2002 04 Total 3,821,600,000 34.63 1,030, 700,000 4,927,200,000 1,2SS,300,000 11,034,900,000 

2002 OS 1 907,700,000 39.77 341,400,000 71S, 700,000 317,400,000 2,282,200,000 

2002 OS s 377,100,000 61.88 9S,200,000 47,SOO,OOO 89,600,000 609,400,000 

2002 OS 6 207,200,000 87.43 20,400,000 3,SOO,OOO S,900,000 237,000,000 

2002 OS 7 396,100,000 S3.37 80,100,000 160,000,000 106,000,000 742,100,000 

2002 OS 30 3SS,700,000 21.94 4S,200,000 1,191,800,000 28,400,000 1,621,200,000 

2002 OS 32 399,100,000 24.73 11S,SOO,OOO 966,900,000 132,200,000 1,613,800,000 

2002 OS 33 SS7,200,000 32.11 236,200,000 848,000,000 93,800,000 1, 73S,200,000 

2002 OS 124 18S,800,000 26.91 37,SOO,OOO 246,200,000 220,900,000 690,400,000 

2002 OS 126 340,600,000 38.02 9S,300,000 301,000,000 1S9,000,000 89S,900,000 

2002 OS 131 84,800,000 29.94 13,400,000 9S,OOO,OOO 90,000,000 283,300,000 

2002 OS 13S 88,200,000 18.16 32,700,000 248,300,000 116,600,000 48S,900,000 

2002 OS Total 3,899,300,000 34.83 1,113,000,000 4,824,100,000 1,3S9, 700,000 11,196,200,000 

2002 06 1 813,200,000 38.10 369,800,000 689,400,000 262,200,000 2,134,600,000 

2002 06 s 328,900,000 S7.26 99,300,000 S1,900,000 94,300,000 S74,400,000 
2002 06 6 186,000,000 86.19 18,600,000 S,900,000 S,300,000 21S,800,000 

2002 06 7 3S2,000,000 S4.08 76,200,000 141,SOO,OOO 81,200,000 6S0,900,000 
2002 06 30 294,400,000 19.0S 42,SOO,OOO 1,18S,OOO,OOO 23,900,000 1,S4S, 700,000 

2002 06 32 3S1,300,000 22.13 111,200,000 1,00S, 700,000 119,100,000 1,S87 ,300,000 

2002 06 33 476,300,000 29.24 21S,800,000 84S,100,000 91,900,000 1,629,200,000 
2002 06 124 149,SOO,OOO 22.37 38,700,000 244,900,000 23S,200,000 668,300,000 
2002 06 126 302,100,000 36.00 94,400,000 299,800,000 142,800,000 839,100,000 

2002 06 131 71,800,000 28.02 13,200,000 81,200,000 90,200,000 2S6,400,000 
2002 06 13S 81,400,000 1S.96 31,300,000 290,700,000 106,700,000 S10,000,000 
2002 06 Total 3,407' 100,000 32.11 1,111,000,000 4,841,100,000 1,2S2,SOO,OOO 10,611,800,000 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order - January 2000 -July 2015 

% ClaSS!I of 

YearL Month Order Class I Poun!ls Total1 
Glass II Pounds Class Ill Pounds Class IVIPourids Total Pounds2 

2003 01 1 932,000,000 4S.28 348,700,000 S84,400,000 193,000,000 2,0S8,200,000 

2003 01 s 413,000,000 71.39 68,100,000 S3,300,000 44,100,000 S78,SOO,OOO 

2003 01 6 227,600,000 88.91 17,200,000 6,000,000 S,100,000 2S6,000,000 

2003 01 7 426,900,000 64.30 S1,400,000 134,200,000 S1,400,000 664,000,000 

2003 01 30 362,400,000 19.63 42,700,000 1,403,100,000 37,SOO,OOO 1,84S,800,000 

2003 01 32 437,200,000 26.07 96,SOO,OOO 1,064,800,000 78,SOO,OOO 1,677,000,000 

2003 01 33 S96,400,000 40.77 1S4,300,000 6S1,200,000 61,000,000 1,462,900,000 

2003 01 124 188,900,000 30.46 36,800,000 196,SOO,OOO 198,000,000 620,200,000 

2003 01 126 371,600,000 44.31 73,900,000 242,200,000 1S1,000,000 838,600,000 

2003 01 131 88,100,000 32.36 10,600,000 75,400,000 98,200,000 272,300,000 

2003 01 13S 9S,200,000 18.74 28,100,000 308,700,000 7S,900,000 S07,800,000 
2003 01 Total 4,139,200,000 38.39 928,300,000 4, 719,900,000 993,800,000 10,781,300,000 

2003 02 1 8S1,100,000 44.76 329,900,000 S3S, 700,000 184,600,000 1,901,300,000 

2003 02 s 3S0,300,000 71.40 66,SOO,OOO 38,700,000 3S,100,000 490,600,000 

2003 02 6 201,SOO,OOO 87.10 16,900,000 7,300,000 5,700,000 231,400,000 

2003 02 7 373,700,000 6S.22 48,300,000 117,400,000 33,SOO,OOO S72,900,000 

2003 02 30 320,600,000 18.S4 41,SOO,OOO 1,282,100,000 84,900,000 1,729,100,000 

2003 02 32 394,100,000 24.72 88,700,000 979,400,000 132,400,000 1,S94,600,000 

2003 02 33 S21,800,000 37.60 20S,800,000 588,900,000 71,300,000 1,387,800,000 

2003 02 124 162,700,000 28.82 34,000,000 186,000,000 181,900,000 S64,SOO,OOO 

2003 02 126 317,700,000 38.65 98,200,000 246,200,000 160,000,000 822,100,000 

2003 02 131 79,200,000 30.80 13,700,000 80,700,000 83,500,000 2S7,200,000 

2003 02 13S 86,400,000 18.S6 27,300,000 287,100,000 64,600,000 46S,400,000 

2003 02 Total 3,6S9, 100,000 36.S3 970,800,000 4,349,600,000 1,037,400,000 10,016,900,000 

2003 03 1 888,300,000 41.32 403,400,000 624,600,000 233,600,000 2,149,800,000 

2003 03 s 368,000,000 64.97 81,100,000 63,800,000 S3,600,000 S66,SOO,OOO 

2003 03 6 219,000,000 86.40 20,600,000 8,800,000 S,OOO,OOO 2S3,SOO,OOO 

2003 03 7 391,800,000 62.49 S7,300,000 136,900,000 40,900,000 626,900,000 

2003 03 30 339,800,000 17.S4 51,400,000 1,496,SOO,OOO 49,400,000 1,937,200,000 

2003 03 32 408,600,000 27.48 94,900,000 8S8,900,000 124,SOO,OOO 1,486,900,000 

2003 03 33 S4S,100,000 37.42 180,100,000 644,600,000 87,000,000 1,4S6,800,000 

2003 03 124 17S,OOO,OOO 27.18 37,300,000 219,800,000 211,900,000 644,100,000 

2003 03 126 338,900,000 3S.9S 11S,800,000 272,SOO,OOO 21S,SOO,OOO 942,600,000 

2003 03 131 82,600,000 29.S8 14,600,000 103,700,000 78,500,000 279,400,000 

2003 03 13S 90,200,000 20.39 30,100,000 313,100,000 9,100,000 442,600,000 

2003 03 Total 3,847,300,000 3S.67 1,086, 700,000 4, 743,200,000 1,109,000,000 10,786,200,000 

2003 04 1 870,800,000 41.28 369,600,000 600,SOO,OOO 268,400,000 2,109,300,000 

2003 04 s 363,900,000 6S.89 79,200,000 S6,000,000 S3,100,000 SS2,200,000 

2003 04 6 209,SOO,OOO 77.76 18,900,000 22,200,000 18,800,000 269,400,000 

2003 04 7 384,100,000 60.39 62,300,000 147,400,000 42,200,000 636,000,000 

2003 04 30 338,100,000 18.1S S2,800,000 1,430,900,000 41,000,000 1,862,800,000 

2003 04 32 400,900,000 27.41 103,300,000 837,000,000 121,SOO,OOO 1,462,800,000 

2003 04 33 S33,100,000 36.18 222,400,000 638,100,000 79,800,000 1,4 73,300,000 

2003 04 124 17S,SOO,OOO 28.0S 38,900,000 212,400,000 198,900,000 62S,700,000 

2003 04 126 342,000,000 36.67 124,400,000 262,800,000 203,SOO,OOO 932,700,000 

2003 04 131 81,600,000 29.1S 16,000,000 97,200,000 8S,200,000 280,100,000 

2003 04 13S 91,700,000 16.27 30,800,000 432,000,000 9,300,000 S63,900,000 

2003 04 Total 3, 791,300,000 3S.21 1,118,600,000 4, 736,600,000 1, 121,700,000 10,768,200,000 

2003 OS 1 917,400,000 42.14 377,600,000 609,200,000 272,800,000 2,176,900,000 

2003 OS s 36S, 700,000 66.40 89,000,000 so,ooo,ooo 46,000,000 SSO, 700,000 

2003 OS 6 207,100,000 79.13 14,800,000 19,600,000 20,100,000 261,700,000 

2003 OS 7 389,600,000 62.38 58,700,000 142,900,000 33,400,000 624,SOO,OOO 

2003 OS 30 346,600,000 17.90 49,400,000 1,S08,400,000 32,200,000 1,936,SOO,OOO 

2003 OS 32 401,100,000 27.12 101,600,000 837,600,000 138,900,000 1,479,100,000 

2003 OS 33 S62,500,000 36.68 233,400,000 6S8, 700,000 78,800,000 1,S33,SOO,OOO 

2003 OS 124 180,300,000 28.07 38,800,000 216,700,000 206,SOO,OOO 642,200,000 

2003 OS 126 339,300,000 3S.S9 127,200,000 278,SOO,OOO 208,300,000 953,400,000 

2003 OS 131 81,800,000 28.89 18,800,000 101,200,000 81,200,000 283,000,000 

2003 OS 13S 94,000,000 14.68 30,SOO,OOO 4S2,200,000 63,200,000 639,800,000 

2003 OS Total 3,885,200,000 3S.06 1,139,800,000 4,87S,200,000 1,181,200,000 11,081,400,000 

2003 06 1 827,000,000 41.30 392,600,000 614,600,000 168,200,000 2,002,400,000 

2003 06 s 340,SOO,OOO 62.33 88,700,000 66,400,000 S0,600,000 S46,300,000 

2003 06 6 186,300,000 77.2S 17,600,000 18,800,000 18,400,000 241,200,000 

2003 06 7 348,800,000 61.S7 70,900,000 122,700,000 24,100,000 S66,SOO,OOO 

2003 06 30 302,600,000 1S.6S 52,500,000 1,49S, 700,000 82,400,000 1,933,200,000 

2003 06 32 3S6,900,000 2S.38 106,700,000 820,600,000 121,700,000 1,40S,900,000 

2003 06 33 48S,400,000 33.94 226,100,000 639,SOO,OOO 79,000,000 1,430,000,000 

2003 06 124 160,400,000 2S.87 43,200,000 211,SOO,OOO 20S,OOO,OOO 620,200,000 

2003 06 126 308,400,000 34.87 128,800,000 2S4,600,000 192,700,000 884,600,000 
2003 06 131 72,400,000 27.61 20,SOO,OOO 102,300,000 67,200,000 262,300,000 

2003 06 13S 86,800,000 14.34 3S,600,000 426,900,000 S6,000,000 60S,300,000 

2003 06 Total 3,4 7S,SOO,OOO 33.11 1,183,300,000 4, 773,700,000 1,06S,400,000 10,497,900,000 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order - January 2000 - July 2015 

"" 
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Year •Month•' li Order €lass I Pounifs1 n· ,,Tot';f r·~ llfci~i~ , freounds Class•lll Pounits Class IV Pound~1 
I r.'•iTotal Rounds~ 

2003 07 1 845,700,000 41.93 409,600,000 604,200,000 157,300,000 2,016,800,000 
2003 07 5 370,300,000 77.05 77,600,000 7,500,000 25,300,000 480,600,000 
2003 07 6 196,200,000 86.67 18,400,000 7,900,000 3,800,000 226,400,000 
2003 07 7 365,700,000 66.33 71,700,000 85,800,000 28, 100,000 551,300,000 
2003 07 30 327,800,000 49.67 104,900,000 76,500,000 150,900,000 660,000,000 
2003 07 32 374,000,000 49.22 154,400,000 130,300,000 101,100,000 759,800,000 
2003 07 33 521,900,000 51.26 251,700,000 183,800,000 60,800,000 1,018,300,000 
2003 07 124 172, 500,000 41.91 40,700,000 1,700,000 196,700,000 411,500,000 
2003 07 126 325,100,000 54.61 101,500,000 8,700,000 160,000,000 595,400,000 
2003 07 131 82,900,000 34.01 18,400,000 101,800,000 40,800,000 243,900,000 
2003 07 135 92,600,000 52.59 27,200,000 4,600,000 51,700,000 176,100,000 
2003 07 Total 3,674,800,000 51.47 1,276,200,000 1,212,800,000 976,400,000 7,140,100,000 
2003 08 1 871,700,000 44.86 395,300,000 549,900,000 126,400,000 1,943,400,000 
2003 08 5 376,200,000 78.22 70,200,000 3,900,000 30,700,000 480,900,000 
2003 08 6 186,400,000 87.77 19,500,000 1,000,000 5,500,000 212,300,000 
2003 08 7 382,000,000 79.18 57,900,000 6,500,000 36,100,000 482,500,000 
2003 08 30 326,200,000 50.64 118,700,000 53,800,000 145,500,000 644,100,000 
2003 08 32 390,500,000 59.75 144,300,000 54,100,000 64,700,000 653,500,000 
2003 08 33 542,600,000 53.82 245,800,000 138,100,000 81,700,000 1,008,100,000 
2003 08 124 168,700,000 40.64 43,800,000 25,500,000 177,200,000 415,200,000 
2003 08 126 341,000,000 61.01 110,100,000 5,000,000 102,800,000 558,900,000 
2003 08 131 77,500,000 34.73 19,400,000 96,400,000 30,000,000 223,300,000 
2003 08 135 92,600,000 50.39 29,900,000 3,500,000 57,800,000 183,700,000 
2003 08 Total 3, 7 55,300,000 55.18 1,254,800,000 937,500,000 858,200,000 6,805,900,000 

2003 09 1 924,500,000 49.11 386,800,000 496,700,000 74,400,000 1,882,400,000 
2003 09 5 373,900,000 77.60 77,500,000 10,400,000 20,000,000 481,900,000 
2003 09 6 177,200,000 90.22 15,900,000 600,000 2,700,000 196,400,000 
2003 09 7 387,500,000 72.08 55,500,000 69,200,000 25,400,000 537,600,000 
2003 09 30 347,400,000 53.95 113,600,000 36,900,000 146,100,000 644,000,000 
2003 09 32 406,200,000 57.15 138,500,000 119,400,000 46,600,000 710,700,000 
2003 09 33 550,800,000 54.74 248,700,000 156,200,000 50,500,000 1,006,200,000 
2003 09 124 173,500,000 46.67 31,800,000 2,900,000 163,500,000 371,700,000 
2003 09 126 347,300,000 65.42 101,000,000 5,300,000 77,300,000 530,800,000 
2003 09 131 79,500,000 35.83 22,500,000 90,600,000 29,400,000 222,000,000 
2003 09 135 94,700,000 56.33 25,200,000 4,100,000 44,100,000 168,100,000 
2003 09 Total 3,862,600,000 57.2 1 1,217,000,000 992,200,000 680,100,000 6, 751,900,000 

2003 10 1 955,300,000 49.68 385,600,000 498,300,000 83,600,000 1,922,800,000 
2003 10 5 389,500,000 73 .91 81,200,000 26,600,000 29,800,000 527,000,000 
2003 10 6 193,400,000 90.32 16,400,000 300,000 4,000,000 214,100,000 
2003 10 7 400,400,000 67.36 51,700,000 95,800,000 46,600,000 594,500,000 
2003 10 30 363,200,000 55.25 111,500,000 31,300,000 151,300,000 657,400,000 
2003 10 32 419,000,000 53.61 129,000,000 175,400,000 58,200,000 781,600,000 
2003 10 33 585,800,000 54.23 222,400,000 213,900,000 58,100,000 1,080,200,000 
2003 10 124 187,800,000 49.84 31,100,000 3,500,000 154,500,000 376,900,000 

2003 10 126 366,700,000 65.75 92,200,000 8,200,000 90,600,000 557,700,000 
2003 10 131 86,000,000 36.66 19,300,000 92,700,000 36,500,000 234,600,000 
2003 10 135 100,500,000 57.53 30,800,000 3,800,000 39,600,000 174,700,000 
2003 10 Total 4,04 7. 700,000 56.84 1,171,200,000 1,150,000,000 752,700,000 7,121,600,000 

2003 11 1 878,800,000 47.25 336,900,000 505,900,000 138,400,000 1,860,000,000 
2003 11 5 349,600,000 68.90 73,300,000 29,000,000 55,400,000 507,400,000 

2003 11 6 190,300,000 86.65 19,900,000 700,000 8,700,000 219,700,000 
2003 11 7 377,500,000 63.57 64,400,000 95,200,000 56,800,000 593,800,000 
2003 11 30 369,800,000 35.59 114,400,000 375,900,000 179,100,000 1,039,300,000 
2003 11 32 359,200,000 30.98 117,100,000 566,500,000 116,600,000 1,159,300,000 

2003 11 33 539,200,000 37.51 209,000,000 606,000,000 83,400,000 1,437,500,000 
2003 11 124 176,700,000 41.19 34,200,000 60,100,000 157,900,000 428,900,000 

2003 11 126 328,100,000 44.54 89,500,000 210,500,000 108,600,000 736,700,000 

2003 11 131 78,600,000 32.30 21,500,000 98,200,000 45,100,000 243,500,000 

2003 11 135 88,100,000 42.02 30,200,000 47,700,000 43,800,000 209,700,000 
2003 11 Total 3, 736,000,000 44.29 1,110,400,000 2,595,600,000 993,800,000 8,435,800,000 

2003 12 1 938,700,000 46.59 328,700,000 564,100,000 183,300,000 2,014,800,000 

2003 12 5 382,000,000 69.19 57,700,000 43,400,000 69,100,000 552,100,000 

2003 12 6 217,600,000 86.77 19,100,000 6,600,000 7,400,000 250,800,000 

2003 12 7 401,100,000 64.66 55,000,000 103,600,000 60,600,000 620,300,000 

2003 12 30 385,400,000 18.11 109,400,000 1,458, 700,000 174,900,000 2,128,400,000 

2003 12 32 376,700,000 30.37 99,500,000 658,800,000 105, 100,000 1,240, 100,000 

2003 12 33 561,500,000 38.57 178,100,000 631,400,000 84,600,000 1,455, 700,000 

2003 12 124 182,500,000 29.65 37,800,000 204, 100,000 191,000,000 615,400,000 

2003 12 126 341,900,000 41.68 90,200,000 227,500,000 160,600,000 820,200,000 

2003 12 131 85,600,000 32.95 17,500,000 94,400,000 62,300,000 259,800,000 

2003 12 135 96,400,000 22.12 24,100,000 281,500,000 33,900,000 436,000,000 

2003 12 Tota l 3,969,400,000 38.19 1,017,100,000 4,274,200,000 1,132,900,000 10,393,600,000 
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2004 01 1 944,400,000 47.39 353,400,000 528,000,000 166,900,000 1,992, 700,000 

2004 01 5 393,200,000 69.07 72,300,000 46,500,000 57,300,000 569,200,000 

2004 01 6 227,200,000 86.61 19,100,000 9,300,000 6,700,000 262,300,000 

2004 01 7 412,300,000 62.88 64,700,000 103,900,000 74,700,000 655,700,000 

2004 01 30 392,400,000 17.76 121,800,000 1,521,400,000 173,500,000 2,209,200,000 

2004 01 32 386,900,000 30.35 117,200,000 654,200,000 116,600,000 1,274,900,000 

2004 01 33 584,100,000 38.60 223,100,000 648,500,000 57,400,000 1,513,100,000 

2004 01 124 185,100,000 30.14 36,800,000 210,900,000 181,500,000 614,200,000 
2004 01 126 361,600,000 45.28 98,800,000 218,700,000 119,400,000 798,500,000 

2004 01 131 84,800,000 32.19 17,500,000 97,400,000 63,700,000 263,500,000 

2004 01 135 98,700,000 20.71 27,300,000 302,400,000 48,100,000 476,500,000 

2004 01 Total 4,070, 700,000 38.30 1, 152,100,000 4,341,200,000 1,065,800,000 10,629,800,000 

2004 02 1 828,200,000 43.56 352,600,000 548,200,000 172,400,000 1,901,400,000 

2004 02 5 346,200,000 66.52 68,900,000 66,400,000 39,000,000 520,400,000 

2004 02 6 204,100,000 81.91 21,000,000 15,000,000 9,100,000 249,200,000 

2004 02 7 365,200,000 58.32 67,200,000 110,900,000 83,000,000 626,300,000 

2004 02 30 354,800,000 18.25 84,200,000 1,447,300,000 57,900,000 1,944,200,000 

2004 02 32 343,100,000 29.49 88,400,000 628,800,000 103,300,000 1,163,500,000 

2004 02 33 511,200,000 36.31 207,300,000 642,500,000 46,800,000 1,407,800,000 

2004 02 124 164,600,000 28.34 34,300,000 202,300,000 179,600,000 580,700,000 

2004 02 126 322,900,000 44.39 99,100,000 214,800,000 90,500,000 727,300,000 

2004 02 131 80,200,000 31.41 21,000,000 90,200,000 63,800,000 255,200,000 

2004 02 135 88,200,000 19.40 26,900,000 302,000,000 37,500,000 454,600,000 

2004 02 Tota l 3,608,600,000 36.71 1,070,900,000 4,268,300,000 882,800,000 9,830,600,000 

2004 03 1 930,700,000 44.61 418,800,000 584,500,000 152,300,000 2,086,300,000 

2004 03 5 381,100,000 76.20 86,700,000 13,500,000 18,800,000 500,200,000 

2004 03 6 224,600,000 83.02 23,200,000 16, 100,000 6,700,000 270,600,000 

2004 03 7 401,100,000 61.14 78,200,000 132,900,000 43,800,000 656,100,000 

2004 03 30 395,800,000 58.64 75,800,000 83,000,000 120,400,000 675,100,000 

2004 03 32 383,000,000 53.76 100,600,000 141,600,000 87,100,000 712,300,000 

2004 03 33 577,400,000 44.50 232,300,000 448,200,000 39,500,000 1,297,400,000 

2004 03 124 189,900,000 31.61 41,800,000 187,SOO,OOO 181,700,000 600,800,000 

2004 03 126 3S3,300,000 S8.74 111,700,000 24,000,000 112,SOO,OOO 601,400,000 

2004 03 131 86,100,000 32.3S 21,900,000 10S, 700,000 S2,SOO,OOO 266,300,000 

2004 03 13S 99,100,000 60.03 29,100,000 8,SOO,OOO 28,400,000 16S,200,000 

2004 03 Total 4,022,300,000 S1.36 1,220,100,000 1, 74S,SOO,OOO 843,800,000 7,831,600,000 

2004 04 1 892,300,000 48.47 36S,300,000 361,300,000 221,900,000 1,840,800,000 

2004 04 s 368,200,000 76.38 76,900,000 3,400,000 33,600,000 482,100,000 

2004 04 6 217,000,000 90.S8 18,SOO,OOO 300,000 3,800,000 239,600,000 

2004 04 7 390,SOO,OOO 69.46 74,200,000 13,400,000 84,100,000 S62,200,000 

2004 04 30 381,800,000 62.79 96,300,000 11,000,000 119,000,000 608,000,000 

2004 04 32 371,200,000 60.62 130,400,000 20,300,000 90,400,000 612,300,000 

2004 04 33 S44,200,000 62.31 226,SOO,OOO 44,800,000 S7,800,000 873,300,000 

2004 04 124 179,200,000 43.24 34,600,000 11,900,000 188,700,000 414,400,000 

2004 04 126 3S0,300,000 SS.24 118,400,000 16,000,000 149,400,000 634,100,000 

2004 04 131 82,800,000 32.68 18,900,000 104,300,000 47,400,000 2S3,300,000 

2004 04 Total 3, 777,400,000 S7.93 1,1S9,900,000 S86,600,000 996,100,000 6,S20, 100,000 

2004 OS 1 848,200,000 44.76 387,300,000 324,100,000 33S,SOO,OOO 1,89S,OOO,OOO 

2004 OS s 331,700,000 64.17 79,100,000 8,800,000 97,300,000 S16,900,000 

2004 OS 6 197,SOO,OOO 7S.71 21,400,000 26,300,000 1S,700,000 260,900,000 

2004 OS 7 3S4,900,000 S7.61 8S,600,000 71,600,000 103,900,000 61S,900,000 

2004 OS 30 3S2,400,000 S3.18 11S,800,000 30,600,000 163,900,000 662,600,000 

2004 OS 32 330,000,000 S0.62 136,800,000 19,700,000 165,400,000 6S2,000,000 

2004 OS 33 S01,600,000 S4.S8 243,000,000 S0,100,000 124,300,000 919,100,000 

2004 OS 124 168,800,000 38.41 38,600,000 12,200,000 219,900,000 439,SOO,OOO 

2004 OS 126 317,700,000 47.27 117,600,000 6,900,000 229,800,000 672,000,000 

2004 OS 131 72,700,000 29.32 17,600,000 106,900,000 S0,800,000 248,000,000 

2004 OS Total 3,4 7S,SOO,OOO so.so 1,242,800,000 6S7,200,000 1,S06,SOO,OOO 6,881,900,000 

2004 06 1 818,100,000 4S.84 396,100,000 322,400,000 248,100,000 1, 784,800,000 

2004 06 s 333,300,000 60.87 84,SOO,OOO 3S,SOO,OOO 94,300,000 S47,600,000 

2004 06 6 189,100,000 78.42 23,200,000 21,SOO,OOO 7,400,000 241,100,000 

2004 06 7 346,800,000 S3.S6 90,SOO,OOO 90,300,000 119,800,000 647,SOO,OOO 
2004 06 30 33S,800,000 1S.89 132,200,000 1,47S,200,000 170,500,000 2,113,700,000 

2004 06 32 320,900,000 26.00 139,700,000 628,SOO,OOO 14S,SOO,OOO 1,234,600,000 

2004 06 33 473,700,000 30.S2 240,800,000 727,800,000 109,900,000 1,SS2,300,000 

2004 06 124 164,SOO,OOO 27.70 41,000,000 17S,SOO,OOO 212,700,000 S93, 700,000 

2004 06 126 314,100,000 40.37 11S,400,000 212,300,000 136,100,000 777,900,000 

2004 06 131 69,300,000 28.74 21,100,000 92,200,000 S8,SOO,OOO 241,100,000 
2004 06 Total 3,36S,600,000 34.S7 1,284,600,000 3, 781,200,000 1,302,800,000 9, 734,300,000 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order- January 2000- July 2015 

II"' 1 % Class t of If ... . • ~ ..fl'.J~ ")\\, .. 
~.Order + l ' • 

',•a ' Tot~~~ .· .. ~ , Total Poundsz Year Month 1Ciass I Pounds lr. ~¢1as5'11 P,oun~;~ Class Ill Pounds Class IV Pounds 
2004 07 1 865,400,000 43.36 383,000,000 499,100,000 248,500,000 1,996,000,000 
2004 07 5 349,100,000 67.28 79,500,000 38,000,000 52,200,000 518,900,000 
2004 07 6 203,400,000 87.81 19,400,000 5,500,000 3,400,000 231,600,000 
2004 07 7 372,600,000 68.71 61,500,000 75,300,000 33,000,000 542,300,000 
2004 07 30 354,500,000 16.10 128,600,000 1,558,800,000 160,200,000 2,202,100,000 
2004 07 32 344,300,000 27.08 148,800,000 619,700,000 158,800,000 1,271,600,000 
2004 07 33 520,500,000 34.99 234,600,000 652,600,000 79,700,000 1,487,400,000 
2004 07 124 173,300,000 26.75 45,700,000 213,900,000 215,000,000 648,000,000 
2004 07 126 328,600,000 37.56 126,900,000 212,300,000 207,200,000 875,000,000 
2004 07 131 74,000,000 32.39 23,500,000 79,900,000 51,100,000 228,500,000 
2004 07 Total 3,585, 700,000 35.85 1,251, 700,000 3,955,000,000 1,209,000,000 10,001,300,000 

2004 08 1 862,300,000 45.61 381,200,000 456,800,000 190,400,000 1,890,500,000 
2004 08 5 366,500,000 68.20 83,600,000 35,300,000 52,000,000 537,400,000 
2004 08 6 189,800,000 86.32 21,400,000 600,000 8,100,000 219,900,000 
2004 08 7 401,100,000 67.56 75,400,000 65,500,000 51,700,000 593,600,000 
2004 08 30 360,700,000 18.02 131,300,000 1,364,000,000 145,500,000 2,001,500,000 
2004 08 32 367,300,000 29.84 141,400,000 611,200,000 111,000,000 1,230,800,000 
2004 08 33 534,000,000 34.54 247,300,000 689,800,000 75,100,000 1,546,100,000 
2004 08 124 176,300,000 28.44 42,800,000 212,300,000 188,400,000 619,800,000 
2004 08 126 354,900,000 45.62 110,300,000 205,600,000 107,200,000 777,900,000 
2004 08 131 82,300,000 37.06 24,000,000 75,500,000 40,200,000 222,100,000 
2004 08 Total 3,695,200,000 38.33 1,258,600,000 3, 716,500,000 969,500,000 9,639,800,000 

2004 09 1 914,600,000 51.14 357,100,000 406,500,000 110,100,000 1, 788,300,000 
2004 09 5 362,900,000 73.81 75,500,000 27,000,000 26,300,000 491,700,000 
2004 09 6 169,400,000 88.86 14,500,000 1,900,000 4,900,000 190,700,000 
2004 09 7 393,800,000 70.36 63,800,000 58,700,000 43,400,000 559,700,000 
2004 09 30 375,200,000 29.08 114,600,000 670,300,000 130,300,000 1,290,300,000 

2004 09 32 369,300,000 48.63 133,500,000 180,400,000 76,200,000 759,400,000 
2004 09 33 556,100,000 41.61 234,900,000 484,900,000 60,600,000 1,336,500,000 
2004 09 124 182,400,000 37.90 36,700,000 84,600,000 177,500,000 481,200,000 

2004 09 126 356,200,000 47.88 103,300,000 204,300,000 80,100,000 743,900,000 
2004 09 131 82,300,000 37.83 23,200,000 87,800,000 24,300,000 217,500,000 
2004 09 Tota l 3, 762,100,000 47.87 1,157,100,000 2,206,300,000 733,600,000 7,859,200,000 

2004 10 1 929,600,000 50.81 367,500,000 430,600,000 102,000,000 1,829, 700,000 

2004 10 5 352,900,000 67.69 82,200,000 33,300,000 52,900,000 521,300,000 
2004 10 6 190,300,000 87.51 20,800,000 700,000 5,700,000 217,400,000 

2004 10 7 395,200,000 68.95 66,800,000 65,100,000 46,000,000 573,200,000 

2004 10 30 374,400,000 18.93 113,600,000 1,356,600,000 132,900,000 1,977,500,000 

2004 10 32 369,600,000 30.69 124,700,000 606,900,000 102,900,000 1,204,200,000 

2004 10 33 553,800,000 35.83 231,700,000 681,800,000 78,400,000 1,545,800,000 

2004 10 124 184,900,000 29.95 39,300,000 219,600,000 173,400,000 617,200,000 

2004 10 126 358,300,000 45.32 92,500,000 205,900,000 134,000,000 790,800,000 

2004 10 131 80,800,000 35.04 19,200,000 96,600,000 34,100,000 230,700,000 
2004 10 Total 3, 789,800,000 39.86 1,158,300,000 3,697,200,000 862,400,000 9,507, 700,000 

2004 11 1 920,200,000 51.96 351,500,000 415,200,000 84,000,000 1, 770,800,000 

2004 11 5 368,700,000 72.53 77,000,000 26,900,000 35,800,000 508,400,000 

2004 11 6 205,000,000 89.06 20,300,000 700,000 4,200,000 230,200,000 
2004 11 7 405,700,000 71.59 58,900,000 69,600,000 32,500,000 566,700,000 

2004 11 30 385,800,000 40.57 111,000,000 339,800,000 114,200,000 950,800,000 

2004 11 32 383,300,000 50.40 124,000,000 178,500,000 74,800,000 760,600,000 

2004 11 33 562,300,000 38.08 220,800,000 639,100,000 54,500,000 1,476,700,000 

2004 11 124 194,100,000 41.68 38,400,000 78,400,000 154,800,000 465,700,000 

2004 11 126 360,200,000 47.40 90,000,000 210,900,000 98,900,000 760,000,000 

2004 11 131 84,300,000 36.95 19,000,000 71,700,000 53,100,000 228, 100,000 

2004 11 Total 3,869,600,000 50.14 1,111,000,000 2,030, 700,000 706,700,000 7,718,000,000 

2004 12 1 937,900,000 49.53 327,500,000 420,600,000 207,700,000 1,893, 700,000 

2004 12 5 370,700,000 75.89 67,200,000 9,900,000 40,600,000 488,400,000 

2004 12 6 222,300,000 85.59 23,400,000 2,300,000 11,800,000 259,700,000 

2004 12 7 400,800,000 70.90 56,600,000 62,300,000 45,600,000 565,300,000 

2004 12 30 395,500,000 59.26 101,400,000 35,700,000 134,800,000 667,400,000 

2004 12 32 376,800,000 52.84 117,100,000 105,400,000 113,900,000 713,200,000 

2004 12 33 573,900,000 58.30 211,000,000 131,900,000 67,600,000 984,400,000 

2004 12 124 190,400,000 43.04 33,600,000 35,200,000 183,200,000 442,500,000 

2004 12 126 361,100,000 57.14 89,500,000 6,400,000 175,000,000 632,000,000 

2004 12 131 87,500,000 35.44 16,900,000 72,000,000 70,500,000 246,900,000 

2004 12 Tota l 3,916,900,000 56.82 1,044,200,000 881,600,000 1,050, 700,000 6,893,400,000 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order - January 2000- July 2015 

"aasslof 

6~~~~:r Class ~I Pou~~;: I<·.{ ,;~·~ . :i}!l~ I I ~. 

,Tot~rt Year Month Order . Class 1 Poonds 1;'Ciass IV Pou"dS 1 • Total Pounds2 

200S 01 1 913,300,000 4S.66 378,700,000 462,600,000 24S,900,000 2,000,SOO,OOO 

200S 01 s 369,600,000 66.06 8S,900,000 37,SOO,OOO 66,400,000 SS9,400,000 

200S 01 6 228,SOO,OOO 84.67 20,000,000 9,400,000 12,000,000 269,900,000 
200S 01 7 40S,600,000 61.83 66,600,000 83,300,000 100,SOO,OOO 6S6,000,000 

200S 01 30 380,900,000 17.00 116,000,000 1,S65,200,000 178,100,000 2,240,200,000 

200S 01 32 37S,900,000 30.07 123,600,000 622,100,000 128,400,000 1,250,100,000 
200S 01 33 SS2,SOO,OOO 3S.4S 227,100,000 694,900,000 83,900,000 1,SS8,SOO,OOO 

200S 01 124 191,000,000 32.43 3S,100,000 174,200,000 188,700,000 S89,100,000 
200S 01 126 3S3,200,000 44.28 99,200,000 189,SOO,OOO 1SS,800,000 797,700,000 
200S 01 131 83,SOO,OOO 33.16 27,000,000 84,100,000 S7,100,000 2S1, 700,000 
200S 01 Total 3,8S4,100,000 37.89 1,179,300,000 3,922,800,000 1,216,800,000 10,173,100,000 

200S 02 1 839,200,000 46.43 348,800,000 396,800,000 222,600,000 1,807,400,000 
200S 02 s 329,800,000 67.30 80,000,000 18,600,000 61,700,000 490,100,000 

200S 02 6 209,SOO,OOO 79.12 19,700,000 2S,900,000 9,600,000 264,700,000 
200S 02 7 367,200,000 61.01 76,100,000 60,SOO,OOO 98,100,000 601,800,000 
200S 02 30 348,800,000 S6.00 121,SOO,OOO 31,200,000 121,300,000 622,800,000 
200S 02 32 338,400,000 46.8S 124,100,000 141,900,000 117,800,000 722,200,000 

200S 02 33 S11,300,000 42.97 223,700,000 372,100,000 82,800,000 1,189,800,000 

200S 02 124 1S9,800,000 41.73 30,000,000 10,700,000 182,SOO,OOO 383,000,000 
200S 02 126 323,SOO,OOO S7.S4 80,800,000 16,100,000 141,800,000 S62,300,000 
200S 02 131 78,800,000 33.8S 21,700,000 88,700,000 43,600,000 232,600,000 
200S 02 Total 3,S06,300,000 S0.99 1,126,400,000 1,162,SOO,OOO 1,081,800,000 6,877,000,000 

200S 03 1 907,200,000 44.84 408,SOO,OOO 467,900,000 239,600,000 2,023,300,000 
200S 03 s 376,800,000 61.77 102,200,000 SS,400,000 7S,600,000 610,000,000 

200S 03 6 230,900,000 77.09 21,400,000 34,400,000 12,800,000 299,600,000 

200S 03 7 402,200,000 S9.28 86,700,000 91,900,000 97,700,000 678,SOO,OOO 
200S 03 30 382,200,000 17.64 128,SOO,OOO 1,S07,800,000 147,800,000 2,166,300,000 
2005 03 32 374,300,000 28.04 149,100,000 666,400,000 144,900,000 1,334, 700,000 

200S 03 33 S47,300,000 32.90 2S2,200,000 776,SOO,OOO 87,600,000 1,663,600,000 
2005 03 124 187,600,000 32.97 40,800,000 138,400,000 202,200,000 S69,000,000 

200S 03 126 344,400,000 43.91 102,100,000 172,000,000 16S,800,000 784,400,000 
200S 03 131 84,600,000 31.27 28,000,000 104,SOO,OOO S3,400,000 270,SOO,OOO 

200S 03 Total 3,837,600,000 36.90 1,319,500,000 4,015,200,000 1,227,600,000 10,399,900,000 

200S 04 1 860,700,000 42.84 394,300,000 439,800,000 314,100,000 2,009,000,000 
200S 04 s 3S9,000,000 61.6S 88,600,000 48,700,000 86,000,000 582,400,000 
200S 04 6 223,900,000 78.93 19,400,000 32,300,000 8,100,000 283,700,000 

200S 04 7 391,100,000 S6.S4 86,000,000 102,000,000 112,600,000 691,700,000 
200S 04 30 368,100,000 S3.40 117,300,000 S6,SOO,OOO 147,400,000 689,400,000 
200S 04 32 361,100,000 46 .98 139,800,000 119,600,000 148,100,000 768,600,000 

200S 04 33 S3S,SOO,OOO 36.46 261,SOO,OOO SS2,200,000 119,600,000 1,468,800,000 

200S 04 124 176,700,000 39.01 37,600,000 32,200,000 206,SOO,OOO 4S3,000,000 

200S 04 126 3S0,400,000 49.00 103,000,000 77,100,000 184,600,000 71S,100,000 

200S 04 131 82,300,000 30.62 24,900,000 98,700,000 62,800,000 268,700,000 
200S 04 Total 3, 708,900,000 46.77 1, 272,SOO,OOO 1,SS9,100,000 1,389,900,000 7,930,400,000 

200S OS 1 901,000,000 42.06 406,700,000 480,SOO,OOO 3S3, 700,000 2,141,900,000 

200S OS s 34S,100,000 S7.S2 98,400,000 S1,SOO,OOO 10S,OOO,OOO 600,000,000 

200S OS 6 208,300,000 73.28 20,400,000 42,400,000 13,100,000 284,200,000 

200S OS 7 380,200,000 S2.SS 95,100,000 123,700,000 124,SOO,OOO 723,600,000 
200S OS 30 364,700,000 16.10 131,000,000 1,60S,OOO,OOO 164,700,000 2,26S,400,000 
200S OS 32 3S0,800,000 2S.79 1S4,600,000 67S,300,000 179,700,000 1,360,400,000 

200S OS 33 S27,100,000 30.21 272,600,000 816,600,000 128,300,000 1, 744,600,000 

200S OS 124 180,300,000 28.66 42,SOO,OOO 18S,OOO,OOO 221,400,000 629,200,000 

200S OS 126 336,100,000 39.73 114,500,000 177,600,000 217,700,000 84S,900,000 

2005 OS 131 76,100,000 28.52 31,300,000 101,400,000 S7,900,000 266,700,000 

200S OS Total 3,669, 700,000 33.78 1,367,200,000 4,2S9,100,000 1,S66,000,000 10,862,000,000 

200S 06 1 827,400,000 41.43 420,400,000 4S4,000,000 29S,300,000 1,997,100,000 

200S 06 s 33S,400,000 S9.10 98,400,000 44,300,000 89,SOO,OOO S67,SOO,OOO 
200S 06 6 199,000,000 76.7S 20,200,000 30,000,000 10,100,000 2S9,300,000 

200S 06 7 361,000,000 SS.S4 84,300,000 109,200,000 9S,600,000 650,100,000 

200S 06 30 340,600,000 18.44 130,000,000 1,203,SOO,OOO 172,700,000 1,846,800,000 
200S 06 32 327,800,000 37.55 162,700,000 219,000,000 163,SOO,OOO 872,900,000 
200S 06 33 483,SOO,OOO 29.69 27S,OOO,OOO 7SS,200,000 114,900,000 1,628, 700,000 
200S 06 124 164,900,000 27.08 44,800,000 178,SOO,OOO 220,800,000 609,000,000 

200S 06 126 313,900,000 37.3S 120,300,000 182,100,000 224,300,000 840,600,000 

200S 06 131 76,000,000 30.47 28,700,000 92,400,000 S2,400,000 249,600,000 
200S 06 Total 3,429,600,000 36.02 1,384,800,000 3,268,200,000 1,438,900,000 9,S21,SOO,OOO 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order- January 2000- July 2015 

,, ., ' ""~!: In ~ · ~ Class !I of,~~J ~~JIP~~~~ ~ 
.·" 'r.?''lt .,, .... 

' ' I!·! fil-i I >~ 

Year Month Order Class i 1Pouncts'~1 1 1" ~· Totali Class Ill Pounds 'Class IV Po,unds 11' T9tall Pound~2 , 
2006 07 1 814,900,000 42.75 384,100,000 460,900,000 246,400,000 1,906,300,000 
2006 07 5 324,700,000 66.30 83,200,000 25,700,000 56,100,000 489,700,000 
2006 07 6 207,300,000 84.85 20,800,000 4,500,000 11,700,000 244,300,000 
2006 07 7 374,400,000 62.10 77,000,000 97,900,000 53,500,000 602,800,000 
2006 07 30 345,900,000 15.05 141,300,000 1, 755,800,000 55,100,000 2,298,100,000 
2006 07 32 331,400,000 25.23 159,100,000 679,800,000 143,300,000 1,313, 700,000 
2006 07 33 499,900,000 33.29 262,800,000 606,100,000 132,900,000 1,501, 700,000 
2006 07 124 171,400,000 24.24 43,100,000 221,800,000 270,800,000 707,200,000 
2006 07 126 322,400,000 30.68 138,300,000 421,100,000 169,000,000 1,050, 700,000 
2006 07 131 104,700,000 37.90 25,000,000 97,600,000 49,100,000 276,300,000 
2006 07 Tota l 3,497,000,000 33.65 1,334,800,000 4,371,200,000 1,187,900,000 10,390,900,000 

2006 08 1 883,200,000 48.80 418,200,000 420,200,000 88,300,000 1,810,000,000 
2006 08 5 356,700,000 74.25 73,600,000 17,600,000 32,600,000 480,500,000 
2006 08 6 215,000,000 88.32 19,900,000 700,000 7,800,000 243,500,000 
2006 08 7 422,600,000 66.62 77,900,000 99,100,000 34,700,000 634,300,000 
2006 08 30 388,500,000 16.06 157,200,000 1,841,300,000 31,600,000 2,418,500,000 
2006 08 32 373,700,000 31.57 162,300,000 540,400,000 107,600,000 1,184,000,000 
2006 08 33 557,200,000 40.97 276,400,000 461,600,000 65,000,000 1,360,200,000 
2006 08 124 189,400,000 26.11 51,000,000 238,600,000 246,600,000 725,500,000 
2006 08 126 368,400,000 39.24 139,100,000 372,900,000 58,400,000 938,800,000 
2006 08 131 119,600,000 45.95 24,500,000 89,900,000 26,300,000 260,400,000 
2006 08 Total 3,874,400,000 38.53 1,400,000,000 4,082,300,000 698,800,000 10,055,600,000 

2006 09 1 909,700,000 52.09 369,500,000 388,900,000 78,300,000 1,746,400,000 
2006 09 5 335,100,000 73.53 71,800,000 15,400,000 33,500,000 455,700,000 
2006 09 6 205,200,000 88.52 18,000,000 1,000,000 7,600,000 231,800,000 

2006 09 7 402,900,000 66.34 79,000,000 108,800,000 16,600,000 607,300,000 
2006 09 30 390,500,000 20.16 135,800,000 1,369, 700,000 41,200,000 1,937,200,000 
2006 09 32 371,100,000 45.97 146,000,000 194,400,000 95,800,000 807,300,000 
2006 09 33 578,500,000 45.93 249,500,000 350,700,000 80,900,000 1,259, 700,000 
2006 09 124 190,500,000 39.05 41,500,000 31,200,000 224,700,000 487,900,000 

2006 09 126 358,300,000 40.76 116,800,000 367,300,000 36,600,000 879,000,000 

2006 09 131 115,400,000 46.17 20,400,000 102,600,000 11,500,000 249,900,000 
2006 09 Tota l 3,857,200,000 44.53 1,248,400,000 2,930,000,000 626,600,000 8,662,200,000 

2006 10 1 916,700,000 51.58 381,600,000 404,200,000 74,700,000 1, 777,200,000 

2006 10 5 352,300,000 70.37 81,000,000 25,400,000 42,000,000 500,700,000 
2006 10 6 211,400,000 84.60 21,500,000 700,000 16,300,000 249,900,000 

2006 10 7 413,400,000 65.88 74,700,000 112,800,000 26,600,000 627,500,000 

2006 10 30 397,100,000 16.59 140,800,000 1, 788,300,000 67,300,000 2,393,500,000 

2006 10 32 380,900,000 33.36 147,300,000 503,600,000 109,900,000 1,141,700,000 
2006 10 33 571,900,000 42.40 240,600,000 458,700,000 77,600,000 1,348,800,000 

2006 10 124 197,600,000 31.85 45,200,000 187,400,000 190,200,000 620,400,000 

2006 10 126 366,600,000 40.01 125,200,000 370,700,000 53,900,000 916,400,000 

2006 10 131 116,100,000 42.42 28,500,000 99,800,000 29,300,000 273,800,000 
2006 10 Total 3,924,200,000 39.84 1,286,200,000 3,951, 700,000 687,800,000 9,849,900,000 

2006 11 1 907,700,000 52.26 360,600,000 391,300,000 77,300,000 1, 736,900,000 

2006 11 5 358,500,000 71.38 80,800,000 22, 100,000 40,800,000 502,200,000 

2006 11 6 220,700,000 87.86 23,000,000 500,000 7,000,000 251,200,000 
2006 11 7 400,400,000 65.22 73,300,000 110,600,000 29,600,000 613,900,000 

2006 11 30 397,200,000 16.77 140,800,000 1, 771,500,000 59,800,000 2,369,300,000 

2006 11 32 371,500,000 38.66 149,800,000 324,300,000 115,400,000 961,000,000 

2006 11 33 572,800,000 43.82 248,900,000 426,600,000 59,000,000 1,307,300,000 

2006 11 124 198,100,000 33.19 47,800,000 168,600,000 182,300,000 596,900,000 

2006 11 126 354,600,000 38.24 120,100,000 380,600,000 72,000,000 927,400,000 

2006 11 131 117,400,000 42.39 30,000,000 99,600,000 29,800,000 276,900,000 
2006 11 Tota l 3,899,000,000 40.86 1,275,100,000 3,695,800,000 673,200,000 9,543,000,000 

2006 12 1 904,300,000 49.04 309,500,000 418,600,000 211,600,000 1,844,000,000 

2006 12 5 339,800,000 64.99 71,800,000 26,100,000 85,100,000 522,900,000 

2006 12 6 225,300,000 85.11 17,600,000 5,800,000 16,000,000 264,700,000 

2006 12 7 399,900,000 65.53 62,600,000 91,900,000 55,800,000 610,300,000 

2006 12 30 390,300,000 17.14 120,100,000 1,667,500,000 99,400,000 2,277,300,000 

2006 12 32 373,800,000 41.38 122,700,000 284,100,000 122,700,000 903,200,000 

2006 12 33 558,900,000 40.69 226,600,000 459,300,000 128,900,000 1,373,600,000 

2006 12 124 196,000,000 4 3.16 33,900,000 23,100,000 201,100,000 454,200,000 

2006 12 126 350,400,000 32.53 122,400,000 471,500,000 132,800,000 1,077,100,000 

2006 12 131 118,300,000 39.12 24,300,000 108,100,000 51,600,000 302,300,000 

2006 12 Tota l 3,856,900,000 40.05 1,111,600,000 3,556,200,000 1,105,000,000 9,629, 700,000 

Prepared by USDA- AMS - Dai ry Programs Page 14 of 32 



Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order- January 2000- July 2015 
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Year Month Order Class I Pounds Tota11 
Class II Pounds Class Ill Pounds Class IV Pounds Total Pounds2 

2007 01 1 913,600,000 48.62 370,100,000 432,800,000 162,700,000 1,879,300,000 
2007 01 s 378,700,000 68.92 81,400,000 24,800,000 64,700,000 S49,SOO,OOO 

2007 01 6 239,100,000 82.92 20,800,000 8,700,000 19,700,000 288,300,000 
2007 01 7 434,600,000 S9.00 73,200,000 170,100,000 S8,700,000 736,600,000 

2007 01 30 397,300,000 14.96 132,900,000 2,029,000,000 9S,900,000 2,6SS,100,000 
2007 01 32 393,200,000 38.16 141,400,000 372,SOO,OOO 123,400,000 1,030,400,000 
2007 01 33 S87,SOO,OOO 39.92 284,200,000 S07,100,000 92,900,000 1.4 71,700,000 
2007 01 124 200,200,000 31.69 39,900,000 176,900,000 214,600,000 631,600,000 
2007 01 126 388,100,000 40.57 11S,100,000 380,900,000 72,600,000 9S6, 700,000 

2007 01 131 124,000,000 39.26 2S,100,000 74,200,000 92,600,000 31S,900,000 
2007 01 Total 4,0S6,400,000 38.58 1,284,200,000 4,177,000,000 997,700,000 10,S1S,300,000 

2007 02 1 822,100,000 48.57 338,300,000 388,600,000 143,700,000 1,692,600,000 

2007 02 s 331,000,000 67.27 77,100,000 23,800,000 60,200,000 492,100,000 

2007 02 6 218,200,000 81.17 18,600,000 1S,200,000 16,800,000 268,800,000 
2007 02 7 381,200,000 S8.63 67,400,000 1S6,900,000 44,700,000 6S0,100,000 

2007 02 30 3S9,700,000 18.3S 118,900,000 1,396,100,000 8S,100,000 1,9S9,800,000 

2007 02 32 346,SOO,OOO 40.8S 148,200,000 233,900,000 119,600,000 848,200,000 

2007 02 33 S30, 700,000 41.SS 244,900,000 414,300,000 87,300,000 1,277,300,000 
2007 02 124 17S,OOO,OOO 30.03 36,800,000 1S7,000,000 213,900,000 S82,800,000 

2007 02 126 32S,SOO,OOO 37.07 101,600,000 348,SOO,OOO 102,SOO,OOO 878,100,000 
2007 02 131 110,700,000 36.82 24,600,000 66,SOO,OOO 98,900,000 300,700,000 
2007 02 Total 3,600,800,000 40.23 1,176,SOO,OOO 3,200, 700,000 972,700,000 8,9S0,600,000 

2007 03 1 923,300,000 47.37 406,700,000 4SS,900,000 163,200,000 1,949, 100,000 

2007 03 s 3S4,900,000 66.89 91,300,000 30,600,000 S3,800,000 S30,SOO,OOO 

2007 03 6 242, 100,000 78.18 27,200,000 28,200,000 12,200,000 309,700,000 

2007 03 7 418,000,000 S8.78 88,SOO,OOO 163,600,000 41,000,000 711,200,000 
2007 03 30 39S,OOO,OOO 19.6S 146,400,000 1,380,400,000 88,100,000 2,010,000,000 

2007 03 32 377,200,000 40.18 187.700,000 2S1, 700,000 122, 100,000 938,700,000 

2007 03 33 S86,800,000 40.97 298,100,000 461,200,000 86,400,000 1,432,400,000 

2007 03 124 193,SOO,OOO 31.80 47,SOO,OOO 171,400,000 196,000,000 608,400,000 

2007 03 126 363,600,000 3S.01 109,900,000 392,400,000 172,700,000 1,038,600,000 

2007 03 131 120,600,000 34.49 33,000,000 94,SOO,OOO 101,SOO,OOO 349,600,000 
2007 03 Total 3,974,900,000 40.24 1,436,300,000 3,429,900,000 1,037,000,000 9,878,100,000 

2007 04 1 842,800,000 44.33 409,800,000 444,SOO,OOO 204,300,000 1,901,400,000 

2007 04 s 340,000,000 66.12 89,900,000 26,100,000 S8,200,000 S14,200,000 

2007 04 6 219,900,000 7S.1S 28,000,000 27,800,000 16,900,000 292,700,000 

2007 04 7 394,600,000 SS.78 101,SOO,OOO 162,200,000 49,100,000 707,400,000 

2007 04 30 364,900,000 18.87 147,800,000 1,34S,800,000 74,600,000 1,933,000,000 

2007 04 32 3SS,400,000 39.09 201,300,000 241,200,000 111,300,000 909,200,000 
2007 04 33 S30,100,000 37.44 296,400,000 468,800,000 120,600,000 1,416,000,000 

2007 04 124 184,SOO,OOO 32.07 49,400,000 166,800,000 174,600,000 S7S,200,000 

2007 04 126 348,700,000 34.57 122,600,000 377,200,000 160,100,000 1,008, 700,000 

2007 04 131 114,800,000 33.5S 31,900,000 100,700,000 94,700,000 342,100,000 
2007 04 Total 3,69S, 700,000 38.SO 1,4 78,700,000 3,361,100,000 1,064,SOO,OOO 9,S99,900,000 

2007 OS 1 887,600,000 44.63 434,000,000 4S3, 700,000 213,400,000 1,988,800,000 

2007 OS s 349,900,000 73.71 8S,600,000 11,700,000 27,SOO,OOO 474,600,000 

2007 OS 6 214,700,000 74.78 28,200,000 31,600,000 12,700,000 287,200,000 

2007 OS 7 398,700,000 S7.3S 96,200,000 167,900,000 32,300,000 69S,100,000 

2007 OS 30 381,300,000 20.3S 149,800,000 1,313,100,000 29,200,000 1,873,SOO,OOO 

2007 OS 32 3S6,200,000 39.91 221,700,000 2S9,000,000 ss.soo,ooo 892,SOO,OOO 

2007 OS 33 S46,900,000 38.40 284,300,000 S14,100,000 79,000,000 1,424,300,000 

2007 OS 124 191,SOO,OOO 32.32 S1,900,000 179,400,000 169,700,000 S92,SOO,OOO 

2007 OS 126 348,400,000 73.31 99,300,000 17,300,000 10,300,000 47S,200,000 

2007 OS 131 117,900,000 34.08 33,SOO,OOO 97,300,000 97,200,000 346,000,000 
2007 OS Total 3, 793,000,000 41.91 1,484,600,000 3,04S,200,000 726,900,000 9,049, 700,000 

2007 06 1 832,200,000 44.81 406,000,000 407,900,000 211,000,000 1,8S7,100,000 

2007 06 s 320,900,000 73.40 92,400,000 11,000,000 12,900,000 437,200,000 

2007 06 6 204,700,000 79.19 27,200,000 16,000,000 10,600,000 2S8,500,000 

2007 06 7 372,600,000 66.67 96,SOO,OOO 61,000,000 28,800,000 SS8,900,000 

2007 06 30 344,100,000 17.30 141,700,000 1,461,900,000 41,200,000 1,988,900,000 

2007 06 32 334,000,000 41.17 206,400,000 181,600,000 89,200,000 811,200,000 

2007 06 33 492,900,000 37.S4 300,000,000 429,300,000 90,800,000 1,313,000,000 

2007 06 124 176,700,000 30.63 48,600,000 172,100,000 179,700,000 S77,100,000 

2007 06 126 321,200,000 73.84 99,600,000 11,SOO,OOO 2,600,000 43S,OOO,OOO 

2007 06 131 107,800,000 33.40 33,100,000 82,200,000 99,700,000 322,900,000 
2007 06 Total 3,S07 ,100,000 40.97 1,451,SOO,OOO 2,834,600,000 766,SOO,OOO 8,SS9, 700,000 
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2007 07 1 815,600,000 42.02 415,800,000 4 69,200,000 240,300,000 1,941,000,000 
2007 07 5 327,500,000 68.08 89,500,000 27,900,000 36,200,000 481,000,000 
2007 07 6 198,700,000 80.06 22,200,000 11,400,000 15,900,000 248,200,000 
2007 07 7 369,700,000 65.80 74,200,000 95,300,000 22,700,000 561,900,000 
2007 07 30 341,100,000 14.27 131,400,000 1,864, 700,000 52,800,000 2,390,000,000 
2007 07 32 331,600,000 33.61 182,600,000 345,700,000 126,700,000 986,600,000 
2007 07 33 498,400,000 33.96 281,600,000 558,300,000 129,300,000 1,467,600,000 
2007 07 124 177,500,000 30.10 44,600,000 185,500,000 182,000,000 589,600,000 
2007 07 126 313,700,000 29.90 121,700,000 381,600,000 232,100,000 1,049, 100,000 
2007 07 131 106,800,000 34.41 33,900,000 92,400,000 77,300,000 310,500,000 
2007 07 Tota l 3,480, 700,000 34 .72 1,397,400,000 4,032,100,000 1,115,300,000 10,025,500,000 

2007 08 1 876,200,000 43.83 425,800,000 552,300,000 144,600,000 1,998,800,000 
2007 08 5 349,700,000 73.27 78,800,000 25,500,000 23,300,000 477,200,000 

2007 08 6 213,600,000 86.72 21,900,000 5,200,000 5,700,000 246,300,000 
2007 08 7 410,000,000 70.56 61,000,000 94,600,000 15,500,000 581,000,000 
2007 08 30 389,600,000 16.56 72,400,000 1,877,200,000 12,900,000 2,352,000,000 

2007 08 32 368,400,000 39.02 148,000,000 343,100,000 84,600,000 944,100,000 
2007 08 33 556,400,000 44.63 197,200,000 423,800,000 69,400,000 1,246,800,000 

2007 08 124 188,000,000 31.50 43,200,000 185,700,000 179,900,000 596,900,000 

2007 08 126 349,500,000 44.65 93,700,000 329,900,000 9,800,000 782,900,000 

2007 08 131 118,900,000 41.01 32,300,000 90,600,000 48,100,000 289,800,000 
2007 08 Total 3,820,300,000 40.15 1,174,100,000 3,927,800,000 593,700,000 9,516,000,000 

2007 09 1 848,900,000 44.51 399,000,000 514,500,000 144,700,000 1,907,200,000 

2007 09 5 321,400,000 70.08 75,400,000 31,400,000 30,500,000 4 58,700,000 

2007 09 6 199,200,000 84.40 17,900,000 8,000,000 10,900,000 236,000,000 
2007 09 7 378,200,000 67.75 53,100,000 93,100,000 33,800,000 558,300,000 

2007 09 30 370,000,000 16.43 56,100,000 1,800,000,000 26,600,000 2,252, 700,000 
2007 09 32 343,800,000 36.99 134,200,000 342,400,000 109,000,000 929,400,000 

2007 09 33 532,200,000 40.77 207,900,000 469,500,000 95,800,000 1,305,400,000 

2007 09 124 178,400,000 31.42 39,400,000 177,600,000 172,200,000 567,600,000 

2007 09 126 334,000,000 34.55 98,800,000 392,200,000 141,500,000 966,500,000 

2007 09 131 111,000,000 39.28 26,400,000 90,200,000 55,000,000 282,600,000 

2007 09 Tota l 3,617,000,000 38.22 1,108,200,000 3,919,000,000 820,100,000 9,464,300,000 

2007 10 1 925,600,000 46.36 406,100,000 536,400,000 128,300,000 1,996,300,000 

2007 10 5 354,700,000 74.08 75,200,000 30,700,000 18,200,000 4 78,900,000 

2007 10 6 216,600,000 85.32 22,800,000 7,700,000 6,700,000 253,900,000 

2007 10 7 412,300,000 70.58 58,100,000 99,500,000 14,200,000 584,100,000 

2007 10 30 401,000,000 17.10 59,600,000 1,861,400,000 23,400,000 2,345,400,000 

2007 10 32 382,800,000 39.39 137,300,000 367,200,000 84,500,000 971,800,000 

2007 10 33 582,300,000 45.62 162,800,000 470,700,000 60,800,000 1,276,500,000 

2007 10 124 202,700,000 35.05 42,700,000 180,300,000 152,600,000 578,300,000 

2007 10 126 367,100,000 43.86 64,200,000 397,400,000 8,300,000 837,000,000 

2007 10 131 123,500,000 39.94 26,900,000 91,000,000 67,800,000 309,300,000 

2007 10 Tota l 3,968, 700,000 41.20 1,055,600,000 4,042,400,000 564,900,000 9,631,600,000 

2007 11 1 902,300,000 46.68 367,300,000 505,300,000 157,900,000 1,932, 700,000 

2007 11 5 350,600,000 74.37 69,800,000 30,700,000 20,400,000 4 71,400,000 

2007 11 6 217,000,000 86.88 20,800,000 6,200,000 5,800,000 249,700,000 

2007 11 7 409,600,000 70.33 48,800,000 105,200,000 18,800,000 582,400,000 

2007 11 30 386,700,000 16.79 46,300,000 1,853,500,000 16,300,000 2,302, 700,000 

2007 11 32 381,400,000 37.81 123,400,000 385,400,000 118,400,000 1,008,600,000 

2007 11 33 571,300,000 45.30 137,600,000 491,800,000 60,600,000 1,261,200,000 

2007 11 124 198,000,000 35.53 36,100,000 173,500,000 149,600,000 557,200,000 

2007 11 126 354,500,000 38.40 59, 100,000 399,200,000 110,400,000 923,200,000 

2007 11 131 121,100,000 39.27 21,400,000 95,600,000 70,300,000 308,400,000 

2007 11 Total 3,892,400,000 40.56 930,500,000 4,046,200,000 728,400,000 9,597,500,000 

2007 12 1 905,600,000 45.38 346,200,000 477,700,000 266,100,000 1,995,600,000 

2007 12 5 340,800,000 68.22 67,100,000 29,100,000 62,500,000 499,600,000 

2007 12 6 219,700,000 82.22 20,100,000 8,900,000 18,500,000 267,200,000 

2007 12 7 392,800,000 66.18 60,000,000 97,700,000 43,000,000 593,600,000 

2007 12 30 377,400,000 15.55 56,500,000 1,898,200,000 94,600,000 2,426, 700,000 

2007 12 32 374,600,000 40.63 109,300,000 283,300,000 154,800,000 921,900,000 

2007 12 33 555,700,000 40.40 198,300,000 492,000,000 129,400,000 1.375,400,000 

2007 12 124 190,500,000 32.91 34,600,000 181,000,000 172,700,000 578,700,000 

2007 12 126 346,200,000 54.15 98,100,000 40,600,000 154,400,000 639,400,000 

2007 12 131 115,300,000 35.91 23,700,000 80,900,000 101,200,000 321,100,000 

2007 12 Total 3,818, 700,000 39.70 1,013,800,000 3,589,500,000 1,197,200,000 9,619,200,000 

Prepared by USDA- AMS- Dairy Programs Page 16 o f 32 



Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order - January 2000- July 2015 
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2008 01 1 904,300,000 44.10 3S8, 700,000 478,200,000 309,300,000 2,0SO,SOO,OOO 
2008 01 s 372,000,000 72.SO 74,SOO,OOO 20,800,000 4S,800,000 S13,100,000 
2008 01 6 234,000,000 82.62 23,400,000 9,400,000 16,400,000 283,200,000 

2008 01 7 427,400,000 66.56 S4,700,000 109,900,000 S0,100,000 642,100,000 

2008 01 30 396,000,000 1S.60 69,400,000 1,989,600,000 82,700,000 2,S37. 700,000 
2008 01 32 383,800,000 34.73 129,800,000 421,800,000 169,SOO,OOO 1,104,900,000 
2008 01 33 S71,100,000 38.87 2S2,200,000 S38,000,000 108,100,000 1,469,SOO,OOO 
2008 01 124 201,200,000 34.37 40,000,000 181,300,000 163,000,000 S8S,SOO,OOO 
2008 01 126 373,400,000 44.77 83,200,000 22S,100,000 1S2,400,000 834,000,000 
2008 01 131 123,300,000 36.22 22,200,000 80,000,000 114,900,000 340,400,000 
2008 01 Total 3,986,SOO,OOO 38.48 1,108,000,000 4,0S4,100,000 1,212,100,000 10,360,800,000 

2008 02 1 841,000,000 42.54 341,100,000 483,200,000 311,800,000 1,977,100,000 
2008 02 s 332,700,000 72.26 73,800,000 1S,400,000 38,SOO,OOO 460,SOO,OOO 
2008 0 2 6 220,600,000 83.06 20,SOO,OOO 11,300,000 13,200,000 26S,600,000 
2008 02 7 389,300,000 64.23 69,300,000 94,600,000 S3,000,000 606,100,000 
2008 02 30 364,200,000 1S.12 S0,100,000 1,920,200,000 74,200,000 2,408, 700,000 
2008 02 32 3S2,600,000 33.14 10S,900,000 468,400,000 137,100,000 1,064,000,000 
2008 02 33 S36,400,000 39.00 226,600,000 S09,SOO,OOO 102,900,000 1,37S,400,000 

2008 02 124 181,700,000 29.93 38,600,000 177,000,000 209,600,000 606,900,000 
2008 02 126 339,900,000 4S.08 80,100,000 173,300,000 160,700,000 7S4,000,000 
2008 02 131 114,000,000 33.7S 20,100,000 92,600,000 111,000,000 337,600,000 
2008 02 Total 3,672,300,000 37.26 1,026,000,000 3,94S,600,000 1,212,000,000 9,8SS,900,000 

2008 03 1 872,800,000 40.90 398,200,000 S08,200,000 3S4, 700,000 2,134,000,000 

2008 03 s 346,400,000 67.90 91,000,000 20,300,000 S2,400,000 S10, 100,000 

2008 03 6 233,000,000 82.32 22,200,000 9,100,000 18,700,000 283,000,000 

2008 03 7 398,100,000 64.80 83,400,000 82,800,000 so,ooo,ooo 614,400,000 

2008 03 30 370,800,000 17.61 127,900,000 1,S08,400,000 98,200,000 2,10S,200,000 

2008 03 32 3S6,900,000 41.29 114,000,000 208,300,000 18S,300,000 864,400,000 
2008 03 33 SS1,300,000 42.79 247,000,000 3S1,300,000 138,700,000 1,288,400,000 

2008 03 124 190,SOO,OOO 37.66 40,300,000 38,100,000 236,800,000 SOS, 700,000 

2008 03 126 3S1,800,000 S2.01 103,600,000 10,700,000 210,300,000 676,SOO,OOO 

2008 03 131 119,000,000 31.24 20,SOO,OOO 106,200,000 13S,300,000 381,000,000 

2008 03 Total 3, 790,700,000 40.49 1,248,200,000 2,843,400,000 1,480,400,000 9,362,600,000 

2008 04 1 8S0,200,000 40.08 417,000,000 S09,000,000 34S,300,000 2,121,SOO,OOO 
2008 04 s 346,700,000 70.94 82,100,000 19,800,000 40,100,000 488,700,000 

2008 04 6 218,700,000 81.14 22,600,000 8,900,000 19,300,000 269,SOO,OOO 

2008 04 7 388,100,000 63.77 81,100,000 100,600,000 38,800,000 608,600,000 
2008 04 30 371,400,000 14.78 126,200,000 1,927,400,000 87,700,000 2,S12, 700,000 

2008 04 32 3S4,000,000 34.34 117,400,000 398,800,000 160,600,000 1,030,800,000 

2008 04 33 S36,600,000 37.16 2S4,100,000 SOS,300,000 148,100,000 1,444,100,000 

2008 04 124 190,900,000 29.S7 39,600,000 197,700,000 217,SOO,OOO 64S,800,000 

2008 04 126 3SS,300,000 32.66 99,800,000 398,000,000 234,900,000 1,088,000,000 
2008 04 131 117,600,000 31.S6 22,900,000 96,900,000 13S,200,000 3 72,700,000 
2008 04 Total 3, 729,600,000 3S.24 1,263,000,000 4,162,200,000 1,427,600,000 10,S82,400,000 

2008 OS 1 89S,300,000 42.92 422,300,000 398,100,000 370,100,000 2,08S,800,000 

2008 OS s 344,300,000 70.18 8S,SOO,OOO 18,SOO,OOO 42,400,000 490,600,000 

2008 OS 6 227,200,000 84.2S 19,200,000 13,200,000 10,100,000 269,700,000 

2008 OS 7 386,600,000 64.74 79,300,000 96,SOO,OOO 34,700,000 S97,200,000 

2008 OS 30 3 79,700,000 20.33 140,300,000 1,270,000,000 78,000,000 1,868,000,000 

2008 OS 32 349,400,000 42.77 137,900,000 129,000,000 200,600,000 817,000,000 

2008 OS 33 S6S,SOO,OOO 4S.96 263,700,000 263,SOO,OOO 137,800,000 1,230,SOO,OOO 

2008 OS 124 189,SOO,OOO 3S.71 43,600,000 69,000,000 228,SOO,OOO S30,600,000 

2008 OS 126 3S8,600,000 Sl.11 104,100,000 14,000,000 224,900,000 701,700,000 

2008 OS 131 118,900,000 30.6S 23,200,000 99,700,000 146,000,000 387,800,000 

2008 OS Total 3,815,000,000 42.49 1,319,200,000 2,371,SOO,OOO 1,473,000,000 8,978, 700,000 

2008 06 1 802,100,000 43.76 41S,800,000 306,600,000 308,700,000 1,833,200,000 

2008 06 5 312,300,000 67.06 87,900,000 19,300,000 46,200,000 46S,600,000 

2008 06 6 196,600,000 7S.56 18,900,000 24,300,000 20,400,000 260,200,000 

2008 06 7 346,700,000 70.25 71,400,000 27,400,000 48,100,000 493,SOO,OOO 

2008 06 30 326,600,000 16.77 142,100,000 1,373, 700,000 10S,100,000 1,947,600,000 

2008 06 32 311,300,000 40.56 13S,SOO,OOO 139,700,000 181,000,000 767,400,000 

2008 06 33 477,700,000 39.30 264,SOO,OOO 313,700,000 1S9,600,000 1,21S,SOO,OOO 
2008 06 124 174,600,000 34.48 4S,OOO,OOO 67,800,000 218,900,000 506,300,000 

2008 06 126 312,000,000 47.61 119,300,000 8,800,000 21S,300,000 6S5,400,000 

2008 06 131 10S,800,000 29.94 23,200,000 107,300,000 117,000,000 3S3,200,000 
2008 06 Total 3,365,600,000 39.60 1,323,400,000 2,388,SOO,OOO 1,420,400,000 8,498,000,000 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order - January 2000 - July 2015 

% 0assl of ·~ .~u~,, 

Year Month Order Class I Pounds Tota11 
Class II Pounds r Class Ill Pounds Class IV Pounds Total Pounds2 

2009 01 1 890,900,000 44,1S 362,600,000 448,900,000 31S, 700,000 2,018,200,000 

2009 01 s 364,900,000 70,29 7S,SOO,OOO 32,200,000 46,SOO,OOO S19,100,000 

2009 01 6 233,600,000 81.63 18,300,000 11,800,000 22,SOO,OOO 286,200,000 

2009 01 7 413,SOO,OOO 68,14 S8,100,000 73,700,000 61,600,000 606,900,000 

2009 01 30 386,SOO,OOO 14,0S 107,900,000 2,162,100,000 94,100,000 2, 7S0,600,000 

2009 01 32 372,800,000 34.68 119,300,000 339,700,000 243,200,000 1,07S,OOO,OOO 

2009 01 33 S91,400,000 42.49 246,SOO,OOO 442,SOO,OOO 111,600,000 1,392,100,000 

2009 01 124 19S,400,000 28.23 32,200,000 269,900,000 194,SOO,OOO 692,000,000 

2009 01 126 379,200,000 34.82 93,600,000 4S2,900,000 163,300,000 1,089,000,000 

2009 01 131 11S,900,000 31.SS 26,300,000 88,100,000 137,000,000 367,400,000 

2009 01 Total 3,944,200,000 36.S3 1,140,SOO,OOO 4,321,800,000 1,389,800,000 10,796,400,000 

2009 02 1 792,300,000 42.99 3S3,400,000 449,200,000 248,200,000 1,843,000,000 

2009 02 s 32S,800,000 69.00 64,700,000 43,800,000 37,800,000 472,200,000 

2009 02 6 217,800,000 81.37 19,100,000 1S,300,000 1S,SOO,OOO 267,600,000 

2009 02 7 370,900,000 67.93 S7,100,000 97,900,000 20,100,000 S46,000,000 

2009 02 30 3S6,300,000 14.32 SS,100,000 2,027,300,000 49,400,000 2,488,100,000 
2009 02 32 338,700,000 31.86 127,600,000 39S,OOO,OOO 201,700,000 1,063,000,000 

2009 02 33 542,100,000 42.42 234,300,000 420,100,000 81,600,000 1,278,100,000 

2009 02 124 178,900,000 28.S4 37,800,000 2S7,200,000 1S3,000,000 626,900,000 

2009 02 126 340,300,000 34.36 89,400,000 384,200,000 176,600,000 990,400,000 
2009 0 2 131 114,700,000 33.21 2S,600,000 93,200,000 111,800,000 34S,200,000 

2009 02 Total 3,S77, 700,000 36.06 1,064,200,000 4,183,100,000 1,09S,600,000 9,920,600,000 

2009 0 3 1 888,900,000 43.11 406,800,000 466,400,000 300,000,000 2,062,200,000 

2009 03 s 360,800,000 69.60 76,900,000 30,700,000 so,ooo,ooo S18,400,000 

2009 03 6 233,600,000 83.89 22,SOO,OOO 2,700,000 19,700,000 278,400,000 
2009 03 7 411,SOO,OOO 60.71 68,700,000 131,300,000 66,300,000 677.700,000 

2009 03 30 376,300,000 14.07 11S,600,000 2,120,300,000 62,SOO,OOO 2,674,800,000 

2009 03 32 366,000,000 3S.10 13S,800,000 299,300,000 241,SOO,OOO 1,042,600,000 

2009 03 33 S74,100,000 40.80 26S,OOO,OOO 4S1,100,000 116,700,000 1,406,800,000 

2009 03 124 191,200,000 31.07 44,300,000 223,100,000 1S6, 700,000 61S,400,000 

2009 03 126 368,800,000 S3.61 114,700,000 37,700,000 166,700,000 687,900,000 

2009 03 131 123,700,000 32.00 30,400,000 104,300,000 128,200,000 386,700,000 

2009 03 Total 3,894,900,000 37.63 1,280,600,000 3,866,900,000 1,308,SOO,OOO 10,3S0,900,000 

2009 04 1 846,000,000 41,74 38S,100,000 467,200,000 328,300,000 2,026,SOO,OOO 
2009 04 s 341,900,000 68.0S 76,900,000 28,700,000 S4,900,000 S02,400,000 

2009 04 6 222,000,000 8S.79 19,SOO,OOO 2,SOO,OOO 14,700,000 2S8,800,000 

2009 04 7 393,700,000 61.02 62,300,000 122,700,000 66,SOO,OOO 64S,200,000 

2009 04 30 371,200,000 13.29 122,100,000 2,239,300,000 61,300,000 2, 793,800,000 

2009 04 32 3S6,900,000 31.56 139,300,000 373,300,000 261,300,000 1,130,800,000 

2009 04 33 SS9, 700,000 39.S6 277,300,000 468,600,000 109,100,000 1,414, 700,000 

2009 04 124 186,100,000 33.08 38,800,000 176,300,000 161,400,000 S62,600,000 

2009 04 126 362,000,000 34.94 94,200,000 389,800,000 190,000,000 1,036,000,000 

2009 04 131 120,700,000 32.28 26,700,000 90,400,000 136,100,000 373,900,000 

2009 04 Total 3, 760,100,000 34.99 1,242,100,000 4,3S8,900,000 1,383,600,000 10,744,700,000 

2009 OS 1 846,SOO,OOO 39.91 414,100,000 S08,000,000 3S2,300,000 2,120,800,000 

2009 OS s 329,300,000 64.70 78,000,000 40,700,000 61,000,000 S09,000,000 

2009 OS 6 212,300,000 8S.68 19,100,000 7,300,000 9,100,000 247,800,000 

2009 OS 7 379,300,000 S7.18 61,300,000 1SS,OOO,OOO 67,700,000 663,300,000 

2009 OS 30 3S8,SOO,OOO 12.43 7S,800,000 2,377,000,000 74,000,000 2,88S,200,000 

2009 OS 32 336,300,000 26.78 141,900,000 S23, 700,000 2S4,000,000 1,2SS,800,000 

2009 OS 33 S63,600,000 37.74 280,200,000 S2S,300,000 124,300,000 1,493,SOO,OOO 

2009 OS 124 181,100,000 26.18 42,700,000 296,800,000 170,900,000 691,SOO,OOO 

2009 OS 126 3S3,200,000 32.S6 112,300,000 420,800,000 198,200,000 1,084,600,000 

2009 OS 131 113,000,000 30.68 33,900,000 96,300,000 12S,300,000 368,500,000 

2009 OS Total 3,673,000,000 32.4S 1,2S9,400,000 4,9S0,900,000 1,436,600,000 11,320,000,000 

2009 06 1 82S,OOO,OOO 41.20 406,200,000 498,200,000 273,000,000 2,002,400,000 

2009 06 s 323,700,000 64.19 8S,400,000 32,100,000 63, 100,000 504,300,000 

2009 06 6 196,SOO,OOO 88.74 18,200,000 3,200,000 3,SOO,OOO 221,400,000 

2009 06 7 370,300,000 61.19 64,000,000 132,SOO,OOO 38,300,000 60S,200,000 

2009 06 30 339,900,000 12.32 63,900,000 2,313,200,000 41,600,000 2, 7S8, 700,000 

2009 06 32 326,SOO,OOO 27.47 1S1,400,000 478,400,000 232,400,000 1,188,600,000 

2009 06 33 S28,300,000 36.92 289,SOO,OOO S11,800,000 101,400,000 1,431,000,000 

2009 06 124 180,100,000 26.86 43,000,000 289,000,000 158,400,000 670,600,000 

2009 06 126 326,700,000 32.91 100,200,000 398,SOO,OOO 167,300,000 992,700,000 

2009 06 131 111,200,000 33.18 31,700,000 102,100,000 90,300,000 33S,300,000 
2009 06 Total 3,S28,200,000 32.94 1,2S3,400,000 4, 7S9,200,000 1,169,300,000 10,710,100,000 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order- January 2000- July 2015 

··I ·<~' ;if .. , '·' % Class I of:~ ~~~E<''". l~.fL, 
1
;7; ~- ~ ~ 

....... 
~· 

.• Year I ·Month ' IJ order Class I PotUtds ' Tota,1t ': , ~ass 11 Pounds · ~,Glass II Rounds-~ ~lass IY Pounds 'Total Pounds2 

2009 07 1 831,700,000 40.77 438,900,000 500,300,000 269,300,000 2,040,100,000 
2009 07 5 340,700,000 69.81 84,400,000 31,100,000 31,800,000 488,000,000 
2009 07 6 205,700,000 88.90 18,800,000 3,400,000 3,500,000 231,400,000 
2009 07 7 381,900,000 66.92 62,800,000 110,500,000 15,500,000 570,600,000 
2009 07 30 359,900,000 12.34 65,700,000 2,461,200,000 31,000,000 2,917,900,000 
2009 07 32 333,700,000 28.32 161,200,000 458,300,000 224,900,000 1,178,100,000 
2009 07 33 552,700,000 37.85 292,600,000 518,400,000 96,500,000 1,460,300,000 
2009 07 124 187,600,000 27.39 45,000,000 296,000,000 156,200,000 684,700,000 
2009 07 126 334,700,000 35.30 88,700,000 413,500,000 111,200,000 948,200,000 
2009 07 131 117,000,000 38.47 27,800,000 87,800,000 71,500,000 304,100,000 
2009 07 Tota l 3,645,600,000 33.68 1,285,800,000 4,880,600,000 1,011,400,000 10,823,400,000 
2009 08 1 824,400,000 42.55 437,000,000 485,300,000 190,600,000 1,937,300,000 
2009 08 5 349,100,000 71.94 77,800,000 23,000,000 35,400,000 485,300,000 
2009 08 6 211,500,000 87.05 20,300,000 1,300,000 9,900,000 243,000,000 
2009 08 7 402,700,000 70.78 60,300,000 59,500,000 46,400,000 568,900,000 
2009 08 30 355,300,000 13.41 125,200,000 2,118,400,000 50,000,000 2,648,900,000 
2009 08 32 355,200,000 35.28 154,200,000 293,200,000 204,200,000 1,006, 700,000 
2009 08 33 557,400,000 40 .44 302,100,000 421,800,000 96,900,000 1,378,100,000 
2009 08 124 181,700,000 29.00 42,700,000 247,000,000 155,100,000 626,500,000 
2009 08 126 355,300,000 41.01 106,100,000 365,400,000 39,700,000 866,500,000 
2009 08 131 120,500,000 39.51 31,100,000 107,300,000 46,100,000 305,000,000 
2009 08 Total 3,713,100,000 36.89 1,356,600,000 4,122,200,000 874,300,000 10,066,300,000 

2009 09 1 858,900,000 46.65 414,400,000 4 27,700,000 140,300,000 1,841,300,000 
2009 09 5 343,000,000 73.03 84,500,000 25,300,000 16,900,000 469,700,000 
2009 09 6 205,300,000 85.67 22,800,000 600,000 10,900,000 239,600,000 
2009 09 7 397,100,000 73.08 69,500,000 63,400,000 13,400,000 543,400,000 
2009 09 30 371,000,000 15.49 166,900,000 1,828,400,000 28,200,000 2,394,600,000 
2009 09 32 354,600,000 40.09 150,700,000 249,200,000 130,000,000 884,500,000 
2009 09 33 571,400,000 43.74 279,300,000 390,500,000 65, 100,000 1,306,200,000 

2009 09 124 194,000,000 49.14 39,800,000 36,900,000 124,100,000 394,800,000 

2009 09 126 363,900,000 43.09 97,300,000 351,100,000 32,100,000 844,400,000 

2009 09 131 120,400,000 42.38 33,200,000 104,500,000 26,100,000 284,200,000 
2009 09 Total 3, 779,600,000 41.07 1,358,400,000 3,477,700,000 587,000,000 9,202,800,000 

2009 10 1 917,500,000 48.92 406,600,000 421,000,000 130,200,000 1,875,300,000 
2009 10 5 361,600,000 73.52 85,800,000 25,100,000 19,300,000 491,800,000 

2009 10 6 220,900,000 88.41 19,200,000 400,000 9,300,000 249,900,000 

2009 10 7 418,300,000 74.01 60,600,000 64,000,000 22,300,000 565,200,000 

2009 10 30 391,700,000 14.24 157,200,000 2,162,000,000 40,200,000 2, 751,100,000 
2009 10 32 377,300,000 40.16 135,300,000 265,900,000 161,000,000 939,500,000 

2009 10 33 618,100,000 46.26 258,900,000 391,400,000 67,800,000 1,336,100,000 
2009 10 124 202,300,000 30.89 38,800,000 270,700,000 143,100,000 654,800,000 

2009 10 126 381,800,000 43.78 75,600,000 380,700,000 34,000,000 872,200,000 

2009 10 131 123,800,000 40.26 27,500,000 95,300,000 60,800,000 307,400,000 
2009 10 Total 4,013,200,000 39.96 1,265,500,000 4,076,500,000 688,000,000 10,043,200,000 

2009 11 1 841,600,000 46.29 392,000,000 416,900,000 167,400,000 1,818,000,000 

2009 11 5 345,900,000 71.22 89,800,000 27,800,000 22,100,000 485,700,000 

2009 11 6 21 1,100,000 84.93 23,400,000 600,000 13,500,000 248,600,000 

2009 11 7 394,700,000 70.33 66,700,000 71,900,000 27,900,000 561,200,000 
2009 11 30 363,900,000 15.03 154,500,000 1,846,900,000 56,400,000 2,421,800,000 

2009 11 32 353,700,000 37.26 140,900,000 279,900,000 174,800,000 949,200,000 

2009 11 33 575,800,000 44.01 258,000,000 403,800,000 70,600,000 1,308,200,000 

2009 11 124 188,200,000 29.80 43,000,000 249,000,000 151,600,000 631,800,000 

2009 11 126 357,800,000 72.13 80,100,000 23,000,000 35,100,000 496,100,000 

2009 11 131 123,000,000 38.58 27,600,000 91,600,000 76,600,000 318,800,000 

2009 11 Total 3, 755,800,000 40.65 1,276,000,000 3,411,400,000 796,100,000 9,239,400,000 

2009 12 1 904,200,000 47.29 331,400,000 442,000,000 234,600,000 1,912,100,000 

2009 12 5 363,100,000 71.96 68,000,000 29,600,000 43,900,000 504,500,000 

2009 12 6 223,000,000 87.65 21,100,000 700,000 9,600,000 254,400,000 

2009 12 7 413,000,000 67.07 61,300,000 103,700,000 37,700,000 615,800,000 

2009 12 30 391,400,000 14.51 141,500,000 2,090, 700,000 75,000,000 2,698,600,000 

2009 12 32 381,500,000 39.28 123,900,000 314,400,000 151,500,000 971,300,000 

2009 12 33 606,100,000 43.59 242,200,000 441,300,000 101,000,000 1,390,600,000 

2009 12 124 200,700,000 32.44 40,000,000 210,000,000 168,000,000 618,600,000 

2009 12 126 370,500,000 41.12 70,800,000 390,200,000 69,400,000 900,900,000 

2009 12 131 123,400,000 35.68 27,500,000 96,200,000 98,700,000 345,800,000 

2009 12 Total 3,976,800,000 38.94 1,127,800,000 4,118,800,000 989,300,000 10,212,700,000 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utili zation by Class and by Order- January 2000 -July 2015 

%Class I of ...... 
Year Month Order Class I Pounds Total1 

Class II Pounds Class Ill Pounds Class IV Pounds Total Pounds2 

2010 01 1 8SS,300,000 43.6S 401,SOO,OOO 439,400,000 263,SOO,OOO 1,9S9, 700,000 

2010 01 s 3S7,SOO,OOO 69.8S 77,200,000 2S,SOO,OOO S1,600,000 S11,900,000 

2010 01 6 226,400,000 8S.46 19,400,000 1,700,000 17,400,000 264,900,000 

2010 01 7 410,100,000 68.70 44,700,000 81,000,000 61,100,000 S96,900,000 

2010 01 30 373,SOO,OOO 12.97 7S,400,000 2,347,800,000 83,600,000 2,880,300,000 

2010 01 32 36S,800,000 31.94 121,200,000 409,100,000 249,400,000 1,14S,600,000 

2010 01 33 S8S,200,000 41.33 2S3,100,000 469,400,000 108,100,000 1,41S,800,000 

2010 01 124 193,000,000 28.16 39,900,000 2S8,SOO,OOO 194,000,000 68S,SOO,OOO 

2010 01 126 371,SOO,OOO 42.17 80,400,000 364,700,000 64,400,000 881,000,000 

2010 01 131 119,100,000 33.38 24,900,000 9S,900,000 116,900,000 3S6,800,000 

2010 01 Total 3,8S7,400,000 36.06 1,137,800,000 4,492,900,000 1,210,100,000 10,698,200,000 

2010 02 1 804,SOO,OOO 44.34 361,000,000 410,SOO,OOO 238,400,000 1,814,400,000 

2010 02 s 328,800,000 69.6S 66,600,000 26,100,000 so,soo,ooo 4 72,000,000 

2010 02 6 20S, 700,000 87.7S 18,400,000 1,000,000 9,300,000 234,400,000 

2010 02 7 372,200,000 68.23 46,200,000 7S,100,000 S2,000,000 S4S,SOO,OOO 

2010 02 30 347,000,000 13.14 67,200,000 2,169,800,000 S7,700,000 2,641,800,000 

2010 02 32 333,SOO,OOO 33.00 104,600,000 37S,400,000 196,900,000 1,010,400,000 

2010 02 33 S46,600,000 43.41 193,100,000 430,400,000 89,100,000 1,2S9,200,000 

2010 02 124 172,900,000 27.32 42,100,000 24S,900,000 172,200,000 633,100,000 

2010 02 126 338,000,000 40.3S 82,600,000 348,900,000 68,100,000 837,600,000 

2010 02 131 110,100,000 32.7S 24,600,000 8S,600,000 11S,900,000 336,100,000 

2010 02 Total 3,SS9,300,000 36.38 1,006,400,000 4,168, 700,000 1,0S0,200,000 9, 784,SOO,OOO 

2010 03 1 88S,600,000 42.S6 4 38,900,000 484,600,000 271,SOO,OOO 2,080, 700,000 

2010 03 s 360,000,000 67.49 83,200,000 3S,200,000 SS,OOO,OOO S33,400,000 

2010 03 6 228,400,000 87.06 21,400,000 s,ooo,ooo 7,SOO,OOO 262,300,000 

2010 03 7 410,400,000 64.01 S2,400,000 128,700,000 49,SOO,OOO 641,100,000 

2010 03 30 384,300,000 13.0S S8,800,000 2,4SO, 700,000 S2,200,000 2,946,000,000 

2010 03 32 366,300,000 31.99 134,000,000 4S3,600,000 191,300,000 1,14S,100,000 

2010 03 33 S91,800,000 40.13 283,400,000 SOS,100,000 94,SOO,OOO 1,4 74,800,000 

2010 03 124 192,700,000 27.28 46,200,000 279,000,000 188,SOO,OOO 706,400,000 

2010 03 126 368,000,000 39.11 S8,400,000 431,600,000 82,800,000 940,900,000 

2010 03 131 123,SOO,OOO 32.44 29,300,000 97,600,000 130,400,000 380,800,000 

2010 03 Total 3,911,000,000 3S.20 1,20S,900,000 4,871,200,000 1,123,400,000 11,111,600,000 

2010 04 1 870, SOO,OOO 41.7S 417,400,000 493,SOO,OOO 303,300,000 2,084, 700,000 

2010 04 s 342,SOO,OOO 64.73 92,900,000 40,200,000 S3,400,000 S29,100,000 

2010 04 6 214,800,000 88.7S 18,700,000 S,300,000 3,200,000 242,000,000 

2010 04 7 398,SOO,OOO 62. 18 SS,300,000 139,900,000 47,100,000 640,900,000 

2010 04 30 367,300,000 12.78 S7,300,000 2,42S,200,000 24,600,000 2,874,400,000 

2010 04 32 3S6,200,000 34 .00 146,700,000 443,200,000 101,SOO,OOO 1,047,600,000 

2010 04 33 S39,100,000 37.10 270,400,000 S13,600,000 130,300,000 1,4S3,400,000 

2010 04 124 191,200,000 29.02 40,400,000 270,100,000 1S7,100,000 6S8,800,000 

2010 04 126 361,900,000 38.28 43,700,000 443,600,000 96,200,000 94S,400,000 

2010 04 131 123,SOO,OOO 32.9S 26,800,000 112,000,000 112,SOO,OOO 374,700,000 

2010 04 Total 3, 76S,SOO,OOO 34.70 1,169,800,000 4,886,600,000 1,029,300,000 10,8S1,200,000 

2010 OS 1 86S,600,000 39.74 4S9,300,000 S28,100,000 32S,300,000 2,178,200,000 

2010 OS s 331,SOO,OOO 64 .8S 88,600,000 47,SOO,OOO 43,600,000 S11,100,000 

2010 OS 6 203,700,000 84.93 17,800,000 10,400,000 7,900,000 239,900,000 

2010 OS 7 372,900,000 S9.90 74,100,000 1S3, 700,000 21,900,000 622,SOO,OOO 

2010 OS 30 3S8,300,000 11.87 63,900,000 2,S6S,OOO,OOO 30,300,000 3,017,SOO,OOO 

2010 OS 32 330,100,000 31.S8 146,100,000 489,SOO,OOO 79,700,000 1,04S,400,000 

2010 OS 33 S2S,600,000 37.24 187,800,000 SS3,800,000 144,100,000 1,411,200,000 

2010 OS 124 18S,OOO,OOO 27.20 46,800,000 286,800,000 161,400,000 680,100,000 

2010 OS 126 346,900,000 32.96 76,000,000 446,400,000 183,300,000 1,0S2,600,000 

2010 OS 131 llS, 700,000 30.20 28,SOO,OOO 113,700,000 12S,300,000 383,300,000 

2010 OS Total 3,63S,300,000 32.63 1,188,900,000 S,194,900,000 1, 122,700,000 11,141,700,000 

2010 06 1 814,700,000 38.61 4S7,600,000 S68, 700,000 269,000,000 2,110,000,000 

2010 06 s 319,SOO,OOO 63.42 88,300,000 44,600,000 S1,300,000 S03,800,000 

2010 06 6 188,400,000 83.72 18,900,000 10,400,000 7,400,000 22S,OOO,OOO 

2010 06 7 3S1, 700,000 62.13 62,SOO,OOO 137,600,000 14,200,000 S66,000,000 

2010 06 30 331,SOO,OOO 11.48 S2,600,000 2,492,600,000 10,700,000 2,887,400,000 

2010 06 32 33S,900,000 30.7S 1S2,000,000 S30,100,000 74,200,000 1,092,200,000 

2010 06 33 480,100,000 36.34 209,800,000 S07,400,000 123,900,000 1,321,200,000 

2010 06 124 176,800,000 26.84 47,600,000 279,SOO,OOO 1SS,OOO,OOO 6S8,800,000 

2010 06 126 327,SOO,OOO 32.88 S9,400,000 447,100,000 162,000,000 99S,900,000 

2010 06 131 10S,OOO,OOO 29.28 30,600,000 94,400,000 128,600,000 3S8,600,000 
2010 06 Total 3,431,100,000 32.01 1,179,200,000 S,112,400,000 996,300,000 10,719,100,000 
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Class I Pounds I r· Total1 • r :i I• ' Total Pounds2 Year !•Month Order Class II Pounds Class Ill Pounds Class IV Pounds 
2010 07 1 843,200,000 40.22 4 76,500,000 556,000,000 220,700,000 2,096,400,000 
2010 07 5 332,200,000 68.62 80,800,000 36,400,000 34,800,000 484,200,000 
2010 07 6 200,900,000 89.52 17,400,000 3,400,000 2,700,000 224,500,000 
2010 07 7 371,600,000 67.30 48,200,000 123,000,000 9,400,000 552, 100,000 
2010 07 30 352,000,000 12.07 58,000,000 2,496,400,000 9,600,000 2,9 16,000,000 
2010 07 32 354,700,000 31.64 135,600,000 565,200,000 65,300,000 1,120,800,000 
2010 07 33 506,400,000 39.64 170,200,000 521,400,000 79,600,000 1,277,600,000 
2010 07 124 179,900,000 26.23 46,700,000 273,900,000 185,400,000 686,000,000 
2010 07 126 342,300,000 34.23 45,800,000 460,200,000 151,700,000 999,900,000 
2010 07 131 112,000,000 33.14 27,800,000 103,900,000 94,200,000 337,800,000 
2010 07 Total 3,595,200,000 33.61 1,107,000,000 5,139,700,000 853,400,000 10,695,300,000 

2010 08 1 837,000,000 40.74 493,600,000 533,100,000 190,700,000 2,054,500,000 
2010 08 5 354,000,000 70.72 83,900,000 35,700,000 27,000,000 500,600,000 
2010 08 6 201,700,000 86.56 18,600,000 6,300,000 6,400,000 233,000,000 
2010 08 7 402,100,000 73.49 46,100,000 80,700,000 18,300,000 547,100,000 
2010 08 30 356,300,000 12.68 68,100,000 2,367,500,000 18,600,000 2,810,500,000 
2010 08 32 377,100,000 32.66 148,300,000 505,100,000 124,300,000 1,154, 700,000 
2010 08 33 526,400,000 41.65 209,600,000 475,900,000 51,900,000 1,263,900,000 
2010 08 124 178,300,000 26.13 50,300,000 279,300,000 174,500,000 682,500,000 
2010 08 126 365,900,000 42.17 51,200,000 417,800,000 32,900,000 867,700,000 
2010 08 131 116,800,000 36.35 29,000,000 133,200,000 42,200,000 321,300,000 
2010 08 Total 3, 715,700,000 35.60 1, 198,700,000 4,834, 700,000 686,800,000 10,435,800,000 

2010 09 1 881,200,000 45.31 437,400,000 464,600,000 161,700,000 1,944,900,000 

2010 09 5 348,500,000 72.77 70, 100,000 33,500,000 26,800,000 478,900,000 
2010 09 6 202,000,000 87.86 17,100,000 5,800,000 5,100,000 229,900,000 
2010 09 7 392,200,000 74.01 45,200,000 83,100,000 9,400,000 530,000,000 
2010 09 30 373,700,000 13.95 60,600,000 2,224,500,000 19,700,000 2,678,500,000 
2010 09 32 380,600,000 33.61 138,000,000 487,800,000 126,100,000 1,132,400,000 
2010 09 33 544,500,000 43.50 176,900,000 472,200,000 58,300,000 1,251,900,000 
2010 09 124 190,000,000 28.91 43,700,000 262,500,000 161,100,000 657,300,000 

2010 09 126 375,400,000 43.38 44,100,000 405,000,000 40,800,000 865,300,000 

2010 09 131 119,100,000 37.01 21,700,000 132,000,000 49,100,000 321,800,000 
2010 09 Total 3,807,200,000 37.73 1,054, 700,000 4,571,100,000 657,900,000 10,090,900,000 

2010 10 1 894,100,000 4 5.16 476,400,000 451,200,000 158,300,000 1,980,000,000 

2010 10 5 343,700,000 69.03 75,500,000 38,400,000 40,400,000 497,900,000 

2010 10 6 208,800,000 85.58 18,200,000 9,000,000 7,900,000 244,000,000 

2010 10 7 391,200,000 70.27 62,700,000 76,000,000 26,900,000 556,800,000 

2010 10 30 371,100,000 13.51 59,400,000 2,281,400,000 34,000,000 2, 745,900,000 

2010 10 32 384,100,000 33.01 137,000,000 525,700,000 117,000,000 1,163,800,000 
2010 10 33 546,600,000 40.23 246,000,000 501,300,000 64,900,000 1,358, 700,000 

2010 10 124 186,900,000 28.02 43,100,000 271,600,000 165,600,000 667,200,000 
2010 10 126 379,000,000 40.62 62,900,000 418,200,000 73,000,000 933,100,000 

2010 10 131 117,600,000 34.60 32,800,000 103,900,000 85,600,000 339,900,000 

2010 10 Total 3,823,200,000 36.46 1,213,900,000 4,676,600,000 773,600,000 10,487,300,000 

2010 11 1 899,600,000 45.69 408,000,000 497,900,000 163,400,000 1,969,000,000 

2010 11 5 351,700,000 71.48 69,000,000 37,600,000 33,700,000 492,000,000 

2010 11 6 214,300,000 86.61 19,900,000 6,500,000 6,800,000 247,400,000 

2010 11 7 404,300,000 70.56 51,700,000 97,000,000 20,000,000 573,000,000 

2010 11 30 379,600,000 14.37 57,700,000 2,184,000,000 19,400,000 2,640, 700,000 

2010 11 32 397,200,000 35.79 127,200,000 497,300,000 88,400,000 1,110,000,000 

2010 11 33 557,100,000 45.44 145,400,000 456,200,000 67,300,000 1,226,000,000 
2010 11 124 195,500,000 30.67 45,800,000 261,700,000 134,500,000 637,500,000 

2010 11 126 385,500,000 42.79 57,700,000 417,400,000 40,300,000 900,900,000 

2010 11 131 120,800,000 34.78 34,300,000 93,200,000 98,900,000 347,200,000 

2010 11 Total 3,905, 700,000 38.50 1,016, 700,000 4,548, 700,000 672,700,000 10,143,800,000 

2010 12 1 935,200,000 45.35 353,800,000 524,200,000 249,200,000 2,062,300,000 

2010 12 5 363,700,000 69.06 62,000,000 46,500,000 54,500,000 526,600,000 

2010 12 6 218,100,000 85.73 17,900,000 8,300,000 10,100,000 254,400,000 

2010 12 7 407,000,000 64.67 61,500,000 122,100,000 38,700,000 629,300,000 

2010 12 30 390,100,000 14.11 50,400,000 2,299,400,000 24,200,000 2,764, 100,000 

2010 12 32 396,100,000 33.46 120,600,000 532,700,000 134,200,000 1,183,600,000 

2010 12 33 558,600,000 42.71 182,300,000 4 74,000,000 92,800,000 1,307,800,000 

2010 12 124 193,700,000 29.4 5 39,400,000 259,300,000 165,300,000 657,700,000 

2010 12 126 383,800,000 38.77 62,500,000 441,300,000 102,600,000 990,100,000 

2010 12 131 116,900,000 31.30 30,900,000 85,800,000 139,800,000 373,500,000 

2010 12 Total 3,963,100,000 36.87 981,300,000 4, 793,600,000 1,011,400,000 10,749,400,000 
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% Class I of 

Year Month Order Class I Pounds Total1 
Class II Pounds Class Ill Pounds Class IV Pounds Total Pounds2 

2011 01 1 910,700,000 42.S1 4S4,SOO,OOO S66,100,000 210,900,000 2,142,200,000 

2011 01 s 3S2, 700,000 69.7S 74,400,000 36,SOO,OOO 42,000,000 sos. 700,000 

2011 01 6 222,300,000 83.93 20,100,000 8,600,000 13,900,000 264,900,000 

2011 01 7 407,600,000 64.8S 47,200,000 143,000,000 30,700,000 628, SOO,OOO 

2011 01 30 372,200,000 13.09 64,200,000 2,376,200,000 30,900,000 2,843,SOO,OOO 

2011 01 32 400,600,000 3S.OO 131,000,000 S38, 700,000 74,200,000 1,144,SOO,OOO 

2011 01 33 SSS,900,000 44.63 1S1,600,000 460,200,000 77,900,000 1,245,SOO,OOO 

201 1 01 124 189,300,000 28.3S 41,200,000 264,600,000 172,600,000 667,800,000 

2011 01 126 396,100,000 39.58 47,600,000 444,700,000 112,300,000 1,000, 700,000 

2011 01 131 126,500,000 32.88 3S,100,000 102,000,000 121,000,000 384,700,000 
2011 01 Total 3,933,800,000 36.33 1,067,000,000 4,940,600,000 886,500,000 10,827,900,000 

2011 02 1 813,100,000 42.5S 427,600,000 4 70,200,000 200,200,000 1,911,100,000 

2011 02 5 311,000,000 68.58 66,SOO,OOO 3S,900,000 40,000,000 4S3,500,000 

2011 02 6 200,700,000 84.24 18,000,000 10,300,000 9,300,000 238,300,000 

2011 02 7 367,300,000 6S.16 4S,400,000 131,900,000 19,200,000 563,800,000 

2011 02 30 341,100,000 13.23 47,100,000 2,168,100,000 21,300,000 2,S77,600,000 

2011 02 32 356,900,000 34.10 138,000,000 488,600,000 63,100,000 1,046,500,000 

2011 02 33 S03,800,000 41.47 148,000,000 484,700,000 78,400,000 1,21S,OOO,OOO 

2011 02 124 177,100,000 28.89 43,600,000 239,200,000 1S3,000,000 612,900,000 

2011 02 126 354,300,000 37.26 63,800,000 409,700,000 123,200,000 951,000,000 

2011 02 131 118,100,000 32.43 30,400,000 98,600,000 117,000,000 364,200,000 

2011 02 Total 3,543,SOO,OOO 35.67 1,028,400,000 4,537,100,000 824,800,000 9,933, 700,000 

2011 03 1 880,700,000 41.37 516,200,000 S13,300,000 218,400,000 2,128, 700,000 

2011 03 s 353,600,000 69.38 78,400,000 40,200,000 37,SOO,OOO 509,600,000 

2011 03 6 220,700,000 82.37 30,300,000 S,SOO,OOO 11,400,000 267,900,000 

2011 03 7 400,500,000 60.50 70,100,000 139,700,000 S1,600,000 662,000,000 

2011 03 30 370,700,000 14.20 172,900,000 2,034,300,000 33,100,000 2,611,000,000 

2011 03 32 390,SOO,OOO 38.86 185,900,000 280,400,000 148,000,000 1,004,800,000 

2011 03 33 581,400,000 40.86 276,200,000 469,300,000 96,100,000 1,423,100,000 

2011 03 124 198,100,000 28.67 S2,600,000 274,700,000 16S,SOO,OOO 691,000,000 

2011 03 126 377,400,000 62.85 87,900,000 18,800,000 116,300,000 600,500,000 

2011 03 131 121,700,000 29.45 28,SOO,OOO 94,200,000 168,800,000 413,100,000 

2011 03 Total 3,895,400,000 37.78 1,499,100,000 3,870,500,000 1,046,800,000 10,311,800,000 

2011 04 1 824,600,000 38.34 486,000,000 S66,SOO,OOO 273,500,000 2,1S0,600,000 

2011 04 s 326,200,000 67.80 73,200,000 43,700,000 38,100,000 481,100,000 

2011 04 6 210,900,000 83.21 24,200,000 9,200,000 9,200,000 2S3,400,000 

2011 04 7 372,300,000 S7.23 61,400,000 168,700,000 48,200,000 6SO,SOO,OOO 

2011 04 30 358,300,000 12.97 53,400,000 2,335, 700,000 15,000,000 2, 762,400,000 

2011 04 32 378,500,000 32.38 147,600,000 5S4,400,000 88,400,000 1,168,900,000 

2011 04 33 S2S,600,000 40.49 17S,300,000 498,900,000 98,200,000 1,298,100,000 

2011 04 124 183,700,000 26.86 44,000,000 270,800,000 185,500,000 683,900,000 

2011 04 126 36S,600,000 34.66 77,900,000 419,700,000 191,600,000 1,0S4, 700,000 

2011 04 131 116,300,000 28.49 2S,700,000 111,600,000 154,SOO,OOO 408,100,000 

2011 04 Total 3,662,000,000 33.S6 1,168, 700,000 4,979,100,000 1,102,100,000 10,911,900,000 

2011 OS 1 835,800,000 37.80 493,SOO,OOO 592,200,000 289,500,000 2,210,900,000 

2011 OS 5 359,500,000 6S.54 77,300,000 S7,700,000 S4,000,000 S48,SOO,OOO 

2011 05 6 199,000,000 79.9S 21,300,000 1S,200,000 13,500,000 248,900,000 

2011 OS 7 372,300,000 59.91 48,600,000 168,200,000 32,300,000 621,300,000 

2011 OS 30 343,SOO,OOO 11.86 S0,200,000 2,477,SOO,OOO 24,300,000 2,895,500,000 

2011 OS 32 361,900,000 29.31 133,600,000 6S6,600,000 82,900,000 1,235,100,000 

2011 05 33 518,600,000 42.07 99,900,000 S12, 700,000 101,400,000 1,232,600,000 

2011 OS 124 188,000,000 29.82 39,000,000 289,400,000 113,900,000 630,400,000 

2011 OS 126 361,000,000 34.41 69,000,000 456,900,000 162,400,000 1,049,300,000 

2011 OS 131 114,600,000 28.0S 32,100,000 108,700,000 153,100,000 408,500,000 

2011 OS Total 3,6S4,100,000 32.98 1,064,SOO,OOO S,334,900,000 1,027,400,000 11,080,900,000 

2011 06 1 777,900,000 38.97 489,400,000 512,200,000 216,SOO,OOO 1,996,000,000 

2011 06 5 334,600,000 63.SS 80,100,000 58,SOO,OOO S3,300,000 S26,600,000 

2011 06 6 187,200,000 82.4 2 19,400,000 10,900,000 9,600,000 227, 100,000 

2011 06 7 350,300,000 61.71 SS,300,000 144,700,000 17,400,000 S67. 700,000 

2011 06 30 322,300,000 11.60 46,700,000 2,39S,400,000 14,800,000 2, 779,200,000 

2011 06 32 337,100,000 27.26 144,600,000 6S8,600,000 96,600,000 1,236,900,000 

2011 06 33 466,SOO,OOO 36.34 135,700,000 SSS,900,000 125,400,000 1,283,SOO,OOO 

2011 06 124 177,200,000 25.14 47,800,000 289,300,000 190,600,000 704,900,000 

2011 06 126 32S,600,000 32.31 92,400,000 411,800,000 177,900,000 1,007. 700,000 

2011 06 131 106,SOO,OOO 28.05 29,100,000 113,900,000 130,300,000 379,800,000 
2011 06 Total 3,385,200,000 31.61 1, 140,700,000 S,1S1,200,000 1,032,300,000 10,709,400,000 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order - January 2000- July 2015 

" )l 'li~w: . -<>11 .~" %1(!liss I r;f~ lr.• ~ - :.- .. i: .~ 1:::-!,, 
Yea~ Montl'i Order 'Class I Pounets ,... Total~-.· '' CJass II ~oiJn~S" Cl~ss Ill Pounds <i:lass IViPounds Total Pounds2 

2012 07 1 759,800,000 37.29 576,400,000 491,900,000 209,700,000 2,037,800,000 
2012 07 5 318,100,000 68.54 78,700,000 22,600,000 44,600,000 464,000,000 
2012 07 6 185,800,000 83.12 21,000,000 6,000,000 10,700,000 223,500,000 
2012 07 7 351,800,000 69.79 59,200,000 53,100,000 40,000,000 504,100,000 
2012 07 30 296,100,000 13.25 178,000,000 1,680,300,000 80,500,000 2,235,000,000 
2012 07 32 374,000,000 41.65 161,900,000 194,300,000 167,700,000 898,000,000 
2012 07 33 472,500,000 37.52 290,000,000 302,200,000 194,600,000 1,259,300,000 
2012 07 124 172,600,000 39.63 43,300,000 46,700,000 172,900,000 435,600,000 
2012 07 126 326,400,000 57.32 104,400,000 33,300,000 105,400,000 569,500,000 
2012 07 131 111,700,000 31.59 36,800,000 98,400,000 106,600,000 353,600,000 
2012 07 Total 3,368,900,000 37.51 1,549,900,000 2,928,900,000 1,132,700,000 8,980,400,000 
2012 08 1 810,400,000 39.65 609,600,000 492,100,000 132,000,000 2,044,100,000 
2012 08 5 347,400,000 72.49 81,200,000 25,700,000 24,900,000 479,200,000 
2012 08 6 205,200,000 86.67 22,700,000 1,900,000 7,000,000 236,800,000 
2012 08 7 399,700,000 75.09 68,700,000 46,600,000 17,300,000 532,300,000 
2012 08 30 327,900,000 14.50 191,500,000 1,671,800,000 70,500,000 2,261, 700,000 
2012 08 32 425,900,000 47.17 165,700,000 170,400,000 141,000,000 903,000,000 
2012 08 33 515,300,000 40.02 299,700,000 306,100,000 166,300,000 1,287,400,000 
2012 08 124 181,900,000 43.41 46,600,000 35,800,000 154,700,000 419,100,000 
2012 08 126 360,300,000 64.12 103,200,000 55,900,000 42,500,000 562,000,000 
2012 08 131 121,400,000 37.46 33,900,000 98,500,000 70,300,000 324,200,000 
2012 08 Total 3,695,600,000 40.84 1,623,000,000 2,905,000,000 826,300,000 9,049,900,000 

2012 09 1 795,000,000 40.71 572,700,000 461,300,000 124,000,000 1,953,000,000 
2012 09 5 312,900,000 69.44 83,700,000 31,900,000 22,200,000 450,700,000 
2012 09 6 190,500,000 85.11 23,500,000 700,000 9,200,000 223,900,000 
2012 09 7 358,500,000 69.87 64,700,000 65,800,000 24,100,000 513,100,000 
2012 09 30 312,100,000 15.06 174,500,000 1,494,800,000 91,000,000 2,072,400,000 
2012 09 32 391,600,000 47.68 143,800,000 131,800,000 154,000,000 82 1,200,000 
2012 09 33 481,100,000 40.43 286,400,000 275,500,000 146,800,000 1,189,800,000 

2012 09 124 172,700,000 40.66 48,400,000 46,700,000 156,900,000 424,600,000 
2012 09 126 354,100,000 67.45 105,700,000 35,100,000 30,100,000 524,900,000 

2012 09 131 117,000,000 37.17 33,000,000 94,400,000 70,400,000 314,800,000 
2012 09 Total 3,485,500,000 41.06 1,536,400,000 2,637,900,000 828,600,000 8,488,400,000 

2012 10 1 867,700,000 42.80 537,500,000 484,500,000 137,600,000 2,027,300,000 
2012 10 5 349,500,000 76.53 71,300,000 23,800,000 12,100,000 456,600,000 

2012 10 6 210,900,000 86.17 27,600,000 700,000 5,600,000 244,800,000 

2012 10 7 393,100,000 75.05 69,900,000 52,700,000 8,100,000 523,900,000 

2012 10 30 339,300,000 16.74 182,400,000 1,416,900,000 88,600,000 2,027,200,000 
2012 10 32 438,400,000 55.80 142,600,000 83,100,000 121,600,000 785,700,000 
2012 10 33 576,000,000 47.41 287,800,000 206,800,000 144,400,000 1,215,000,000 
2012 10 124 192,400,000 45.64 48,300,000 37,700,000 143,100,000 421,600,000 

2012 10 126 383,800,000 72.46 100,800,000 6,300,000 38,800,000 529,600,000 
2012 10 131 123,100,000 35.90 35,300,000 88,000,000 96,400,000 342,900,000 
2012 10 Total 3,874,200,000 45.18 1,503,600,000 2,400,400,000 796,300,000 8,574,500,000 

2012 11 1 855,700,000 42.86 492,500,000 466,100,000 182,500,000 1,996, 700,000 

2012 11 5 343,300,000 73.00 59,800,000 31,200,000 36,000,000 4 70,200,000 

2012 11 6 211,200,000 87.67 21,200,000 700,000 7,900,000 240,900,000 

2012 11 7 382,100,000 74.07 48,000,000 62,100,000 23,700,000 515,900,000 

2012 11 30 335,600,000 14.81 154,400,000 1,670,600,000 104,800,000 2,265,300,000 

2012 11 32 422,600,000 49.24 121,800,000 156,500,000 157,400,000 858,300,000 

2012 11 33 560,600,000 42.82 225,100,000 322,500,000 201,100,000 1,309,300,000 

2012 11 124 187,200,000 45.10 32,600,000 45,200,000 150,000,000 415,000,000 

2012 11 126 370,700,000 67.24 88,000,000 32,000,000 60,700,000 551,400,000 
2012 11 131 119,800,000 34.21 31,400,000 87,500,000 111,500,000 350,300,000 

2012 11 Total 3, 788,800,000 42.22 1,274,600,000 2,874,400,000 1,035,500,000 8,973,300,000 

2012 12 1 834,200,000 38.68 501,500,000 536,800,000 284,500,000 2,157,000,000 

2012 12 5 321,500,000 64.52 58, 100,000 30,200,000 88,600,000 498,400,000 

2012 12 6 206,700,000 81.87 19,500,000 10,100,000 16,200,000 252,500,000 

2012 12 7 361,900,000 63.23 49,500,000 107,300,000 53,600,000 572,400,000 

2012 12 30 321,400,000 11.55 148,200,000 2,170,300,000 142,100,000 2, 782,000,000 

2012 12 32 412,100,000 37.97 108,300,000 365,400,000 199,600,000 1,085,400,000 

2012 12 33 540,300,000 37.42 211,900,000 4 22,600,000 269,100,000 1,443,800,000 

2012 12 124 179,000,000 25.91 32,000,000 299,200,000 180,600,000 690,900,000 

2012 12 126 353,400,000 30.01 95,700,000 590,800,000 137,400,000 1,177,300,000 

2012 12 131 115,300,000 30.08 26,000,000 85,200,000 157,000,000 383,500,000 
2012 12 Total 3,646,000,000 33.02 1,250, 700,000 4,617,700,000 1,528,600,000 11,043,100,000 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order - January 2000- July 2015 

',, ~· "Clas~~~~· 1

' ~~;(~~unds 
,, 

Year Month Order I• Class 1 Pounds ·. Totaj'; Class Ill Pounds li •class IVtPounds Total Pounds~ 

2013 01 1 83S,OOO,OOO 38.84 SS1, 700,000 S08,000,000 2SS,300,000 2,1SO,OOO,OOO 
2013 01 s 3S7,100,000 69.69 74,400,000 30,400,000 SO,SOO,OOO S12,400,000 
2013 01 6 219,300,000 8S.9S 19,700,000 4,100,000 12,000,000 2SS,200,000 
2013 01 7 398,800,000 68.78 S0,700,000 73,000,000 S7,200,000 S79,900,000 
2013 01 30 334,100,000 11.03 166,600,000 2,398,000,000 131,200,000 3,029,900,000 
2013 01 32 434,600,000 36.43 124,300,000 423,000,000 211,200,000 1,193,200,000 
2013 01 33 S64,200,000 36.81 290,900,000 434,000,000 243,600,000 1,S32,800,000 
2013 01 124 190,300,000 27.24 41,000,000 294,000,000 173,300,000 698,600,000 
2013 01 126 391,700,000 31.13 110,800,000 6S4,600,000 101,300,000 1,2S8,SOO,OOO 
2013 01 131 118,400,000 29.74 33,SOO,OOO 86,600,000 1S9,600,000 398,200,000 
2013 01 Total 3,843, 700,000 33.11 1,463, 700,000 4,90S,800,000 1,39S,300,000 11,608,SOO,OOO 

2013 02 1 7S6,000,000 38.13 493,100,000 49S,300,000 238,200,000 1,982,600,000 
2013 02 s 310,800,000 67.S4 61,200,000 28,400,000 S9,800,000 460,200,000 

2013 02 6 197,600,000 86.2S 18,900,000 S,600,000 7,100,000 229,100,000 
2013 02 7 342,600,000 66.40 S2,000,000 80,SOO,OOO 40,900,000 S1S,900,000 
2013 02 30 296,000,000 10.97 S7,800,000 2,31S,SOO,OOO 29,600,000 2,698,900,000 
2013 02 32 391,800,000 33.37 110,200,000 4 71,SOO,OOO 200,700,000 1,174,200,000 
2013 02 33 S08,600,000 37.2S 204,SOO,OOO 422,800,000 229,400,000 1,36S,300,000 
2013 02 124 167,SOO,OOO 2S.96 37,700,000 28S,SOO,OOO 1S4,SOO,OOO 64S,200,000 
2013 02 126 336,300,000 29.80 96,SOO,OOO S79,100,000 116,600,000 1,128,400,000 
2013 02 131 108,000,000 28.S1 29,800,000 92,100,000 148,900,000 378,800,000 
2013 02 Total 3,41S,100,000 32.28 1,161,SOO,OOO 4, 776,200,000 1,22S, 700,000 10,S78,600,000 

2013 03 1 809,SOO,OOO 36.09 S86,200,000 S62,200,000 28S,100,000 2,243,000,000 
2013 03 s 317,700,000 60.69 72,800,000 46,200,000 86,700,000 S23,400,000 

2013 03 6 214,100,000 8S.19 20,700,000 7,000,000 9,SOO,OOO 2S1,300,000 
2013 03 7 3S7,100,000 64.64 S9,900,000 84,600,000 S0,900,000 SS2,SOO,OOO 
2013 03 30 312,600,000 10.39 ss,soo,ooo 2,614, 700,000 26,800,000 3,009,600,000 

2013 03 32 409,300,000 30.38 121,300,000 S47,300,000 269,400,000 1,347,300,000 

2013 03 33 S47,700,000 38.12 186,100,000 474,700,000 228,200,000 1,436, 700,000 
2013 03 124 177,300,000 24.39 4S,600,000 318,SOO,OOO 18S,600,000 727,000,000 

2013 03 126 3S6,900,000 29.2S 90,700,000 642,800,000 130,000,000 1,220,400,000 
2013 03 131 114,900,000 26.4S 31,800,000 118,200,000 169,600,000 434,SOO,OOO 
2013 03 Total 3,617,300,000 30.80 1,270,400,000 S,416,300,000 1,441, 700,000 11,7 4S,800,000 

2013 04 1 798,800,000 36.S1 SS7,200,000 S34,800,000 297,100,000 2,187,900,000 
2013 04 s 321,200,000 63.48 74,900,000 38,100,000 71,700,000 S06,000,000 

2013 04 6 20S,600,000 84.01 18,300,000 11,200,000 9,600,000 244,700,000 
2013 04 7 3S9,100,000 6S.20 64,600,000 86,900,000 40,200,000 SS0,900,000 
2013 04 30 313,600,000 10.83 49,SOO,OOO 2,S12, 700,000 18,800,000 2,894,600,000 
2013 04 32 416,600,000 30.21 126,600,000 628,900,000 207,100,000 1,379,300,000 

2013 04 33 S38,100,000 37.98 186,700,000 478,000,000 214,000,000 1,416, 700,000 
2013 04 124 173,800,000 24.17 42,SOO,OOO 317,200,000 18S,800,000 719,200,000 

2013 04 126 371,SOO,OOO 31.49 104,800,000 S93,200,000 110,400,000 1,179,900,000 

2013 04 131 116,300,000 27.96 29,900,000 108,900,000 160,800,000 41S,900,000 
2013 04 Total 3,614, 700,000 31.4S 1, 2SS,OOO,OOO S,309,800,000 1,31S,600,000 11,49S,100,000 

2013 OS 1 813,400,000 3S.62 603,100,000 S3S,200,000 331,600,000 2,283,200,000 

2013 OS s 319,700,000 63 .64 79,200,000 3S,800,000 67,700,000 S02,400,000 

2013 OS 6 203,200,000 83.78 23,400,000 7,400,000 8,SOO,OOO 242,600,000 

2013 OS 7 338,900,000 64.2S 69,600,000 79,300,000 39,700,000 S27,400,000 

2013 OS 30 312,400,000 10.97 18S,400,000 2,330,900,000 18,000,000 2,846,600,000 
2013 OS 32 396,700,000 32.3S 1S7, 700,000 S31,200,000 140,900,000 1,226,SOO,OOO 

2013 OS 33 S39,200,000 34.38 317,100,000 4 79,700,000 232,300,000 1,S68,300,000 

2013 OS 124 18S,OOO,OOO 24.69 S8,000,000 316,SOO,OOO 189,700,000 749,200,000 

2013 OS 126 371,200,000 34.07 100,200,000 S64,600,000 S3,400,000 1,089,SOO,OOO 

2013 OS 131 113,100,000 26.97 32,800,000 106,400,000 167,100,000 419,400,000 

2013 OS Total 3,S92,900,000 31.36 1,626,SOO,OOO 4,987,000,000 1,248,800,000 11,4SS,200,000 

2013 06 1 722,900,000 33.68 S64,000,000 S48,SOO,OOO 311,200,000 2,146,600,000 
2013 06 s 279,100,000 S8.46 80,900,000 41,300,000 76,100,000 477,SOO,OOO 

2013 06 6 178,200,000 82.41 17,900,000 6,000,000 14,100,000 216,200,000 

2013 06 7 294,300,000 S6.24 69,400,000 88,800,000 70,800,000 S23,400,000 

2013 06 30 269,100,000 9.4S S0,700,000 2,494,600,000 32,300,000 2,846, 700,000 

2013 06 32 349,200,000 26.0S 12S,200,000 667,200,000 199,000,000 1,340,600,000 

2013 06 33 472,400,000 33.43 213,000,000 497,400,000 230,SOO,OOO 1,413,400,000 
2013 06 124 160,600,000 22.13 S1,400,000 313,700,000 200,100,000 72S,800,000 
2013 06 126 309,300,000 31.84 86,400,000 S38,900,000 37,000,000 971,600,000 
2013 06 131 100,000,000 2S.89 33,900,000 98,600,000 1S3,600,000 386,100,000 
2013 06 Total 3,13S,300,000 28.38 1,292,900,000 S,29S,100,000 1,324,600,000 11,047,800,000 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order- January 2000- July 2015 

% Class I of 

Year Month Order Class I Pounds Total1 
_JCiass II Pounds Class Ill Pounds Class IV Pounds Total Pounds2 

2013 07 1 751,300,000 35.51 579,800,000 565,800,000 218,600,000 2,115,400,000 
2013 07 5 311,400,000 68.86 79,900,000 34,200,000 26,700,000 452,200,000 
2013 07 6 189,100,000 86.00 19,000,000 6,300,000 5,500,000 219,900,000 
2013 07 7 325,000,000 68.05 56,600,000 68,000,000 28,000,000 477,500,000 
2013 07 30 290,700,000 10.05 54,300,000 2,532,100,000 15,100,000 2,892,200,000 
2013 07 32 376,000,000 30.05 156,300,000 618,700,000 100,300,000 1,251,300,000 
2013 07 33 515,000,000 38.10 166,600,000 506,600,000 163,400,000 1,351,600,000 
2013 07 124 168,000,000 22.94 49,400,000 327,400,000 187,700,000 732,400,000 
2013 07 126 333,600,000 33.29 98,000,000 556,300,000 14,000,000 1,001,900,000 
2013 07 131 107,600,000 29.60 35,500,000 102,000,000 118,400,000 363,500,000 
2013 07 Total 3,367,600,000 31.02 1,295,400,000 5,317,200,000 877' 700,000 10,857,900,000 

2013 08 1 786,000,000 36.89 589,900,000 551,700,000 203,100,000 2,130,800,000 
2013 08 5 330,100,000 70.58 73,400,000 42,000,000 22,200,000 467,600,000 
2013 08 6 203,100,000 87.92 19,200,000 4,500,000 4,200,000 231,000,000 
2013 08 7 359,400,000 72.29 65,000,000 49,000,000 23,700,000 497,200,000 

2013 08 30 307,800,000 10.57 53,000,000 2,536,200,000 14,600,000 2,911,600,000 
2013 08 32 418,600,000 33.16 135,400,000 602,600,000 105,600,000 1,262,200,000 

2013 08 33 553,500,000 39.09 225,700,000 472,000,000 164,800,000 1,416,000,000 

2013 08 124 180,000,000 27.88 40,200,000 318,800,000 106,800,000 645,800,000 
2013 08 126 363,100,000 36.73 90,600,000 524,800,000 9,900,000 988,400,000 

2013 08 131 115,900,000 32.17 31,800,000 106,200,000 106,400,000 360,300,000 
2013 08 Total 3,617,500,000 33.16 1,324,300,000 5,207,700,000 761,400,000 10,910,900,000 

2013 09 1 776,400,000 38.86 563,400,000 535, 100,000 122,800,000 1,997, 700,000 

2013 09 5 315,000,000 70.81 71,200,000 41,700,000 17,000,000 444,800,000 

2013 09 6 192,800,000 86.51 18,300,000 4,900,000 7,000,000 222,900,000 

2013 09 7 332,000,000 69.71 63,100,000 58,700,000 22,400,000 4 76,300,000 

2013 09 30 297,800,000 10.84 54,300,000 2,375,400,000 19,900,000 2, 747,500,000 

2013 09 32 398,300,000 32.57 129,800,000 595,100,000 99,900,000 1,223,100,000 

2013 09 33 530,300,000 40.81 200,100,000 453,600,000 115,400,000 1,299,500,000 

2013 09 124 174,200,000 28.92 42,600,000 300,500,000 84,900,000 602,300,000 

2013 09 126 356,300,000 36.02 89,400,000 518,100,000 25,300,000 989,100,000 

2013 09 131 110,900,000 33.44 34,300,000 98,500,000 88,100,000 331,800,000 

2013 09 Total 3,484,000,000 33.71 1,266,500,000 4,981, 700,000 602,700,000 10,334,900,000 

2013 10 1 825,600,000 40.23 534,300,000 542,900,000 149,300,000 2,052,000,000 

2013 10 5 336,500,000 73.12 72,700,000 36,600,000 14,500,000 460,200,000 

2013 10 6 208,200,000 87.14 20,100,000 5,400,000 5,300,000 238,900,000 

2013 10 7 360,900,000 72.41 69,100,000 58,000,000 10,500,000 498,500,000 

2013 10 30 320,500,000 11.33 53,400,000 2,441,100,000 13,500,000 2,828,500,000 

2013 10 32 434,600,000 34.44 116,900,000 638,700,000 71,700,000 1,262,000,000 

2013 10 33 576,500,000 43.40 179,300,000 486,700,000 86,000,000 1,328,500,000 

2013 10 124 186,600,000 29.89 37,800,000 301,500,000 98,600,000 624,400,000 

2013 10 126 389,500,000 37.04 50,000,000 605,500,000 6,500,000 1,051,500,000 

2013 10 131 117,400,000 31.91 34,500,000 105,000,000 110,900,000 367,800,000 

2013 10 Total 3, 7 56,300,000 35.06 1,168,100,000 5,221,400,000 566,600,000 10,712,300,000 

2013 11 1 818,700,000 41.01 482,200,000 487,500,000 208,000,000 1,996,400,000 

2013 11 5 326,000,000 72.01 61,500,000 45,700,000 19,600,000 452,800,000 

2013 11 6 207,800,000 87.37 21,000,000 3,600,000 5,400,000 237,800,000 

2013 11 7 341,500,000 77.13 51,200,000 21,600,000 28,400,000 442,800,000 

2013 11 30 314,600,000 11.47 48,700,000 2,359,100,000 20,600,000 2, 742,900,000 

2013 11 32 422,200,000 34.02 108,300,000 620,600,000 90,100,000 1,241,200,000 

2013 11 33 556,100,000 42.58 150,400,000 480,900,000 118,500,000 1,305,900,000 

2013 11 124 178,200,000 26.55 41,700,000 281,500,000 170,100,000 671,400,000 

2013 11 126 372,800,000 36.60 72,600,000 566,900,000 6,400,000 1,018, 700,000 

2013 11 131 115,700,000 31.71 35,900,000 104,500,000 108,800,000 364,900,000 

2013 11 Total 3,653, 700,000 34.88 1,073,400,000 4,971,900,000 775,800,000 10,474,900,000 

2013 12 1 814,500,000 38.16 4 73,800,000 582,700,000 263,400,000 2,134,300,000 

2013 12 5 320,200,000 68.25 58,700,000 37,200,000 53,000,000 469,200,000 

2013 12 6 204,500,000 83.94 22,700,000 6,700,000 9,700,000 243,600,000 

2013 12 7 353,200,000 72.50 49,100,000 38,900,000 45,900,000 487,200,000 

2013 12 30 316,600,000 11.05 55,800,000 2,4 76,700,000 16,900,000 2,866,000,000 

2013 12 32 418,900,000 32.26 99,100,000 695,600,000 84,800,000 1,298,300,000 

2013 12 33 546,700,000 42.57 116,900,000 501,300,000 119,400,000 1,284,400,000 

2013 12 124 178,700,000 25.61 41,800,000 292,900,000 184,600,000 698,000,000 

2013 12 126 371,400,000 37.03 39,500,000 578,000,000 14,000,000 1,002,900,000 

2013 12 131 118,900,000 30.15 32,200,000 105,000,000 138,200,000 394,300,000 

2013 12 Total 3,643, 700,000 33.50 989,600,000 5,315,000,000 930,000,000 10,878,200,000 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order- January 2000 - July 2015 

%Class I of 

Year Month Order Class I Pounds Total1 
Class II Pounds Class Ill Pounds Class IV Pounds Total Pounds2 

2014 01 1 814,100,000 37.3S S24,900,000 S84,SOO,OOO 2S6,400,000 2,179,800,000 
2014 01 s 347,100,000 72.88 6S,100,000 31,SOO,OOO 32,600,000 476,300,000 

2014 01 6 220,400,000 84.99 21,900,000 9,200,000 7,900,000 2S9,300,000 
2014 01 7 36S,OOO,OOO 78.12 S2,600,000 30,000,000 19,600,000 467,200,000 

2014 01 30 32S,600,000 11.34 S8,000,000 2,4 71,800,000 1S,SOO,OOO 2,871,000,000 

2014 01 32 437,000,000 32.80 107,800,000 706,900,000 80,600,000 1,332,400,000 
2014 01 33 S66,300,000 4 2.83 1SS, 700,000 462,300,000 137,800,000 1,322,100,000 

2014 01 124 182,600,000 2S.12 42,100,000 280,900,000 221,600,000 727,100,000 
2014 01 126 390,200,000 36.18 82,SOO,OOO S96,900,000 9,100,000 1,078, 700,000 
2014 01 131 120,400,000 28.96 36,400,000 108,700,000 1S0,300,000 41S,900,000 
2014 01 Total 3, 768,800,000 33.86 1,147,000,000 S,282,600,000 931,400,000 11,129,800,000 

2014 02 1 727,000,000 36.94 482,200,000 S02,600,000 2S6,200,000 1,968,000,000 
2014 02 s 299,200,000 69.S1 63,000,000 33,600,000 34,600,000 430,400,000 

2014 02 6 194,400,000 84.39 20,600,000 9,100,000 6,200,000 230,300,000 
2014 02 7 316,SOO,OOO 73.77 47,700,000 34,800,000 30,100,000 429,100,000 
2014 02 30 289,000,000 12.62 64,800,000 1,900,800,000 36,SOO,OOO 2, 291,100,000 

2014 02 32 381,800,000 34.73 100,200,000 443,100,000 174,300,000 1,099,400,000 
2014 02 33 S01,SOO,OOO 38.68 209,600,000 406,300,000 179,300,000 1,296, 700,000 

2014 02 124 160,800,000 36.S2 43,900,000 S8,300,000 177,400,000 440,300,000 

2014 02 126 3S1,400,000 S4.90 91,300,000 78,400,000 119,000,000 640,100,000 
2014 02 131 101,100,000 2S.89 40,400,000 87,200,000 161,800,000 390,SOO,OOO 
2014 02 Total 3,322,900,000 36.06 1,163,700,000 3,SS4,200,000 1,17S,200,000 9,216,000,000 

2014 03 1 781,400,000 3S.60 S33, 700,000 S88,600,000 291,200,000 2,194,900,000 

2014 03 s 311,700,000 60.79 80,700,000 39,200,000 81,100,000 S12,800,000 

2014 03 6 204,100,000 82.70 24,600,000 12,100,000 6,000,000 246,800,000 

2014 03 7 328,SOO,OOO 66.61 S9,700,000 S1,700,000 S3,300,000 493,200,000 

2014 03 30 303,900,000 10.81 S6,400,000 2,410,800,000 40,700,000 2,811,800,000 

2014 03 32 402,300,000 29.66 112,SOO,OOO 629,600,000 212,000,000 1,3S6,400,000 
2014 03 33 S28,800,000 36.S2 199,700,000 492,900,000 226,700,000 1,448,200,000 

2014 03 124 170,200,000 22.S8 47,400,000 318,600,000 217,SOO,OOO 7S3,700,000 

2014 03 126 3S9,600,000 28.41 112,800,000 617,000,000 176,200,000 1,26S,600,000 

2014 03 131 110,600,000 24.48 41,400,000 116,200,000 183,700,000 4S2,000,000 
2014 03 Total 3,S01, 100,000 30.3S 1,269,200,000 S,276, 700,000 1,488,400,000 ll,S3S,200,000 

2014 04 1 740,000,000 34.37 S17,800,000 SS2,300,000 343,200,000 2,1S3,200,000 
2014 04 s 307,300,000 62.26 77,000,000 37,100,000 72,000,000 493,SOO,OOO 

2014 04 6 199,000,000 84.29 23,200,000 1,300,000 12,600,000 236,100,000 

2014 04 7 327,000,000 6S.90 61,400,000 47,700,000 60,100,000 496,200,000 

2014 04 30 299,300,000 11.34 63,300,000 2,219,600,000 S6,700,000 2,638,900,000 

2014 04 32 402,100,000 32.79 119,600,000 467,300,000 237,SOO,OOO 1,226,600,000 

2014 04 33 S12,000,000 36.03 224,400,000 438,800,000 24S,600,000 1,420,800,000 

2014 04 124 168,400,000 29.10 48,600,000 146,300,000 21S,300,000 S78, 700,000 

2014 04 126 364,900,000 4S.80 107' 700,000 168,700,000 1SS,SOO,OOO 796,900,000 

2014 04 131 107,200,000 2S.SS 4S,100,000 94,700,000 172,700,000 419,800,000 

2014 04 Total 3,427,200,000 32.76 1,288,200,000 4,173,900,000 1,S71,200,000 10,460,600,000 

2014 OS 1 774,800,000 34.6S S43, 700,000 S82,900,000 334,900,000 2,236,300,000 

2014 OS s 303,300,000 61.31 74,100,000 36,700,000 80,SOO,OOO 494,700,000 

2014 OS 6 194,800,000 86.8S 21,200,000 4,000,000 4,300,000 224,300,000 

2014 OS 7 319,900,000 64.10 S6,800,000 63,600,000 S8,800,000 499,100,000 

2014 OS 30 301,000,000 9.91 46,800,000 2,631, 700,000 S9,SOO,OOO 3,039,100,000 

2014 OS 32 397' 700,000 27.44 120,900,000 679,900,000 2S0,900,000 1,449,300,000 

2014 OS 33 S13,600,000 33.33 20S,900,000 S46, 700,000 274,700,000 1,S40,900,000 

2014 OS 124 168,800,000 21.77 49,300,000 321,100,000 236,200,000 77S,300,000 

2014 OS 126 363,400,000 29.06 62,100,000 678,700,000 146,000,000 1,2S0,200,000 

2014 OS 131 100,600,000 22.32 37,400,000 117,200,000 19S,600,000 4S0,800,000 

2014 OS Total 3,437,800,000 28.74 1,2 18,300,000 S,662,400,000 1,641,300,000 11,9S9,900,000 

2014 06 1 699,100,000 31.9S SS7,700,000 603,200,000 328,300,000 2,188,300,000 

2014 06 s 282,000,000 61.86 6S,300,000 38,100,000 70,SOO,OOO 4SS,900,000 

2014 06 6 171,900,000 80.S9 21,900,000 13,300,000 6,200,000 213,300,000 

2014 06 7 293,100,000 68.64 S0,400,000 S2,100,000 31,400,000 427,000,000 

2014 06 30 264,400,000 9.12 S0,400,000 2,S64,600,000 20,200,000 2,899,600,000 

2014 06 32 3S8, 100,000 29.36 130,100,000 641,200,000 90,400,000 1,219, 700,000 

2014 06 33 467,100,000 33.63 162,700,000 S39,300,000 220,000,000 1,389,100,000 
2014 06 124 1S7,100,000 20.96 49,200,000 313,600,000 229,700,000 749,600,000 

2014 06 126 314,000,000 28.S8 46,900,000 702,000,000 3S,800,000 1,098, 700,000 

2014 06 131 101,400,000 24.91 39,900,000 119,900,000 146,000,000 407,200,000 

2014 06 Total 3,108,300,000 28.13 1,174,600,000 S,S87 ,300,000 1,178,400,000 11,048,SOO,OOO 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order- January 2000 - July 2015 

% Oass!;i0~, 
.. 

Year Month Order Class I Pounds >' Total
1 

:,, Clan II Pounds Class Ill Pounds Class IV Pounds Total Pounds2 

201S 01 1 796,SOO,OOO 3S.89 490,800,000 S12,100,000 420,000,000 2,219,400,000 

201S 01 s 34S,900,000 71.39 68,700,000 16,200,000 S3,800,000 484,SOO,OOO 

201S 01 6 214,400,000 86.19 24,700,000 3,200,000 6,SOO,OOO 248,700,000 

201S 01 7 3S6, 700,000 77.12 S8,400,000 13,700,000 33,700,000 462,SOO,OOO 

201S 01 30 317,000,000 10.20 1SS,SOO,OOO 2,S18,400,000 117,900,000 3,108,800,000 

201S 01 32 434,900,000 30.S3 129,100,000 666,400,000 193,800,000 1,424,300,000 

201S 01 33 SS9,300,000 33.11 314,100,000 SS2,SOO,OOO 263,100,000 1,689,000,000 

201S 01 124 17S, 700,000 30.28 41,100,000 146,100,000 217,200,000 S80,000,000 

201S 01 126 392,200,000 30.0S 102,200,000 684,900,000 126,100,000 1,30S,400,000 

201S 01 131 110,800,000 26.98 41,600,000 89,700,000 168,600,000 410,800,000 

201S 01 Total 3, 703,400,000 31.03 1,426,300,000 S,203,100,000 1,600,600,000 11,933,400,000 

201S 02 1 700,800,000 34.76 S06,000,000 4S7,300,000 3S2,000,000 2,016,000,000 

201S 02 s 314,200,000 71.36 60,600,000 1S,200,000 S0,200,000 440,300,000 

201S 02 6 191,200,000 84.79 21,800,000 4,800,000 7,700,000 22S,SOO,OOO 

201S 02 7 318,600,000 76.94 S2,300,000 17,800,000 2S,400,000 414,100,000 

201S 02 30 281,000,000 9.6S 160,300,000 2,380,100,000 89,600,000 2,911,000,000 

201S 02 32 388,300,000 30.06 124,SOO,OOO S80,SOO,OOO 198,200,000 1,291,600,000 

201S 02 33 493,800,000 31.43 303,900,000 S12,000,000 261,100,000 1,S 70,800,000 

201S 02 124 1S2,300,000 33.42 39,800,000 S7,000,000 206,700,000 4SS,800,000 

201S 02 126 340,200,000 28.96 100,300,000 603,900,000 130,200,000 1, 174,SOO,OOO 

201S 02 131 101,300,000 26.44 43,400,000 72,700,000 16S,600,000 383,100,000 

201S 02 Total 3,281,600,000 30.1S 1,413,000,000 4, 701,300,000 1,486,800,000 10,882,600,000 

201S 03 1 769,800,000 34.3S SS1,000,000 S18,800,000 401,400,000 2,241,100,000 

201S 03 s 323,800,000 6S.41 8S,OOO,OOO 20,800,000 6S,SOO,OOO 49S, 100,000 

2015 03 6 200,SOO,OOO 82.67 27,900,000 3,100,000 11,000,000 242,SOO,OOO 

201S 03 7 33S,900,000 70.91 60,400,000 33,300,000 44,100,000 473,700,000 

201S 03 30 299,SOO,OOO 11.33 181,700,000 2,0S1,300,000 111,200,000 2,643, 700,000 

20 1S 03 32 403,000,000 31.71 1S0,200,000 S13,600,000 204,100,000 1,270,900,000 

201S 03 33 528,700,000 33.90 337,300,000 409,000,000 284,700,000 1,559, 700,000 

201S 03 124 163,900,000 32.80 44,200,000 48,600,000 243,000,000 499,700,000 

201S 03 126 364,700,000 42.39 116,400,000 202,300,000 176,900,000 860,300,000 

2015 03 131 113,700,000 26.14 4S,600,000 90,100,000 18S, 700,000 43S,100,000 

201S 03 Total 3,S03,400,000 32.68 1,S99,600,000 3,890,900,000 1, 727,700,000 10,721,600,000 

201S 04 1 723,100,000 32.80 S22,400,000 S21,SOO,OOO 437,400,000 2,204,SOO,OOO 

201S 04 s 318,100,000 6S.23 83,100,000 19,000,000 67,SOO,OOO 487,700,000 

201S 04 6 19S,SOO,OOO 83.27 24,400,000 S,300,000 9,600,000 234,800,000 

201S 04 7 327,300,000 70.73 S8,700,000 38,100,000 38,600,000 462,700,000 

201S 04 30 292,000,000 12.77 180,200,000 1, 700,000,000 11S,100,000 2,287,300,000 

201S 04 32 400,900,000 36.1S 140,800,000 3SS,200,000 212,100,000 1,109,000,000 

201S 04 33 S11,400,000 34.26 329,100,000 380,200,000 271,800,000 1,492,600,000 

201S 04 124 162,700,000 34.68 43,SOO,OOO 24,700,000 238,100,000 469,000,000 

201S 04 126 361,SOO,OOO S3.96 103,600,000 17,200,000 187,700,000 670,000,000 

201S 04 131 110,100,000 2S.91 41,700,000 84,SOO,OOO 188,700,000 42S,OOO,OOO 

201S 04 Total 3,402,600,000 34.S7 1,S27,600,000 3,14S, 700,000 1, 766,600,000 9,842,SOO,OOO 

201S OS 1 731,900,000 32.SO S61,900,000 48S,SOO,OOO 472,900,000 2,2S2,300,000 

201S OS s 304,SOO,OOO 60.92 8S,200,000 23,300,000 86,900,000 499,800,000 

201S OS 6 18S,300,000 83.01 2S,300,000 1,600,000 11,000,000 223,300,000 

201S OS 7 307,000,000 67.68 S8,200,000 48,000,000 40,SOO,OOO 4S3,600,000 

201S OS 30 284,200,000 12.32 190,700,000 1, 701,SOO,OOO 130,400,000 2,306,900,000 

201S OS 32 384,400,000 34.46 146,400,000 3S4,900,000 229,800,000 1,11S,SOO,OOO 

201S OS 33 S01,400,000 33.73 337,900,000 316,200,000 331,100,000 1,486,600,000 

201S OS 124 163,100,000 27.18 4S,700,000 164,700,000 226,700,000 600,200,000 

201S OS 126 351,700,000 Sl.44 98,600,000 22,700,000 210,600,000 683,700,000 

2015 OS 131 106,800,000 24.76 42,300,000 10S,100,000 177,100,000 431,200,000 

201S OS Total 3,320,300,000 33.03 1,S92,200,000 3,223,SOO,OOO 1,917,000,000 10,0S3, 100,000 

2015 06 1 712,000,000 34.06 S3S,OOO,OOO 422,300,000 420,800,000 2,090,100,000 

2015 06 s 302,600,000 66.33 83,300,000 24,300,000 46,000,000 4S6,200,000 

2015 06 6 177,100,000 83.95 26,000,000 3,600,000 4,300,000 210,900,000 

2015 06 7 304,100,000 71.42 S6,100,000 3S,400,000 30,200,000 42S,800,000 

2015 06 30 271,900,000 13.16 18S,300,000 1,496,600,000 113,400,000 2,067' 100,000 

201S 06 32 3 70,700,000 34.78 148,200,000 336,100,000 210,800,000 1,06S,800,000 

201S 06 33 484,600,000 33.79 349,600,000 331,200,000 269,000,000 1,434,400,000 

201S 06 124 1S9,400,000 34.S9 44,800,000 9,000,000 247,600,000 460,900,000 

201S 06 126 321,300,000 S7.0S 100,000,000 12,400,000 129,600,000 S63,200,000 

201S 06 131 10S,OOO,OOO 26.44 46,400,000 99,400,000 146,200,000 396,900,000 

201S 06 Total 3,208,800,000 34.99 1,S74, 700,000 2, 770,200,000 1,617, 700,000 9, 171,400,000 
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Table 11. Producer Milk Utilization by Class and by Order -January 2000- July 2015 

% Class I of ·:~ 

Year Month Order II Class I•Poun"s 

2015 07 1 710,300,000 

2015 07 5 312,500,000 

2015 07 6 181,500,000 

2015 07 7 314,600,000 

2015 07 30 278,700,000 
2015 07 32 376,100,000 

2015 07 33 507,900,000 
2015 07 124 161,500,000 

2015 07 126 329,200,000 

2015 07 131 108,300,000 
2015 07 Total 3,280,600,000 
1 Percent may not calculate exactly due to rounding. 
1 Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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Total"' .···: 

31.27 
69.50 

86.75 

77.01 
14.96 
36.82 
35.34 

34.96 
43.84 
28.15 

35.43 

~~k~s II Pound: i Class Ill Pound~· Class IViPounds 

576,300,000 552,600,000 432,400,000 
82,200,000 21,500,000 33,400,000 

21,900,000 2,700,000 3,100,000 

54,400,000 22,400,000 17,100,000 

192,000,000 1,287,000,000 105,900,000 

144,600,000 340,300,000 160,500,000 
361,600,000 298,700,000 269,200,000 

49,500,000 8,800,000 242,100,000 

97,900,000 208,800,000 115,000,000 

42,600,000 100,900,000 132,800,000 
1,623,000,000 2,843, 700,000 1,511,500,000 

Total Pounds2 

2,271,600,000 
449,700,000 

209,200,000 
408,500,000 

1,863,600,000 
1,021,600,000 
1,437,400,000 

461,900,000 
750,800,000 

384,600,000 
9,258, 700,000 
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Table 12. Class I Utilization Percentage of Producer Milk by Order- January 2000- June 2015 

Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order 7 Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126 Order 131 

January 42.2 76.3 88.0 62.6 14.5 37.3 52.0 29.9 42.1 29.4 

February 41.3 69.9 90.5 63.1 14.9 38 1 52.0 30.8 40.6 29.9 

March 42.0 64.1 87.3 62.4 16.3 31.8 50.3 30.9 42.1 30.1 

April 39.0 60.2 81.8 57.1 15.7 28.4 47.3 27.8 42.2 26.7 

May 41.0 62.3 84.3 61.3 16.8 27.5 49.1 36.4 44.4 28.0 

2000 
June 42.1 62.3 88.7 64.3 16.9 27.4 46.8 35.0 48.8 29.5 

July 40.5 69 3 88.5 65.6 16.4 26.5 42.4 26.4 42.0 29.0 

August 45.3 75.4 91.9 73.3 18.6 29.4 48.9 28.5 48.4 35.4 

September 49.3 76.3 91.7 71.9 20.2 31.4 45.9 30.2 49.1 34.7 

October 48.5 72.7 89.8 66.4 20.9 29.6 43.3 30.2 47.5 36.7 

November 49.2 74.5 90.1 68.5 21.7 30.4 45.7 35.1 52.6 36.9 

December 48.0 66.3 86.4 66.3 20.4 30.5 46.4 33.3 49.9 32.3 

January 43.4 68.2 89.9 64.7 19.9 30.8 42.5 31.2 47.8 31.7 

February 43.3 64.7 89.6 61.2 19.7 30.2 43.4 31.9 49.5 31.6 

March 44.2 61.6 91.3 60.7 20.1 28.1 44.3 33.7 50.9 31.8 

April 41.2 55.2 87.6 55.7 18.6 25.3 40.1 32.4 47.4 29.1 

May 41.2 58.0 90.4 57.6 20.7 25.6 37.3 27.7 41.6 28.6 

2001 
June 40.7 58.2 91.3 60.3 19.8 23.9 32.1 26.6 41.1 29.0 

July 39.2 66.1 87.4 63.8 20.2 24.1 30.9 26.2 43.4 31.5 

August 43.7 74.8 91.0 68.6 21.8 27.4 37.1 27.7 51.4 37.1 

September 44.6 69.0 89.4 64.5 18.7 28.2 41.0 27.4 49.4 35.0 

October 47.8 73.4 92.0 66.2 19.9 30.0 41.6 33.4 49.4 34.9 

November 47.8 72.8 90.2 63.9 19.7 29.4 39.5 30.7 48.8 35.1 

December 43.8 65.5 88.8 57.3 18.6 26.7 36.1 28.3 43.3 33.3 

January 41.9 68.0 90.3 58.0 18.7 28.5 40.5 29.7 46.0 32.5 

February 40.8 65.7 90.1 56.6 19.7 27.4 34.9 27.3 41.6 30.8 

March 39.2 59.1 88.4 53.0 18.9 26.4 34.9 26.7 39.0 28.5 

April 38.9 60.1 87.7 54.8 19.3 26.2 34.5 26.6 38.5 28.1 

May 39.8 61.9 87.4 53.4 21.9 24.7 32.1 26.9 38.0 29.9 

2002 
June 38.1 57.3 86.2 54.1 19.1 22.1 29.2 22.4 36.0 28.0 

July 39.4 69.6 90.1 62.6 21.2 24.4 36.6 25.6 39.3 32.4 

August 43.3 72.5 92.0 67.3 19.9 27.0 41.6 26.3 45.0 35.6 

September 46.3 71.2 89.2 65.6 20.6 26.3 38.7 27.2 45.2 36.0 

October 48.5 75.9 91.7 69.7 23.5 26.7 40.1 28.7 45.6 35.7 

November 47.2 71.6 90.4 67.6 20.9 27.4 43.0 30.0 46.6 34.5 

December 44.6 67.2 84.6 65.0 18.8 25.3 40.4 27.5 42.3 32.5 
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Table 12. Class I Utilization Percentage of Producer Milk by Order - January 2000- June 2015 

Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order 7 Order 30- Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126 Order 131 

January 45.3 71.4 88.9 64.3 19.7 26.1 40.8 30.5 44.3 32.4 
February 44.8 71.4 87.1 65.2 18.5 24.7 37.6 28.8 38.6 30.8 
March 41.3 65.0 86.4 62.5 17.5 27.5 37.4 27.2 35.9 29.6 
April 41.3 65.9 77.8 60.4 18.2 27.4 36.2 28.1 36.7 29.2 
May 42.1 66.4 79.1 62.4 17.9 27.1 36.7 28.1 35.6 28.9 

2003 
June 41.3 62.3 77.2 61.6 15.6 25.4 34.0 25.9 34.9 27.6 
July 41.9 77.1 86.7 66.3 49.7 49.2 51.2 41.9 54.6 34.0 
August 44.9 78.2 87.8 79.2 50.6 59.8 53.8 40.6 61.0 34.7 
September 49.1 77.6 90.2 72.1 54.0 57.2 54.8 46.7 65.4 35.8 
October 49.7 73.9 90.3 67.4 55 .2 53.6 54.2 49.8 65.8 36.7 
November 47.3 68.9 86.7 63.6 35.6 31.0 37.5 4 1.2 44.5 32.3 
December 46.6 69.2 86.8 64.7 18.1 30.4 38.6 29.7 41.7 33.0 

January 47.4 69.1 86.6 62.9 17 .8 30.3 38.6 30.2 45.3 32.2 
February 43.6 66.5 81.9 58.3 18.3 29.5 36.3 28.3 44.4 31.4 
March 44.6 76.2 83.0 61.1 58.7 53.8 44.5 31.6 58.7 32.4 
April 48.5 76.4 90.6 69.5 62.8 60.6 62.3 43.2 55.2 32.7 
May 44.8 64.2 75.7 57.6 53 .2 50.6 54.6 38.4 47.3 29.3 

2004 
June 45.8 60.9 78.4 53.6 15 .9 26.0 30.5 27.7 40.4 28.7 
July 43.4 67.3 87.8 68.7 16.1 27.1 35.0 26.7 37.6 32.4 
August 45.6 68.2 86.3 67.6 18.0 29.8 34.5 28.4 45.6 37.1 
September 51.2 73.8 88.9 70.4 29.1 48.6 41.6 37.9 47.9 37.8 
October 50.8 67 .7 87.5 69.0 18.9 30.7 35.8 30.0 45.3 35.0 
November 52.0 72 .5 89.1 71.6 40.6 50.4 38.1 41.7 47.4 37.0 
December 49.5 75 .9 85.6 70.9 59.3 52.8 58.3 43.0 57.1 35.5 

January 45.7 66.1 84.7 61.8 17.0 30.1 35.4 32.4 44.3 33.2 
February 46.4 67.3 79.1 61.0 56.0 46.9 43.0 41.7 57.5 33.9 
March 44.8 61.8 77.1 59.3 17.7 28.0 32.9 33.0 43 .9 31.3 
April 42.9 61.7 78.9 56.5 53.4 47.0 36.5 39.0 49.0 30.6 
May 42.1 57.5 73.3 52.6 16.1 25.8 30.2 28.7 39.7 28.5 

2005 
June 41.4 59.1 76.7 55.5 18.4 37.6 29.7 27.1 37.3 30.5 
July 41.0 66.0 81.6 61.7 16.8 25.7 30.0 24.7 35 .8 32.2 
August 43.5 71.4 87.6 66.7 17.5 28.6 39.3 26.0 43 .9 37.5 
September 49.6 72 .5 88.7 69.9 18.9 31.0 40.3 29.4 47 .0 39.6 
October 48.2 69.3 87.2 68.3 17.9 29.6 38.9 28.3 42.7 35.5 
November 48.7 69.9 88.2 67.4 18 .6 30.3 40.0 30.7 43.1 37.3 
December 47.4 67.6 88.3 63.9 18.0 29.1 39.5 29.3 40.8 33.9 
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Table lZ. Class I Utilization Percentage of Producer Milk by Order- January 2000- June 2015 

Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order 7 Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126 Order 131 

January 45.0 69.4 85.4 54.0 17.2 31.1 37.9 29.8 40.7 31.8 

February 44.3 67.2 82.3 55.6 17.1 28.2 37.7 26.9 37.6 32.3 

March 45.3 64.1 80.8 54.1 17.5 28.0 38 0 27.4 36.4 32.7 

April 41.5 56.3 79.1 50.7 16.1 25.9 34.2 25.8 35.5 32.3 

May 43.2 60.5 80.4 54.5 16.9 25.8 35.4 27.0 33.7 34.3 

2006 
June 44.3 61.0 82.8 56.3 16.3 33.5 33.7 27.9 33.1 34.9 

July 42.7 66.3 84.9 62.1 15.1 25.2 33.3 24.2 30.7 37.9 

August 48.8 74.3 88.3 66.6 15.1 31.6 41.0 26.1 39.2 46.0 

September 52.1 73.5 88.5 66.3 20.2 46.0 45.9 39.1 40.8 46.2 

October 51.6 70.4 84 6 65.9 16.6 33.4 42.4 319 40.0 42.4 

November 52.3 714 87.9 65.2 16.8 38.7 43.8 33.2 38.2 42.4 

December 49.0 65.0 85.1 65.5 17.1 414 40.7 43.2 32.5 39.1 

January 48.6 68.9 82.9 59.0 15.0 38.2 39.9 31.7 40.57 39.3 

February 48.6 67.3 81.2 58.6 18.4 40.9 416 30.0 37.07 36 8 

March 47.4 66.9 78.2 58.8 19.6 40.2 410 31.8 35.01 34.5 

April 44.3 66.1 75.1 55.8 18.9 39.1 37.4 32.1 34.57 33.6 

May 44.6 73.7 74.8 57.4 20.3 39.9 38.4 32.3 73.31 34.1 

2007 
June 44.8 73.4 79.2 66.7 17.3 41.2 37.5 30.6 73.84 33.4 

July 42.0 68.1 80.1 65.8 14.3 33.6 34.0 30.1 29.90 34.4 

August 43.8 73.3 86.7 70.6 16.6 39.0 44.6 31.5 44.65 41.0 

September 44.5 70.1 84.4 67.8 16.4 37.0 40.8 31.4 34.55 39.3 

October 46.4 74.1 85.3 70.6 17.1 39.4 45 6 35.0 43.86 39.9 

November 46.7 74.4 86.9 70.3 16.6 37.8 45.3 35.5 38.40 39.3 

December 45.4 68.2 82.2 66.2 15.6 40.6 40 4 32.9 54.15 35.9 

January 44.1 72.5 82.6 66.6 15.6 34.7 38.9 34.4 44.8 36.2 

February 42.5 72.3 83.1 64.2 15.1 33.1 39 0 29.9 45.1 33.7 

March 40.9 67.9 82.3 64.8 17.6 41.3 42.8 37.7 52.0 31.2 

April 40.1 70.9 81.1 63.8 14.8 34.3 37.2 29.6 32.7 31.6 

May 42.9 70.2 84.3 64.7 20.3 42.8 46.0 35.7 51.1 30.7 

2008 
June 43.8 67.1 75.6 70.2 16.8 40.6 39.3 34.5 47.6 29.9 

July 40.5 69.4 83.5 67.7 14.6 35.2 36.4 27.1 31.3 32.0 

August 42.1 69.5 84.9 72.1 13.4 33.6 40.5 28.1 37.0 36.7 

September 46.5 72.4 86.7 74.5 14.9 35.4 45.2 30.1 39.8 38.1 

October 47.4 73.6 87.0 73.6 18.3 41.1 50.7 45.6 67.6 37.5 

November 45.3 68.3 83.8 68.0 13.9 32.3 42.4 29.4 36.2 34.4 

December 46.3 69.2 84.5 66.7 17.0 40.5 47.9 43.1 60.8 33.7 
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Table 12. Class I Utilization Percentage of Producer M ilk by Order- January 2000 - June 2015 

[T- -Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order7 - Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126 Order 131 

January 44.2 70.3 81.6 68.1 14.1 34.7 42.5 28.2 34.8 31.6 
February 43.0 69.0 81.4 67 .9 14 .3 31.9 42.4 28.6 34.4 33.2 
March 43.1 69.6 83.9 60.7 14 .1 35.1 40.8 31.1 53.6 32.0 
April 41.7 68.1 85.8 61.0 13 .3 31.6 39.6 33.1 34.9 32.3 
May 39.9 64.7 85.7 57.2 12.4 26.8 37.7 26.2 32.6 30.7 
June 41.2 64.2 88.7 61.2 12 .3 27.5 36.9 26.9 32.9 33.2 

2009 
July 40.8 69.8 88.9 66.9 12.3 28.3 37.9 27.4 35.3 38.5 
August 42.6 71 .9 87.1 70.8 13 .4 35.3 40.4 29.0 41.0 39.5 
September 46.7 73.0 85.7 73.1 15.5 40.1 43.7 49.1 43.1 42.4 
October 48.9 73.5 88.4 74.0 14 .2 40.2 46.3 30.9 43.8 40.3 
November 46.3 71. 2 84.9 70.3 15.0 37.3 44.0 29.8 72.1 38.6 
Decem ber 47.3 72.0 87.6 67.1 14 .5 39.3 43.6 32 .4 41.1 35.7 

January 43.6 69.9 85.5 68.7 13 .0 31.9 41.3 28.2 42.2 33.4 
February 44.4 69.7 87.8 68.2 13.1 33.0 43.4 27.3 40.4 32.8 
March 42.6 67.5 87.1 64.0 13.0 32.0 40.1 27.3 39.1 32.4 
Apr il 41.8 64.7 88.7 62.2 12.8 34.0 37.1 29.0 38.3 33.0 
May 39.7 64.9 84.9 59.9 11.9 31.6 37.2 27.2 33.0 30.2 

2010 
June 38.6 63.4 83.7 62.1 11.5 30.8 36.3 26.8 32.9 29.3 
July 40.2 68.6 89.5 67.3 12.1 31.6 39.7 26.2 34.2 33.1 
August 40.7 70.7 86.6 73.5 12.7 32.7 41.6 26.1 42.2 36.4 
September 45.3 72.8 87.9 74.0 13.9 33.6 43.5 28.9 43.4 37.0 
October 45.1 69.0 85.6 70.3 13.5 33.0 40.2 28.0 40.6 34.6 
November 45.7 7 1.5 86.6 70.6 14 .7 35.8 45.4 30.7 42.8 34.8 
December 45.3 69.1 85.7 64.7 14.1 33.5 42 .7 29.5 38.8 31.3 

Janua ry 4 2.5 69.8 83.9 64.9 13.1 35.0 44.6 28.4 39.6 32.9 
February 42.5 68.6 84.2 65.2 13.3 34.1 41.5 28.9 37.3 32.4 
March 41.4 69.4 82.4 60.5 14.2 38.9 40.9 28.7 62.9 29.5 
April 38.3 67.8 83.2 57.2 13.0 32.4 40.5 26.9 34.7 28.5 
May 37.8 65.5 80.0 59.9 11.9 29.3 42.1 29 .8 34.4 28.1 

2011 
June 39.0 63.5 82.4 61.7 11.6 27.3 36.3 25.1 32 .3 28.1 
July 38.7 66.4 84.8 64.1 11.3 26.9 33.9 23.4 35.2 31.1 
August 42.0 70.9 86.7 72.2 12.4 31.9 37.8 27 .8 39.1 34.8 
September 43.3 73.2 87.5 71.5 13.6 29.4 41.5 27.3 39.0 33 .0 
October 43.5 69.2 85.9 66.6 13.3 28.8 38.1 27.2 38.7 33.1 
November 44.3 72.3 85.3 70.2 13.5 36.2 40.2 29.1 39.7 33.8 
December 43.7 67.6 87.0 66.1 14.7 38.9 40.4 32.8 45.3 30.8 
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Table 12. Class I Utilization Percentage of Producer Milk by Order- January 2000- June 2015 

Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order 7 Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126 Order 131 

January 41.2 68.6 84.5 66.2 11.6 32.8 36.2 27.8 36.2 29.5 

February 39.9 69.3 84.5 64.4 11.4 28.6 34.7 26.7 32.5 28.3 

March 39.8 64.4 86.4 58.9 11.0 27.6 34.3 26.6 32.4 27.9 

April 37.0 62.6 83.4 56.7 10.6 28.8 32.5 27.5 30.6 27.8 

May 38.5 63.1 81.8 61.2 10.5 28.0 32.1 25.4 32.3 26.4 

2012 
June 38.1 64.6 81.7 62.8 11.4 36.2 32.8 39.2 59.0 26.9 

July 37.3 68.5 83.1 69.8 13.2 41.7 37.5 39.6 57.3 31.6 

August 39.6 72.5 86.7 75.1 14.5 47.2 40.0 43.4 64.1 37.5 

September 40.7 69.4 85.1 69.9 15.1 47.7 40.4 40.7 67.5 37.2 

October 42.8 76.5 85.2 75.0 15.7 55.8 47.4 45.5 72.5 35.9 

November 42.9 73.0 87.7 74.1 14.8 49.2 42.8 45.1 67.2 34.2 
December 38.7 64.5 81.9 63.2 11.6 38.0 37.4 25.9 30.0 30.1 

January 38.8 69.7 85.9 68.8 11.0 36.4 36.8 27.2 31.1 29.7 

February 38.1 67.5 86.3 66.4 11.0 33.4 37.2 26.0 29.8 28.5 

March 36.1 60.7 85.2 64.6 10.4 30.4 38.1 24.4 29.2 26.5 

April 36.5 63.5 84.0 65.2 10.8 30.2 38.0 24.2 31.5 28.0 

May 35.6 63.6 83.8 64.3 11.0 32.3 34.4 24.7 34.1 27.0 

2013 
June 33.7 58.5 82.4 56.2 9.5 26.1 33.4 22.1 31.8 25.9 

July 35.5 68.9 86.0 68.1 10.1 30.0 38.1 22.9 33.3 29.6 

August 36.9 70.6 87.9 72.3 10.6 33.2 39.2 27.9 36.7 32.2 

September 38.9 70.8 86.5 69.7 10.8 32.6 40.8 28.9 36.0 33.4 

October 40.2 73.1 87.1 72.4 11.3 34.4 43.4 29.9 37.0 31.9 

November 41.0 72.0 87.4 77.1 11.5 34.0 42.6 26.6 36.6 31.7 
December 38.2 68.3 83.9 72.5 11.1 32.3 42.6 25.5 37.0 30.2 

January 37.3 729 85.0 78.1 11.4 32.8 42.8 25.1 36.2 29.0 

February 37.0 59.5 84.4 73.8 12.6 34.7 38.7 36.5 54.9 25.9 

March 35.6 50.8 82.7 66.6 10.8 29.7 36.5 22.6 28.4 24.5 

April 34.4 62 3 84.3 65.9 11.3 32.8 36.0 29.1 45.8 25.6 

May 34.6 61.3 86.9 64.1 9.9 27.4 33.3 21.8 29.1 22.3 

2014 
June 31.9 61.9 80.6 68.6 9.1 29.4 33.6 21.0 28.6 24.9 

July 32.6 70.5 84.7 78.7 9.8 29.5 34.9 21.5 30.3 26.7 

August 33.5 68.6 84.7 79.0 9.8 30.3 35.4 21.7 30.8 27.6 

September 36.7 73.2 86.9 82.1 10.8 32.8 35.9 23.9 32.6 31.6 

October 37.9 73.5 85.5 81.0 13.7 38.5 38.7 35.8 53.1 30.9 

November 36.3 70.6 84.5 75.1 12.4 36.8 36.2 38.0 54.3 27.9 
December 37.0 68.4 84.7 77.8 10.9 31.6 32.7 24.3 29.0 26.9 
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Table 12. Class I Utilization Percentage of Producer Milk by Order- January 2000- June 2015 

Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order 1 Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126 Order 131 

January 35.9 71.4 86.2 77.1 10.2 30.5 33.1 30.3 30.0 27.0 

February 34.8 71.4 84.8 76.9 9.6 30.1 31.4 33.4 29.0 26.4 

March 34.3 65.4 82.7 70.9 11.3 31.7 33.9 32.8 42.4 26.1 

April 32.8 65.2 83.3 70.7 12.8 36.1 34.3 34.7 54.0 25.9 

May 32.5 60.9 83.0 67.7 12.3 34.5 33.7 27.2 51.4 24.8 

2015 
June 

July 

34.1 66.3 84.0 71.4 13.1 34.8 33.8 34.6 57.1 26.4 

August 

September 

Oct ober 

November 
December 
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Year Month 
_L:muary 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2000 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2001 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2002 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Prepared by USDA- AMS- Dairy Programs 

Table 13. Pool Distributing Plant Qualifying Route Disposition, Percentage of Physical Receipts, by Order 

January 2000- June 2015 

Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order 7 Order 30 Order 32 Order 33' Order 124 Order 126 

25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 so 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 so 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 

25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 

25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 " 25 so 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 

Order 131 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
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Year Month 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 

2003 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
January 
February 
March 
April 
May 

2004 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
January 
February 
March 
April 
May 

200S 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

Prepared by USDA - AMS - Dairy Programs 

Table 13. Pool Distributing Plant Qualifying Route Disposition, Percentage of Physical Receipts, by Order 

January 2000 - June 2015 

Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order7 Order~O Order 32 Order 331 
Orde~ 124 Order126 

25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
2S so so so 15 25 30 25 
25 so so 50 15 25 30 25 
2S so 50 50 15 2S 30 25 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 
2S so so 50 1S 25 30 2S 
25 so 50 50 15 2S 30 25 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 25 
2S so so 50 1S 25 30 2S 
2S so 50 50 1S 25 30 2S 
25 so 50 so 1S 25 30 2S 

2S so so so 1S 2S 30 25 
25 so so 50 15 25 30 2S 
25 so 50 so 1S 2S 30 2S 
25 so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 
25 so 50 so 15 2S 30 2S 
2S so 50 so 15 2S 30 25 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 25 
2S so 50 so 1S 2S 30 25 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 25 
2S so so so 1S 25 30 25 
2S so 50 50 15 2S 30 2S 
2S 50 50 so 15 25 30 2S 

2S so so so 1S 2S 30 25 
25 so 50 50 15 2S 30 2S 
2S so so so 15 2S 30 2S 
25 so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 25 
2S so 50 50 1S 2S 30 2S 
2S so so 50 1S 2S 30 25 
25 so so 50 1S 2S 30 25 
25 so 50 so 1S 2S 30 25 
2S so 50 so 1S 2S 30 2S 
25 so 50 50 1S 2S 30 2S 
2S so 50 so 1S 2S 30 25 

Order 131 

25 25 
2S 25 
2S 25 
25 25 
2S 2S 
2S 2S 
2S 25 
2S 2S 
2S 2S 
2S 2S 
2S 25 
2S 25 

2S 25 
2S 2S 
2S 25 
2S 2S 
2S 2S 
2S 25 
2S 2S 
2S 2S 
2S 2S 
2S 2S 
2S 2S 
2S 25 

2S 25 
2S 2S 
2S 2S 
2S 25 
2S 2S 
2S 2S 
2S 2S 
2S 25 
2S 25 
2S 2S 
2S 2S 
2S 2S 
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Year Month 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2006 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2007 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2008 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

Prepared by USDA - AMS - Dairy Programs 

Table 13. Pool Distributing Plant Qualifying Route Disposition, Percentage of Physical Receipts, by Order 

January 2000 - June 2015 

Order 1 Order 5 Order 6~ 1P rder7'-""- '"Order 30 ... - Order 32 Orde~ 33~ Order 124 · Order 126 

25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 

25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 2S 
25 50 50 so 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
2S 50 so 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 1S 25 30 2S 
25 50 50 so 15 2S 30 2S 
25 50 so so 15 25 30 25 
25 so 50 so 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 so 1S 25 30 25 
2S 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 so so 15 25 30 2S 

25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
2S 50 so 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 2S 30 25 
2S so so 50 15 25 30 25 
25 so 50 50 15 25 30 25 

25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 so 50 50 15 25 30 25 
2S so so 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 1S 25 30 25 

2S so 50 so 15 25 30 25 
2S so so 50 15 2S 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 2S 30 2S 

Or~er 131 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 2S 
25 2S 
2S 2S 
25 2S 
25 25 
25 25 
2S 25 
25 25 
25 2S 

25 2S 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
2S 2S 
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~ Year Month 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 

2009 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
January 
February 
March 
April 
May 

2010 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
January 
February 
March 
April 
May 

2011 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

Prepared by USDA - AMS - Dairy Programs 

Table 13. Pool Distributing Plant Qualifying Route Disposition, Percentage of Physical Receipts, by Order 

January 2000 - June 2015 

Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order7 Order30' ,Order 32 Order 331 Order 124 " Order 126 

2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 

2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 

2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 2S 

.:~ order 131 

2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 

2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 

2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
2S 
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Year Month 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2012 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2013 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 
April 

May 

2014 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Prepared by USDA- AMS- Dairy Programs 

Table 13. Pool Distributing Plant Qualifying Route Disposition, Percentage of Physical Receipts, by Order 

January 2000- June 2015 

Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order 7 Order 30 Order 32 Order 331 Order 124 Order 126 

2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 
2S so so so 1S 2S 30 2S 
2S so so so 15 2S 30 25 
25 so 50 so 15 25 30 25 
25 50 so 50 15 25 30 2S 
25 50 50 so 15 25 30 25 
25 50 so 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 so 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 so 15 25 30 25 
25 50 so 50 15 25 30 2S 
25 50 so 50 15 25 30 2S 

25 so 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 so 50 15 25 30 25 
2S 50 50 so 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 2S 
25 so 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 so 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 so so 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 so 1S 25 30 2S 

25 50 50 50 1S 25 30 25 
25 50 50 so 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 1S 25 30 2S 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 so so so 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 so so 50 15 2S 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 1S 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 2S 30 25 

Order 131 

2S 2S 
2S 2S 
25 2S 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
2S 25 
25 25 
25 25 

25 25 
25 25 
25 2S 
25 25 
25 2S 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
2S 25 
25 25 
2S 25 

2S 25 
25 25 
25 25 
2S 2S 
25 2S 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 2S 
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Year Month 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2015 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Table 13. Pool Distributing Plant Qualifying Route Disposition, Percentage of Physical Receipts, by Order 

January 2000- June 2015 

Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order7 Order30 Order 32 Order 33' Order 124 Order126 

25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 

25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 
25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 

25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 

25 50 50 50 15 25 30 25 

1 Effective October 1, 2012, fluid milk plants located in the Mideast Marketing Area that have at least 30 percent Class I utilization and whose combined Class I route 

disposition and transfers into Federal milk marketing areas is great er than 50 percent will be Mideast pool plants. 

Prepared by USDA- AMS- Dairy Programs 

Order 131 

25 25 

25 25 

25 25 

25 25 

25 25 

25 25 
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Year Month "" 
January 
February 
March 
April 
May 

2000 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 

2001 
June 
Ju ly 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 

2002 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

Prepared by US DA- AMS- Dairy Programs 

Table 14. Pool Distributing Plant Qualifying In-Area Route Sales, as Percentage of Total Sales 

January 2000- June 2015 

oraer 1 ~ Orders ~. order6. '"· Order 7 Order30 Order 32 Order 331 
lor~er 12~ 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 2S 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

-

_... Order126 Order 131 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
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' Year _lJiontll """ . 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 

2003 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 
January 
February 
March 
April 
May 

2004 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
Ju ne 

2005 
Ju ly 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

Prepared by USDA - AMS- Dairy Programs 

Table 14. Pool Distributing Plant Qualifying In-Area Route Sales, as Percentage of Total Sales 

January 2000 - June 2015 

Order 1 Order 5 Order 6·· L Order7~ Order30 •· 1 
'T Order32 _grperE.L_ Order 124~ 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
2S 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 2S 25 25 25 25 2S 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 2S 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 2S 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

1.-.0rder 126 Order 131 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
2S 25 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
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Year Month " 
January 
Februa ry 
March 
April 
May 

2006 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 

2007 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 

2008 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

Prepared by USDA - AMS - Dairy Programs 

Table 14. Pool Distributing Plant Qualifying In-Area Route Sales, as Percentage of Total Sales 

January 2000 - June 2015 

Order 1 Oriter 5 Ord~r6 Order 7 Order30 ~ brder32 Order33'" " order 124 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 2S 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 2S 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

Order 126 Order 131 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
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Year Month 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 

2009 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 

2010 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 

2011 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

Prepared by USDA - AMS ·Dairy Programs 

Table 14. Pool Distributing Plant Qualifying In-Area Route Sales, as Percentage of Total Sales 

January 2000- June 2015 

Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order7 Order30 "" Order32 Order 331 
Order 124 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

..,Order126 Order 131 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 

2S 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
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Year- .. " Month 
January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2012 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

Feb ruary 

March 

April 

May 

2013 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

Feb ruary 

March 

April 

May 

2014 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Prepared by USDA· AMS- Dai ry Programs 

Table 14. Pool Distributing Plant Qualifying In-Area Route Sales, as Percentage of Total Sales 

January 2000 - June 2015 

Order 1 Orders Order 6 '·'_,,"'·,o rder 7 Order 30 Order 32 ~ ·~ Order 331 
Order-124 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 
25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

Order126 Order 131 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 

25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
25 25 
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Table 14. Pool Distributing Plant Qual ifying In-Area Route Sales, as Percentage of Total Sales 

January 2000 - June 2015 

~- '"'· Year Month Orderl _ Orders Order 6 Order 7 Order 30 Order32 Order 33' Order 124 Orderl26 

January 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

February 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

March 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

April 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

May 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

2015 
June 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 
1 

Effective October 1, 2012, fluid milk plants located in the Mideast Marketing Area that have at least 30 percent Class I utilization and whose combined Class I route 

disposition and transfers into Federal milk marketing areas is greater than SO percent will be Mideast pool plants. 

Prepared by USDA- AMS - Dai ry Programs 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

Order 131 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 

25 
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Year Month 
January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2000 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2001 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

Murch 

April 

May 

2002 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Prepared by USDA- AMS- Dairy Programs 

Table 15. Pool Supply Plant Qualifying Shipping Percentage of Total Receipts by Order-
1 January 2000- June 2015 

-
Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order 7 Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 

0 so 60 so 10 3S 30 20 

0 so 60 so 10 2S 30 20 

0 so 60 so 10 2S 30 20 

0 so 60 so 10 2S 30 20 

0 so 60 so 10 2S 30 20 

0 50 60 so 10 2S 30 20 

0 50 60 so 10 25 30 20 
10 so 60 so 10 25 30 20 

20 so 60 so 10 3S 30 20 

20 so 60 50 10 3S 30 20 

20 50 60 50 10 3S 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 25 30 20 

0 50 60 50 10 35 30 20 

0 so 60 50 10 25 30 20 

0 50 60 50 10 2S 30 20 

0 50 60 50 10 2S 30 20 

0 50 60 50 10 25 30 20 

0 so 60 50 10 2S 30 20 

0 50 60 50 10 25 30 20 

10 50 60 50 10 2S 30 20 

20 50 60 50 10 3S 30 20 

25 50 60 50 10 3S 30 20 

25 so 60 so 10 35 30 20 
10 so 60 so 10 25 30 20 

0 50 60 so 10 3S 30 20 

0 50 60 so 10 2S 30 20 

0 so 60 so 10 2S 30 20 

0 50 60 so 10 2S 30 20 

0 50 60 so 10 2S 30 20 

0 so 60 so 10 2S 30 20 

0 so 60 so 10 25 30 20 

10 50 60 so 10 25 30 20 

20 so 60 so 10 35 30 20 

20 50 60 50 10 35 30 20 

20 50 60 50 10 35 30 20 
10 so 60 so 10 2S 30 20 

Order 126 Order 131 

so so 
so so 
so so 
50 so 
so so 
50 so 
50 50 
so so 
50 50 

50 50 

so so 
50 50 

so so 
50 50 

50 50 

so 50 

so 50 
50 so 
50 50 
50 50 

50 so 
so so 
50 50 
so so 
so so 
so so 
so so 
50 so 
50 50 

50 so 
so so 
50 so 
50 50 

50 50 

50 50 
so 50 

Page 1 of 6 



Year Month 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2003 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2004 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2005 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

Prepared by USDA - AMS - Dairy Programs 

Table 15. Pool Supply Plant Qualifying Shipping Percentage of Total Receipts by Order 

January 2000 - June 20151 

Order 1 - Order 5 Order 6 Order7 Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 

0 so 60 so 10 3S 30 20 
0 so 60 so 10 2S 30 20 
0 so 60 so 10 1S 30 20 
0 so 60 so 10 1S 30 20 
0 so 60 so 10 1S 30 20 
0 so 60 so 10 1S 30 20 
0 so 60 so 10 15 30 20 

10 so 60 so 10 20 30 20 
20 so 60 so 10 20 30 20 
20 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
20 so 60 so 10 20 30 20 
10 so 60 so 10 20 30 20 

0 so 60 so 10 20 30 20 
0 so 60 so 10 20 30 20 
0 so 60 so 10 1S 30 20 
0 so 60 so 10 1S 30 20 
0 so 60 so 10 15 30 20 
0 so 60 50 10 1S 30 20 
0 50 60 50 10 15 30 20 

10 50 60 so 10 20 30 20 
20 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
20 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
20 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 

0 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
0 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
0 so 60 50 10 15 30 20 
0 50 60 50 10 1S 30 20 
0 so 60 50 10 1S 30 20 

10 so 60 50 10 15 30 20 
10 so 60 50 10 15 30 20 
10 so 60 so 10 20 30 20 
20 50 60 so 10 20 30 20 
20 50 60 50 10 20 40 20 
20 50 60 50 10 20 40 20 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 

-

Order 126 Order 131 

so so 
so so 
so so 
so so 
so so 
so so 
so 50 
so so 
so 50 
so so 
so so 
so so 
so so 
so so 
so 50 
so so 
so so 
so 50 
so 50 
so so 
so 50 
so 50 
so 50 
so 50 

50 so 
so 50 
so 50 
50 50 
50 so 
50 so 
so so 
so so 
so 50 
so so 
50 50 
so so 
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Year Month 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2006 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2007 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

Apnl 

May 

2008 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Prepared by USDA- AMS- Dairy Programs 

Table 15. Pool Supply Plant Qualifying Shipping Percentage of Total Receipts by Order-
1 January 2000- June 2015 

Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order 7 Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 

10 50 60 50 10 20 30 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 

10 50 60 50 10 15 30 
10 50 60 50 10 15 30 
10 50 60 50 10 15 30 
10 50 60 50 10 15 30 
10 50 60 50 10 15 30 
10 50 60 50 10 20 35 
20 50 60 50 10 20 40 
20 50 60 50 10 20 40 

20 50 60 50 10 20 40 
10 50 60 50 10 25 30 

10 50 60 so 10 25 30 

10 50 60 50 10 25 30 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 

10 50 60 50 10 20 30 

10 50 60 50 10 20 30 

10 50 60 50 10 25 35 

20 50 60 50 10 25 40 

20 50 60 50 10 25 40 

20 50 60 50 10 75 40 
10 50 60 50 10 25 30 

10 50 60 50 10 25 30 

10 50 60 50 10 25 30 

10 50 60 50 10 20 30 

10 50 60 50 10 20 30 

10 50 60 50 10 20 30 

10 50 60 50 10 20 30 

10 50 60 50 10 20 30 

10 50 60 50 10 25 35 

20 50 60 50 10 25 40 

20 50 60 50 10 25 40 

20 50 60 so 10 2S 3S 
10 so 60 so 10 2S 30 

Order 126 Order 131 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 
20 50 so 
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Year Month 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2009 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2010 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2011 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

Prepared by USDA · AMS • Dairy Programs 

Table 15. Pool Supply Plant Qualifying Shipping Percentage of Total Receipts by Order

January 2000- June 20151 

Order 1 Order 5~ Order6 Order7 Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 _:;-

10 50 60 50 10 25 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 25 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 25 35 20 
20 50 60 50 10 25 40 20 
20 50 60 50 10 25 40 20 
20 50 60 50 10 25 40 20 
10 50 60 50 10 25 30 20 

10 50 60 50 10 25 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 25 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 25 35 20 
20 50 60 50 10 25 40 20 
20 50 60 50 10 25 40 20 
20 50 60 50 10 25 35 20 
10 50 60 50 10 25 30 20 

10 50 60 50 10 25 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 25 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 20 
10 50 60 50 10 25 35 20 
20 50 60 50 10 25 40 20 
20 50 60 50 10 25 35 20 
20 50 60 50 10 25 35 20 
10 50 60 50 10 25 30 20 

grder 126 Order 131 

50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 

50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 

50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 so 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
50 50 
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Year Month 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2012 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 

2013 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

Apnl 

May 

2014 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 
November 

December 

Prepared by USDA- AMS- Dairy Programs 

Table 15. Pool Supply Plant Qualifying Shipping Percentage of Total Receipts by Order

January 2000- June 20151 

Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order 7 Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 

10 50 60 50 10 25 30 
10 50 60 50 10 25 30 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 
10 50 60 so 10 20 30 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 

10 so 60 50 10 25 30 
20 50 60 50 10 25 35 
20 50 60 50 10 25 3S 
20 so 60 50 10 25 35 
10 50 60 50 10 25 30 

10 50 60 50 10 25 30 
10 50 60 50 10 25 30 

10 50 60 50 10 20 30 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 
10 50 60 so 10 20 30 

10 50 60 50 10 20 30 
10 so 60 50 10 20 30 

10 50 60 50 10 25 30 

15 50 60 50 10 25 35 
15 50 60 so 10 25 35 

1S 50 60 50 10 25 30 
10 50 60 50 10 25 30 

10 50 60 50 10 25 30 
10 50 60 50 10 25 30 

10 50 60 50 10 20 30 
10 50 60 50 10 20 30 

10 50 60 50 10 20 30 

10 50 60 50 10 20 30 

10 50 60 50 10 20 30 
10 50 60 50 10 25 3S 

15 50 60 50 10 25 30 

15 50 60 so 10 25 30 

15 50 60 50 10 25 25 
10 50 60 50 10 25 2S 

Order 126 Order 131 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 so 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 
20 50 50 
20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 so 50 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 so 50 
20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 
20 so 50 

20 50 50 
20 50 50 
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Table 15. Pool Supply Plant Qualifying Shipping Percentage of Total Receipts by Order -
1 January 2000- June 2015 

Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order7 Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124'. ~order126 

January 10 so 60 so 10 2S 2S 20 
February 10 so 60 so 10 2S 20 20 
March 10 so 60 so 10 20 20 20 
April 10 so 60 so 10 20 20 20 
May 10 so 60 so 10 20 20 20 
June s so 60 so 10 20 20 20 

201S 
July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

1 The Shipping percentage requirement may be increased or decreased by the Market Administrator if the Market Administrator finds that such revision is necessary to 
assure orderly marketing and efficient handling of milk in the marketing area. Before making such a finding, the Market Administrator shall investigate the need for the 

revision e1ther on the Market Administrator's own initiative or at the request of interested persons, if the request is made in writing at least 1S days prior to the month 

for which the requested revision IS desired to be effective. 

Prepared by USDA- AMS - Dairy Programs 

so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 

Order 131 

so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
so 
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Table 16. Diversion limit, Percentages of Producer Receipts, by Order- January 2000- June 2015 1 

Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order7 Order30 Order32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126 Order 131 

January No Limit 25 25 50 90 35 0 80 50 50 

February No Limit 25 25 50 90 25 60 80 50 50 

March No Limit 40 40 50 90 25 60 80 50 50 

April No Limit 40 40 50 90 25 60 80 50 50 

May No Limit 40 40 50 90 25 60 80 so 50 

2000 
June No Limit 40 40 50 90 25 60 80 so so 
July No Limit 25 20 33 90 2S 60 80 50 50 

August No Limit 25 20 33 90 25 60 80 50 so 
September No Limit 25 20 33 90 35 60 80 50 50 

October No Limit 25 20 33 90 35 0 80 50 50 

November No Limit 25 20 33 90 35 0 80 50 50 
December No Limit 40 25 33 90 25 0 80 50 50 

January No Limit 25 2S 50 90 35 0 80 50 so 
February No Limit 2S 2S 50 90 25 60 80 so 50 

March No Limit 40 40 50 90 25 60 80 so 50 

April No Limit 40 40 50 90 25 60 80 50 50 

May No Limit 40 40 50 90 2S 60 80 so so 

2001 
June No Limit 40 40 50 90 25 60 80 50 50 

July No Limit 25 20 33 90 2S 60 80 50 50 

August No Limit 25 20 33 90 2S 60 80 so so 
September No Limit 25 20 33 90 35 60 80 so so 
October No Limit 25 20 33 90 3S 0 80 50 50 

November No Limit 2S 10 33 90 3S 0 80 so so 
December No Limit 40 lS 33 90 2S 0 80 so so 
January No Limit 2S 1S so 90 3S 0 80 50 so 
February No Limit 25 15 50 90 2S 60 80 50 so 
March No Limit 40 20 50 90 2S 60 80 so 50 

April No Limit 40 20 50 90 2S 60 80 50 50 

May No Limit 40 20 50 90 2S 60 80 50 50 

2002 
June No Limit 40 20 50 90 2S 60 80 50 50 

July No Limit 25 10 33 90 2S 60 80 50 50 

August No Limit 2S 10 33 90 25 60 80 50 so 
September No Limit 2S 10 33 90 35 60 80 50 50 

October No Limit 25 10 33 90 35 0 80 50 50 

November No Limit 2S 10 33 90 35 0 80 50 50 
December No Limit 40 15 33 90 25 0 80 50 50 

Prepared by USDA- AMS- Dairy Programs Pagelof6 



Table 16. Diversion limit, Percentages of Producer Receipts, by Order- January 2000 - June 20151 

Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order7 Order30 ,. Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126 Order 131 

January No Limit 2S 1S so 90 3S 60 80 so so 
February No Limit 2S 1S so 90 2S 60 80 so so 
March No Limit 40 20 so 90 1S 70 80 so so 
April No Limit 40 20 so 90 1S 70 80 so so 
May No Limit 40 20 so 90 1S 70 80 so so 

2003 
June No Limit 40 20 so 90 1S 70 80 so so 
July No Limit 2S 10 33 90 1S 70 80 so so 
August No Limit 2S 10 33 90 20 60 80 so so 
Sept ember No Limit 2S 10 33 90 20 60 80 so so 
October No Limit 2S 10 33 90 20 60 80 so so 
November No Limit 2S 10 33 90 20 60 80 so so 
December No Limit 40 1S 33 90 20 60 80 so so 
January No Limit 2S 1S so 90 20 60 80 so so 
February No Limit 2S 1S so 90 20 60 80 so so 
M arch No Limit 40 20 so 90 1S 70 80 so so 
April No Limit 40 20 so 90 1S 70 80 so so 
May No Limit 40 20 so 90 1S 70 80 so so 

2004 
June No Limit 40 20 so 90 1S 70 80 so so 
July No Limit 2S 10 33 90 1S 70 80 so so 
August No Limit 2S 10 33 90 20 60 80 so so 
September No Limit 2S 10 33 90 20 60 80 so so 
October No Limit 2S 10 33 90 20 60 80 so so 
November No Limit 2S 10 33 90 20 60 80 so so 
December No Limit 40 1S 33 90 20 60 80 so so 
January No Limit 2S 1S so 90 20 60 80 so so 
February No Limit 2S 1S so 90 20 60 80 so so 
March No Limit 40 20 so 90 1S 70 80 so so 
April No Limit 40 20 so 90 1S 70 80 so so 
May No Limit 40 20 so 90 1S 70 80 so so 

200S 
June 90 40 20 so 90 1S 70 80 so so 
July 90 2S 10 33 90 1S 70 80 so so 
August 90 2S 10 33 90 20 60 80 so so 
September 80 2S 10 33 90 20 60 80 so so 
October 80 2S 10 33 90 20 so 80 so so 
November 80 2S 10 33 90 20 so 80 so so 
December 90 40 1S 33 90 20 so 80 so so 
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Table 16. Diversion limit, Percentages of Producer Receipts, by Order - January 2000- June 20151 

Year ~ Monti] _,._Order 1· Order 5 Order 6 Order 7 Order 30 Order32 Order33 Orc_ler 124 Order 126 Order 131 

January 90 2S 1S so 90 20 so 80 so so 
February 90 2S 1S so 90 20 so 80 so so 
March 90 40 20 so 90 1S 60 80 so so 
Apri l 90 40 20 so 90 1S 60 80 so so 
May 90 40 20 so 90 1S 60 80 so so 
June 90 40 20 so 90 1S 60 80 so so 2006 
July 90 2S 10 33 90 1S 60 80 so so 
August 90 2S 10 33 90 20 so 80 so so 
September 80 2S 10 33 90 20 so 80 so so 
October 80 2S 10 33 90 20 so 80 so so 
November 80 2S 10 33 90 20 so 80 so so 
December 90 40 1S 33 90 2S so 80 so so 
January 90 2S 1S so 90 2S so 80 so so 
February 90 2S 1S so 90 2S so 80 so so 
March 90 40 20 so 90 20 60 80 so so 
April 90 40 20 so 90 20 60 80 so so 
May 90 40 20 so 90 20 60 80 so so 
June 90 40 20 so 90 20 60 80 so so 2007 
July 90 2S 10 33 90 20 60 80 so so 
August 90 2S 10 33 90 2S so 80 so so 
September 80 2S 10 33 90 2S so 80 so so 
October 80 2S 10 33 90 2S so 80 so so 
November 80 2S 10 33 90 2S so 80 so so 
December 90 40 1S 33 90 2S so 80 so so 
January 90 2S 1S so 90 2S so 80 so so 
February 90 2S 1S so 90 2S so 80 so so 
March 90 3S 20 so 90 20 60 80 so so 
April 90 3S 20 so 90 20 60 80 so so 
May 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so so 
June 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so so 2008 

so July 90 2S 10 2S 90 20 60 80 so 
August 90 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
September 80 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
October 80 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
November 80 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
December 90 3S 1S 3S 90 2S so 80 so so 
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Table 16. Diversion limit, Percentages of Producer Receipts, by Order - January 2000- June 20151 

IH Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order 1~ Order 30_ Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126 Order 131 

January 90 2S 1S 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
February 90 2S 1S 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
March 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so so 
April 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so so 
May 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so so 

2009 
June 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so so 
July 90 2S 10 2S 90 20 60 80 so so 
August 90 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
September 80 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
October 80 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
November 80 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
December 90 3S 1S 3S 90 2S so 80 so so 
January 90 2S 1S 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
February 90 2S 1S 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
M arch 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so so 
April 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so so 
May 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so so 

2010 
June 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so so 
July 90 2S 10 2S 90 20 60 80 so so 
August 90 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
September 80 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
October 80 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
November 80 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
December 90 3S 1S 3S 90 2S so 80 so so 
January 90 2S 1S 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
February 90 2S 1S 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
March 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so so 
April 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so so 
May 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so so 

2011 
June 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so so 
July 90 2S 10 2S 90 20 60 80 so so 
August 90 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
September 80 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
October 80 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
November 80 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
December 90 3S 1S 3S 90 2S so 80 so so 
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Table 16. Diversion Limit, Percentages of Producer Receipts, by Order- January 2000 - June 2015
1 

Iii: Year Month ~ Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order 7 Order 30 Order 32 Order33 0rder 124 Order 126 Order 131 

January 90 2S 1S 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
February 90 2S 1S 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
March 90 3S 20 35 90 20 60 80 50 so 
April 90 35 20 35 90 20 60 80 50 so 
May 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so so 

2012 
June 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so so 
July 90 2S 10 2S 90 20 60 80 so 50 
August 90 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
Sept ember 80 2S 10 25 90 2S so 80 50 so 
October 80 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 50 so 
November 80 2S 10 25 90 2S so 80 50 so 
December 90 3S 1S 3S 90 2S 50 80 so 50 

January 90 25 15 2S 90 25 50 80 so 50 
February 90 2S 15 2S 90 2S so 80 so 50 
March 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 50 so 
April 90 35 20 3S 90 20 60 80 50 so 
May 90 35 20 3S 90 20 60 80 50 so 
June 90 35 20 35 90 20 60 80 so so 

2013 
July 90 25 10 25 90 20 60 80 so so 
August 90 2S 10 25 90 2S so 80 so so 
September 80 25 10 2S 90 2S 50 80 so 50 
October 80 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
November 80 2S 10 2S 90 2S so 80 so so 
Decem ber 90 35 1S 3S 90 2S so 80 50 so 
January 90 25 1S 2S 90 2S so 80 50 so 
February 90 2S 15 25 90 2S so 80 50 so 
March 90 35 20 3S 90 20 60 80 50 so 
April 90 35 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so 50 
May 90 3S 20 3S 90 20 60 80 so 50 
June 90 3S 20 35 90 20 60 80 so 50 

2014 so July 90 2S 10 25 90 20 60 80 so 
August 90 2S 10 2S 90 2S 6S 80 50 so 
September 80 2S 10 2S 90 25 6S 80 50 so 
October 80 2S 10 2S 90 2S 6S 80 so 50 
November 80 2S 10 25 90 2S 6S 80 50 so 
December 90 3S 1S 3S 90 2S 60 80 so 50 
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Table 16. Diversion limit, Percentages of Producer Receipts, by Order- January 2000- June 20151 

Year Month Order 1 Orcjer 5 Order 6 Order7 Or!!gr"3D Qrder32 Order33 Order 124 - Order 126 

January 90 25 15 25 90 25 60 80 
February 90 25 15 25 90 25 60 80 
March 90 35 20 35 90 20 60 80 
April 90 35 20 35 90 20 60 80 
May 90 35 20 35 90 20 60 80 
June 90 35 20 35 90 20 60 80 

2015 
July 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

. . .. . . 
The D1vers1on percent age requirement may be Increased or decreased by t he Market Admtn1stra tor 1f the Market Admtn1strator f1nds t hat such rev1s1on IS necessary to 

assure orderly marketing and efficient handling of milk in the marketing area. Before making such a finding, the Market Administrator shall investigat e the need for the 

revision either on the Market Administrator's own initiat ive or at the request of in terested persons, if the request is made in writ ing at least 15 days prior to the mont h 

for which the requested revision is desired to be effective. 

50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
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Order 131 

50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
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Table 17. Pool Distributing Plant Receipts of Transferred Bulk Milk, Pounds by Order - January 2008 - June 2015 1 

Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order7 Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126 Order 131 

January 84,025,311 4,435,385 1,072,960 14,972,839 45,908,228 20,430,249 24,463,065 5,502,153 7,693,069 10,512,527 

February 79,287,588 4,558,089 103,580 13,828,483 51,418,371 16,303,230 21,865,795 6,988,390 8,187,744 8,709,068 

March 85,160,291 6,845,045 0 15,444,028 51,667,617 15,514,624 26,512,319 8,182,397 10,821,935 7,760,658 

April 77,045,959 5,421,940 232,520 16,861,113 47,253,269 11,655,767 21,639,891 6,577,079 9,280,982 8,314,830 

May 81,474,037 5,551,505 28,208 16,997,719 47,765,129 15,124,901 25,011,517 8,441,989 9,913,072 7,693,927 

2008 
June 76,666,101 5,597,166 49,680 18,893,606 40,166,802 20,853,547 21,501,800 7,559,225 10,540,782 6,346,666 

July 79,236,214 7,407,133 61,920 17,639,117 37,650,778 16,720,310 25,410,457 7,807,381 10,366,472 6,940,128 

August 79,225,186 6,801,855 5,172,040 19,550,118 49,915,835 22,942,318 28,186,799 7,785,619 8,732,302 7,446,942 

September 88,520,246 6,613,300 3,519,290 20,615,136 59,161,542 19,597,503 31,421,622 7,471,589 9,494,905 7,088,428 

October 91,857,358 8,461,438 3,300,480 9,279,793 56,975,051 18,240,116 35,976,989 6,374,074 8,566,301 7,894,712 

November 89,092,089 6,246,572 86,040 8,274,127 49,587,939 11,991,086 25,188,395 6,760,043 9,011,261 7,584,654 
December 89,927,833 6,820,901 38,040 5,276,847 49,997,988 10,500,353 29,075,598 5,382,929 8,196,666 8,618,282 

January 72,415,467 4,068,829 54,360 3,835,836 46,998,083 6,244,644 25,222,301 5,753,371 7,370,784 7,885,780 

February 64,904,296 5,258,429 73,034 4,268,255 42,093,298 6,506,509 22,013,830 6,267,104 7,800,157 8,225,581 

March 79,258,826 7,900,973 2,680 4,968,943 44,273,508 12,502,374 29,535,579 5,078,095 9,812,089 8,566,684 

April 72,220,652 7,328,339 20,800 3,864,813 39,468,436 14,003,637 26,659,761 4,194,863 8,703,064 7,412,030 

May 72,655,128 5,948,825 1,845,346 6,535,047 31,653,665 9,048,037 24,038,746 5,777,039 10,768,319 6,892,333 

2009 
June 76,112,915 8,427,067 137,044 4,317,684 25,880,678 12,116,705 30,482,492 5,510,565 8,049,671 6,468,256 

July 75,746,061 8,900,267 53,420 4,305,617 27,409,700 11,619,726 26,631,895 5,896,761 8,196,408 7,487,236 

August 73,372,228 8,206,438 40,500 3,826,921 29,271,637 17,243,973 18,776,895 5,760,739 8,852,970 7,244,448 

September 78,732,474 6,963,353 6,819,100 3,931,819 31,632,313 20,945,432 27,725,026 7,093,566 8,518,938 8,705,585 

October 89,163,869 6,887,930 6,295,900 7,815,099 36,775,941 19,461,600 26,412,659 6,214,426 8,602,699 8,921,172 

November 90,142,535 7,095,729 541,200 6,920,077 31,706,143 16,922,549 22,832,143 7,208,667 7,844,110 8,489,552 

December 85,697,023 6,064,385 394,600 5,356,550 29,472,484 11,003,018 23,594,850 3,572,548 7,740,495 9,146,942 

January 75,276,202 6,258,850 1,078,100 7,851,242 29,284,026 8,320,698 19,761,788 6,534,362 6,763,732 7,881,362 

February 74,937,746 8,309,503 0 3,911,272 27,351,060 7,969,601 26,021,048 5,679,975 7,274,616 7,231,599 

March 84,239,285 9,114,563 0 7,589,973 26,271,775 9,548,511 23,096,822 7,210,057 7,381,336 8,435,200 

April 80,499,980 9,239,850 0 4,639,301 23,694,684 8,361,741 25,724,476 6,059,188 9,538,438 7,762,460 

May 82,366,910 9,368,551 0 4,354,768 23,417,399 8,880,919 25,770,049 6,266,669 9,927,329 7,018,840 

2010 
June 84,518,482 8,700,678 0 4,514,607 19,990,384 11,946,807 22,499,317 6,506,857 10,777,569 6,353,020 

July 87,651,143 7,952,544 311,710 4,046,543 20,699,055 10,325,267 23,425,204 6,458,402 8,389,108 7,294,480 

August 83,106,777 7,440,611 1,520,880 10,002,265 33,791,922 15,900,146 29,897,241 7,000,559 7,846,870 7,405,049 

September 91,758,058 6,518,647 151,720 5,803,127 33,731,092 16,515,335 31,842,090 6,606,233 7,004,365 7,018,860 

October 88,402,183 7,670,431 222,318 6,367,666 34,863,029 14,926,241 23,792,795 6,922,412 8,874,564 8,420,600 

November 102,065,952 8,824,116 31,780 7,046,605 34,399,080 14,223,764 29,897,439 6,465,522 7,205,918 9,278,520 

December 92,907,335 10,317,998 45,600 11,293,726 31,099,396 9,982,942 31,126,885 5,857,068 6,813,899 8,736,880 
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Table 17. Pool Distributing Plant Receipts of Transferred Bulk Milk, Pounds by Order- January 2008- June 20151 

'• Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order 7 Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126 Order 131 

January 84,351,354 9,838,945 138,919 12,010,278 27,775,686 7,857,110 33,566,363 5,398,029 6,348,866 9,294,540 

February 75,573,736 8,817,294 1,043 10,231,002 25,268,748 3,193,389 32,407,890 5,370,964 5,504,661 7,423,700 

March 88,703,536 9,991,691 881 8,873,950 25,264,289 3,347,164 25,494,036 6,756,408 7,949,817 8,351,760 

April 86,252,808 10,191,888 2,700 9,325,582 23,590,206 3,184,674 25,855,236 5,975,022 7,329,831 7,222,000 

May 87,704,919 9,457,304 0 5,613,559 18,346,268 2,775,456 30,215,478 5,973,395 8,251,088 7,842,780 

2011 
June 87,154,120 8,340,487 48,700 6,086,830 17,695,282 4,321,393 29,086,039 6,974,632 9,503,528 7,916,340 

July 82,118,708 8,287,114 744 4,090,236 15,724,465 8,065,206 22,344,135 7,066,582 10,312,257 9,549,360 

August 90,324,408 8,712,436 821,014 5,368,144 28,835,239 12,881,087 29,842,561 6,980,500 10,357,922 9,570,600 

September 91,746,231 7,397,535 196,068 5,733,396 30,786,273 6,366,432 31,143,538 6,343,431 7,626,115 6,954,840 

October 97,327,050 8,546,636 0 7,228,298 40,949,146 2,711,996 28,411,470 6,740,167 10,332,553 8,743,680 

November 105,759,858 10,470,138 0 10,351,011 38,124,794 6,872,387 25,112,997 6,974,259 R 8,305,280 
December 98,268,429 9,437,336 1,854 13,003,790 27,752,711 5,657,346 18,474,294 5,660,005 5,792,220 8,668,060 

January 79,999,293 9,130,579 18,180 16,142,550 22,954,370 2,322,655 22,218,569 6,348,243 8,561,976 9,148,584 

February 79,918,364 8,823,550 116,843 14,765,147 19,457,038 1,691,027 21,188,475 5,526,352 8,822,646 7,509,637 

March 93,010,331 7,066,827 74,631 12,657,136 16,225,784 2,088,796 25,364,785 6,427,724 9,450,401 8,308,467 

Apri l 85,088,875 7,226,099 0 11,429,373 17,914,124 1,877,309 20,955,074 5,318,653 9,639,207 9,022,639 

May 83,509,326 7,048,014 0 10,627,476 18,794,629 3,084,421 19,793,610 6,347,030 12,890,815 8,490,740 

2012 
June 80,587,666 5,098,121 67,316 7,450,680 14,796,147 4,833,181 14,858,588 6,831,600 11,353,030 6,243,820 

Ju ly 88,105,540 4,880,438 0 8,619,343 14,170,539 8,392,286 14,568,130 7,252,654 11,672,104 6,545,870 

August 83,827,005 5,223,792 1,180 8,743,854 20,404,992 10,457,286 15,619,457 7,557,018 11,218,191 6,984,700 

September 83,162,725 5,600,274 244,919 9,029,625 22,492,378 11,017,758 20,S19,580 6,718,684 R 6,752,380 

October 86,994,758 6,216,905 29,371 10,519,960 28,316,925 6,898,424 21,037,821 7,201,870 10,769,335 7,392,760 

November 93,780,233 7,957,527 79,432 12,818,967 26,777,830 5,982,354 20,872,077 6,232,914 9,316,384 8,215,640 
Decembe r 82,601,924 8,667,820 59,948 14,456,180 19,569,413 3,466,528 17,996,015 6,283,488 9,095,768 8,017,020 

January 74,930,061 9,487,777 79,078 19,743,862 24,405,454 3,560,280 14,042,211 6,764,665 11,952,337 8,344,680 

February 67,368,404 8,036,398 57,051 15,938,677 26,173,438 2,826,326 15,048,268 5,463,121 11,918,296 7,035,900 

March 77,158,129 9,158,835 29,808 15,208,402 22,428,601 3,243,759 16,724,182 6,584,328 14,644,344 6,673,440 

April 71,300,040 8,233,438 156,470 12,796,633 20,897,256 4,676,890 12,911,798 5,730,743 14,823,601 7,202,160 

May 76,078,154 8,199,820 252,340 10,080,900 13,509,935 4,329,205 13,442,994 6,291,436 13,810,953 6,450,300 

June 72,004,970 4,831,299 0 7,798,906 10,642,752 6,566,614 9,784,025 6,801,795 13,806,629 5,582,100 
2013 

July 78,460,608 4,875,126 0 9,054,708 10,306,278 5,940,202 10,090,346 3,857,803 13,143,892 6,327,590 

August 81,129,344 5,024,736 2,167,052 14,933,951 13,783,761 9,215,130 11,491,153 6,467,591 12,567,252 6,553,980 

September 78,703,556 5,090,295 961,340 17,877,250 24,025,939 13,878,426 8,882,842 4,479,134 10,560,907 6,593,220 

October 84,248,673 6,160,462 530,649 15,575,729 32,383,950 11,437,936 15,352,550 3,704,034 11,298,489 7,079,970 
November 87,664,123 6,907,879 6,707 3,329,832 27,173,342 6,903,327 12,274,544 4,643,169 8,602,352 7,007,520 
December 90,467,508 7,827,146 30,005 17,425,847 25,134,770 5,120,633 15,658,734 3,169,374 9,316,498 6,946,700 
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Table 17. Pool Distributing Plant Receipts of Transferred Bulk Milk, Pounds by Order - January 2008- June 20151 

,- Year "'~- · 'Month Order 1 ~order 5 - order'6 - ~ Order7 Order 30 Order 32 

January 74,660,100 5,903,765 288,579 11,139,220 22,646,075 7,372,306 

February 72,433,861 5,348,746 41,142 7,292,454 17,747,630 7,529,345 

March 83,372,031 4,926,346 498,280 2,983,831 17,762,501 5,838,917 

April 81,087,166 5,998,684 0 3,590,573 16,141,038 12,646,539 

May 79,869,848 7,605,253 303,765 3,444,230 22,009,609 8,355,514 

2014 
June 77,836,757 4,473,305 0 3,953,116 11,447,637 6,470,595 

July 88,391,322 5,771,649 0 1,637,127 12,230,861 5,982,588 

August 79,548,546 6,283,440 72,731 10,119,937 22,902,240 9,985,492 
September 78,781,223 5,414,504 55,650 10,562,127 14,955,415 9,562,138 

October 98,202,559 6,081,172 58,446 12,942,750 25,136,687 6,521,555 

November 94,036,225 9,495,991 93,709 10,422,932 22,317,573 7,376,247 
December 101,184,155 7,471,415 215,276 6,151,551 19,863,819 6,217,383 

January 8 1,469,367 8,436,087 532,518 11,689,948 21,802,003 7,032,073 

February 62,387,010 7,214,580 718,756 12,318,965 20,236,425 7,329,401 

March 74,906,296 5,761,621 1,280,627 7,088,292 22,737,602 10,470,408 

April 72,941,382 6,310,237 1,350,520 3,704,026 14,660,427 11,845,661 

May 72,205,962 4,652,084 954,323 3,838,142 13,134,153 11,850,804 

2015 
June 

July 

76,278,704 4,141,808 1,153,528 1,058,359 6,985,642 14,653,557 

August 

September 

October 

November 
December 

1
1ncludes receipts of bulk cream, bulk skim, bulk milk, and bulk condensed milk; packaged receipts and diverted milk are excluded. 

R Data rest ricted due to confidentiality. 
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Order 33 Order 124 Order 126 

12,289,480 2,780,118 9,730,666 

9,496,335 3,018,066 8,240,608 

11,249,469 3,912,554 12,647,187 

10,751,789 4,114,422 11,998,932 
9,193,695 3,800,929 12,372,930 

8,015,349 4, 770,402 12,553,653 

11,730,873 4,906,684 12,465,917 

7,294,297 4,731,183 14,211,042 

8,541,806 4,140,752 10,874,808 

11,290,127 6,597,838 12,176,178 

10,207,266 6,579,954 10,286,810 
7,726,222 6,183,901 10,656,154 

7,714,036 5,999,473 9,920,223 

7,280,364 6,218,866 9,333,018 

9,759,537 6,818,561 11,481,996 

7,705,278 5,937,283 11,502,595 

8,383,552 4,270,476 14,334,197 

9,508,525 5,642,830 15,248,270 

Order 131.-

7,426,582 

5,329,120 

5,069,740 

5,223,120 

4,753,520 

4,860,480 

5,042,220 

4,777,960 

5,350,055 

5,305,060 

5,046,760 
6,383,190 

5,133,660 

5,663,140 

6,023,510 

4,939,282 

4,594,217 

4,679,840 
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Table 18. Total 7(a) and 7(b)1 Plants With Excess Shrlnkage3
, All Orders - January 2009 - June 2015 

T_.Pool 
Number of o.lstrlbutlnc 7(a) Total 7(a) Total 7(b)Total 7(b)Total 

Pool Plants with 7(a) Total Skim Buttedat Pounds l'l'oduct Pounds 7(a) Excess 7(a ) Excess 7(b)Tot.l Skim Butterfat POundi product ~cis 7(b) Excess· 7(b) Excess 
Dlstrlbutlnc Ex C... PoUnds Physically Pli.,slcally - Physically 7(a) Excess Sk1m Butterfat Product PoUnd Poundi Physically _Physically Physically 7(b) Excess Skim B!'tterfat ProdUct Pound 

Year Month , Plants , Shrtnuce Received "~ _Received Shr1nka .. Slwlnk~p-, -~ .. Received Received Received · Shl'lnka .. Slwlnkac e Shrlnkace 
January 242 135 3 672,609,902 142,758,626 3,815,368,528 13,452,306 1, 197,544 14,649,850 34,394,744 26,911,580 6 1,306,324 825,474 209,818 1,035,292 
february 245 140 3 ,252,451 ,530 125,158,325 3,3n 609,8ss 13,100,776 1,202,145 14,302,921 3 7,857,224 29,685,980 67,543,204 908,573 196,881 1,105,454 
Mardl 243 130 3 653,802 709 138,916,660 3,792, 719,369 13,435,752 1,565,745 15,001,497 32 356,800 33 224774 65,581574 679 493 140035 819,528 
April 243 123 3,458,233,682 130,288,461 3,588,522,143 10,025,213 1,299,381 11,324,594 37,895,696 30,623,910 68,51 9,606 120018 266,988 987,006 
M ay 248 133 3,553,031,734 131,661,699 3,684,693,433 16,113,173 1,453,61 7 17,566,790 49n6,060 17,930,976 67,707,036 846,193 220,335 1,066,528 

2009 
June 242 147 3,429,767,895 126,015,350 3,555,783,245 12,405,661 1 615 485 14 021 146 43 oas 851 16 497 992 59 583 843 1,680 348 213746 1,894094 
July 244 128 3,231,423 218 117,848,453 3,349,271 671 16449,199 1,507,398 17 956,597 43,802,323 35,166 013 78,968,336 1,576,884 239,072 1,815,956 
Aul\lSt 245 1 46 3,516,870,570 128,926,286 3,645, 796,856 15,573,905 1,494,133 17,068,038 51,386 907 34,921,364 86,308,271 1,438,833 328,074 1,766,907 
September 243 152 3,605,846,101 134,790,457 3 740 636,558 18, 159,466 1,4 25,068 19,584,534 41,753,091 30,542,359 72,295,450 960321 356,760 1,317,081 
October 243 135 3 631578762 139,810 653 3n1389415 17249 394 1,401275 18,650669 53097708 30,439,679 83,537 387 2 548 690 393 528 2,942 218 
Nowmber 241 139 3 494,836,920 135,218,255 3,630,055,175 15,503,939 1,563,973 17,067,912 54,001,824 19,403,154 73,404,978 2.592 088 122,187 2,714,275 
December 241 149 3,663,831,312 142,379,744 3,806,211,056 15,753,110 1,562,441 17,315,551 35,671,721 32,707,720 68,379,441 1,1n,161 868,625 2,045,192 

January 239 133 3 685032 656 142 853 759 3 827886 415 14 424 246 131.2 ,500 15,736,746 41979783 16,194 6 12 58,174 395 2 361444 654,536 3 015 980 
februa~_ 241 134 3 329,294,428 128,323,256 3,457,61 7,684 14,379 394 1 ,163,815 15,543,209 4 985,995 15,010,893 56,996,888 536 874 177,164 714,038 
March 244 134 3,685 411,870 139,111,482 3,824,523,352 1 2,566,736 1,341,085 13,907,821 48,760,310 16,813,299 65,573,609 1,259,885 515,431 1 ,775,316 

I April 243 135 3 429,991,933 126,771,911 3,556,763,844 1 6,955,196 1,377,435 18,332,631 46,827,957 15,97 9,079 62,807,036 920,634 441,052 1,361,686 
May 240 143 3 591662 653 131409441 3723012 094 14 938 231 1416 268 16354 499 44994 227 16071,042 61,065 269 1743 080 752,4 20 2 495,500 

2010 
June 244 135 3,219 849,358 116,505,042 3,336,354,400 14,192 598 1,ns,233 15,967,831 67 874,080 1 6,807,621 . 84,681701 3,866615 262,989 4,1 29,604 
July 244 140 3,376 570,129 121,190,901 3,497 761,030 14, 184,270 1,535,978 15,720,248 47 325,090 15,935,220 63,260,3 10 2,506,942 31,798 2,538,740 
AuR\' St 242 1.38 3 555,924 460 128,662,864 3 684,587,324 14,308,012 1,829,773 16,137785 63,897,405 33,568,672 97,466,077 1,738,526 795,227 2,533,753 
September 243 138 3 490567215 129 324 757 3 619 891912 17756 521 1,609 712 19 366 233 67 144011 30202 032 97346043 3 ,184 201 305,295 3 489496 
October 246 149 3 641,411,632 139,391,212 3, 780,802,844 14,444,127 1,907,063 16,351190 63 405 964 30,261,575 93,667,539 1,337,194 490,082 1,827,276 
November 243 149 3,544,043,376 139,574,713 3,683,618,089 14,070,345 1,988,082 16,058,427 69 618,433 30,626,409 100,244,842 1 ,931,910 591,644 2,523,554 
December 244 152 3 ,531,155,242 140,557,060 3,671,712,302 17,160,661 1,843,322 19,003,983 56,206,311 23,729,1n 79,935,488 1,186,554 216,225 1,402,n9 

Janu;ary_ 236 138 3 723 305 279 147,406756 3 870,712,035 1 5,001,818 1,672,380 16,674,198 50,431608 24962,186 75,393,794 2,654,390 169,595 2,823 985 
February 237 143 3,281,524,848 128,496,666 3,410, 021,514 14,597,084 1,366,315 15,963 399 68 133,863 25,333,948 93,467,811 1,365,551 252,892 1,618 443 
Mardl 236 139 3,442 911,502 132,982,384 3,575,893,886 16,956,987 1,804,588 18,761,575 74142,530 29478,957 103,621,487 2 475 619 487,539 2,963,158 

'April 237 136 3 229 678 878 122 935,489 3 352 614 367 15 188 447 1848,587 17,037034 66335 565 24,383,230 90 718 795 1186 314 424,065 1610,379 
May 234 134 3 ,376,314,073 126,746,612 3,503,060,685 18 151,173 1,443,613 19,594,786 66,437,157 7,046,191 73,483,348 5,781,123 278,720 6,059,843 

2011 
June 235 126 3,170,470,73 4 116,734,739 3,287,205,4 73 19,686060 2,094,133 21,780,193 66,789,497 2,422,674 69,212,171 1,408 298 47,188 1,455,486 
July 234 122 2,991,555,691 109,865,291 3,101,420 982 14,012,472 1,823,561 15,836,033 46,234,114 1,628,753 4 7,862,867 1,103,375 53,728 1,157,103 

Aucust 234 133 3,393,416,139 124,588,963 3,518,005,102 20,165,923 1,965,392 22,131,315 64,590,706 17,194,074 81,784,780 1,186,314 434,311 1,620,625 

September 235 139 3,209,314,053 120,573,435 3,329,887,488 21,274,395 1,954,051 23,228,446 79,859,143 2,931,570 82.790,713 844,326 82,355 926,681 

October 233 144 3,607,002.633 140,4 55,163 3, 747,457,796 19,824,180 1.794,093 21,618,273 58,178,698 2,210,089 60,388,787 2.060,752 135,331 2, 196,083 

Novemb er 233 144 3,397,220,989 134,611,674 3,531,832.663 18,623,022 1,932,061 20,555,083 73,479,425 2.829,396 76,308,821 1465 240 169,294 1 ,634,534 
December 233 1 47 3,454,784,1 95 136,693,723 3.S91.4n,918 19,37 2,543 2,309,310 21,681,853 56,987,455 2,226,141 59,213,596 1,679,242 87,857 1,767,099 

January 231 138 3,528,5n,359 138,854,488 3,667,431,847 15,635,593 1,698,478 17,334,071 83,066,366 3,198,321 86,264,687 764,468 59,034 823,502 

February 231 135 3,254, 793,176 127,006,659 3,381,799,835 15,685 287 1,472.429 17,157,716 71,491,255 2.713,250 74,204,505 1,236,02.2 60,037 1,296,059 

March 229 137 3 402 571,869 129,801000 3 532 312 869 17 838 807 1566814 19405,621 75 650 541 2)117,810 78,468,351 1787 659 92,928 1,880587 
April 229 126 3,103,563,145 117,106,154 3,220,669,299 13,355,284 1,295,156 14,650,440 73 283,500 2,696,303 75,979,803 1,141,686 94,919 1 ,236,605 
May 230 125 3,274,835,346 122,200,593 3,397,035,939 15,681,667 1,399,525 17,081,192 60,424,710 2,180,842 62,605,552 1,965,051 83,630 2,048,681 

2012 
June 228 126 2,950,013,469 109,071,603 3,059,085,072 14,860,896 1,418,330 16,279,226 82,562,871 2,940,568 85,503,4 39 1,823 171 164,109 1,987 280 
July 228 130 3,035,915,319 111,442,704 3,147,358,023 13,154,031 1,439,668 14,593,699 82 260,086 2 ,900,882 85,160,968 1 .598,716 118 353 1,717,069 

Ausust 230 129 3,234,466, 730 119,851,270 3,354,318,000 17,813,968 1,455,080 19,269,048 78,087,860 2,781 ,467 80,869,327 1,589,379 104,935 1,694,314 

September 231 122 3,260, 748,623 123,638,298 3,384,386,921 15,413,312 1,626,954 17,040,266 68,996,353 2,512,265 71,508,618 1,836,420 66,624 1,903,044 

October 231 135 3499n5,268 136,894,794 3,636 670 062 16206093 1 ,660,139 17 866,232 78 862 198 16 9 56059 95,818 257 1 306 559 419 558 1726 117 
November 231 145 3 469 570,065 137,4 93,932 3,607,063,997 18,204,996 1,717,365 19,922,361 79 145 534 1 6146,939 95,292,473 1,546,225 208,095 1,754,320 
December 233 134 3,449,012,958 136,305,512 3,585,318,470 15,920,084 1,708,180 17,628,264 70,430,427 14,359,697 84,790,124 1,641,389 340,141 1,981,530 
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Table 18. Total 7(a) and 7(b)1 Plants With Excess Shrlnkagez, All Orders- January 2009- June 2015 
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January 231 144 3,549, 722,984 140,671,193 3 690,394,177 19,498,503 1,794,671 21,293,174 86,979,126 13 973,964 100,953,090 1 ,306,559. 377,286 1,683,845 

February 226 121 2 986,305 022 117 333 356 3,103 638 378 14,552,662 1440100 15,992,762 71850,260 14 999 611 86849871 1546,225 185 257 1,731,482 

March 228 126 3,364,837,716 131,994,566 3,496,832,282 16,575,101 1,573,599 18,148,700 82,580,057 17,801,069 100,381, 126 1,641,389 158,694 1 ,800,083 

April 226 140 3,336,640,771 128,605,801 3,465,246,572 17,890,632 1,650,410 19,541,042 72,262,549 16,326,217 88,588,766 2,559,027 107, 197 2,666,224 

May 226 145 3,526,340,606 133,449,559 3,659,790,165 18,372,425 1,799,749 20,172,174 76,124,457 2,784,726 78,909,183 1,946,734 86,006 2,032,740 

2013 June 223 138 3,245,373 909 121499,237 3 366 873 146 15072 836 161],390 16,684 226 58,538,249 2 085144 60623 393 1.093,048 117633 1,210 681 

July 223 141 3,307,383,845 122,787,659 3,430,171,504 20,018,350 2,007,878 22,026,228 56,130,121 2,004,877 58,134,998 878,869 66,090 944,959 

Auaust 224 143 3 ,51.9,233,497 1.32,077,664 3,651,311,161 18,787 427 1,645,314 20,432.741 79,390,593 2,840,673 82,231,266 2.547,879 140,562 2,688,441 

Septembef" 222 142 3,409 062 267 129 589432 3 ,538 651 699 22 462,861 1848136 24 310997 53,791,847 1968 862 55760709 1572,822 97 461 1,670 283 

October 223 144 3,633,854,222 141657,524 3, 775 511,746 23,396,065 1,679,649 25,075,714 57,500,035 17,149,089 74,649,124 2,185,001 120,233 2,305,234 

November 220 1.38 3,509,356, 703 139,632,820 3,648,989,523 18,939,034 1,584,931 20,523,965 77,343,839 17,972,293 95,316,132 2,475,003 296,598 2,771,601 

December 220 140 3,466,441,355 139,050,387 3,605,491, 742 21,056,158 1 ,991,174 23,047,332 72,870,614 15,853,903 88,724,517 1,530,283 190,728 1,721,011 

January 217 139 3 490496041 138 599,882 3 629 095 923 19,822,225 1361,792 21184,017 74 210 972 14,031,352 88,242 324 2,077 907 174 213 2 252, 120 

Februarv 216 138 3,085,819,629 121,330,470 3,207,150,099 19,311.979 1 ,475 904 20,787,883 71,131,668 2 771,648 73,903,316 811, 1.58 75,785 886,943 

March 216 130 3,328,683,304 130,058,912 3 ,458,742.216 18,604,196 1 ,624,331 20,228,527 84,042,441 3 228,662 87,271,103 2,190,520 117,535 2,308,055 

Al>rll 217 127 3,152,163,051 120,548,863 3,272,711.914 13,987,952 1.212,758 1.5,200, 710 75,887,433 2,865 137 78,752,570 916,215 66,435 982,650 

May 216 134 3,376,682,183 126 834,230 3 ,503,516,413 20.071,272 1360 859 21,432 131 72,051,458 19733,940 91,785,398 1.152,823 180,348 1,333,171 

2014 June 216 138 3 ,236,379,136 120,426,324 3 ,356,805,460 14,992,839 1,366,499 16,359.338 81,000,084 2,941,249 83,941,333 1,359,945 71,240 1,431, 185 

July 217 134 3,285,181,114 121.701,466 3,406,882,580 17,663,704 1,569,810 19,233,514 55,371,926 1,965,584 57,337,510 2,095,426 83,033 2, 178,459 

AuliUst 214 141 3.385 180 216 126 877 368 3 512 057 584 21,208 963 1785 862 22 994 825 79,336,620 20165 807 99 502 427 1,507 396 129 655 1,637 051 

September 214 132 3,352,906,785 127,360,344 3,480,267 129 20,946,718 1,436,777 22,383,495 78,301,508 2 911496 81,213,004 703,305 93,4 52 796,757 

Odober 218 138 3,452,500,827 134,367,761 3,586,868,588 21,615,291 1 ,602,754 23,218,045 78,794,460 23,281491 102,075,95 1 1 ,733,478 5 19,409 2.252,887 

November 21.8 142 3,435,925,512 136,559,260 3,572,484, 772 21,514,463 1,508,704 23,023,167 84,877,732 20955,003 105,832,735 1 ,103,411 55,199 1, 158,610 

December 218 144 3,413,188,032 135,602,104 3,548,790,136 2 1,051,076 2,067,509 23,118,585 80,563,525 20,397,296 100,960,821 1,450,143 288,045 1,738, 188 

January 218 141 3,607,959,166 143,510,707 3 ,751,469 873 19,732,964 1618,427 21,351,391 90,975,579 19,787,339 110,762,918 1,728,536 149,201 1,877,737 

February 216 130 3,221 ,132,032 127,927,153 3,349,059,185 20,953,620 1820,987 22,774,607 73,743,448 18,689,662 92,433, 110 1 ,032,408 221,109 1 ,2 53,517 

March 214 129 3,440,566, 765 134,564,147 3,575,130,912 20,432,670 1219,439 21,652, 109 80,871,912 23,043,979 103,91.5,89 1 970,463 82,560 1,053,023 

Al>rll 214 142 3,444,054,749 131,588,196 3,575,642,945 24,380,839 1,519,009 25,899,848 86,905,395 21,569,126 108,474,521 955,959 288,615 1,244,574 

May 210 131 3,329,469, 798 125,232,568 3,454, 702,366 19,698,907 1,423,339 21.122,246 83,392,229 21,557,876 104,950, 105 1 ,667,845 318,744 1,986,589 

201.5 
June 210 144 3,145,249,902 116,980,102 3,262,230,004 20,065,851 1,616,331 21,682,182 87,558,123 3 ,180,402 90,738,525 1 ,603,460 109,162 1,712,622 

July 0 
Au&ust 0 

September 0 

October 0 

November 0 

December 0 

Per para11raph 7 of each Federal Order, a 7(a) plant Is a dlstrlbutlna plant that qualifies as a pool plant on the basis of Its total and In-area fluid mUk product sales. A 7(b) plant Is a dls trlbutin11 plant that qualifies P<imar•ly on ltsloaotlon In the marketlna a rea and Its produdlon and sale of ultra· 
pasteurized or aseptically processed fluid milk products. 
1 Per 7 CFR 1000. 43(b), 'shrlnkaae' is mUk receipts at • plant In excess of iiCCOunted·for uses; and 'excess shrlnkaae'ls shrlnkeae beyond that allowe d to be J><lced at the lowest d ass price. The shrlnkaae allowance Is 2% of milk physically received from farms on farm welahts and tests, and 1.5% 
of other bulk milk physically received at the plant. 
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Table 19. Uniform Prices' by Order- January 2000- June 2015 

Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order 7 Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126 Order 131 Order 135 

January $12.35 $13.32 $14.37 $12.82 $1048 $11.23 $11.62 $11.11 $12.01 $11.25 $11.11 

February $12.21 $13.13 $1440 $12.74 $10.10 $11.00 $11.52 $11.06 $11.82 $11.09 $10.93 

March $12.39 $13.15 $1447 $12.83 $10.18 $10.91 $11.68 $11.17 $11.90 $11.28 $11.02 

April $1246 $13.23 $14.55 $12.88 $10.15 $10.84 $11.77 $11.31 $12.05 $11.44 $10.76 

May $12.90 $13.68 $15.13 $1340 $1027 $10.96 $12.21 $11.70 $12.43 $11.79 $10.84 

2000 
June $13.25 $14.01 $15.57 $13.78 $1043 $11.16 $12.38 $11.91 $12.75 $12.10 $11.01 

July $13.52 $1446 $15.78 $14.23 $11.36 $11.95 $12.68 $12.19 $13.36 $12.32 $1173 

August $13.39 $14.40 $15.68 $14.15 $10.97 $11.61 $1249 $11.94 $13.16 $12.20 $11.53 

September $13.63 $1441 $15.59 $14.16 $11.46 $11.97 $12.53 $12.11 $13.28 $12.32 $11.94 

October $13.32 $14.27 $15.48 $13.89 $10.88 $1140 $12.04 $11.79 $12.89 $11.99 $11.49 

November $13.36 $14.76 $15.90 $14.14 $10.00 $10.85 $11.91 $11.80 $12.59 $11.84 $10 68 
December $13.72 $14.83 $16.10 $14.51 $10.60 $11.38 $12.16 $12.27 $12.91 $1240 $1120 

January $13.76 $15.00 $16.75 $14.73 $11.02 $11.85 $12.54 $12.34 $13.62 $12.37 $1170 

February $13.62 $14.48 $15.91 $14.15 $11.15 $11.82 $12.28 $12.35 $13.24 $1248 $11.79 

March $14.50 $15.16 $16.69 $14.92 $12.20 $12.74 $13.24 $13.34 $14.18 $13.31 $12.89 

April $15.24 $15.84 $17.34 $15.57 $12.89 $1342 $13.94 $14.05 $14.91 $14.07 $13.41 

May $16.32 $16.77 $18.22 $16.54 $14.50 $14.80 $15.12 $15.12 $16.05 $15.11 $14.74 

June $17.08 $17.33 $18.89 $17.28 $15.52 $15.79 $15.97 $15.78 $16.85 $15.88 $15.67 
2001 

$17.21 July $17.61 $18.88 $17.54 $15.91 $16.14 $16.24 $15.80 $17.12 $16.08 $15.90 

August $17.53 $18.01 $19.19 $17.87 $16.06 $16.29 $16.54 $15.99 $1743 $16.39 $16.04 

September $17.76 $18.17 $19.45 $18.09 $16.28 $16.56 $16.87 $16.34 $17.60 $16.70 $16.32 

October $16.04 $16.73 $18.30 $16.70 $14.75 $14.92 $15.03 $14.38 $16.05 $15.01 $14.35 

November $15.28 $16.76 $18.59 $16.20 $1245 $13.17 $13.79 $13.30 $15.08 $13.73 $12.87 

December $13.72 $14.16 $15.58 $13.95 $12.19 $1246 $12.64 $12.35 $1345 $12.71 $12.33 

January $13.81 $14.41 $15.76 $14.13 $12.30 $12.61 $12.88 $12.53 $13.66 $12.81 $12.44 

February $13.48 $14.04 $15.46 $13.75 $12.04 $12.32 $12.46 $12.14 $13.28 $1246 $12.09 

March $13.05 $13.60 $15.20 $13.34 $11.25 $11.66 $11.93 $11.73 $12.77 $11.91 $11.56 

April $12.94 $13.43 $14.93 $13.23 $11.35 $11.68 $11.92 $11.64 $12.71 $11.79 $11.54 

May $12.63 $13.09 $14.55 $12.89 $11.30 $11.47 $11.63 $11.35 $12.42 $11.51 $11.31 

2002 
June $12.38 $12.83 $1444 $12.69 $10.72 $11.00 $11.24 $11.00 $12.11 $11.22 $10.87 

July $12.05 $12.88 $14.19 $12.55 $10.13 $10.44 $10.85 $10.66 $11.81 $10.87 $10.26 

August $12.16 $12.87 $14.19 $12.63 $10.20 $10.58 $11.19 $10.66 $11.95 $11.04 $10.35 

September $12.20 $12.76 $13.97 $12.56 $10.46 $10.74 $11.09 $10.66 $11.92 $11.03 $10.55 

October $1240 $12.91 $14.03 $12.81 $11.D3 $11.18 $11.32 $10.94 $12.07 $11.38 $11.01 

November $12.31 $13.06 $14.32 $12.84 $1043 $10.74 $11.17 $10.84 $11.97 $11.14 $10.65 

December $12.24 $12.96 $14.15 $12.76 $10.33 $10.67 $11.12 $10.81 $11.92 $11.07 $10.50 
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Table 19. Uniform Prices1 by Order - January 2000 - June 2015 

Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order 7 Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126 order 131 Order 135 

January $12.19 $12.94 $14.18 $12.68 $10.36 $10.67 $11.05 $10.76 $11.88 $10.97 $10.49 
February $11.79 $12.52 $13.65 $12 .32 $10.13 $10.41 $10.72 $10.44 $11.42 $10.63 $10.29 
M arch $11.43 $12.07 $13.31 $11.91 $9.65 $10.08 $10.36 $10.13 $11.10 $10.29 $9.88 
April $11.45 $12.04 $12.96 $11.81 $9.87 $10.22 $10.47 $10.21 $11.19 $10.34 $9.95 
May $11.60 $12.11 $13.10 $11.99 $10.11 $10.41 $10.63 $10.38 $11.30 $10.45 $10.19 

2003 
June $11.66 $12.04 $13.02 $11.98 $10.13 $10.44 $10.63 $10.37 $11.33 $10.47 $10.24 
July $12.46 $12.49 $13.46 $12.47 $11.37 $11.49 $11.68 $10.93 $12.Dl $11.53 $11.44 
August $13.72 $13.52 $14.53 $13.54 $12.22 $12.52 $12.60 $11.66 $12.93 $12.94 $12.10 
September $15.01 $15.57 $16.99 $15.65 $13.23 $13.92 $13.93 $12.54 $14.48 $13.98 $13.40 
October $15.21 $16.09 $17.67 $16.07 $13.51 $14.23 $14.25 $13.05 $14.89 $14.31 $13.76 
November $14.95 $15.76 $17.47 $15.72 $13.40 $13.67 $13.93 $12.95 $14.53 $13.74 $13.41 
December $14.39 $15.48 $17.16 $15.33 $12.41 $12.91 $13.26 $12.47 $13.86 $12.98 $12.65 

January $13.58 $14.25 $15.54 $14.02 $11.98 $12.30 $12.51 $12.07 $13.29 $12.39 $12 .13 
February $13.95 $14.49 $15.48 $14.23 $12.36 $12.66 $12.87 $12.67 $13.67 $12.89 $12.53 
March $15.56 $15.80 $16.48 $15.61 $14.70 $14.63 $14.68 $14.55 $15.22 $14.69 $14 .69 
April $17.28 $16.76 $17.74 $16.72 $15.55 $15.64 $15.88 $15.34 $16.18 $17.29 
May $19.84 $20.18 $22.23 $20.27 $18.61 $18.40 $18.99 $17.40 $18.67 $19.36 

2004 
June $19.70 $20.54 $22.93 $20.11 $17.98 $18.23 $18.56 $17.45 $19.40 $17.97 
July $17.64 $18.94 $21.01 $19.10 $15.57 $16.03 $16.55 $15.74 $17.08 $16.19 
August $15.57 $16.16 $17.49 $16.17 $14.26 $14.46 $14.61 $14.15 $15.49 $14.56 
September $16.06 $16.52 $17.69 $16.43 $14.85 $14.93 $15.06 $14.44 $15.75 $15.18 
October $16.07 $16.69 $18.19 $16.78 $14.47 $14.70 $14.89 $14.40 $15.68 $15.01 
November $16.20 $16.78 $17.99 $16.83 $15.02 $15.10 $15.21 $14.75 $15.88 $15.20 
December $16.43 $16.98 $18.00 $17.03 $15.19 $15.26 $15.52 $14.83 $15.67 $15.55 

January $16.31 $17.34 $19.11 $17.16 $14.53 $14.95 $15.22 $14.73 $16.04 $15.09 
February $15.51 $15.90 $17.08 $15.80 $14.52 $14.50 $14.71 $14.04 $15.24 $14.73 
M arch $16.04 $16.74 $18.15 $16.63 $14.49 $14.73 $14.95 $14.59 $15.79 $14.86 
April $15.52 $15.92 $17.30 $15.85 $14.65 $14.59 $14.76 $14.12 $15.28 $14.59 
M ay $15.35 $15.85 $17.28 $15.73 $14.05 $14.21 $14.40 $13.98 $15.10 $14.21 

2005 
June $15.23 $15.49 $16.80 $15.47 $14.12 $14.18 $14.36 $13.81 $14.87 $14.19 
July $15.85 $16.26 $17.47 $16.18 $14.69 $14.76 $14.96 $14.38 $15.44 $14.89 
August $15.84 $16.65 $17.87 $16.44 $14.15 $14.49 $14.94 $14.38 $15.70 $14.86 
September $15.92 $16.37 $17.47 $16.32 $14.59 $14.75 $14.94 $14.50 $15.70 $15.02 
October $15.88 $16.48 $17.69 $16.49 $14.59 $14.70 $14.91 $14.46 $15.58 $15.03 
November $15.41 $16.30 $17.71 $16.22 $13.79 $14.06 $14.35 $13.91 $15.15 $14.50 
December $14.83 $15.51 $16.89 $15.44 $13.61 $13.69 $13.90 $13.44 $14.60 $14.00 
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Table 19. Uniform Prices' by Order- January 2000- June 2015 

Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order7 Order 30 Order 32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126 Order 131 Order 135 

January $14.78 $15.52 $16.71 $15.14 $13.66 $13.75 $13.95 $13.44 $14.50 $13.76 

February $14.25 $1501 $16.34 $14.71 $12.68 $12.91 $13 28 $12 60 $13.73 $13.03 

March $13.43 $14.13 $15.41 $13.77 $11.67 $12.00 $12.36 $11.86 $12.95 $12.21 

April $12.64 $1301 $14.36 $12.94 $11.29 $11.49 $1175 $11.35 $12.41 $11.66 
May $12.61 $13.05 $14.28 $12.90 $11.21 $11.42 $11.65 $11.30 $12.26 $11.62 

2006 
June $12.66 $12.84 $14.14 $12.90 $11.52 $11.62 $1174 $11.30 $12.36 $11.67 
July $1279 $13.33 $14.65 $13.28 $11.30 $11.53 $11.74 $11.29 $12.32 $11.85 

August $13.06 $13.51 $14.65 $13.39 $11.43 $11.74 $11.98 $11.48 $12.66 $12.15 

September $13.43 $13.63 $14.70 $13.68 $12.37 $12.23 $12.40 $11.89 $1320 $1276 

October $14.04 $14.58 $15.73 $14.60 $12.56 $12.73 $12.91 $12.52 $13.65 $13.24 

November $14 21 $14.68 $15.88 $14.68 $12.96 $12.96 $13.13 $12.85 $13.83 $13.49 
December $14.42 $14.62 $15.88 $14.81 $13.47 $13.32 $13.41 $12 99 $14.05 $13.71 

January $15.09 $15.60 $16.77 $15.49 $13.75 $13.92 $14.03 $13 63 $14.77 $14.12 
February $15.21 $15.57 $15.71 $15.68 $14.23 $14.06 $14.23 $13.81 $14.98 $14.22 

March $16.08 $15.46 $17.57 $16.54 $15.14 $14.94 $15.12 $14.84 $15.87 $15.12 

April $17.02 $17.41 $18.35 $17.36 $16.15 $15.98 $16.09 $16.24 $16.97 $16.43 

May $18.60 $18.82 $19.55 $18.73 $17.65 $17.50 $17.63 $17 87 $18.51 $18.07 

June $20.80 $20.70 $21.62 $2076 $20.12 $19.80 $19.91 $20.19 $20.48 $20.30 
2007 

$22.94 $23.28 $24.22 $23.29 July $21.65 $21.90 $21.97 $21.98 $22.69 $22.09 

August $23.14 $24.16 $25.24 $23.87 $20.61 $21.93 $22.19 $21.84 $2276 $22.22 

September $22.99 $24.00 $25.08 $23.77 $20.71 $21.66 $21.94 $21.65 $22.43 $22.15 

October $22.38 $23.75 $24.81 $23.36 $19.53 $20.82 $21.13 $20.91 $21.62 $21.57 

November $22.31 $23.75 $24.89 $23.46 $19.86 $20.79 $21.08 $20.82 $21.58 $21.49 

December $21.59 $22.37 $23.44 $22.44 $20.65 $20.36 $20.64 $20.30 $21.01 $20.82 

January $21.11 $22.60 $23.80 $22.46 $19.70 $19.71 $20.25 $19.39 $20.70 $19.72 

February $19.54 $21.32 $22.60 $20.90 $17.63 $18.11 $18 65 $17.47 $19.28 $18.00 

March $17.89 $18.63 $19.92 $1879 $17.75 $16.85 $17.21 $15.94 $17.32 $15.86 

April $18.55 $20.21 $21.50 $19.97 $17.23 $17.48 $17.77 $15.95 $18.18 $17.28 

May $18.18 $19.11 $21.38 $19.60 $17.99 $17.08 $17.53 $15.83 $17.88 $17.20 

June $19.56 $20.22 $22.36 $20.80 $19.79 $18.50 $18.96 $18.03 $19.02 $18.65 
2008 

$20.61 July $22.31 $24.89 $22.68 $18.90 $19.38 $19.71 $18.94 $20.09 $19.31 

August $19.50 $20.72 $23.01 $21.25 $17.81 $18.32 $1870 $18.03 $19.32 $18.50 

September $18.90 $20.23 $22.39 $20.63 $16.85 $17.44 $18.05 $17.07 $18.46 $17.66 

October $17.44 $18.49 $20.42 $18.95 $17.02 $16.30 $16.80 $15.49 $17.26 $16.59 

November $17.09 $18.75 $21.25 $19.21 $15.85 $15.61 $16.32 $15.29 $16.89 $15.83 

December $15.06 $16.23 $18.88 $16.85 $15.04 $13.63 $14.42 $13.00 $14.75 $13.97 
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Table 19. Uniform Prices1 by Order- January 2000- June 2015 

Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order7 Order 30 Orcfer 32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126 Order 131 Order 135 

January $14.14 $16.41 $18.92 $16.62 $11.60 $12.49 $13.22 $12.12 $13.50 $12.49 

February $11.75 $12.98 $15.02 $13.22 $9.82 $10.38 $10.83 $10.31 $11 .31 $10.69 

March $11.56 $12.29 $14.19 $12.47 $10.57 $10.44 $10.73 $10.48 $11.45 $10.63 

April $12.08 $12.97 $15.11 $13.14 $10.98 $10.91 $11.28 $11.01 $11.89 $11.06 
M ay $12.18 $13.28 $15.65 $13.21 $10.30 $10.82 $11.27 $10.83 $11.84 $11.15 

2009 
June $11.93 $12.66 $14.96 $12.83 $10.29 $10.70 $10.99 $10.70 $11.64 $10.95 

July $11.99 $12.92 $15.08 $13.07 $10.30 $10.76 $11.07 $10.74 $11.77 $11.10 

August $12.35 $12.86 $14.88 $13.30 $11.32 $11.24 $11.47 $11.25 $12.34 $11.55 
September $12.93 $13.65 $15.58 $14.12 $12.14 $11.90 $12.07 $11.89 $13.02 $12.37 
October $14.06 $15.05 $17.23 $15.55 $12.94 $12.79 $13.14 $12.86 $14.05 $13.38 
November $15.D2 $15.89 $17.80 $16.28 $14.12 $13.86 $14.11 $13.92 $15.03 $14.38 
December $16.11 $16.99 $18.99 $17.23 $15.06 $14.96 $15.12 $15.05 $16.00 $15.50 

January $16.26 $17.31 $19.42 $17.60 $14.76 $14.88 $15.30 $14.88 $16.10 $15.21 
February $16.30 $17.35 $19.65 $17.59 $14.62 $14.79 $15.38 $14.63 $15.99 $14.88 
March $15.54 $16.75 $19.13 $16.80 $13.32 $14.03 $14.52 $13.86 $15.06 $14.29 
April $15.11 $15.86 $18.20 $16.03 $13.28 $13.80 $14.03 $13.79 $14.76 $14.14 
May $15.91 $16.64 $18.73 $16.59 $13.77 $14.46 $14.76 $14.60 $15.45 $15.D3 

2010 
June $16.73 $17.68 $19.85 $17.64 $14.14 $15.18 $15.60 $15.18 $16.16 $15.68 
July $17.43 $18.54 $20.87 $18.37 $14.39 $15.63 $16.12 $15.67 $16.53 $16.14 
August $17.74 $18.67 $20.74 $19.02 $15.65 $16.40 $16.76 $16.16 $17.37 $16.60 
September $18.33 $19.16 $21.04 $19.38 $16.60 $17.01 $17.26 $16.94 $17.95 $17.33 
October $18.61 $19.50 $21.46 $19.84 $17.17 $17.35 $17.56 $17.35 $18.32 $17.81 
November $18.17 $19.45 $21.61 $19.62 $15 .92 $16.67 $17.02 $16.71 $17.69 $17.30 
December $16.91 $18.31 $20.69 $18.33 $14 .41 $15.29 $15.76 $15.32 $16.39 $15.88 

January $17.01 $18.31 $20.32 $18.01 $14.12 $15.31 $15.78 $15.57 $16.24 $16.23 
February $18.75 $19.58 $21.38 $19.60 $17.23 $17.50 $17.68 $17.78 $18.42 $18.18 
M arch $20.28 $21.06 $22.88 $21.27 $19.43 $19.21 $19.40 $19.43 $20.33 $19.70 
April $20.38 $21.74 $23.88 $21.35 $17.51 $18.71 $19.19 $18.95 $19.89 $19.56 
M ay $20.79 $22.10 $24.18 $21.65 $17.26 $18.66 $19.34 $19.02 $19.94 $19.88 

2011 
June $22.09 $22.90 $25.04 $22.93 $19.58 $20.36 $20.80 $20.60 $21.50 $21.02 
July $22.76 $23.35 $25.44 $23.69 $21.60 $21.60 $21.91 $21.34 $22.56 $21.58 
August $23.22 $24.03 $26.18 $24.52 $21.92 $21.97 $22.29 $21.66 $23.06 $22.08 
September $22.23 $23.82 $26.17 $24.06 $19.71 $20.43 $21.15 $20.40 $21.66 $20.95 
October $20.42 $21.57 $23.77 $21.79 $18.41 $18.82 $19.23 $18.80 $19.85 $19.39 
November $20.23 $21.27 $23.15 $21.63 $19.15 $18.82 $19.18 $18.77 $19.89 $19.31 
December $19.57 $20.43 $22.79 $20.92 $18.71 $18.25 $18.54 $18.05 $19.25 $18.57 
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Table 19. Uniform Prices' by Order- January 2000- June 2015 

Year Month Order 1 Order 5 Order 6 Order 7 Order 30 Order32 Order 33 Order 124 Order 126 Order 131 Order 135 

January $19.37 $2078 $23.11 $21.07 $17.44 $17.93 $18.24 $17.76 $18.88 $18.1/ 

February $18.09 $19.22 $21.34 $19.38 $16.35 $16.63 $16.98 $16.64 $17.58 $16.94 

March $17.64 $18.48 $20.83 $18.62 $15.98 $16.22 $16.55 $16.14 $17.18 $16.40 

April $17.20 $18.10 $20.31 $18.24 $15.92 $16.03 $16.23 $15.87 $16.90 $16.02 

May $1679 $17 69 $19.98 $18.07 $15.45 $15.51 $1574 $15.31 $16.50 $15.27 

2012 
June $16.58 $17.45 $1973 $17.86 $1570 $15.38 $15.53 $15.06 $16.67 $15.18 

July $17.26 $18 04 $20.20 $18.64 $16.66 $16.29 $16.39 $15.94 $17 19 $16.29 

August $18.40 $19.32 $21.46 $19.95 $17.69 $17.43 $17.47 $17.13 $18.54 $17.69 

September $19 45 $20.32 $22.40 $20.87 $18.86 $18.37 $18.53 $18.17 $19.38 $18.94 

October $2078 $21.85 $2370 $22.35 $20.53 $19.45 $19.67 $19.18 $20.35 $20.23 

November $21.35 $22.88 $25.12 $23.47 $20.68 $20.23 $20.38 $19.98 $21.37 $20.67 

December $20.65 $22.28 $24.90 $22.72 $18.98 $19.56 $19.72 $19.17 $20.22 $19.67 

January $19.73 $21.10 $23.32 $21.50 $18.34 $18.57 $1873 $18.41 $19 37 $18.82 

February $19.43 $20.66 $22.90 $21.05 $17.57 $18.11 $18.37 $18.02 $18.86 $18.51 

March $19.32 $20.29 $22.59 $2070 $17.26 $17.87 $18.22 $17.82 $18.64 $18.30 

April $19.50 $20.42 $22.50 $20.80 $17.84 $18.17 $18.49 $18.16 $19.04 $18.61 

May $19.78 $20.46 $22.47 $20.89 $18.63 $18.65 $18.89 $18.79 $19.54 $19.11 

2013 
June $20.20 $21.00 $23.27 $21.31 $18.32 $18.80 $19.22 $18.84 $19.71 $19.27 

July $20.18 $21.26 $23.44 $21.57 $17.78 $18.62 $19.12 $18.65 $19.40 $19.17 

August $20.28 $21.35 $23.56 $21.81 $18.25 $18.92 $19.32 $18.93 $19.74 $19.41 

September $20.58 $21.72 $23.86 $22.10 $18.50 $19.17 $19.56 $19.13 $19.97 $19.79 

October $20.88 $22.25 $24.28 $22.58 $18.60 $19.25 $19.77 $19.28 $20.00 $20.24 

November $21.28 $22.72 $24.92 $23.36 $19.16 $19.68 $20.12 $19.77 $20.50 $20.70 

December $21.79 $23.26 $25.28 $23.74 $19.34 $20.03 $20.58 $20.31 $20.78 $21.34 

January $22.93 $24.28 $26.18 $24.77 $21.35 $21.55 $21.90 $21.73 $22.40 $22.46 

February $24.42 $25.38 $27.24 $25.81 $23.42 $23.21 $23.37 $23.22 $24.02 $23 84 

March $2~.97 $26.02 $28.19 $26.56 $23.52 $23.68 $23.95 $23.68 $24.52 $24.22 

April $25.46 $26.31 $28.45 $26.73 $24.41 $24.20 $24.48 $24.03 $25.12 $24.43 

May $25.24 $26.45 $29.25 $26.83 $23.00 $23.58 $24.04 $23.42 $24.43 $23.75 

June $24.38 $25.48 $27.53 $25.88 $21.79 $22.75 $23.21 $22.76 $23.27 $23.33 
2014 

$24.75 $25.95 $27.95 $26.43 $22.05 $23.02 $23.48 $23.15 $23.55 $23.73 July 

August $25.41 $26.73 $28.84 $27.39 $22.73 $23.76 $24.20 $23.69 $24.29 $24.28 

September $26.16 $27.23 $29.29 $27.86 $24.76 $24.83 $25.07 $24.30 $25.80 $24 91 

October $24.35 $25.97 $28.10 $26.73 $23.71 $23.46 $23.31 $22.83 $24.50 $23.45 

November $22.26 $24.16 $26.64 $24.85 $21.75 $21.38 $21.20 $20.18 $22.28 $21.19 

December $21.02 $23.52 $26.45 $24.66 $18.47 $19.51 $19.74 $18.87 $20.14 $19.42 
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Table 19. Uniform Prices1 by Order- January 2000- June 2015 

Year Month , Ord~r 1 "Order 5 . prder 6~ ~Order ?,_ order 30 Order~~ Qrder 3~ oraer,J2~( Orde-f- 126,. Oraer 131 Ord~r 135 

January $17.57 $19.60 $22.21 $20.39 $16.39 $16.54 $16.67 $15.84 $17.48 $16.04 

February $16.66 $18.55 $20 .84 $19.24 $15.64 $15.78 $15.77 $15.42 $16.64 $15.56 
M arch $16.40 $17.63 $19 .93 $18.30 $15.63 $15.49 $15 .53 $15.00 $16.32 $15.33 
April $16.51 $17.64 $19.98 $18.33 $15.84 $15.62 $15.70 $14.86 $16.47 $15.25 
M ay $16.82 $17.83 $20.36 $18.59 $16.20 $15.98 $15.98 $15.56 $16.74 $15.67 

2015 
June 

July 

$17.09 $18.24 $20.62 $18.94 $16.62 $16.30 $16. 26 $15.38 $17.21 $15.95 

August 

Septe mber 

October 

November 

December 
1 As announced at the principal pricing point of the ord er. 
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Table 20. Producers That Do Not Meet the Small Business Definition- June 2015 

~~.; Producers with 315,000 Pounds or More in Monthly Milk Production 2 

I ' 
-

l•""i "!."" ~~"'~' "?~-i'T~ ~ 
Total Number of ~ l"otal Pr_oducer Percentage of Total Total Pounds of Percentage of Total 

Total - I --
Federal Order Producers1 8 Milk1 Producers Milk Producer M ilk 

- . i' ;;_ .. " -
r~ ,3'......;-·l'Jb~ .. (Number) ~-+"' (Pounds) 

; ~ · 

(Number) ~r ~! 

(Percent) (Pounds) (Percentage) 

1 10,782 2,079,722,876 1,095 10.2 1,164,317,808 

5 1,966 456,201,121 358 18.2 290,121,500 

6 138 210,947,516 87 63.0 204,837,414 

7 1,917 425,006,369 251 13.1 274,585,014 

30 13,441 3,967,353,550 2,303 17.1 2,814,634,791 

32 3,056 1,465,394,550 662 21.7 1,204,487,365 

33 5,741 1,434,365,321 855 14.9 1,033,964,040 

124 445 460,706,179 266 59.8 430,697,019 

126 516 563,232,765 326 63.2 542,598,056 

131 95 396,946,549 87 91.6 395,612,338 
1 

Federal Orders 5, 6, 7, 33, 124, 126, and 131 were only able to provide this data for pooled pounds. Federal Order 1 pounds are 

based on verified producer payroll data. Federal Orders 30 and 32 reported on all milk associated with pool el igible producers. 
2 

The sma ll business definit ion was interpreted as 315,000 pounds based on dividing the $750,000 definitional limit by the simple 

average of the NASS Annua l Al l-M ilk price for 2010-2014. 
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2014 

2015 

Table 21. Number of Partially Regulated Distributing Plants Using 76(a), 76(b), or 76(c), All Orders, 
January 2009- July 2015 

Type Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov 

a 16 15 16 14 15 15 14 15 14 16 17 
b 12 12 12 15 14 14 14 12 13 11 12 
c 10 10 10 10 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 

Total 38 37 38 39 40 40 39 38 38 38 40 
a 17 15 16 16 14 11 11 11 13 11 10 
b 14 14 14 12 11 11 11 12 12 11 13 
c 10 10 10 10 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 

Total 41 39 40 38 34 31 31 32 34 31 32 
a 9 9 10 9 11 10 12 12 13 12 12 
b 13 13 15 15 13 15 13 11 11 12 12 
c 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 10 9 9 

Total 31 31 34 33 33 34 34 32 34 33 33 
a 12 12 13 14 15 15 15 15 13 11 11 

b 12 12 14 14 15 15 15 14 14 15 14 
c 9 9 9 9 9 9 10 10 10 10 10 

Total 33 33 36 37 39 39 40 39 37 36 35 
a 12 13 13 15 15 15 16 15 15 13 13 
b 16 16 16 16 16 17 17 16 17 16 17 
c 10 10 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 10 10 

Total 38 39 38 40 40 41 42 40 41 39 40 

a 13 15 15 15 14 15 14 15 15 11 12 
b 16 16 16 16 17 16 15 13 12 12 12 
c 10 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 

Total 39 42 42 42 42 42 40 39 38 34 35 

a 12 12 12 13 14 15 14 
b 12 12 12 12 13 12 11 
c 11 11 10 11 11 11 10 

Total 3S 3S 34 3& 38 38 3S 
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iF.J Davis '{\'right 
a: •• Trematne LLP 

July 8, 2015 

VIA EMAI L 

Mr. William Francis 
Chief Order Formulation and Enforcement Division 
Dairy Programs 
Agricultural Marketing Service 
Room 2968 
1400 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washint,rton, D.C. 20250 

EXHIBIT 

/0 Suite 800 
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
Washington, DC 20006-3401 

Charles M. English, Jr. 
202.973.4272 phone 
202 973 4499 fax 

chipenglish@dwt.com 

Ashley L. Vulin 
503.778 5493 phone 
503.276.5793 fax 

ashleyvul1n@dwt.com 

Rc: USDA Da ta Requests for a Californi a Federa l M ilk O rder Hear ing (if noticed fo r 
hearing) 

Dear Mr. Francis: 

On behalf of the Dairy Institute of California, we make the following data and information 
requests with respect to a Califomia Federa l Milk Marketing Order hearing, should a Notice of 
Hearing for such a proceeding be issued. In making these requests, we acknowledge that 
infonnation sought is collected, maintained and reported by several agencies, including AMS, 

ASS. ERS, CDF A and possib ly others. We request AMS to coordinate with its sister federal 
and state agencies to he lp produce relevant information. 

To the extent feasible, it would be helpful to obtain the data in searchable .pdf table and excel 
formats . 

In general , requested data should be monthly and begin for January 2000 through the most recent 
data avai lable, unless otherwise indicated. Unless otherwise indicated please provide data on a 
monthly and annual basis. 

A ncho r,J1Jf1 

Belh:"vue 

LJx; Angem 

N t"\\1' York 

PonLJnd 

S,1n Fr:mr6C.·n 

OW l 272R3J91v2 010 1'>2~-000001 

5t.'i\U I~· 

sn,, ,'KJt'W1• 
Wa~hu>Qton D C 



Mr. William Francis 
July R. 2015 
Page -2-

I. Eligible milk not pooled (milk depooled.'not pooled) in the Upper Midwest. Mideast. 

Central. Northeast. Southwest. Arizona and Pacific N011hwest orders. 

Volume of dumped milk by Federal Milk Marketing Order. 

3. Class I usage by FM:'v10 since 1990 (lbs. and percent of Class I compared to total milk 

pooled). Class II. Ill and IV usage by FMf\10 since 199 

4. USDA cost of production by State and by year 2000-21114 trom FRS ifnceessary. 

'i. Spot milk sales bckm class as reported in Dairy Market News since 2000. In which 

regions and in how many weeks do thL·y occur t(Jr each year'' Please include the size of 

the discount to Class pricing I(Jr all weeks where spot sales discounts arc reported. 

6. Market Class !utilization percentage and diStributing plant route disposition percentage 

by order since 2000. 

7. Supply plant shipping percentage and dt\crston limit percentage I(Jr each order by month 

since 2000. 

R. Any and all data on the volume of milk movcmcnh of producer milk !rom producer zone 

to urban fluid milk plants. 

9. Any and all data on the volume nfmtlk movements of transfer milk ti·orn plant of first 

receipt to fluid milk plants 

I 0. The amount or the percentage of plants vv here shrinkage cxc.:eds the maximum amount 

allowed to be classified at lowest class for regular 7(a) v. ESL 7(h) fluid milk plants 

aggregated across all cxtsting federal Milk Marketing Orders. 

11. All documents. data or information reviewed or rei ted upon by Dairy Programs or the 

United States Dcpartmt.>nt of Agriculture in conducting any investigation in 2014 or 201.'i 

with respect to a proposed California f'cdcra1 Milk Marketing Order pursuant to 7 C.F.R. 

~90tU. 

12. All documents. data or infi:mnation (other than th<: submissions on bchalfofthc 

Cooperatives) that would indtcate the existence nf disorderly marketing condttions. 

13. Mailbox prices for FMMO reporting arecb and California (reported at average BF test). 

with average BF test for each rcpot1ing area and average protein and total NFS test where 

available. 



Mr. William Franc1s 
July X, 2015 
Page -3-

14. For FMMO marketing orders and California, average 3.5''·0 blend prices. average prices 
at average test(s), and the BF. protein. and total SNF tests. where available. 

15. For NASS 23 selected states: milk production. milk marketed, all milk price for milk 
marketed at test. average BF test. average priceilb for BF, and avcr~1gc price cwt for skim. 

16. Milk Cows inventory location map for California for 20 I 'i (or most recent period). Note: 
The 2012 NASS census has a map showing national inventory by town or township 
within all counties. I dot' 2000 cows. An update in similar fixmat is sought by this 
request. 

17. Name and location (city and county) of all milk and dairy product plants in California 
that received and proc·essed or manufactured milk during 2015 and dunng 2005. 
identifying the classillcation of products made at each plant. 

I X. For 20 I 0-15. the name and location of all ('a\ i t'ornia plants, and products made, included 
in product price surveys as reported by A\1S (including Dairy Market News). NASS. and 
CDFA. identifying tl11 each the suney(s) 111 which each plant participates. 

19. Volume of milk. butterfat. and skim. hy ('[)\A classification. recc!lcd at California milk 
plants by location. 20 I 0-20 I 5. For aggregation purposes. 11 e suggest starting with plant 
locations corresponding wllh the 12 plant receipt areas included in the CDFA Califomia 
ranch to plant hau!Jn(! suncy. It may be nece"ary to combine two or more adjacent 
receipt areas to avoid disclosure of confidential data. 

20. The milk receipts manufactunng.'procc·,sing capacity of plants, by CDFA classification of 
usc for 2015 ancl 20 I 0. for each of the 12 aggregated plant receipt reporting areas 
included 1n the foregoing. Plant capacity may be derived from plant production or 
processing during the month of greatest production as reported by AMS, NASS. or 
CDFA. and is available from processing capacity reported to DOD. DHS. and other 
ag~ncics for national security planning 

21. Volume of California producer milk. buttert~rt. and sknn produced as quota milk. and as 
non-quota milk. in each of the I) producticlll areas identified in the CDFA ranch to plant 
hauling survcy(s), 2012 2015. Please contact us if an aggregation of d1fti:rcnt 
production areas may be necessary. 

22. For each of the production areas in the previous request. plcase identify for each year the 
total number of producers and the number that produce more than 500.000 pounds of 
milk per month (the estimated production of producers who do not meet the standard for 
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.. small business" under the regulatory tkxibil1ty act). and percentage of total milk 
production represented by producers that do not qualify <b small businesses. 

23. For each of the production areas in the previous requests. please identify the· number of 
producers by size of dairy farm as measured by dairy cow numbers: < 500. 500 -- I 000. 
I 000 · 2000. and > 2000 

24. For each of the Federal Milk Marketing Order. please identify for each year of 2012- I' 
the total number of producers and the number that produce more than )00.000 pounds of 
milk per month (the csllmatcd production of producers who do not meet the standard for 
.. small business" under the regulatory tlcxibiltty act). and percentage of total milk 
production represented by producers that do not qualify as small businesses. 

25. Name and location (city, county" and state) of all milk and dairy product plants located 
outside of California that received plant1>r ranch milk of California origin during 2010-
15. and the aggregate' monthly volume and usc classification of such ex polis. 

26. AMS National Dairy Product Sales Report. underlying average prices for each product by 
state or region to the extent possible. 2012 2015. 

27. The quantity of milk dumped (not marketed) in Calif(Jrnia by month and year since 2000. 

2R. Movements of hulk milk. cream. skim. and condensed skim into and ofCalit(,rnia since 
2000. These movements would include: 

a. Milk under contract to a California Dairy Farmer Cooperative (member 
milk) that is diverted from member farms to out of state plants 

b. Milk received in cooperative plants and shipped (transferred) to out of state 
plants as bulk milk. skim, cream. or condensed skim. 

c. Milk under contract to Calif(,rnia proprietary handlers for use in California 
plants that is dive1icd to out of stale plan b. 

d. Milk received at a Calif(,rnia proprietary plant and shipped to an out of state 
plant as hulk milk. skim. cream. or condensed skim. 

e. Milk fl·om out of state producers under contract to cooperati1 e or proprietary 
plants in California. 

f. Milk transferred or diverted from out of state plants to California plants. 
g. Receipts in California plants of skim. cream and condensed skim !Tom out 

of state sources. 
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20. For California. milk used inmanuf~Ktu ring cla'-.sc::- ((i rack /\'.Grade B) that i'i nut 
pooled hy tnonth and year. 

30. Quota milkfat and solids not fitt as a pen:entagc ofallmilkfnt and solilis-nnt-fat (SNF) 
proliuccd in Cali1ornia h) year from I %9-201 4 and hy month and y~ar since ::woo. 

J I . ror ('a I i lorn ia. the number of producer!:>, pound .... () r quuta s 'l l . and tnt a I pound:- 0 f s I 
ini.!,\Ch tb:ik percentage cah.:gory {()'\,. l -1 011 

(). IJ -2()fl,J. 21-~0° o, .. . lJ l- 1 (){)" n. nnd 
>100°o) of each produc~.·r ·-., totcll St'-.F production c:m ... ·rcd h) quota lix the moo.;t current 
month m ai lablc fix 20 15 and t h~ sam~ motllh in 2llO"i . Jl)lJ5. and 1lJl'\5 . 

'2 . ·1 he total Ca li fornia pool dnllars U'-.ed f01 tran'>pt)rt<Jllnn allowance'> ' . tran~po rta tion 

credits !(lr t\pri I and September of each year since l l.)'J5. 

Plea -.,c do not hesitate to rcach out to us should you ha\ c any question" about th~.· ahovc rcquc;.;ts. 

Rc <>pect full y submitted. 

Da\ i:-. Wnght I rem:• inc LI.P 

,· . 
' ) 
·' 

< hip Englt sh 

• I 
v · 

•' 1 

cc: Kache l Kaltlor. Dair) Institute of ( ali tim11,l 
Bill Schick. Dairy Instit uh.' oi'Cali l'omtJ 

IJ\\ 1 '''~\\·,·, ~ llfltJII~~ (11)1)1111 1 



California Milk Production from the 
USDA Agricultural Marketing Service Dairy Program 

Regional Econometric Model Baseline 

California Milk Production, Baseline, Actual (2013) and Projected (2014-2024) 
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

California Milk Production 41.3 44.8 47.7 50.9 52.7 54.6 56.4 58.5 

Prepared by USDA-AMS-Dairy Program 

• EXHIBIT 

; I I 
I 

2021 2022 2023 2024 

60.2 62.2 64.3 66.6 
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Table 22. Monthly Mailbox Prices ($/CWT) 1' 
2 - January 2000 - M arch 2004 for Idaho, Utah, and Western Order 

Reportlnc Area 1 

Year Month 
Westem FO 

1135) 
Idaho Utah 

January $10.65 

February $10.64 
March $10.27 
April $10.11 
May $10.11 

2000 
June $10.23 
July $10.72 
August $10.69 

September $11.34 
October $10.96 
November $10.60 
December $11.01 
January $11.14 $11.37 

February $11.46 $11.44 

March $12.48 $12.54 

April $13.16 $13.05 

Mav $14.19 $14.26 

2001 
June $15.03 $14.90 

July $15.15 $15.04 

Au RUst $15.29 $15.38 

September $15.76 $15.91 

October $13.73 $14.47 

November $12.36 $12.74 
December $12.34 $12.39 

January $12.34 $12.41 

February $11.77 $11.99 

March $11.SO $11.30 

April $11.29 $11.08 

May $10.88 $10.72 

2002 
June $10.30 $10.13 

July $9.87 $9.48 

August $10.24 $9.85 

September $10.S2 $10.16 

October $10.97 $10.87 

November $10.61 $10.56 
December $10.66 $10.37 

Prepared by USDA · AMS · Dairy Programs Page 1 of 2 



Table 22 Monthly Mailbox Prices ($/CWT) 1
' 

2 ·January 2000 ·March 2004 for Idaho, Utah, and Western Order 

' 

Reporting Area 1 

Year Month 
Western FO 

(135) 
Idaho Utah 

January $10.38 $10.25 
February $10.17 $9.98 
March $9.71 $9.55 
April $9.87 $9.54 

M'y $9.87 $9.64 

2003 
June $9.96 $9.55 
July $11.63 $10.63 

August $12.56 $11.43 

September $13.47 $13.17 
October $13.83 $13.70 
November $13.61 $13.37 
December $12.64 $12.62 

January $12.14 $12.11 

February $12.53 $12.32 

March $14.50 $14.29 
April 

M'y 

2004 
June 

July 

August 

September 

October 

November 

December 

Net pay pnces rece1ved by da1ry farmers for m1lk. Pnces reflect all payments rece1ved for milk sold and all costs associated with marketing the milk. Prices are weighted averages of the prices 

reported for all orders receiving milk from the reporting area and are reported at the average butterfat tests. Prices include, for the most part, the assessment under the Cooperatives Working 

Together (CWT) program. 
1 For dates not shown, data were not published for that reporting area during that timeframe. 
3 Areas for which prices are reported for at least 75% of the milk marketed under Federal milk orders. 

Prepared by USDA· AMS- Dairy Programs Page 2 of 2 
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The Northeast and Southeast Class Utilization Changes 
Under the Dairy Institute Proposal 

Northeast Class Uti lization Changes under Dairy Institute Proposal 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Max 

Class 1 Mii.LBS -9 -9 -9 -8 -8 -8 -6 -6 -8 -9 
Class II Mii.LBS -14 -14 0 10 24 23 22 21 9 -14 
Class 111 Mii.LBS 45 55 46 30 16 13 6 6 27 6 
Class IV Mii.LBS -16 -26 -28 -26 -27 -28 -30 -31 -26 -31 

Southeast Class Utilization Changes under Dairy Institute Proposal 
Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Average Min Max 

Class I Mii.LBS -18 -18 -17 -16 -17 -17 -13 -13 -16 -18 
Class II Mii.LBS 63 55 -18 -113 -190 -256 -329 -387 -147 -387 
Class Ill Mii.LBS 38 37 3 -47 -83 -117 -152 -180 -62 -180 
Class IV Mii.LBS 46 39 -17 -88 -144 -191 -242 -284 -110 -284 

Prepared by USDA-AMS-Da iry Program 
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iP Davis VVright 
iii!! Trema1ne LLP 

May 27,2015 

Via Email and Federal Express 

Ms. Dana Coale 
Deputy Administrator 
Dairy Programs 
Agricultural Marketing Service 
United States Department of Agriculture 
South Building 
1400 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Room 2968-S 
Washington, D.C. 20250-0240 

EXHIBIT 

Itt 

Suite 800 
1919 Pe nnsylvania Avenue N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006-3401 

Charles M. English, Jr. 
202-973-4272 tel 
202-973-4472 fax 

ChipEnglish@dwt.com 

Re: Potential California FMMO Hearing- Dairy Institute of California Submission 

Dear Ms. Coale: 

This submission is made on behalf of the Dairy Institute of California as a revised submission of 
its April I 0 alternative proposal for consideration at a potential California Federal Milk 
Marketing Order ("FMMO") hearing. Except as expressly revised or supplemented in this letter 
or attachments, the cover letter and attachments submitted on April 10 otherwise stand as the 
Dairy Institute's submission. 

We attach three documents: (1) a revised complete proposed Order for California; (2) a "track 
changes" version of the proposed Order that is otherwise identical to document (1) that shows 
changes made to proposed Order submission made on AprillO; and (3) an alternative, but not a 
substitute, proposal for one paragraph of one section of the proposed Order in the form of 
proposed alternative language for 7 C.F.R. § 1 050(q) "Other solids price." 

As this would be an Order promulgation hearing, any interested party could be permitted at the 
hearing to suggest (and support by testimony and other evidence) alternative solutions and Order 
language for "open" sections; a11 proposed sections are open and thus should be subject to this 
proviso. Nonetheless, the proposed potential alternative for 7 C.F.R. § 1050(q) "Other solids 
price" is submitted now in order to alert any interested person that a California FMMO hearing 
presents an opportunity to consider an alternative solution to the present FMMO treatment of the 
whey contribution to the Class III price. 

I 
Anchorage 

BelleiiUe 

Los Angeles I 
NewYork 

Portland 

San Francisco I 
Seatlle 

Shanghai 

Washington. D.C. www.dw1.com 



Ms. Dana Coale 
May 27,2015 
Page 2 of2 

To be clear, the first two documents submitted also contain a provision for 7 C.F.R. §I 050(q) 
"Other solids price" that is based upon the existing dry whey formula that can be found in Part 
I 000 of the existing FMMOs. However, the whey contribution to the Class III price has been the 
subject of much recent industry discussion in recent submissions to USDA, AMS, Dairy 
Programs (including the April 13 submissions in response to USDA Regulatory Flexibility Act 
information request), in national forums and dairy media, and in regulatory arenas, including 
discussion around the California state milk order and this potential proceeding. The alternative 
proposal for 7 C.F.R. §1050(q) also is consistent with the whey factor pricing concept submitted 
to CDFA by the Dairy Institute's recently submission for consideration at CDFA's hearing to be 
held in June, 2014, a hearing that was called after the Dairy Institute's April 10 submission. 

The underlying basis for the alternative proposal is that liquid whey, not dry whey, could be the 
formula factor used to calculate the whey contribution to the Class Ill price because it may be the 
real world marketable product most produced for market today. Under the alternative proposal, 
if evidence at the hearing supports the concept, the whey contribution end product formula 
would be based on the sales value and manufacturing cost ofliquid WPC-34 and the yield of 
WPC-34 from skim. 

We respectfully urge USDA to include the altemative proposal for 7 C.F.R. §I 050(q) in any 
hearing notice in addition to the full proposed Order language found in attachments 1 and 2 with 
a dry whey calculation for 7 C.F.R. §1050(q). Given the ongoing discussion regarding the whey 
contribution to the Class III price, there may well be changes to this alternative proposal as we 
obtain more data. 

Respectfully, 

Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 

~ &.)J; ~ 
Charles M. English, Jr. 

Attachments 

cc: All via-email and with attachments 
Mr. William Francis 
Mr. William Richmond 
Ms. Erin Taylor 
Ms. Laurel May 
Mr. William Wise 
Marvin Beshore, Esq. 
Wendy Yoviene, Esq. 
Nicole Hancock, Esq. 
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Attachment 3 
To Letter to Deputy Administrator 

Agricultural Marketing Service, Dairy Programs 
United States Department of Agriculture 

Alternative Proposal for 
Class III Other Solids Price 

(7 C.F.R. § 1150.50( q)) 

Submitted by: 
Dairy Institute of California 
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Alternative Proposal for Class Ill Other Solids Price 

(7 CF.R. § 1150.50(q)) 

* 1150.50(q~ Other sol1ds pnre. The otb.er solids prlce per pound, rc~_;.r,ded :.c :::e :,earesr one
r.undredth cent, shall be com.cu:-.E--::1 as ::cllows: 

(1) The other sol1ds price per Foun::1 sl'.all t-:P the ccmputed from the Naliona1 wr.ey ?rote1n 
Conce:-ttr-a:-.e 34 percent (WPC-34) pr.1ce foe tr.c rr,c:-,:.h ~" acccrdan::e w1th thP whey contributiull 
schedu~e as follows: 

·:i) If the WPC-34 pucE:' .1s $:J.7499 per pound or less, the other soL.ds prire will De 4.3~ cents 
($0.0439) per pound. 

(li} :f the WPC-34 pnce 1;; at least $-:j. ~UO per poun:=l b'.Jt not greater than $0.7999 per po.1:-td, 
r.he other solids price w1ll be J.E4 ce:cts 1$0.0564) per t-JOUnd. 

(lll) If :.:le WP:-34 pr1ce is at least $0.8000 per pou~d b~t not gredLCr than $C.R499 per pound, 
the other solids prir c wi:l be 7.0~ cents {$0.0705) pe: pcuna. 

{iv) It the WPC-3,; p!:"ice :..s c.:: ledst $0.8500 per pcl'.Jnrl but r,ct 
thE' other sol1ds pr-i-::e ·wiL. be R.4~ ··en~.s :SC.D846i pee pound. 

g!:"ea~er tlld~ $C.8999 pound, 

(v If the WPC-31 price lS at least $0.9000 per pc,Jnd b~t not gcealer than $0.9499 per pou~d, ::he 
othe~ so:ids pr~ce w1~ l be 9.87 cents 1$0.0987) per pou~d. 

(vi) I.:" the WPC-34 price is a':. 1ea:st $0.9500 per pound bu;: :w:. qreate::- tr.an $0.':!999 per pound, 
the other sclids price ',nJl r.:·t:: L.2:3 cen-::s ($(~.11?8) per pound. 

(vii) If thl' WPC-34 price ;c; c~t .:.eas:: S1.C:JUO ~cr !JO"J.nci b"ut not greater '::han $1.0499 per roun:i, 
the other solids price w1ll lle l2.ES ce~ts ($0. 1769' per po"J.na. 

I. Vi.l.l I:' ::h~' W:?C-34. pr~ce lei dt least $l.C'JUC· per pou:1d b'-.it not g~eater than $1.0999 per pound, 
the otl1e! so.:.ids price wi:l be ~4.10 cent.s ($0.141-J) per po·.:nrl. 

(ix) If the WPC-34 prlce is a:- .:.e .. ~st $1.100C pee pound Cut not greate: t.han $1.!499 per pcunJ, 
the other solids price v.:i.ll be 15.51 :"er1:.:; :sc-.1551) per pound. 

(x) If tte WPC-34 price 1s at least $1.1500 per pound but nol grea::er than $1.1999 per pound, t~e 

other solids pr1ce w1ll he 16.92 cents ($0.1092) per pou!"ld. 

(Xl) If t:'1e 'A1PC-3!J prlce 1s at least $1.2000 per pm1nrl but not grea:ec U>an $1.2499 per pound, 
the other solids price w:..ll be !S.3l cents ($0.1833) per pour1d. 

(xiil If the WPC-34 pr1ce lS dl .::.eas:: $1.2SCO per po·.md but not gceater than $1.2999 pe: pcund, 
the other sol~ds price will be 19.74 cer.ts ($0.Fl7fJ: per pound. 

:x1ii) If the WPC-l4 price lS at least $l.JCQU per pound but nn~ greater than $1.3499 per pound, 
the other solids pr1ce w1ll bE' 21.15 cents ($0.2l 15) per pou~d. 

(xiv) If the WPC-34 price lS $~.3500 per pour1d or greater, tte o~her sol~ds pr1ce Wll: be 21.9~ 

ce:1ts ($0.2195} per poJnd. 

(2) The Na-cional Dairy Prod'.JC:t Price for "i'Jhey Prote.:.n Ccncen'L.!:"ate :wPC-34) shall be the weighted 
average o:' thP preceding month's weekly prices for WPC-34 as determined and announced by AES 1:. 
the !'D?SR on oc before the S"~c day of the month and shall ap9ly to all nulk received during the 
preceding month. The weekly National Dairy Produc':: Price for Whey Protein Concentrate (WPC-34) 
shall be es::ablished cons1s::er.t with the survey methods and reporting requ~rements establ1shed 
for other dairy product under the mandatory price reporting p~ogram administered by AMS. In the 
ever.t thal the Na~1onal Ca1ry Product Pri~e for WPC-34 cannot be repor"Led, then the price used in 
the calc.J1at.ions set fo:ct:'"! :..n §1050.50(q) (l)shall be the simple average of the preceding mor.t~~·s 



\IJhey Prote.:_n Concentrate 34 perc:en•_-1'-'lost.:_:; prices as publ1sbed in AMS' s Da~ry Market Ne~;s d 1Jring 
t~e per~od be:ween and including the f1rst day of the p~ecect1r1g rrtonth and the last day of the 
llre:-::eding JT,8:1th and s':lall apply tu ull milk received dur1ng tf'.e prec:edir.g month. 



USDA - Agricultural 
Marketing 
Service 

August 5, 2015 

Charles M. English, Jr. 
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 
Suite 800 
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006-3401 

Dear Mr. English: 

' EXHIBIT 

i I G 
I 

1400 Independence Avenue, SW. 
Room 3071 -S, STOP 0201 
Washington, DC 20250-0201 

Thank you for your proposal modification of May 27, 2015, submitted on behalf of the Dairy 
Institute of California (DIC), regarding an upcoming hearing to promulgate a California Federal 
Milk Marketing Order. 

"Attachment 3" of your modified proposal includes an alternative pricing method for the other 
solids component of the Class III price. The modified proposal would base the other solids 
component of the Class III price on the USDA Dairy Market News whey protein concentrate 
34% monthly average price instead of the USDA National Dairy Product Mandatory Reporting 
program dry whey survey price as initially proposed by DIC. 

The modification to your proposal is not included in the Notice of Hearing issued on July 27, 
2015. USDA finds that your submission constitutes a new proposal, not a reasonable 
modification to your initial proposal submitted on April 10,2015. 

We appreciate your interest and participation in the Federal milk order program. 

Sincerely, 

William Francis 
Director 
Dairy Order Formulation and Enforcement Division 

cc: Ashley L. Vulin 



·uii' Davis Wright 
!! Tremaine LLP 

August 17, 20 15 

EXHIBIT 

11 

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS AND ELECTRONIC MAlL 

Ms. Dana Coale 
Deputy Administrator 
USDA/ AMS/Dairy Programs 
STOP 0231, Room 2971 
1400 Independence Ave, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20250-0225 

Suite 800 
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue N W 
Washington, D C. 20006-3401 

Chip English 
202-973-4200 tel 
202-973-4499 fax 

chipenglish@dwt.com 

Re: August 5 Letter Rejecting Dairy Institute o f California Alternative Whey Formula 

Dear Ms. Coale: 

This letter responds to Mr. William Francis' letter of August 5, 2015 in which your office 
explained its refusal to include the Dairy Institute of California's May 27, 2015 altemative for 
pricing whey in the Class III formula for any California Federal Milk Marketing Order 
("FMMO"). 

As a procedural matter, we ask that you reconsider this decision and issue a supplemental Notice 
of Hearing which includes that alternative proposal. 

We do not believe that the standard for inclusion before a hearing is even noticed described in 
the August 5 letter (a reasonable alternative of the initial proposal) is correct. That is the 
standard at the hearing, but before the hearing notice has been drafted and signed, USDA can and 
should include in any hearing notice a proposal that goes to the initial submission and any 
section of a proposed FMMO that is opened by that initial proposal. 

Even i f it is the correct standard, we clearly meet it. The proceeding that USDA has now noticed 
for hearing is a promulgation hearing as there is not now any FMMO for California. The Dairy 
Institute' s alternative for what would be section 50(q) of any such Order would be an appropriate 
modification even at the hearing as noticed as that paragraph, section, and indeed proposed Part 
of the CFR is open for consideration. For example, if any interested person were to appear at the 
hearing and propose elimination of the whey factors contribution to the Class III price entirely 
that would be in order given that this is a promulgation hearing. 

Two cases are instructive. In 1988, USDA held a four week hearing to consider proposed 
amendments to then Orders l, 2 and 4. Part of those proposals was to adopt a more uniform 
method and timing for twice a month payments made to dairy fanners. The National Farmers 
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August 17,2015 
Page 2 

Organization ("N FO'') submitted a proposal in advance of the proceeding to consider the 
alternative of three times a month payments. USDA declined to hear that proposal. NFO 
successfully sought federal court intervention during the proceeding and the agency was 
obligated to issue a revised hearing notice permitting that issue to be heard. National Farmers 
Org., Inc. v. Lyng, 695 F. Supp. 1207 (D.D.C. 1988). 

More recently, when the Department issued a Final Rule for Order 33 regarding pooling issues 
that adopted a USDA modification to proposals noticed for hearing, dairy farmers unsuccessfully 
sought to block the result by arguing that the specific proposal adopted had not been pmt of the 
Hearing Notice. Judge Posner, writing for a unanimous Seventh Circuit panel, soundly rejected 
this argument- upholding USDA's effort to adopt amendments that were not part of the Hearing 
Notice: "The purpose of a rulemaking proceeding is not merely to vote up or down the specific 
proposals advanced before the proceeding begins, but to refine, modify, and supplement the 
proposals in the light of the evidence and arguments presented in the course of the proceeding. lf 
every modification is to require a fwther hearing at which that modification is to set fi..nth in the 
notice, agencies will be loath to modify initial proposals, and the rulcmaking process will be 
degraded." Alto Dairy v. Veneman, 336 F.3d560, 569 (71

h Cir. 2003). 

We are concerned that not only will "the rulemaking process he degraded," but that your office's 
refusal to hear this proposal, if it continues to he excluded even at the hearing, will result in 
unnecessary uncertainty regarding the outcome of the proceeding especially as handlers may 
have to await the final outcome before making any challenge to the result. 

Chip English 

cc: Mr. William Francis 



USDA Agricultural 
~Marketing 
-Service 

September 9, 2015 

Charles M. English, Jr. 
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 
Suite 800 
1 919 Pennsylvania A venue N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20006-340 I 

Dear Mr. English: 

EXHIBIT 

19 
1400 Independence Avenue, SW. 
Room 2968-S, STOP 0225 
Washington, DC 20250-0225 

Thank you for your letter of August 17, 2015, requesting USDA reconsider including a modified 
proposal submitted on behalf of the Dairy Institute of California (DIC), as part of an upcoming 
hearing to promulgate a California Federal Milk Marketing Order (FMMO). As requested, 
USDA has completed a careful review of your request. 

As you know, USDA received a proposal from the California dairy industry requesting the 
promulgation of a FMMO in February 2015 . To make the FMMO promulgation process 
inclusive and transparent, USDA invited interested parties to submit alternatives to the original 
proposal. Following receipt of additional proposals by the established deadline of April 10, 
20 15, USDA held three outreach sessions throughout California to give proposal sponsors the 
opportunity to explain their proposals to the dairy industry and public. Proponents had until 
May 27, 2015, to submit modifications to their originally submitted proposals. Each of the 
proponents, including DIC, submitted minor revisions such as corrections to proposed order 
references and text. In addition, DIC also submitted what we consider to be an entirely new 
proposal related to dry whey pricing. 

DIC's initial proposal establishes an "other solids" component of the Class Ill price relying on a 
"Western" dry whey survey price computed under the Dairy Product Mandatory Reporting 
Program administered by USDA. The additional proposal submitted abandons the Western 
survey idea entirely and instead relies on a Whey Protein Concentrate (WPC) 34 percent price. 
In a letter dated August 5, 20 15, we indicated this modification to the original DJC proposal was, 
in fact, an entirely new proposal, and would not be published in the Notice of Hearing issued on 
July 27, 2015. 

After reviewing DIC's submission and your request, we continue to consider DIC's modification 
to be a separate proposal that was not submitted by the April 10, 2015, deadline. As such, we are 
denying your request to have the proposal published in a Supplemental Notice of Hearing. 
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Charles M. English, Jr. 
Page 2 

The hearing will be administered by Administrative Law Judge. At the hearing, the DIC will 
have the opportunity to explain to the Judge why the WPC other solids pricing concept should be 
included in the hearing record. 

Sincerely, 

Dana H. Coale 
Deputy Administrator 
Agricultural Marketing Service 
Dairy Program 
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l am Elvin Hollon. l am employed by Dairy Farmers of America, Inc. as the Director of 

Fluid Marketing and Economic Analysis. My office is located at l 0220 Ambassador Drive, 

Kansas City, Missouri, 64153. I am testifying today in support ofProposal1, the proponents of 

which are: California Dairies, Inc., Dairy Farmers of America, Inc., and Land O'Lakes, Inc. 

All of the proponents arc member-owned, dairy farmer cooperatives. Dairy Farmers of 

America (DF A), my employer, is a member-owned Capper-Volstead cooperative with 

approximately 14,000 members with 9,000 dairy farms in 48 states, including California. The 

three proponent cooperatives' farmer members together represent over 75% of the milk produced 

in California. 

I. Why a California Order'? 

A California Federal Milk Marketing Order (FMMO) is necessary in order to recognize 

for California dairy producers the full nationally defined value from all uses of milk produced 

and marketed in the state, as well as to achieve common regulatory minimum prices to all 

processors in the country. The FMMO proposed by the cooperatives would not only promote and 

enhance orderly marketing conditions, but would also address long standing conditions of 

disorderly marketing. In order to achieve this result, a California FMMO must be fully 

integrated into the FMMO system. A stand-alone California State Order (CSO) no longer 

achieves these results operating as a separate pricing entity. 

The FMMO Reform process established a national uniformity of manufacturing milk 

values and broad regional marketing order marketwide pools. The California state system, 

however, has not adapted, leading to market conditions that have become increasingly difficult 

for California dairy fanners and the operation of the cooperatives they have built. The failure of 

California regulations to establish minimum prices to California producers which reflect national 
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values for classified milk uses has cost California dairy farmers more than $1.5 billion dollars 

since 20 I 0, according to published industry estimates. The Cooperatives' dairy farmer members 

have carefully studied the operations and impacts of an FMMO and have concluded that a 

California FMMO is imperative in order for them to have the opportunity to achieve returns that 

are in parity with those of other dairy farm enterprises in the country. 

FMMOs are crafted singly and individually to address marketing conditions present in 

the areas they govern. The Secretary is both authorized and required to recognize unique and 

individual conditions that also have explicit relationships with other marketing orders to form a 

coordinated national system. In order to craft the proper provisions for a California FMMO, the 

Secretary must understand the unique conditions of the California marketing area as well as the 

integrated relationships tirmly established by existing Order provisions between the California 

dairy industry and the remainder of the FMMO system, and strike the proper balance between 

the prevailing interests of the entire system and the interests and conditions present in the 

California market. 

We will demonstrate that California producer milk returns are well below those of 

similarly situated FMMO producers throughout the country and that minimum regulatory prices 

to processors arc not in accordance with the FMMO national pricing grid which is derived from 

common uniform pricing provisions applicable to all FMMO processors, and based on a series of 

market driven prices that represent national values. 

Finally, we will show that based on the unique marketing situation in the California 

market, our proposed pooling provisions must be incorporated in the California FMMO pooling 

standards so that the FMMO will function as intended. 
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II. The California Dairy Marketplace 

The state of California is the largest milk producing state in the U.S. with more than 20% 

of national production. According to United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) statistics. 

California is the country's leading dairy state. In 24 categories where a pound. a gallon. a cow, a 

farm or a plant can be counted, California is the top ranking state in thirteen categories, number 

two in six categories, number three in two categories, number four in one category, and number 

seven in one category and number eight in one category. These statistics were published in the 

National Agricultural Statistics Service publications Milk Production (February 2015), Dairy 

Products Annual (April2015) and Production. Disposition and Income (April2015). 

California is first (category I percent of U.S. total where applicable) in total state milk 

production (21 %), number of milk cows (19%), production of Italian cheese (32%), mozzarella 

cheese (37%), Hispanic cheeses (52%), condensed skim milk (unsweetened) (37%), nonfat dry 

milk-- human grade (41%), butter (33%), dry buttermilk (47%). ice cream (17%), ice cream 

mix(l7%). sherbet mix (10%) and the total value of milk production at $9.346 billion (19%) for 

2014. 

The California dairy industry is ranked second in the production of all types of cheese 

(21%); American style cheeses (14%), other than American style cheeses (21%), sour cream 

(14%), lowfat icc cream (6%), and 1owfat ice cream mix production (6%). The industry ranks 

third for production of creamed cottage cheese (9%) and the number of dairy plants (9% ). The 

industry ranks fourth in cheddar cheese production (12%) and seventh in the number of dairy 

farms (3%) eighth in milk per cow. 

If California's milk producers adopt an FY!MO, it would be the largest order pool with a 

monthly average volume of slightly below 3.4 billion pounds. eclipsing Order 30's average 2014 
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monthly pool volume of 2.7 billion pounds. In terms of Class I volume it would be the third 

largest of the Orders behind Order l (approximately 760 million pounds in 2014) and Order 33 

(approximately 520 million pounds in 2014) with an estimated monthly volume averaging 438 

million pounds. 

ln spite of its significance nationally, California has been the most important region in the 

country which has not been part of the FMMO system. For many decades, the California 

Department of Food and Agriculture (CDF A) has administered a state milk marketing order 

(CSO) and has reasonably balanced industry interests to the satisfaction of California's dairy 

farmers. In recent years, U.S. milk markets have become more regional and national in scope, 

and FMMO regulations have evolved with those developments. However, regulations m 

California have not responded to the shifts taking place in the national marketplace. 

In 2014 Congress provided a necessary prerequisite for correcting this condition when it 

re-authorized the language in the 1996 Farm Bill allowing the USDA to promulgate a California 

FMMO while retaining the California state quota program. CDFA records indicate there are 

2,233,428 pounds of solids not fat (SNF) quota issued (on a daily production basis). Recent 

CDF A published records indicate quota was traded for $525 per pound of SNF per day yielding 

an aggregate market value of $1.173 billion. That Congressional authorization makes clear that a 

California FMMO will have all the benefits and characteristics of the other ten FMMOs, while 

maintaining the unique California system of sharing milk sales revenues through the state quota 

program. 

III. Price Alignment Issues: The California Dairy Marketplace and the United States: 
Producer Price Misalignment: Mailbox Price Comparison 

One of the requirements the regulatory system is charged with is assuring a standard of 

uniformity and equity in both producer and handler prices. Data indicates that by having the 
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California dairy industry regulated outside the national FMMO pricing and marketing grid there 

is significant producer price misalignment with this standard. While many factors in the 

operation of a dairy farm arc localized, several key factors are increasingly becoming regional, 

national and even international. W c will have testimony from members who will discuss issues 

related to competition for feedstuffs, labor, dairy production items and capital. Our members in 

California find it increasingly difficult to bid for resources when faced with lower returns than 

their counterparts around the country and the world. 

As a reliable and reasonable measure to demonstrate the price disparity for similarly 

situated producers, we reviewed a comparison of the Mailbox Milk Price (MMP) series 

published by AMS. 1 This price series has been available since at least 1998 and has been 

calculated on a consistent basis. As stated in the USDA I AMS publications, the price series is 

at-test, all revenues included and net of marketing expenses. 

There are MMPs published for 20 different market regions. For comparison purposes we 

isolated the three states that comprise the majority of the Upper Midwest Order marketing area 

with high production of cheese, butter and nonfat dry milk and lower Class I utilization of milk. 

They are Wisconsin, Minnesota and Illinois. We note and agree with the assertion in the Dairy 

Institute proposal that there arc many market similarities between these regions and the 

California market. 

1 Areas for which the MMP series is reported represent at least 75% of the milk marketed under 
Federal milk orders. The MMP reflects the net pay prices received by dairy farmers for milk. 
Prices reflect all payments received for milk sold and all costs associated with marketing the 
milk. Prices are weighted averages of the prices reported for all orders receiving milk from the 
reporting area and are reported at the average butterfat tests. Prices include, for the most part. 
the assessment under the Cooperatives Working Together (CWT) program. (Dairy Market News, 
USDA/ AMS, August 21, 20 15) 
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We also selected the Northwest States senes composed of data from Oregon and 

Washington for comparison. These states comprise a significant portion of Federal Order 124, 

the Pacific Northwest Order. Like Order 30 and the California market, the Northwest States 

have signi fie ant manufactured dairy product output. The region shows high use in both Class III 

and Class IV products. Additionally, the Northwest States are similarly situated geographically 

as western states and face similar competitive situations in the marketing of manufactured dairy 

products to both eastern domestic markets and westward export markets. 

The Upper Midwest and Pacific Northwest regions have many similar characteristics 

with the California dairy marketplace. However, a similar MMP is not one of the common 

characteristics describing these markets. We measured the period August 2012 to the most 

recent data available prior to July 2015. This period marks the most recent "non-temporary" 

upgrade of the ·'whey bracket pricing" used in the CDF A pricing formulas. (Additional details 

on the time periods for comparison will be presented in a following section of this statement.) 

Since the MMP is an at-test price, we adjusted the price for components in each region to the 

Federal Order standard for butterfat of 3.5%, for protein of 2.9915% and for other solids of 

5.6935% in order to arrive at a standard price for comparison. 

We used the monthly FMMO price per pound of each component in the calculation to 

compute a cents-per-hundredweight value. We used the Order 30 average producer milk 

component test for the Midwest Order states as Order 30 does not publish state level component 

tests. California does not publish a protein or other solids component values, so we used OF A 

producer component tests for the California averages under the assumption that smce our 

producer volumes account for approximately 20% of the state's milk supplies it would be 

generally representative of the state's component test averages. For the Northwest states, we 
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used the Order 124 market tests. In each case the monthly test was compared to the standard test 

and the difference over or under the standard was subtracted or added to the mailbox price based 

on the di !Terence. 

For the recent period of August 2012- May 2015 there are 34 monthly observations from 

the states listed. (Sec Table I. A (4 pgs.) "Comparison of Mailbox Milk Prices Standardized for 

Butterfat, Protein, and Other Solids tests, California, and Selected Markets, August 2012- to 

May 2015.'') For the 34 months and the four MMP regions for comparison-- 136 observations--

in no month did California have a higher or even close to equal MMP. The average di!Terence 

over all observations was S 1.85 per hundredweight lower. The single largest di!Terence was 

minus S4.27 (Wisconsin 12/20 12) and the narrowest was minus 43 cents (Northwest States 

03/20 15.) The California region averaged S2.12 per hundredweight lower than the Wisconsin 

region for the 34 months; it was $2.05 lower the Minnesota region; it was $2.22 lower than the 

Illinois region; and it was $1.01 lower than the Northwest region. 

Using the MMP as a proxy for producer prices shows there are wide differences for farms 

in similarly situated regions of the U.S. Our proposal will correct the misalignment of producer 

pnces. 

IV. Overview/Comparison of CSO and FMMO Class Prices, Classification and 
Formulas 

While both systems use classified prices, the class definitions arc not identical. and, in 

some instances, are a cause of disorderly marketing. Generally Class I (Roman numeral in the 

FMMO system and Arabic numeral I in the CSO regulations) represents milk consumed in fluid 

form. Class II (Roman numeral in the FMMO system and Arabic numerals 2 and 3 in the CSO 

regulations) represents milk products such as cream-based items. icc cream and ice cream mixes, 

yogurt, dips, cultured products, cottage cheese and milk used to produce items such as 
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evaporated and condensed milks. The FMMO system includes all these products in a single 

class while the CSO system divides them into two classes - ice cream, ice cream mixes and 

frozen products are Class 3 products, and Class 2 contains yogurt, cottage cheese and other 

"intermediate" products, such as condensed and evaporated milks. Milk used to produce cheese 

and whey products is Class III (Roman numeral in the FMMO system and Arabic numeral

Roman letter 4b in the CSO regulations.) Lastly, Class lV (Roman numeral in the FMMO 

system and Arabic numeral-Roman letter 4a in the CSO regulations) represents milk used to 

produce butter and milk powders. Our proposal will use the existing FMMO classification 

system. 

While both systems use end-product price formulas to determine class prices, the various 

underlying commodity price series, the effective dates for determining the prices used in the 

formulas, the yield constants, and the make allowances are not identical, and. in some instances, 

are a cause of disorderly marketing. The CSO system includes a factor in the Class 4a and Class 

4b pricing formulas that adjusts the dairy product commodity price to reflect spatial pricing 

differences. The FMMO system does not make any such adjustment. All FMMO prices for 

Classes 2, 3 and 4 are uniform across the country. The fact that minimum base class prices and 

resulting dairy ingredients prices (for example, California Class 2 skim I fat prices versus 

FMMO skim I fat prices) use different underlying dairy product commodity prices and ditTerent 

periods to determine the base prices impacts milk marketing decisions, and, in some cases, 

causes disorderly marketing. 

ln the following sections of the testimony references will be made to class price averages 

for fixed periods. These dates which highlight the price differences were chosen purposefully. 

Prior to December 2007, the CSO regulations used an end-product price formula to assign a 
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value to whey in the Class 4b price formula similar to that used to establish class prices and 

similar in construct to those used in FMMOs. When this method was used, the spread between 

the CSO and FMMO prices was much narrower and more consistent. The CSO, however. 

discontinued the end-product pricing approach to valuing whey after November 2007. 

Since 2007, the CSO has changed the whey component pricing factor contained within 

the Class 4b formula three different times. The first relationship established a fixed $.25 cents 

per hundredweight contribution to the Class 4b milk price regardless of the reported market 

value for dry whey; this became effective December 2007. The second relationship, which was 

implemented in September 20 ll, established a bracket system or look-up table that changed the 

per hundredweight contribution to the Class 4b price at fixed rates depending on the reported 

market value for whey. The table included a t1oor of $.25 per hundredweight and a ceiling of 

$.65 per hundredweight. The last change (efTective August 2012), retained the whey value 

contribution table but modified the interval range and increased the ceiling to $. 75 per 

hundredweight. 

There has been another price formula change that became effective August l, 2015. That 

change increased the CSO 4b price and increased producer mailbox prices. However, that 

change is temporary (expires July 31, 2016) and there will be little data to evaluate for this 

record because of the timing of the Hearing. As it is temporary and could only be extended 

through the result of another Hearing, its long term impact is both tenuous and not measurable. 

A. Class I I Class 1 Price Misalignment for Similarly Situated Handlers 

One of the tenets of FMMO marketing is common terms of trade that at the regulatory 

minimum price level arc uniform and transparent. Observing the Class I price surface across the 

U.S. it is clear that there is a pattern for the Class I price surface and an orderly transition in the 
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price surface as it changes across the country. The graphic below, taken from the USDA I AMS 

web page depicts the Class I price surface. Clearly it has a differentiated regional basis and not a 

uniform national basis. 

Federal Milk Marketing Order 
Class I Price Structure 

Effective May 1. 2008 

The principles for this price structure are outlined and described in the Reform Decision2 as 

follows: 

3. Class I Pricing Structure 

This decision adopts a Class I pncmg structure that 
provides incentives for greater structural efficiencies in the 
assembly and shipment of milk and dairy products. In conjunction 
with other reforms discussed in this decision, the adopted Class I 

2 "Reform Decision" refers to the " Final Decision" in the federal order reform process, issued 
April 2, 1999 and published at 64 Fed. Reg. 16026-16926 (1999). 
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price structure provides the necessary changes needed to improve 
milk pricing in the consolidated markets. 

The adopted Class I pricing structure utilizes the USDSS model 
results adjusted for all known plant locations and establishes 
differential levels that will generate sufficient revenue to assure 
an adequate supply of milk while maintaining equity among 
handlers in the minimum prices they pay for milk bought from 
dairy farmers. 

Background 

Although not required by the 1996 Farm Bill. the 
legislation provided authorization for the Secretary to review the 
Class I price structure as part of the consolidation of the orders 
including the consideration of utilization rates and multiple basing 
points for developing a pricing system. In any event, the 
consolidation of orders requires the review of the pricing 
system because historically, Class I pricing provisions, as well 
as other Federal order provisions, have been reviewed 
primarily on an individual market basis. The reform effort 
provides the opportunity to consider and establish a nationally 
coordinated Class I pricing surface that uses location 
adjustments to the differential levels to price milk for fluid use 
in every county in the United States. 

64 Fed. Reg. at 16108 (1999) (emphasis added) 

Finally. the adopted Class I pncmg structure meets the 
requirements of the AMAA. The broad tenet of the AMAA is to 
establish and maintain marketing stability and orderly marketing 
conditions for milk. The federal milk order program will continue 
to achieve these goals primarily through classified pricing and 
marketwide pooling. As to pricing requirements. the AMAA 
objective to stabilize the marketplace with minimum prices and 
not set market prices is also achieved. As a national Class I 
pricing structure, it specifically addresses, and adequately sets, 
appropriate Class I differential levels that will result in milk 
prices that are high enough to generate sufticient revenue for 
producers so that an adequate supply of milk can be maintained 
while continuing to provide equity to handlers. 

64 Fed. Reg. at 64118 (1999) (emphasis added) 
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The Reform Decision clearly intended to establish a uniform national price surface for 

Class I milk prices. As a part of that emphasis the Decision's price surface included provisions 

and prices for the California marketing area as proposed here. The California dairy industry had 

the option to be included in the Reformed Orders and provided input to the decision, but did not 

choose that option. Footnote 3 of the Legislative and Background Requirements of the Reform 

Decision notes: 

The Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriations Bill, passed in October 1998, extended the time 
frame for implementing Federal milk order reform amendments 
from April 4, 1999, to October I, 1999. The extension specifies 
that the final decision, defined as the final rule for purposes of this 
legislation, will be issued between February I and April 4, 1999, 
with the new amendments becoming effective on October I, 1999. 
The legislation also provides that California has from the date of 
issuance of the final decision until September 30, 1999, to become 
a separate Federal milk marketing order. 

64 Fed. Reg. at 16027 (1999) 

In addition to submitting comments and participating m industry and congressional 

proceedings, California dairy interests had approximately six months to review the provisions of 

the Reformed Orders and did not submit a petition for an Order at that time. 

The CSO's separate Class I price surface compromises the uniformity of the national 

pricing grid and becomes a source of disorderly marketing. Table l.B (5 pgs.) "Comparison of 

FMMO Class I Announced Prices in the Marketing Area and CSO Class I Prices, 2000 - July 

2015" shows price comparisons between the national grid and the California CSO grid for in-

state markets. Table l.C (5 pgs.) "Comparison of CSO Minimum Class I Announced Prices in 

the Marketing Area with Surrounding Market FMMO Minimum Prices, January 2000 - July 

2015'' details price comparisons between key California markets and their natural competitor 

markets in the adjacent state as priced by the FMMO grid. 
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The national pricing grid establishes five differential zones in the proposed marketing 

area. (See Map l.D ''Federal Order Class I Differentials California Marketing Area.") Those 

range from $2.10 in the San Diego- Los Angeles area; $2.00 in the Southeast corner of the state; 

$1.80 from east and north of the $2.10 I $2.00 zones north up the Pacific coast, including the San 

Francisco and Bay areas, to Oregon; $1.60 in the central part of the state with the largest 

production areas; and a $1.70 zone north of the $1.60 region bordering Nevada and Oregon, 

which includes the second largest production region in the state. 

The CSO has two pricing regions. (See Map I.E "California Department of Food and 

Agriculture Milk Marketing Areas."") The Southern California marketing area generally 

encompasses the major population regions of Los Angeles and San Diego. The Northern 

California marketing area extends to the northern border of the state and includes the population 

centers of Sacramento and the San Francisco and Bay areas. Map l.D also displays both pricing 

grids on a single map. 

For the in-state comparisons we computed differences between the national FMMO grid 

and the CSO grid in each FMMO Order differential area. There are counties in each di!Terential 

area that overlap the corresponding CSO Marketing Area. Table l.B (5 pgs.) details the 

differences from 2000 to July 2015 with Table l.B p.5 being a summary using the average 

comparisons for the periods noted previously. In the higher population zones the CSO Class I 

price is below the FMMO grid for all years I periods measured. Note that the periods shown for 

comparisons match the periods since 2000 where the CSO has made a change in the method for 

calculating the contribution of whey to minimum milk prices. For the most recent period of 

August 2012- July 2015 the shortfall is 37 and 27 cents per hundredweight. In the lower priced 

zones there were some periods prior to September 2011 where the CSO Northern California zone 
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price was above the FMMO grid price but at small levels. And for the months since then the 

Northern California price has been below the FMMO grid each year by a low of 2 cents per 

hundredweight ($1.60 zone) to 33 cents in the $1.80 zone 

Table l.C makes similar Class I price comparisons with CSO prices and with out of state 

fMMO Class I price. The method used for comparison was to establish the FMMO grid 

difference by netting both Class I di!Terentials and then comparing that value with the difference 

between the CSO price and the prevailing FMMO pnce. The locations chosen represent 

locations of processing plants and likely competitors. 

The first comparison is between the minimum prices in the Phoenix, Arizona market with 

those of the Los Angeles I San Diego (LA/SO) market. The LA/SO market di!Terential is $2.10 

per hundredweight and the Phoenix differential is $2.35 so the FMMO grid spread difference is 

minus 25 cents. When comparing the annual CSO Southern California price with the announced 

fMMO price at Phoenix the difference averages minus 62 cents. The difference is negative for 

all the collective average time periods shown. 

For the Las Vegas Nevada to LA/SO markets the FMMO grid difference is a plus 10 

cents per hundredweight when the LA/SO ditTerential of $2.10 is compared to the Las Vegas 

differential of $2.00. However comparing the Southern California announced price with the Las 

Vegas price results in a difference of minus 27 cents per hundredweight average for the August 

2012- July 2015 period. All period measures are negative. 

For the Reno Nevada to Sacramento market comparison the FMMO grid difference is 

zero. However the Northern California price compared to the Reno FMMO price averages a 

negative 23 cents per hundredweight for the August 2012 - July 2015 period. All period 

measures arc negative. 
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In each case of comparison the CSO pricing system returns a different (lower) price to 

producers in the proposed marketing area than an FMMO price would yield. In addition the 

market to market comparison does not yield the results provided by the FMMO Class I pricing 

grid as established in the FMMO Reform process. These price di!Tercnces contribute to a 

marketing situation where milk buyers are impacted by different minimum pricing conditions 

instead of a single uniform pricing grid. 

1. Pricing of Out of State Milk 

There are additional disorderly marketing conditions present in the California market that 

cannot be cured by the presence of a state Order and in fact are caused by the presence of the 

state Order. First, there is milk produced on dairy farms located outside the state that is marketed 

to Class I processing plants. These deliveries cannot be regulated by the state Order. This 

practice removes Class I revenues from the CSO as well as lowering the price for the purchasing 

handler who would not make the purchase if it cost more than the CSO minimum. This is a 

regular occurrence in the marketing area. CDFA data has indicated that this volume totaled 547 

million pounds in 2014. Ponderosa Dairy has in fact proposed at this Hearing that they be 

allowed to continue this practice if an FMMO is implemented and have their milk priced by the 

FMMO at terms preferential to other producers in the Order. 

The disorderly situation arising from the inability of the CSO to price milk produced out 

of the state and delivered to processors in the state would be cured by the implementation of a 

California FMMO. 

Additionally, producer milk regularly leaves the California market and in our estimation 

delivers to a plant or plants pooled by FMMO 131 that market the milk back into the California 

market. The returns from this transaction are pooled in FMMO 131 due to the requirements of 
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the Milk Regulatory Equity Act. These actions also constitute disorderly marketing conditions 

and would be cured by the implementation of a California FMMO. 

B. Price Misalignment for Manufacturing Class Markets 

This proposal uses the FMMO manufacturing class prices. These prices are ditTerent 

from the CSO prices and the differences are one of the reasons for this proposal and a source of 

disorderly marketing. The FMMO manufactured products pricing grid, that is, the prices for 

Class II (Cll), Class III (CIII) and Class IV (CIV) are clearly national prices- there is only one 

monthly price of each for the entire grid. They are national prices because the markets they 

compete in are national in nature and in many, if not most cases, the raw materials they are 

produced from are bought and sold on a national basis. Based on NASS dairy product 

production data there are clear regional differences in where dairy products are produced. 

Regional population density docs not match production density data, thus product must move 

between regions to satisfy demand. A California FMMO would assure that California FMMO 

regulated handlers pooling milk sold to manufacturing class processors pay the same uniform 

. . . 
mm1mum pnces. 

Traditional f1uid milk commerce however remains regional in nature chiefly due to the 

perishability of the finished product. While labels or brands may be national for these products-

Borden's or Dairy Pure - for example, the procurement of the raw material and the processing 

and distribution of the finished product are most generally regional. And in many cases the 

predominance of retail sales is composed of local brands or store brands that are processed 

within the region. 

Manufactured dairy products can easily be produced in one region of the US and 

marketed in other regions. Examples are many and product brand names might include 
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Tillamook cheese, Blue Bunny ice cream, Yoplait, Chobani or Dannon yogurt, Eagle Brand 

sweetened condensed milk, Crystal Farms cheese, Ben and Jerry's ice cream or Land 0' Lakes. 

Challenge and Plugra butter. 

This concept of a national supply and demand relationship is clearly articulated in the 

Reform Decision when the manufacturing class prices are discussed. 

The formulas in this decision usc national commodity price 
series, thereby reflecting the national supply and demand for 
dairy products and the national demand for milk." 

64 Fed Reg. at 16096 (1999) (emphasis added) 

1. Class II I Class 2/3 Price Misalignment for Similarly Situated Handlers 

The FMMO Class II price is computed using the nationwide grid, and is the FMMO 

Class IV price plus a fixed 70 cents per hundredweight diflerential. While the CSO Class 2 and 

3 classilications include essentially the same products as the FMMO Class II classification there 

arc disorderly marketing implications resulting from regulatory differences which do not rcf1cct 

market fundamentals. ln the CSO system, announced Class 2 and 3 prices apply for two months 

at a time and are based on butter and milk powder commodity price averages from the prior two 

months. For example, the August and September Class 2 price is based on commodity price data 

from June and July. The FMMO Class 11 price is announced monthly and is based on data from 

the prior month. Market conditions can change swiftly, and, in some cases, noticeably over the 

four-month period spanned by this calculation. Perhaps the extreme example would be the 

August and September CSO Class 2 price (generally the lowest months of milk production in 

California) where calculations are based on market data for June and July, which are generally 

higher months for milk production. These cyclical production patterns over time are ref1ected in 

price diflerences. 
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An example of a large Class ll/2 pnce difference is for the months of July 2014 -

December 2014 where the CSO pnce was lower than the FMMO pnce by $.96 per 

hundredweight in July; $1.37 in August; $2.14 in September; and then higher by $2.01 m 

October; $4.03 in November; $1.39 in December, and $4.30 in January 2015. 

Cream, condensed skim milk (CSM) and sweetened condensed skim milk (SCSM) are 

dairy ingredients commonly used in many products and product formulations and carry Cll I 

Class 2 or 3 classifications. They are transported long distances in bulk tankers and hundreds or 

even thousands of mile deliveries are not uncommon. 

Because of the bulk nature of these condensed products they are more prone to 

opportunistic situations. These price differences can create disorderly marketing conditions 

when dairy ingredients enter markets generally on a spot basis to exploit short term price 

disparities. Additionally there are classification differences which cause further disorderly 

marketing conditions when these types of ingredient products cross the different classification 

delinitions and boundaries. As the two major proponent proposals seek to unify the 

classification definitions using the FMMO terms, these classification differences should dissolve. 

Table l.F (5 pgs.) "Comparison of FMMO Class II Announced Prices, CSO Announced 

Class 2 and 3 Prices 2000- July 2015" captures these announced price differences from 2000 to 

July 2015. Column D, F, and J compare the differences between the CSO Southern California, 

Northern California Class 2 price and the respective FMMO Class II price and the CSO Class 3 

price with the FMMO Class II price. After January 2009 the CSO Class III prices are the same 

lor both Northern and Southern California. The CSO price Class 2 and 3 was lower than the 

FMMO Class II price in all the compared average periods except during 09/2011-07/2012. 
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Over the entire time period 2000- July 2015, the FMMO Class II price versus the CSO 

Southern California Class 2 price difference averaged minus 24 cents per hundredweight. 

Between 0112000 and II 12007, the difference averaged minus 24 cents; between 1212007 and 

08/20 II the average di!Terenee was minus 30 cents; between 0912011 and 0712012 the average 

difference was positive 50 cents; and between 0812012 and 0712015 the average difference was 

minus 39 cents. The largest positive difference (FMMO > CSO) was $4.30 in January 2015 and 

the largest negative difference was minus (CSO > FMMO) $3.05 in September 2012. The 

primary reason for the wide range in prices is the two month pricing period in the CSO price 

formula. The trends for the Northern California FMMO II I CSO 2 price series were similar. 

Trends for the FMMO Class Il price and the CSO Class 3 price for the same comparison 

periods arc also similar and noted in Table l.F (Col. J.) 

2. Class IV I Class 4a Price Misalignment for Similarly Situated Handlers 

The FMMO Class IV and the CSO Class 4a prices arc used to value milk used in the 

manufacture of butter and milk powders. The FMMO price is a nationwide price for similar 

reasons as noted for Class II products. The FMMO and CSO price difterences are shown in 

Table l.G (5 pgs.) "'Comparison of FMMO Class Ill and IV Announced Prices, and CSO Class 

4a and 4b Price, 2000- July 2015.'' Column E is the FMMO Class IV price, column F is the 

CSO Class 4a price and column G is the difference between the two (CSO less FMMO). There 

are no years where the annual average CSO price was greater than the FMMO price. Over the 

entire time period 2000- July 2015, the difference averaged minus 29 cents per hundredweight. 

Between 0112000 and 1112007, the difference averaged minus 38 cents; between 1212007 and 

0812011 the average difference was minus 19 cents; between 0912011 and 0712012 the average 

difference was minus $.26; and between 0812012 and 0712015 the average difference was minus 

20 



$.20. This difference is reflected in Chart l.H "CSO Class 4a less FMMO Class IV" showing 

annual variations from 2000 to 2014. With the exception of 2007, the variations in the 

differences are similar. 

3. Class III I Class 4b Price Misalignment for Similarly Situated Handlers 

The FMMO Class III and the CSO Class 4b prices arc used to value milk used in the 

manufacture of cheese and whey products. The FMMO price is a nationwide price for similar 

reasons as noted for the other Classes of manufacturing products. 

The FMMO and CSO price differences are shown in Table l.G (5 pgs.) ''Comparison of 

FMMO Class Ill and IV Announced Prices, and CSO Class 4a and 4b Price, 2000- July 2015." 

Column 8 is the FMMO Class III price, column C the CSO Class 4b price and column D the 

difference between the two (CSO less FMMO). In the 187 months between January 2000 and 

July 2015, the Class III price has exceeded the Class 4b price 161 times. For the entire period 

January 2000- July 2015, the difference averaged minus 91 cents per hundredweight, but the 

range of difference has increased significantly in recent years. Between 0112000 and 1112007, 

the difference averaged minus 39 cents; between 12/2007 and 08/2011 the average difference 

was minus 91 cents; between 09/20 II and 07/2012 the average difference was minus $2.22; and 

between 08/2012 and 07/2015 the average difference was minus $1.89. 

There are no years where the annual difference shows the CSO price greater than the 

FMMO price. The widest difference was in November 2014 where the CSO 4b price was $3.24 

per hundredweight less than the FMMO Class III price. Chart 1.1 "CSO 4b less FMMO Class 

III" depicts the annual price differences over the 2000 - 2014 periods. 
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a. Whey Contribution to the Class III I 4b price 

From Chart 1.1 there is a clear difference in trend that appears in 20 I 0. This difference is 

best explained by noting the changes in the manner in which the CSO computes the whey 

contribution to the 4b price versus the way the FMMO performs the similar contribution 

calculation. The resulting difference between the two whey calculation methods ranges from 

significant to extraordinary. The FMMO whey contribution calculation uses the product price 

formula method generally described as (market price less cost to make) times (yield factor.) This 

method moves "penny f(Jr penny .. with changes in whey market prices. When whey prices are at 

their high the contribution to the Class Ill price is high; and conversely. when low the 

contribution is reduced. 

The CSO formula has a look-up table structure that assigns a ·•contribution to the milk 

value" based on the relationship of the whey price bracket to the associated contribution rate. 

However, the CSO table caps the contribution at 75 cents per hundredweight. This value is 

reached when the whey price is 60 cents per pound or higher. (It also floors the low end of the 

contribution at 25 cents on any whey price level below 25 cents.) Note that the temporary 

adjustment in place currently in the CSO regulations has a zero contribution value if whey is 

below 21 cents, contributes $2.005 per hundredweight to the Class 4b price if whey is 60 cents or 

more and has a higher contribution value in the intervening brackets than any prior bracket 

structures. 

Dry whey's market pnces reached extended periods of higher pnces for the period 

August 2012- July 2015. Since August 2012 the CSO's average ·'26111 to 25 111 " Western Dry 

Whey Mostly Average Price published by USDA/AMS/Dairy Market News whey price has 

averaged $.57 per pound with a range from $.40 to $.67 and nine consecutive months where the 
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price was above 60 cents. The CSO formula cap at a whey price of $.60 per pound vastly 

undervalued the Class 4b price in relation to the Class III price. Table l.J (5 pgs.) "Comparison 

of Monthly NDPSR and DMN Western Mostly 26th to 25th Whey Prices and the Value 

Contribution to the FMMO Class III and CSO Class 4b Price 2000- July 2015" details the 

extent of the difference in contribution in whey value for the period August 2012 - July 2015. 

While the average differences in the underlying commodity whey prices were approximately two 

cents, the contribution of the NDPSR price to the FMMO Class JII price averaged $2.38 per 

hundredweight. Over the same time, the CSO calculation using the Western Whey Mostly price 

averaged from the 26th of the prior month to the 25th of the current month contributed $.68 per 

hundredweight to the CSO Class 4b price. The difference was $1. 70. The smallest di!Terence 

was $.68 in July 2015 and the largest $2.23 in July of2014. 

V. Consequences of the Class Price Misalignment 

It is difficult to accept or explain the Class price differences of this magnitude for what 

amounts to deliveries to plants manufacturing identical products and sold into similarly situated 

markets. Cheese and whey products produced in California plants and priced using the CSO 

prices are marketed and sold nationwide directly alongside similar products produced in FMMO 

areas priced under FMMO terms. The difference in pricing may cause marketplace decisions 

that are solely due to different regulations and not to market fundamentals. This clearly does not 

promote orderly marketing conditions. 

Said another way. a dairy farm operator with two facilities. one in California priced at 

Class 4b and one in a FMMO area priced at Class 111, would have experienced two vastly 

different regulatory minimum prices for milk used to produce similar cheese and whey products. 

On average, this difference would be $1.89 per hundredweight lower for milk from the 
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California dairy than milk from the dairy operating in an FMMO for the period August 2012-

July 2015. This is the most significant reason for the difference in producer mailbox price 

between farms located in California and those located in FMMO areas. This difTerence places 

the California farmer in a much less competitive position to bid for land, cattle, feed, facilities, 

services, operating capital and labor than his counterpart whose milk is priced by FMMO 

regulation. This disorderly marketing condition should be remedied by having the FMMO 

pricing grid include the California market. 

Class pricing following CSO provisions results in different and lower minimum prices 

than docs FMMO Class prices for each Class. The price differences can be significant for the 

Class Ill I Class 4b relationship in terms of both multi month periods and at times with only a 

few months of comparisons. While not as great over most of the multi month periods, there are 

nonetheless many monthly periods where the comparisons arc significant and impact market 

place decisions solely on the basis of regulatory differences and not based on market place 

differences. 

The Class price di!Tcrences we have demonstrated ultimately result in producer prices for 

California dairy farm businesses that are significantly below those of similarly situated dairy 

farm businesses whose milk is priced by FMMO provisions. We demonstrated earlier that 

producer prices, as measured by component standardized AMS MMPs vary widely in markets 

that similarly to California have high utilizations of manufactured products and additionally, in 

the case of the Northwest States, geographic similarity. This difference results in marketing 

conditions which do not effectuate the purposes of the underlying FMMO enabling legislation. 
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VI. Impact on Price Risk Management Strategies 

If a CA FMMO utilizes the same Class price formulas as the rest of the country, we feel 

the implementation of a CA FMMO will increase futures market liquidity in Class III and IV. 

This will lead to increased use of hedging strategies by CA dairyman- helping them reduce their 

financial operating risk. 

The use of hedging by CA dairy farmers has been limited, in part, because of the 

uncertainty of using a FMMO based price to hedge a CA class price due to the overall difTerence 

in the two pricing series. This difference in the two price series creates greater basis risk that is 

the difference between the hedged instrument which would be the FMMO Class III or IV price 

and the actual pay price in a CA dairy farmer's milk check. This is a significant contributing 

cause to why there is a lower use of hedging by CA dairy farms. 

Thus, a benefit of a CA FMMO may be more and greater applications of hedging by CA 

dairy farms which brings better long-run financial stability to them and ultimately to the 

processors that buy their milk. 

VII. Conclusion 

Current prices for both producers and handlers in California are out of line with national 

prices and national values for producer milk. A California federal order is necessary to bring the 

California dairy industry into the federal system of national class prices for dairy farmers and 

processors in the state, and to enhance and maintain orderly marketing conditions. 
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Cooperatives Table 1.A.1 Comparison of Mailbox Milk Prices Standardized for Butterfat, 

Protein and Other Solids tests, California and Selected Markets, August 2012- 2015 

Mailbox Price Market 

Month I Year California Wisconsin Minnesota Illinois 

Jan-12 $ . $ $ $ 

Feb $ . $ $ $ . 

Mar $ . $ . $ . $ . 

Apr $ . $ . $ . $ . 

May $ . $ . $ .· $ . 

Jun $ . $ . $ . $ . 

Jul $ . $ . $ $ . 

Aug $ 16.05 $ 18.60 $ 18.71 $ 18.26 

Sep $ 16.80 $ 19.66 $ 20.04 $ 19.47 

Oct $ 18.44 $ 21.27 $ 21.46 $ 20.88 

Nov $ 18.44 $ 21.38 $ 21.19 $ 21.49 

Dec $ 17.30 $ 21.57 $ 21.37 $ 20.92 

CA less Other Market 

Month/ Year Wisconsin Minnesota Illinois 

Jan-12 $ - $ - $ -

Feb $ - $ - $ 

Mar $ - $ $ -

Apr $ - $ $ -
May $ - $ - $ -
Jun $ - $ - $ -

Jul $ - $ - $ -
Aug . $ (2.55) $ (2.66) $ (2.21) 

Sep $ (2.87) $ (3.25) $ (2.68) 

Oct $ (2.83) $ (3.02) $ (2.44) 

Nov $ (2.93) $ (2.74) $ (3.04) 

Dec $ (4.27) $ (4.07) $ (3.62) 

Average $ (3.09) $ (3.15) $ (2.80) 

Source: USDA/ AMS, Dairy Farmers of America 

Northwest States 

$ . 

$ . 

$ . 

$ . 

$ . 

$ . 

$ . 

$ 17.09 

$ 18.16 

$ 19.49 

$ 20.08 

$ 18.62 

Northwest States 

$ -

$ -

$ -
$ -
$ -

$ 

$ -

$ (1.04) 

$ (1.37) 

$ (1.05) 

$ (1.64) 

$ (1.32) 

$ (1.28) 



Cooperatives Table l.A.2 Comparison of Mailbox Milk Prices Standardized for Butterfat, 

Protein and Other Solids tests, California and Selected Markets, August 2012 · 2015 

Mailbox Price Market 

Month I Year California Wisconsin Minnesota Illinois 

Jan-13 $ 16.58 $ 19.18 $ 19.09 $ 19.35 

Feb $ 16.83 $ 18.43 $ 18.30 $ 18.73 

Mar $ 16.41 $ 18.43 $ 18.28 $ 18.58 

Apr $ 17.30 $ 18.62 $ 18.60 $ 18.72 

May $ 17.61 $ 19.33 $ 19.32 $ 19.16 

Jun $ 17.34 $ 19.13 $ 18.84 $ 19.19 

Jul $ 17.09 $ 18.65 $ 18.33 $ 18.97 

Aug $ 17.69 $ 19.16 $ 18.91 $ 19.48 

Sep $ 18.10 $ 19.37 $ 19.16 $ 19.80 

Oct $ 18.22 $ 19.46 $ 19.39 $ 19.90 

Nov $ 18.48 $ 20.01 $ 19.90 $ 20.49 

Dec $ 19.15 $ 20.25 $ 20.10 $ 20.76 

CA less Other Market 

Month I Year Wisconsin Minnesota Illinois 

Jan-13 $ (2.60) $ (2.51) $ (2.77) 

Feb $ (1.60) $ (1.47) $ (1.90) 

Mar $ (2.02) $ (1.87) $ (2.17) 

Apr $ (1.32) $ (1.30) $ (1.42) 

May $ (1.72) $ (1.71) $ (1.55) 

Jun $ (1.79) $ (1.50) $ (1.85) 

Jul $ (1.55) $ (1.23) $ (1.87) 

Aug $ (1.47) $ (1.22) $ (1.79) 

Sep $ (1.27) $ (1.06) $ (1.70) 

Oct $ (1.23) $ (1.16) $ (1.67) 

Nov $ (1.53) $ (1.42) $ (2.01) 

Dec $ (1.10) $ (0.95) $ (1.61) 

Average $ (1.60) $ (1.45) $ (1.86) 

Source: USDA I AMS, Dairy Farmers of America 

Northwest States 

$ 17.91 

$ 17.55 

$ 17.25 

$ 17.93 

$ 18.21 

$ 18.14 

$ 18.04 

$ 18.31 

$ 18.67 

$ 18.77 

$ 19.28 

$ 19.80 

Northwest States 

$ (1.33) 

$ (0.73) 

$ (0.85) 

$ (0.63) 

$ (0.59) 

$ (0.80) 

$ (0.94) 

$ (0.62) 

$ (0.57) 

$ (0.54) 

$ (0.81) 

$ (0.64) 

$ (0.75) 



Cooperatives Table l.A.3 Comparison of Mailbox Milk Prices Standardized for Butterfat, 

Protein and Other Solids tests, California and Selected Markets, August 2012 • 2015 

Mailbox Price Market 

Month I Year California Wisconsin Minnesota Illinois 

Jan-14 $ 20.68 $ 22.03 $ 22.00 $ 22.27 

Feb $ 21.51 $ 23.77 $ 23.94 $ 23.96 

Mar $ 22.33 $ 23.89 $ 23.98 $ 24.16 

Apr $ 22.15 $ 24.74 $ 24.89 $ 24.64 

May $ 20.98 $ 23.50 $ 23.59 $ 23.92 

Jun $ 21.19 $ 22.37 $ 22.31 $ 22.79 

Jul $ 20.97 $ 22.60 $ 22.55 $ 23.05 

Aug $ 21.73 $ 23.20 $ 23.22 $ 23.87 

Sep $ 22.35 $ 24.98 $ 25.23 $ 25.11 

Oct $ 21.38 $ 24.10 $ 24.25 $ 24.34 

Nov $ 18.71 $ 20.13 $ 20.00 $ 21.59 

Dec $ 16.58 $ 19.58 $ 18.90 $ 19.63 

CA less Other Market 

Month I Year Wisconsin Minnesota Illinois 

Jan-14 $ (1.35) $ (1.32) $ (1.59) 

Feb $ (2.26) $ (2.43) $ (2.45) 

Mar $ (1.55) $ (1.64) $ (1.82) 

Apr $ (2.59) $ (2.74) $ (2.49) 

May $ (2.51) $ (2.60) $ (2.93) 

Jun $ (1.17) $ (1.11) $ (1.59) 

Jul $ (1.63) $ (1.58) $ (2.08) 

Aug $ (1.46) $ (1.48) $ (2.13) 

Sep $ (2.64) $ (2.89) $ (2.77) 

Oct $ (2.72) $ (2.87) $ (2.96) 

Nov $ (1.42) $ (1.29) $ (2.88) 

Dec $ (3.00) $ (2.32) $ (3.05) 

Average $ (2.03) $ (2.02) $ (2.40) 

Source: USDA I AMS, Dairy Farmers of America 

Northwest States 

$ 21.64 

$ 22.78 

$ 23.48 

$ 23.63 

$ 22.53 

$ 22.06 

$ 22.34 

$ 23.08 

$ 23.74 

$ 22.07 

$ 19.56 

$ 17.36 

Northwest States 

$ (0.96) 

$ (1.26) 

$ (1.15) 

$ (1.48) 

$ (1.54) 

$ (0.86) 

$ (1.37) 

$ (1.34) 

$ (1.40) 

$ (0.69) 

$ (0.85) 

$ (0.78) 

$ (1.14) 



Cooperatives Table 1.A.4 Comparison of Mailbox Milk Prices Standardized for Butterfat, 

Protein and Other Solids tests, California and Selected Markets, August 2012- 2015 

Mailbox Price Market 

Month I Year California Wisconsin Minnesota Illinois 

Jan-15 $ 14.19 $ 17.09 $ 16.94 $ 16.65 

Feb $ 13.89 $ 16.48 $ 16.31 $ 16.18 

Mar $ 13.89 $ 16.53 $ 16.39 $ 16.08 

Apr $ 13.87 $ 16.73 $ 16.58 $ 16.01 

May $ 14.25 $ 16.96 $ 16.86 $ 16.12 

Jun $ - $ $ $ 

Jul $ - $ - $ - $ 

Aug $ - $ - $ - $ 

Sep $ - $ - $ - $ -

Oct $ $ - $ - $ -

Nov $ $ - $ - $ -

Dec $ - $ - $ $ -

CA less Other Market 

Month I Year Wisconsin Minnesota Illinois 

Jan-15 $ (2.90) $ (2.75) $ (2.18) 

Feb $ (2.60) $ (2.43) $ (2.15) 

Mar $ (2.63) $ (2.49) $ (1.85) 

Apr $ (2.86) $ (2.71) $ (2.05) 

May $ (2.71) $ (2.61) $ (1.93) 

Jun $ - $ $ -
Jul $ - $ $ 

Aug $ - $ - $ 

Sep $ - $ - $ 

Oct $ - $ - $ 

Nov $ $ - $ 

Dec $ $ - $ -

Average $ (2.74) $ (2.60) $ (2.03) 

Source: USDA I AMS, Dairy Farmers of America 

Northwest States 

$ 15.42 

$ 14.32 

$ 15.55 

$ 14.57 

$ 15.89 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ -

$ -

$ 

$ -

Northwest States 

$ (1.24) 

$ (0.43) 

$ (1.66) 

$ (0.69) 

$ (1.64) 

$ 

$ -

$ -

$ -

$ -
$ 

$ -

$ (1.13) 



Cooperatives Table 1.8.' Comparison of FMMO Class I Announced Prices in the Marketing Area and CSO Class 1 Prices, 2000- July 2015 
A B C D E F G H I (H-C) J (H-0) K L (K-E) M(K-F) N (K-G) 

Month FO Class I Mover c 1 @$2.10 C1 @$2.00 c 1 @$1.80 c 1 @$1.70 c 1 @$1.60 C1 · S. CA S CA • FO @$2.10 S CA • FO @$2.00 C1 - N. CA N CA • FO @$1.80 N CA • FO @$1.70 N CA • FO @$1.60 

Jan.OO $10.90 $13.00 $12.90 $12.70 $12.60 $12.50 $12.19 ($0.81) ($0.71) $11.92 ($0.78) ($0.68) ($0.58) 

Feb-00 $10.71 $12.81 $12.71 $12.51 $12.41 $12.31 $11.96 ($0.85) ($0.75) $11.69 ($0.82) ($0.72) ($0.62) 

Mar-00 $10.84 $12.94 $12.84 $12.64 $12.54 $12.44 $11.88 ($1.06) ($0.96) $11.61 ($1.03) ($0.93) ($0.83) 

Apr-00 $10.93 $13.03 $12.93 $12.73 $12.63 $12.53 $13.25 $0.22 $0 .32 $12.97 $0.24 $0.34 $0.44 

May.OO $11.48 $13.58 $13.48 $13.28 $13.18 $13.08 $13.77 $0.19 $0.29 $13.50 $0.22 $0.32 $0.42 

Jun.OO $11.70 $13.80 $13.70 $13.50 $13.40 $13.30 $13.99 $0.19 $0.29 $13.72 $0.22 $0.32 $0.42 

Jui.OO $12.46 $14.56 $14.46 $14.26 $14.16 $14.06 $14.77 $0.21 $0.31 $14.50 $0.24 $0.34 $0.44 

Aug.OO $11.95 $14.05 $13.95 $13.75 $13.65 $13.55 $14.20 $0.15 $0.25 $13.93 $0.18 $0.28 $0.38 

Sep-{)() $11.84 $13.94 $13.84 $13.64 $13.54 $13.44 $14.10 $0.16 $0.26 $13.83 $0.19 $0.29 $0.39 

Oct.OO $11.89 $13.99 $13.89 $13.69 $13.59 $13.49 $14.11 $0.12 $0.22 $13.84 $0.15 $0.25 $0.35 

Nov.OO $11.82 $13.92 $13.82 $13.62 $13.52 $13.42 $14.03 $0.11 $0.21 $13.76 $0.14 $0.24 $0.34 

Dec-00 $12.13 $14.23 $14.13 $13.93 $13.83 $13.73 $14.86 $0.63 $0.73 $14.59 $0.66 $0.76 $0.86 

Jan-01 $13.99 $16.09 $15.99 $15.79 $15.69 $15.59 $16.62 $0.53 $0.63 $16.35 $0.56 $0.66 $0.76 

Feb-01 $11.94 $14.04 $13.94 $13.74 $13.64 $13.54 $14.07 $0.03 $0.13 $13.80 $0.06 $0.16 $0.26 

Mar-01 $12.65 $14.75 $14.65 $14.45 $14.35 $14.25 $14.70 ($0.05) $0.05 $14.43 ($0.02) $0.08 $0.18 

Apr-01 $13.44 $15.54 $15.44 $15.24 $15.14 $15.04 $15.44 ($0.10) $0.00 $15.17 ($0.07) $0.03 $0.13 

May-01 . $14.21 $16.31 $16.21 $16.01 $15.91 $15.81 $16.19 ($0.12) ($0.02) $15.92 ($0.09) $0.01 $0.11 

Jun-01 $14.99 $17.09 $16.99 $16.79 $16.69 $16.59 $16.94 ($0.15) ($0.05) $16.66 ($0.13) ($0.03) $0.07 

Jul-01 $15.34 $17.44 $17.34 $17.14 $17.04 $16.94 $17.29 ($0.15) ($0.05) $17.01 ($0.13) ($0.03) $0.07 

Aug-01 $15.40 $17.50 $17.40 $17.20 $17.10 $17.00 $17.32 ($0.18) ($0.08) $17.05 ($0.15) ($0.05) $0.05 

5ep-01 $15.56 $17.66 $17.56 $17.36 $17.26 $17.16 $17.38 ($0.28) ($0.18) $17.11 ($0.25) ($0.15) ($0.05) 

Oct-01 $15.93 $18.03 $17.93 $17.73 $17.63 $17.53 $18.01 ($0.02) $0.08 $17.73 $0.00 $0.10 $0.20 

Nov-01 $15.76 $17.86 $17.76 $17.56 $17.46 $17.36 $16.42 ($1.44) ($1.34) $16.14 ($1.42) ($1.32) ($1.22) 

Dec-01 $11.98 $14.08 $13.98 $13.78 $13.68 $13.58 $13.88 ($0.20) ($0.10) $13.61 ($0.17) ($0.07) $0.03 

Jan-02 $11.96 $14.06 $13.96 $13.76 $13.66 $13.56 $13.78 ($0.28) ($0.18) $13.51 ($0.25) ($0.15) ($0.05) 

Feb-02 $11.95 $14.05 $13.95 $13.75 $13.65 $13.55 $13.96 ($0.09) $0.01 $13.69 ($0.06) $0.04 $0.14 

Mar-02 $11.62 $13.72 $13.62 $13.42 $13.32 $13.22 $13.54 ($0.18) ($0.08) $13.27 ($0.15) ($0.05) $0.05 

Apr-02 $11.47 $13.57 $13.47 $13.27 $13.17 $13.07 $13.54 ($0.03) $0.07 $13.26 ($0.01) $0.09 $0.19 

May-02 $11.26 $13.36 $13.26 $13.06 $12.96 $12.86 $13.30 ($0.06) $0.04 $13.02 ($0.04) $0.06 $0.16 

Jun-02 $11.03 $13.13 $13.03 $12.83 $12.73 $12.63 $12.76 ($0.37) ($0.27) $12.49 ($0.34) ($0.24) ($0.14) 

Jul-02 $10.62 $12.72 $12.62 $12.42 $12.32 $12.22 $12.79 $0.07 $0.17 $12.51 $0.09 $0.19 $0.29 

Aug-02 $10.48 $12.58 $12.48 $12.28 $12.18 $12.08 $12.60 $0.02 $0.12 $12.32 $0.04 $0.14 $0.24 

Sep-02 $10.46 $12.56 $12.46 $12.26 $12.16 $12.06 $12.60 $0.04 $0.14 $12.33 $0.07 $0.17 $0.27 

Oct-02 $10.15 $12.25 $12.15 $11.95 $11.85 $11.75 $12.24 ($0.01) $0.09 $11.97 $0.02 $0.12 $0.22 

Nov-02 $10.60 $12.70 $12.60 $12.40 $12.30 $12.20 $13.47 $0.77 $0.87 $13.20 $0.80 $0.90 $1.00 

Dec-02 $10.52 $12.62 $12.52 $12.32 $12.22 $12.12 $12.60 ($0.02) $0.08 $12.33 $0.01 $0.11 $0.21 

Jan-03 $10.56 $12.66 $12.56 $12.36 $12.26 $12.16 $12.93 $0.27 $0.37 $12.65 $0.29 $0.39 $0.49 

Feb-03 $10.23 $12.33 $12.23 $12.03 $11.93 $11.83 $12.27 ($0.06) $0.04 $12.00 ($0.03) $O.D7 $0.17 

Mar-03 $9.81 $11.91 $11.81 $11.61 $11.51 $11.41 $12.17 $0.26 $0.36 $11.89 $0.28 $0.38 $0.48 

Apr-03 $9.64 $11.74 $11.64 $11.44 $11.34 $11.24 $11.91 $0.17 $0.27 $11.63 $0.19 $0.29 $0.39 

May-03 $9.71 $11.81 $11.71 $11.51 $11.41 $11.31 $12.00 $0.19 $0.29 $11.72 $0.21 $0.31 $0.41 

Jun-03 $9.74 $11.84 $11.74 $11.54 $11.44 $11.34 $12.06 $0.22 $0.32 $11.79 $0.25 $0.35 $0.45 

Jul-03 $9.77 $11.87 $11.77 $11.57 $11.47 $11.37 $12.03 $0.16 $0.26 $11.76 $0.19 $0.29 $0.39 

Aug-03 $10.97 $13.o7 $12.97 $12.77 $12.67 $12.57 $14.73 $1.66 $1.76 $14.46 $1.69 $1.79 $1.89 

5ep-03 $13.71 $15.81 $15.71 $15.51 $15.41 $15.31 $16.41 $0.60 $0.70 $16.14 $0.63 $0.73 $0.83 

Oct-03 $14.27 $16.37 $16.27 $16.07 $15.97 $15.87 $16.47 $0.10 $0.20 $16.20 $0.13 $0.23 $0.33 

Nov-03 $14.37 $16.47 $16.37 $16.17 $16.07 $15.97 $16.48 $0.01 $0.11 $16.21 $0.04 $0.14 $0.24 

Dec-03 $13.84 $15.94 $15.84 $15.64 $15.54 $15.44 $15.39 ($0.55) ($0.45) $15.11 ($0.53) ($0.43) ($0.33) 



Cooperatives Table 1.B.~omparison of FMMO Class I Announced Prices in the Marketing Area and CSO Class 1 Prices, 2000- July 2015 
A 8 C 0 E F G H I (H-C) J (H-0) K L (K-E) M (K-F) N (K-G) 

Mo nth FO Oa ss I Mover C1 @1$2.10 C 1 @$2.00 C1 @1$1.80 C1 @$1.70 c 1 @1$1.60 C1 - S.CA S CA • FO @1$2.10 S CA • FO @1$2.00 C1· N. CA N.CA • FO @1$1.80 N CA • FO @)$1.70 N CA • FO @)$1.60 

Jan-<>4 $11.85 $13.95 $13.85 $13.65 $13.55 $13.45 $14.15 $0.20 $0.30 $13.88 $0.23 $0.33 $0.43 

Feb-04 $11.59 $13.69 $13.59 $13.39 $13.29 $13.19 $13.62 ($0.07) $0.03 $13.34 ($0.05) $0.05 $0.15 

Mar·04 $11.94 $14.04 $13.94 $13.74 $13.64 $13.54 $14.01 ($0.03) $0.07 $13.74 $0.00 $0.10 $0.20 

Apr-04 $13.64 $15.74 $15.64 $15.44 $15.34 $15.24 $16.05 $0.31 $0.41 $15.78 $0.34 $0.44 $0.54 

May-<>4 $19.65 $21.75 $21.65 $21.45 $21.35 $21.25 $21.53 ($0.22) ($0.12) $21.26 ($0.19) ($0.09) $0.01 

Jun-<>4 $21.13 $23.23 $23.13 $22.93 $22.83 $22.73 $22.31 ($0.92) {$0.82) $22.04 {$0.89) ($0.79) {$0.69) 

Jul-<>4 $17.95 $20.05 $19.95 $19.75 $19.65 $19.55 $18.63 {$1.42) {$1.32) $18.36 ($1.39) {$1 29) {$1.19) 

Aug-<>4 $14.62 $16.72 $16.62 $16.42 $16.32 $16.22 $15.59 {$1.13) {$1.03) $15.32 ($110) {$1 00) {$0.90) 

Sep-<>4 $13.94 $16.04 $15.94 $15.74 $15.64 $15.54 $15.92 ($0.12) {$0.02) $15.64 {$0.10) $0.00 $0.10 

Oct-<>4 $14.78 $16.88 $16.78 $16.58 $16.48 $16.38 $16.28 {$0.60) {$0.50) $16.01 {$0.57) {$0.47) {$0.37) 

Nov-<>4 $14.29 $16.39 $16.29 $16.09 $15.99 $15.89 $15.93 {$0.46) ($0.36) $15.66 {$043) {$0.33) {$0.23) 

Oec:-04 $14.43 $16.53 $16.43 $16.23 $16.13 $16.03 $16.38 {$0.15) ($0.05) $16.10 {$0.13) ($0.03) $0.07 

Jan-os $16.65 $18.75 $18.65 $18.45 $18.35 $18.25 $18.69 ($0.06) $0.04 $18.42 ($0.03) $0.Q7 $0.17 

Feb-o5 $13.79 $15.89 $15.79 $15.59 $15.49 $15.39 $15.49 ($0.40) ($0.30) $15.22 ($0.37) ($0.27) ($0.17) 

Mar-o5 $15.43 $17.53 $17.43 $17.23 $17.13 $17.03 $16.35 ($118) ($1 08) $16.08 ($1.15) ($1.05) ($0.95) 

Apr-()5 $14.13 $16.23 $16.13 $15.93 $15.83 $15.73 $16.02 1$0.21) ($0.11) $15.74 ($0.19) ($009) $0.01 

May.Q5 $14.80 $16.90 $16.80 $16.60 $16.50 $16.40 $16.65 ($0.25) ($0.15) $16.38 ($0.22) ($0.12) ($0.02) 

Jun-o5 $13.62 $15.72 $15.62 $15.42 $15.32 $15.22 $15.03 ($0.69) ($0.59) $14.75 .($0.67) ($0.57) ($0.47) 

Jui.QS $13.89 $15.99 $15.89 $15.69 $15.59 $15.49 $15.46 ($0 53) ($0.43) $15.19 ($0.50) ($040) ($0.30) 

Aug.Q5 $14.44 $16.54 $16.44 $16.24 $16.14 $16.04 $16.11 ($0.43) ($0.33) $15.84 ($0.40) ($0.30) ($0.20) 

Sep-()5 $13.70 $15.80 $15.70 $15.50 $15.40 $15.30 $15.49 ($0.31) ($0.21) $15.22 ($0.28) ($0.18) ($0.08) 

Oct.QS $14.27 $16.37 $16.27 $16.07 $15.97 $15.87 $15.83 ($0.54) ($0.44) $15.56 ($0.51) ($0.41) ($0.31) 

Nov.Q5 $14.56 $16.66 $16.56 $16.36 $16.26 $16.16 $15.79 ($0.87) ($0.77) $15.52 ($0.84) ($0.74) ($0.64) 

Dec.Q5 $13.57 $15.67 $15.57 $15.37 $15.27 $15.17 $15.26 ($0.41) ($0.31) $14.99 ($0.38) ($0.28) ($0.18) 

Jan.Q6 $13.38 $15.48 $15.38 $15.18 $15.08 $14.98 $14.76 ($0.72) ($0.62) $14.49 ($0.69) ($0.59) ($0.49) 

Feb-06 $13.38 $15.48 $15.38 $15.18 $15.08 $14.98 $14.74 ($0.74) ($0.64) $14.47 ($0.71) ($0.61) ($0.51) 

Mar-()6 $12.49 $14.59 $14.49 $14.29 $14.19 $14.09 $13.46 ($1.13) ($1.03) $13.19 ($1.10) ($1.00) ($0.90) 

Apr.Q6 $11.22 $13.32 $13.22 $13.02 $12.92 $12.82 $12.80 ($0.52) ($0.42) $12.53 ($0.49) ($0.39) ($0.29) 

May·06 $10.97 $13.07 $12.97 $12.77 $12.67 $12.57 $12.61 ($0.46) ($0.36) $12.33 ($0.44) ($0.34) ($0.24) 

Jun.()6 $10.75 $12.85 $12.75 $12.55 $12.45 $12.35 $12.62 ($0.23) ($0.13) $12.35 ($0.20) ($0.10) $0.00 

Jul-()6 $11.34 $13.44 $13.34 $13.14 $13.04 $12.94 $12.64 ($0.80) ($0.70) $12.37 ($0.77) ($0.67) ($0.57) 

Aug-()6 $10.97 $13.07 $12.97 $12.77 $12.67 $12.57 $12.30 ($0.77) ($0.67) $12.03 ($0.74) ($064) ($0.54) 

5ep.()6 $10.85 $12.95 $12.85 $12.65 $12.55 $12.45 $12.89 ($0.06) $0.04 $12.62 ($0.03) $0.07 $0.17 

0ct.()6 $12.42 $14.52 $14.42 $14.22 $14.12 $14.02 $13.85 ($0.67) ($0.57) $13.57 ($0.65) ($0.55) ($0.45) 

Nov-()6 $12.40 $14.50 $14.40 $14.20 $14.10 $14.00 $13.35 {$1.15) ($1.05) $13.08 ($1.12) ($1.02) ($0.92) 

Oec.Q6 $12.43 $14.53 $14.43 $14.23 $14.13 $14.03 $13.61 {$0.92) ($0.82) $13.34 ($0.89) {$0.79) {$0.69) 

Jan.()7 $13.59 $15.69 $15.59 $15.39 $15.29 $15.19 $14.00 ($169) ($1.59) $13.73 ($1.66) ($1.56) ($1.46) 

Feb-o7 $13.39 $15.49 $15.39 $15.19 $15.09 $14.99 $15.37 {$0.12) ($0.02) $15.10 ($0.09) $0.01 $0.11 

Mar-07 $14.25 $16.35 $16.25 $16.05 $15.95 $15.85 $16.01 {$0.34) ($0.24) $15.74 ($0.31) {$0.21) ($0.11) 

Apr.()7 $15.00 $17.10 $17.00 $16.80 $16.70 $16.60 $16.71 {$0.39) ($0.29) $16.44 ($0.36) ($0.26) ($0.16) 

May-07 $15.92 $18.02 $17.92 $17.72 $17.62 $17.52 $17.71 ($0.31) ($0.21) $17.44 ($0.28) ($0.18) ($0.08) 

Jun-()7 $17.84 $19.94 $19.84 $19.64 $19.54 $19.44 $20.28 $0.34 $0.44 $20.01 $0.37 $0.47 $0.57 

Jul.()7 $20.91 $23.01 $22.91 $22.71 $22.61 $22.51 $23.26 $0.25 $0.35 $22.99 $0.28 $0.38 $0.48 
Aug.()7 $21.76 $23.86 $23.76 $23.56 $23.46 $23.36 $23.76 ($0.10) so.oo $25.49 ($0.07) $0.05 $0. 13 

Sep-()7 $21.91 $24.01 $23.91 $23.71 $23.61 $23.51 $23.10 ($0.91) {$0.81) $22.83 ($0.88) ($0.78) ($0 68) 

Oct.Q7 $21.59 $23.69 $23.59 $23.39 $23.29 $23.19 $23.81 $0.12 $0.22 $23.54 $0.15 $0.25 $0.35 

Nov·07 $21.45 $23.55 $23.45 $23.25 $23.15 $23.05 $23.43 ($0.12) ($0.02) $23.16 ($0.09) $0.01 $0.11 

Oec.Q7 $20.04 $22.14 $22.04 $21.84 $21.74 $21.64 $23.26 $1.12 $1.22 $22.99 $1.15 $1.25 $1.35 



Cooperatives Table l.s:3comparison of FMMO Class I Announced Prices in the Marketing Area and CSO Class 1 Prices, 2000- July 2015 
A 8 C D E F G H I (H-C) J (H-D) K L (K-E) M(K F) - N(KG) -

Month FO Class I Mover c 1 @$2.10 c 1 @$2.00 c 1 @$1.80 c 1 @$1.70 c 1 @$1.60 C1·S.CA S CA · FO @$2.10 S CA · FO @$2.00 Cl·N.CA N CA · FO @$1.80 N CA · FO @$1.70 N CA · FO @$1.60 

Jan-08 $20.97 $23.07 $22.97 $22.77 $22.67 $22.57 $23.23 $0.16 $0.26 $22.95 $0.19 $0.29 $0.39 

Feb-08 $19.68 $21.78 $21.58 $21.48 $21.38 $21.28 $21.98 $0.20 $0.30 $21.71 $0.23 $0.33 $0.43 

Mar-08 $16.70 $18.80 $18.70 $18.50 $18.40 $18.30 $19.17 $0.37 $0.47 $18.90 $0.40 $0.50 $0.60 

Apr-08 $18.61 $20.71 $20.61 $20.41 $20.31 $20.21 $20.19 ISO 52'1 ($0 42) $19.92 'SC -1-S) ($0.3'3! ($0 29) 

May-08 $16.62 $18.72 $18.62 $18.42 $18.32 $18.22 $19.05 $0.33 $0.43 $18.78 $0.36 $0.46 $0.56 

Jun-08 $18.18 $20.28 $20.18 $19.98 $19.88 $19.78 $20.50 $0.22 $0.32 $20.23 $0.25 $0.35 $0.45 

Jul-08 $20.78 $22.88 $22.78 $22.58 $22.48 $22.38 $22.77 ($J 11) ISJ =·~i $22.49 i$0.09) $0.01 $0.11 

Aug-08 $18.47 $20.57 $20.47 $20.27 $20.17 $20.07 $20.07 ($C.50) ($C 4Cl'l $19.79 I$(~ f.. f-.) (SC: 38:· i$0.23) 

Sep-08 $17.55 $19.75 $19.65 $19.45 $19.35 $19.25 $19.51 ($C: 24,' :sc. 14:1 $19.23 IS·J_; Ji I:SC.12: ($0 ;)21 

Oct--08 $15.53 $17.63 $17.53 $17.33 $17.23 $17.13 $18.50 $0.87 $0.97 $18.23 $0.90 $1.00 $1.10 

Nov--08 $17.33 $19.43 $19.33 $19.13 $19.03 $18.93 $19.00 ($0 13) ($0 33:· $18.72 ISO 41! 1.su n ($:> 21'1 

Dec-08 $15.43 $17.53 $17.43 $17.23 $17.13 $17.03 $16.84 ($0 b9) •:SD -~g·, $16.57 i$0 6Si ($0.5G) iS~ 45;• 

Jan-09 $15.74 $17.84 $17.74 $17,54 $17.44 $17.34 $17.69 i$0 15) i$J 05) $17.42 ISO 12'1 ($0.C2) $0.08 

Feb-09 $10.72 $12.82 $12.72 $12.52 $12.42 $12.32 $11.55 i$1 21'1 i$1 c 7: $11.27 (') 1 /~) IS~ _,,, ;~: ~h 

Mar-09 $9.43 $11.53 $11.43 $11.23 $11.13 $11.03 $11.40 i$~· C 'I 1$::;-:n: $11.13 iS~ w·~ $0.00 $0.10 

Apr-09 $10.36 $12.46 $12.36 $12.16 $12.05 $11.96 $11.85 :S~ 011 1)0_~:) $11.58 :sc ~s;. ISO 431 ~:~_:.SJ 

May-09 $10.97 $13.07 $12.97 $12.77 $12.67 $12.57 $12.96 ,, '1• ;Sc c1! $12.68 -:sc cg: $0.01 $0.11 

Jun-09 $10.08 $12.18 $12.08 $11.88 $11.78 $11.68 $11.97 ($1; " i$0 ~ 1) $11.70 ($0. CS' :s.- ':if· $0.02 

Jul-09 $10.26 $12.36 $12.26 $12.06 $11.96 $11.86 $12.15 ~~-: .'li :)-:;1;) $11.88 ·:so 1s: :s:c ~-s·~ $0.02 

Aug-09 $10.04 $12.14 $12.04 $11.84 $11.74 $11.54 $11.98 !SO :'• i$0 Cf·) $11.71 :so l3) s~ c~ ·, $0.07 

Sep-09 $10.93 $13.03 $12.93 $12.73 $12.63 $12.53 $13.48 $0.45 $0.55 $13.21 $0.48 $0.58 $0.68 

Oct-09 $12.35 $14.45 $14.35 $14.15 $14.05 $13.95 $14.02 !S04:',1 ($(1 3)! $13.75 i$C_4:'1 :sc ~c· 1$0 20,1 

Nov-09 $12.86 $14.96 $14.86 $14.66 $14.56 $14.46 $15.31 $0.35 $0.45 $15.04 $0.38 $0.48 $0.58 

Dec-09 $13.99 $16.09 $15.99 $15.79 $15.69 $15.59 $16.31 $0.22 $0.32 $16.04 $0.25 $0.35 $0.45 

Jan 10 $15.03 $17.13 $17.03 $16.83 $16.73 $16.63 $18.49 $1.36 $1.46 $18.22 $1.39 $1.49 $1.59 

Feb·10 $14.84 $16.94 $16.84 $16.64 $16.54 $16.44 $16.74 iS:· n·. ISJ 101 $16.46 .-:;.,:: :s: :S:· ~'i! $0.Ql 

Mar-10 $14.34 $16.44 $16.34 $16.14 $16.04 $15.94 $16.71 $0.27 $0.37 $16.44 $0.30 $0.40 $0.50 

Apr-10 $13.22 $15.32 $15.22 $15.02 $14.92 $14.82 $14.64 sc ss:· :sc.ss:~ $14.37 iS~· G': I i$0 SSI rso t.s) 
May-10 $13.80 $15.90 $15.80 $15.60 $15.50 $15.40 $15.64 :sG .'c: {$(: :h) $15.37 (5~· 23,1 ($C1 . 31 ($0.03) 

Jun-10 $15.28 $17.38 $17.28 $17.08 $16.98 $16.88 $15.95 ($1 431 ·:SI 33) $15.68 1$C .!01 IS·_ "in (~1.20) 

Jul-10 $15.66 $17.76 $17.66 $17.46 $17.36 $17.26 $17.42 ($0 34) ·:Su )·1) $17.14 r~· j~ I ::>:· n:~ i$0.121 

Aug-10 $15.77 $17.87 $17.77 $17.57 $17.47 $17.37 $17.60 :so 27) ($0 17) $17.33 :s: 2-'-'• :so.11. ·~ (~,()_()4) 

Sep-10 $15.50 $17.50 $17.50 $17.30 $17.20 $17.10 $17.43 ($0 171 i$0_07,' $17.15 :sc h, :Sco',, $0.05 

Oct-10 $16.58 $18.68 $18.58 $18.38 $18.28 $18.18 $18.71 $0.03 $0.13 $18.44 $0.06 $0.16 $0.25 

Nov-10 $17.24 $19.34 $19.24 $19.04 $18.94 $18.84 $18.98 i$[1 3'·) i)J.26) $18.71 ;,•.: ~3: r;.c .'< !$·'; : \i 

Dec-10 $16.96 $19.06 $18.96 $18.76 $18.66 $18.56 $18.55 I S·:J _,~I ~:s::; .,_ ·.1 $18.28 $() 41::) ·:sc s8: .-sc·.:>eJ 

Jan-11 $15.20 $17.30 $17.20 $17.00 $16.90 $16.80 $16.72 1$0 :.:.) iSJ t.S) $16.45 -:su_:,_,' ~·seAs: :)-J JSI 

Feb-11 $15.89 $17.99 $17.89 $17.69 $17.59 $17.49 $17.15 i': •. J g,:·l IY) 74) $16.88 :su_wl ~·s~; n1 '$0 6:1 

Mar-11 $18.23 $20.33 $20.23 $20.03 $19.93 $19.83 $19.51 iS~· s;:1 iC.:· .'2) $19.24 i$0_79) ($0 69) !50.~'?'1 

Apr-11 $19.43 $21.53 $21.43 $21.23 $21.13 $21.03 $21.93 $0.40 $0.50 $21.66 $0.43 $0.53 $0.63 

Mav-11 $19.75 $21.85 $21.75 $21.55 $21.45 $21.35 $21.17 I)U_b:O'• ISU ~sl $20.90 1:So f.S) 1$0 S~i l):j "-~:' 

Jun-11 $20.32 $22.42 $22.32 $22.12 $22.02 $21.92 $21.68 iS~~· 7·: ·, !SC 5--11 $21.41 ($0.711 i)C' 61) 1$~· ::,u 

Jui-11 $21.03 $23.13 $23.03 $22.83 $22.73 $22.63 $22.65 IS: 4~i i$0 38) $22.38 iSc 4~i IS·:• o~·~ 1 s.~· 2 o, 

Aug-11 $21.43 $23.53 $23.43 $23.23 $23.13 $23.03 $23.51 I ~'~'-..;21 $0.08 $23.24 $0.01 $0.11 $0.21 

Sep-11 $21.78 $23.88 $23.78 $23.58 $23.48 $23.38 $23.84 1): OC:i $0.06 $23.56 iSJ.02i $0.08 $0.18 

Oct-11 $19.56 $21.66 $21.56 $21.36 $21.26 $21.16 $21.77 $0.11 $0.21 $21.50 $0.14 $0.24 $0.34 

Nov-11 $18.45 $20.55 $20.45 $20.25 $20.15 $20.05 $20.54 IS~·~·: I $0.09 $20.25 $0.01 $0.11 $0.21 

Dec-11 $18.47 $20.57 $20.47 $20.27 $20.17 $20.07 $20.94 $0.37 $0.47 $20.67 $0.40 $0.50 $0.60 



Cooperatives Table 1.sfcomparison of FMMO Class I Announced Prices in the Marketing Area and CSO Class 1 Prices, 2000- July 2015 
A B C 0 E F G H I (H·C) J (H·D) K L (K·E) M (K-F) N (K-G) 

Month FO Class I Mover c 1 @$2.10 c 1@$2.00 c 1@$1.80 c 1 @$1.70 C 1@$L60 C1 · S. CA S CA • FO @$2.10 S CA • FO @$2.00 C1·N. CA N CA • FO @$1.80 N CA • FO @$1.70 N CA • FO @$1.60 

Jan-12 $18.80 $20.90 $20.80 $20.60 $20.50 $20.40 $20.15 ($0.75) ($065) $19.88 ($0.72) ($0.62) ($0.52) 

Feb-12 $17.03 $19.13 $19.03 $18.83 $18.73 $18.63 $18.67 ($046) ($0.36) $18.40 ($043) ($0.33) ($0 23) 

Mar-12 $16.30 $18.40 $18.30 $18.10 $18.00 $17.90 $17.52 ($0.88) ($0.78) $17.24 ($086) ($0.76) ($0.66) 

Apr-12 $15.66 $17.76 $17.66 $17.46 $17.36 $17.26 $17.51 ($025) ($0.15) $17.2.3 ($023) ($0.13) ($0.03) 

May-12 $15.85 $17.95 $17.85 $17.65 $17.55 $17.45 $16.99 {$0.96) ($0.86) $16.72 ($0.93) ($0.83) ($0.73) 

Jun-12 $15.24 $17.34 $17.24 $17.04 $16.94 $16.84 $17.07 ($0.27) ($0.17) $16.80 ($0.24) ($0.14) ($0.04) 

Jul-12 $15.51 $17.61 $17.51 $17.31 $17.21 $17.11 $18.07 $0.46 $0.56 $17.80 $0.49 $0.59 $0.69 

Aug-12 $16.55 $18.65 $18.55 $18.35 $18.25 $18.15 $18.78 $0.13 $0.23 $18.51 $0.16 $0.26 $0.36 

Sep-12 $17.59 $19.69 $19.59 $19.39 $19.29 $19.19 $20.49 $0.80 $0.90 $20.22 $0.83 $0.93 $1.03 

Oct-12 $18.88 $20.98 $20.88 $20.68 $20.58 $20.48 $21.75 $0.77 $0.87 $21.47 $0.79 $0.89 $0.99 

Nov-12 $20.70 $22.80 $22.70 $22.50 $22.40 $22.30 $23.34 $0.54 $0.64 $23.07 $0.57 $0.67 $0.77 

Dec-12 $21.39 $23.49 $23.39 $23.19 $23.09 $22.99 $21.71 ($1 78) ($1.68) $21.43 ($1.76) ($1.66) ($1.56) 

Jan-13 $18.97 $21.07 $20.97 $20.77 $20.67 $20.57 $20.11 ($0.96) ($0.86) $19.84 ($0.93) ($0.83) ($0.73) 

Feb-13 $18.21 $20.31 $20.21 $20.01 $19.91 $19.81 $20.10 (SO 21) ($0.11) $19.83 ($0.18) ($008) $0.02 

Mar-13 $17.80 $19.90 $19.80 $19.60 $19.50 $19.40 $19.60 ($0.30) ($0.20) $19.33 ($0.27) ($0.17) ($0.07) 

Apr-13 $17.66 $19.76 $19.66 $19.46 $19.36 $19.26 $19.77 $0.01 $0.11 $19.49 $0.03 $0.13 $0.23 

May-13 $17.76 $19.86 $19.76 $19.56 $19.46 $19.36 $19.66 ($0.20) ($0.10) $19.39 ($0.17) ($0.07) $0.03 

Jun-13 $18.93 $21.03 $20.93 $20.73 $20.63 $20.53 $20.40 ($0.63) ($0.53) $20.84 $0.11 $0.21 $0.31 

Jul-13 $18.91 $21.01 $20.91 $20.71 $20.61 $20.51 $19.86 ($1 15) ($1.05) $19.59 ($112) ($1.02) ($0.92) 

Aug-13 $18.88 $20.98 $20.88 $20.68 $20.58 $20.48 $20.48 ($0.50) ($040) $20.21 ($0.47) ($0.37) ($0.27) 

Sep-13 $19.16 $21.26 $21.16 $20.96 $20.86 $20.76 $20.56 ($0 70) ($0.60) $20.28 ($0.68) ($0.58) ($0.48) 

Oct-13 $19.20 $21.30 $21.20 $21.00 $20.90 $20.80 $21.06 ($0.24) ($0.14) $20.79 ($0.21) ($0.11) ($001) 

Nov-13 $20.20 $22.30 $22.20 $22.00 $21.90 $21.80 $22.01 ($0.29) ($0.19) $21.74 ($0.26) ($0.16) ($0.06) 

Oec-13 $20.37 $22.47 $22.37 $22.17 $22.07 $21.97 $22.00 ($0.47) ($0.37) $21.73 ($0.44) ($0.34) ($0.24) 

Jan-14 $21.48 $23.58 $23.48 $23.28 $23.18 $23.08 $23.11 ($0.47) ($0.37) $22.84 ($0.44) ($0.34) ($0.24) 

Feb-14 $22.02 $24.12 $24.02 $23.82 $23.72 $23.62 $23.38 ($0.74) ($0.64) $23.11 (50.71) ($0.61) ($0.51) 

Mar-14 $23.64 $25.74 $25.64 $25.44 $25.34 $25.24 $25.65 ($0.09) $0.01 $25.38 ($0.06) $0.04 $0.14 

Apr-14 $23.65 $25.75 $25.65 $25.45 $25.35 $25.25 $25.15 ($0.60) ($0.50) $24.88 ($0.57) ($047) ($0.37) 

May-14 $24.47 $26.57 $26.47 $26.27 $26.17 $26.07 $26.15 ($0.42) ($0.32) $25.88 ($0.39) ($0.29) ($0.19) 

Jun-14 $22.86 $24.96 $24.86 $24.66 $24.56 $24.46 $25.37 $0.41 $0.51 $25.10 $0.44 $0.54 $0.64 

Jul-14 $23.02 $25.12 $25.02 $24.82 $24.72 $24.62 $25.40 $0.28 $0.38 $25.13 $0.31 $0.41' $0.51 

Aug-14 $23.87 $25.97 $25.87 $25.67 $25.57 $25.47 $25.55 ($0.,42) ($0.32) $25.28 ($0.39) ($0.29) ($0.19) 

Sep-14 $23.63 $25.73 $25.63 $25.43 $25.33 $25.23 $25.66 ($0.07) $0.o3 $25.39 ($0.04) $0.06 $0.16 

Oct-14 $24.19 $26.29 $26.19 $25.99 $25.89 $25.79 $26.36 $0.07 $0.17 $26.09 $0.10 $0.20 $0.30 

Nov-14 $24.06 $26.16 $26.06 $25.86 $25.76 $25.66 $24.60 (5156) ($1.46) $24.33 ($1.53) ($143) ($1.33) 

Oec-14 $22.53 $24.63 $24.53 $24.33 $24.23 $24.13 $23.99 (50.64) ($0.54) $23.72 ($0.61) ($0.51) ($0.41) 

Jan-15 $18.58 $20.68 $20.58 $20.38 $20.28 $20.18 $19.76 ($0.92) ($0.82) $19.49 {$0.89) ($0.79) ($0.69) 

Feb-15 $16.24 $18.34 $18.24 $18.04 $17.94 $17.84 $17.36 ($0.98) ($088) $17.08 ($096) ($0.86) ($0.76) 

Mar-15 $15.56 $17.66 $17.56 $17.36 $17.26 $17.16 $16.93 ($0.73) ($0.63) $16.66 ($0.70) ($0.60) ($0.50) 

Apr-15 $15.50 $17.60 $17.50 $17.30 $17.20 $17.10 $17.21 ($0.39) ($0.29) $16.94 ($0.36) ($0.26) ($0.16) 

May-15 $15.83 $17.93 $17.83 $17.63 $17.53 $17.43 $17.34 ($0.59) ($0.49) $17.06 ($0.57) ($0.47) ($0.37) 

Jun-15 $16.14 $18.24 $18.14 $17.94 $17.84 $17.74 $17.74 ($0.50) ($0.40) $17.47 ($0.47) ($0.37) ($0 27) 

Jul-15 $16.53 $18.63 $18.53 $18.33 $18.23 $18.13 $18.70 $0.07 $0.17 $18.42 $0.09 $0.19 $0.29 

Aug-15 

Sep-15 

Oct-15 

Nov-15 

Dec-15 



Cooperatives Table 1.8~ Comparison of FMMO Class I Announced Prices in the Marketing Area and CSO Class 1 Prices, 2000 -July 2015 
A B C 0 E F G H I (H-C) J (H-0) K L (K-E) M (K-F) N (K-G) 

Month II FO Class I Mover c 1 @$2.10 c 1 @$2.00 c 1 @$1.80 c 1 @$1.70 c 1 @$1.60 C1-S.CA S CA- FO @$2.10 S CA- FO @$2.00 Cl-N.CA N CA- FO @$1.80 N CA- FO @$1.70 N CA- FO @$1.60 I 

01/00- 11/07 Avg $13.38 $15.48 $15.38 $15.18 $15.08 $14.98 $15.2.5 ($0.23) ($0.13) $14.98 ($0 20) ($0.10) ($0 00) 

01/00- 11/07 Med $12.65 $14.75 $14.65 $14.45 $14.35 $14.25 $14.74 ($0 12) ($0.02) $14.47 ($0.10) $0.00 $0.10 

12/07- 08/11 Avg $15.76 $17.86 $17.76 $17.56 $17.46 $17.36 $17.69 ($0.17) ($0.07) $17.42 ($0.15) ($0.05) $0.05 

12/07- 08/11 Med $15.74 $17.84 $17.74 $17.54 $17.44 $17.34 $17.69 ($0.21) ($0.11) $17.42 ($0.18) ($0.08) $0.02 

09/11-07/12 Avg $17.51 $19.61 $19.51 $19.31 $19.21 $19.11 $19.37 ($0.24) ($0.14) $19.10 ($0 22) ($0.12) ($0.02) 

09/11 - 07/12 Med $17.03 $19.13 $19.03 $18.83 $18.73 $18.63 $18.67 ($0.25) ($0.15) $18.40 ($0.23) ($0.13) ($0.03) 

08/12- current Avg $19.86 $21.96 $21.86 $21.66 $21.56 $21.46 $21.59 ($0.37) ($0.27) $21.33 ($0.33) ($0..23) ($0.13) 

08/12- current Med $19.07 $21.17 $21.07 $20.87 $2.0.77 $20.67 $20.81 ($0.42) ($0.32) $20.82 {$0.38) {$0.27) ($0.18) 



Cooperatives Table l .C.fComparlson of CSO M inimum Class I Announced Prices In the Market ing Area With Surrounding Market FMMO Minimum Prices, 2000- July 201S 
0 p Q R(Q·PI S (B+PI T u rr-s1 v w X (W.V) Y(B+V) z (Z-YI AB AC AD(AC· ABI AE(B+ABI AF AG (AF-AEJ - FOOifft~ FODiflllA so FO Grid s.-.d FO Prk.e l'hoetU: CDf"ASCA CDfAinsFO FOOff'ftleiVHM FODifftLA so fOGrWSanad FOP'rkal.asVnu CDfAS CA CDf"A-fO JODffftR..- FO Dffft s.cr.m.nto FO .... s ..... FOP'rkea.no CDFANCA COfAtefl: FO 

Jo<><JO $2.3$ $2.10 ($0.2$1 $1.l.2.S Sl2.19 {S1 06I S:t.OO $2..10 $0.10 $12.90 SIU9 {$0 711 suo suo $0.00 $12.60 $11.92 ($061 

Ftb-00 S2.35 $2.10 ($02$} $13.o6 $11.96 {SilO} S2.DO $2..10 $0.10 $11 .. 71 $11 .96 ($0.751 ,1.10 $1.70 $0.00 $12A1 $11.69 ($0121 

M•r-<JO S2.35 $1.10 ($0.25} $1S.l9 Sll.U {Sill} S2.DO $1.10 $0.10 $12.84 Sll.ll {$096) Sl .70 Sl.70 $0.00 SU-54 $11.61 (SOUl 

A(><<Xl $235 Sl.IO ($025} $13.21 $13.25 (SO.Oll 52.00 $2.10 $0.10 Sl2.9l $1).2$ $D.l2 $1.10 $1 .70 $0.00 $12.63 $12.97 $0.34 

Moy.()O 52.lS $2.10 ($0.2$} $13.83 $13.77 ($D.ll6J $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $13.41 $13.71 $0.29 51.70 suo $0.00 $13.11 $13.50 $0.32 

Ju<><JO $2.3S $2.10 ($025} $14.0S $13.99 ($006} $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $U .. 70 $13.99 $0.29 $1 .70 $1.10 $0.00 $13.40 $13.72 $0.32 

Jul<Xl S2.l5 S2.10 ($0.25} $14.11 $14.17 ($0041 S2.DO $ 2. 10 $0.10 $14.46 Sl4 .71 $0.31 51.70 suo $0.00 $14.16 $14.50 $0,)4 

•uc«> 51.35 52.10 ($0.2$} $14.l0 $14.20 {$010) 52.00 S2.10 $0.10 513.95 Sl4.20 $0.25 $1.70 Sl.70 $0.00 $13.65 $13.93 $0.28 

51.,.00 $2.3S suo ($025} $14.19 $14,10 ($0.09} 52.00 $2.10 $0.10 $11.&4 $14.10 $0.26 $1.70 $1 .70 $0.00 513.50 $13.83 $0.29 

Oci<Xl 52.35 $2.10 ($0.2$) $14.24 $14.11 ($0.13} 52.00 S2.10 $0.10 $13.89 Sl•Ul $0.22 Sl .70 $1.70 $0.00 $13.59 $1l.IO $0.25 

NOY<Xl $2.)5 52.10 ($0.25} $14.17 $14.()3 ($0.14) $2.00 $1.10 $0.10 513.12 $1.4.0) $0.21 $1 .10 Sl.70 $0.00 $15.52 $11.76 $0.24 

Oote<Xl $2.35 $2.10 {$0.2$} $14AI $14.86 $D.ll 52.00 52.10 $0.10 $14.U $14.16 $0.1) 51.70 $1.70 $0.00 SIUl $1459 $0.76 

Jon<>! $2.)5 52.10 ($0.2$} Sl6.34 $16.62 $0.21 S2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $1S.99 $16.62 $0.63 $1.70 SL70 $0.00 Sl5.69 $16.35 $0.66 

r.t.<>1 $2.35 $2.10 ($02>) $14.29 $14.07 ($022} 52.00 $1.10 $0.10 Sl3.94 $14.07 $0.13 51.70 $1.70 $0.00 $13.64 Sll.80 $0.16 

M.,~l $2.)5 $2. 10 ($0.2$} SIS.DO $14.70 ($D.l0) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $14-.65 $14.70 $0.05 $1.70 5L70 $0.00 $14.35 $14A3 $0.011 ..,..,, $2.lS $2.10 ($02$} $15.79 $15.44 ISD»I 52.00 $2.10 $0.10 515.AO $1.5.4-C $0.00 51.70 Sl.70 $0.00 StS.t4 $15.17 S0.03 

M•y-01 $2.35 52.10 ($0.25) $16.56 $16..19 ($0.311 S:t.eo $2.10 $0.10 $16..21 $15.19 ($002} $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $15.91 $15.92 $0.01 

Jun-01 sus $2.10 ($0.2$} $17.54 Sl6.94 ($000) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $16.99 $16.94 (j<l.OSJ $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $16.69 $16.66 ($D.Ol 

Ju~l S2.lS S2.10 ($0.251 $17.69 $17.29 ($0.40) S2.DO suo $0.10 $17 • .34 Sl7.29 ($0.05} Sl .70 51.70 $0.00 $17.()4 $11.01 ($DOl) .......,, $2.35 $2.10 ($02>} $11.75 $17.32 ($0Al) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $11.AO $17.32 ($0.01} $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $17.10 $17.05 ($0.05) 

Sepo()l $2.35 $2.10 ($025) $17.91 $17.31 ($05l) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $11.56 S11.3t ISO I&} $1,70 $1.10 $0.00 $17.26 $17.11 ($DIS 

()(t.()J $2.35 $2.10 ($025} $11.21 $11.01 ISO 211 5 2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $17.93 $11.01 $0.08 Sl.70 $1.70 $0.00 $17.63 $17.73 $0.10 .......,, 5235 $2.10 ($02$} $1&.11 $16.42 (51 69) 52.00 $1.10 $0.10 $11.76 $16..42 ISl lOl Sl.70 $1.70 $0.00 $17.46 $16.14 IStll 
Dec.o1 $2.35 $1.10 ($02<) $14.3) $13.11 l$045) $2.00 $2..10 $0.10 $119& $13.81 ($0 10) $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $1).68 $1161 1$007 

''""" Sl.l5 $2.10 ($02>}. $14 .) 1 $13.71 ($05l) S2.DO $1.10 $0.10 $1196 $1). 71 ($0.18} 51.70 $1.70 $0.00 513.66 $13.51 ISO 151 

F•I>02 52.35 $2.10 ($02>} $14.30 $1).96 (SOlO} 52.00 $2.10 $0.10 $13.9S 513.96 $0.01 Sl.70 $1.10 $0.00 Sll.M $13.69 $0.04 
Mar~ $1 .35 52.10 ($02$) $15.97 $13.54 ($003} S>.oo $1. 10 $0.10 $13.61 Sll.50 ($001) $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $11.31 $13..27 ($005 ..,.., S2 .3$ $1.10 ($02>) $1!.11 Sl3.50 ($021) Sl.DO $2.10 $0.10 $13..47 $1S.S4 S0.01 $1.10 $1.70 50.00 $13.11 $13.26 $0.09 

May-01 $2.3!. $2.10 ($025} $13.61 Sll.lO ($D.lll $2.00 52.10 $0.10 $13.26 SIUO $0.04 $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 Sl2.96 $13.02 $0.06 

Jun.o2 $2.3!. $2.10 (502>1 Sll.ll $12.76 ($062} S2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $13.03 $12.76 ($021) 51.70 $1.70 $0.00 Sl2.13 $12A9 ($024 

Jul..o2 sus $2.10 ($0251 $12.97 $12.79 ($0111 52.00 S2.10 $0.10 $12.62 Sl2.19 $0.11 $1.10 $1.70 $0.00 $12.!2 $12.51 $0.19 . ......, $2.35 S2.10 ($0.25} $12.13 $12.60 ($0.23} $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $12.41 Sl2.f0 $0.12 $1.70 $1.70 50.00 $12.18 $12.32 $0.14 

Sop.()> $235 $2.10 ($02$} $11.11 512.f0 ($021} S2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $12.46 $12.60 $0.14 Sl.70 51.70 $0.00 $12 .16 $12.33 50.11 

Oc<02 $2.35 $2.10 ($02$) 512.50 $12.24 ($026) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $12.1.5 $12.2A $0.09 $1.70 $1.10 $0.00 511.15 $11.97 $0.12 

N0¥<>2 $2.35 $2.10 ($02>) $11.95 $1SA7 $0.52 $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $12.60 $13.47 $0.11 $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $12.30 $13.20 $0.90 .,....,. $2-35 $1.10 ($0.25) $12.17 $12.60 ($021) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $12.52 512.60 $0.08 $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $12.22 $12.3l $0.11 ,,,..,. $2.)5 $2.10 ($025) $12.91 $12.93 $0.02 S2.DO $2.30 $0.10 $12.56 $1l.9l $0,)7 51.70 $1.70 $0.00 $12.26 $12.65 $D.l9 

Fob<ll $2.15 S2.10 (502>1 $12.SI $12.27 ($D.ll} $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $12.23 $12..27 $0.04 51.70 $1.70 $0.00 $11.93 $12.00 $0.01 
Mar~ $2.35 $2.10 ($0.25} $11.16 $12.17 50m 52.00 $2.10 $0.10 $11.11 $12.17 $D.l6 $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $U.S1 $11.89 $CUI .,...,. $2.35 $2.10 (SD.2SI $11.99 $11 .91 ($0.01} 52.00 $2.10 $0.10 $11.64 $11 .91 $0.21 $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $11.!4 $11.63 $0.29 

M1.,.0l $2.)5 $2.10 ($02$} $11.()6 su.oo ($0.06} 52.00 suo 50.10 $11.71 512.00 $0.29 $1.70 Sl.70 $0.00 $11.41 su.n $0.31 

Jun.Ol $2.35 $2.10 ($0.2>1 Sl2.ot $12 .06 ISDOll S2.DO $2. 10 so. to $11.74 $11.()6 $0.32 $1.10 $1.70 $0.00 $11.44 $11.79 $0.35 

Jui.Ol $2.35 52.10 {$025} $12.12 $12.03 ($0.09} S2.00 $2.10 $0.10 Sn .n $12.03 $0.26 $ 1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $11.47 $11.76 $0.20 

AU,.Ol $2.35 $2.10 ISO 251 $13.32 $14.73 $1.41 Sl.DO $2.10 $0.10 $12..97 $14.13 $1.76 Sl.70 $1.70 $0.00 $12.67 $14.46 $1.79 

So!><ll $2.35 S2.10 ($0.2$) $16.06 $16..41 $0.3$ $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $1S.71 $16.41 $0.10 $1 .70 Sl.10 $0.00 S15A 1 $16.14 $0.13 

Oci.Ol $2.35 $2.10 ($0.25) $16.62 $16.47 ($D. IS) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $16.27 $16.47 $0.20 51 .70 $1.70 $0.00 $15.91 $16.20 $D.2l 

.......... $2.35 $2.10 ($02$} $16.72 SI6A8 ($024) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $1.6..37 $16.41 $0.11 Sl .70 $1 .70 $0.00 $16.07 $16.11 $0.14 

O...Ol $2.lS $2.10 ($0.2<) $16..19 $15.39 ($0.00) 52.00 $2.10 $0.10 $15.14 $1S.39 ($0.45) $1 .70 $1. 70 $0.00 $15.54 $15.11 ($041 



Cooperatives Table t .ckomparlson of CSO Minimum Class I Announced Prices In the Marketing Area With Surrounding Market FMMO Minimum Prices, 2000- July 2015 
0 p Q R(Q-P) S(B+P) T u (T-5) v w X(W·VJ Y(B+V) z (2-Y) AB AC AD(AC· AB) AE(B+AB) AF AG (AF- AE) - FO Dim PhMnl• FODff'ftl.A so FOGrkl Spreed FO P'rlu PhcNnl• CDFAS CA CDFA '-u FO FODflftl.osV ... o FOOifftlA so FOGrkiSor .. d FO Prk• Las Ve1•.s CDFASCA CDfAlHs FO FO Difll Reno fO Difn S.c~m.nto FOGrldScn.cl FOPrK. Reno CDFA N CA CDfAfn1 FO 

J•n<>l $2.35 $2.10 {SOlS) $14.20 $14.15 ISO.OSJ $2.00 $2.10 SOlO $13.85 $14.15 S0.30 $1.70 $1.70 so.oo $13.55 $13.88 $0.33 

Feb-<>4 $2.35 $2.10 {$02S) $13.94 $13.62 (S032) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $13.59 $13.62 $0.03 $1 .70 $1.70 $0.00 $13.29 $13.34 $0.0S 

Mar-o4 $2.3S $2.10 {$02S) $14.29- St.t.Ol ISO 21) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $13.94 $14.01 $0.07 $1.70 $1 .70 $0.00 $13.64 $1.3.74 $0.10 

A..--oo $2.35 $2.10 (S0.2S) $15.99 $16.05 $0.00 $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $15.64 $16.05 $0.41 $1 .70 $1 .70 $0.00 $15.34 $15.78 S0.44 

M..,..,. $2.35 $2.10 {S0.2S) $22.00 $21.53 (S0.47) $2.00 $2.10 50.10 $21.65 $21.53 ISO.l2) $1 .70 $1.70 so.oo $21.35 $21.26 l$009) 

Jun-oo $2.35 $2.10 I$02S) $23.48 $22.31 {$1.17) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $23.13 $22 .31 IS0-121 $1 .70 $1.70 so.oo $22.83 $22.04 {$0.79) 

Jul-()0 $2.35 $2.10 ($0.2S) $20.30 $18.63 IS1.67J $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $19.95 $18.63 {$1.32) $1 .70 $1.70 $0.00 $19.65 $18.36 {$1.29) 

Aua-<>0 $2.3S $2.10 {S0.2S) $16.97 $15.59 Ill 31) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $16.62 $1S.SO l$1.03) $1.70 $1 .70 so.oo $16.32 $15.32 {$1.00) 

Sep-04 $2.35 $2.10 {SO. B) $16.29 $15.92 {S0.37) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $11.94 $15.92 {$0.02) $1.70 $1 .70 $0.00 $15.64 $15.64 $0.00 

Oct-o< $2.31 $2 .10 {S0-25) $17.13 $16.28 {SOlS) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $16.78 $16.28 ISO. SO) $1 .70 $1.70 $0.00 $16..48 $16.01 (S047) 

Nov-o< $2.35 $2.10 (S02S) $16.64 $15.93 IS0.71) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $16.29 $15.93 IS0.36) $1.70 $1 .70 $0.00 $15.99 $15.66 {S0.33) 

Dec-o< $2.35 $2.10 ISO 2S) $16.78 $16.38 ($0.40) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $16.43 $16.31 {SO.OS) $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $16.13 $16.10 ($0.03) 

''"""' $2.35 $2.10 {S0.2S) $19.00 $18.69 (S031) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $18.65 $18.69 $0.04 $1.70 $1 .70 $0.00 $18.35 $18.4 2 $0.07 

feb-05 $2.35 $2.10 {SO.>S) $16.14 $15.49 (S0.6S) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $15.79 $15.49 ISO 301 $1 .70 $1.70 $0.00 $15.49 $15.22 ($0.27) 

Ml r.OS $2.3S 12.10 (S0.2S) $17.78 $16.35 I$1A3) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $11A3 $16.35 (11 01) $1.70 $1.70, $0.00 $17.13 $16.01 lll .OS) 

Ap<.OS $2.3S $2.10 IS0.2S) $16.48 $16.02 ($0.46) $2.00 $2.10 SOlO $16.13 $16.02 ($0 11) $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $15.83 $15.74 ($0.09) 

M&y-05 $2.35 $2.10 IS0.2S) $17.15 $16.65 {$0.SO) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $16.80 $16.6S ($0 lS) $1.70 $1.70 so.oo $16.50 $16.38 {S0.12) 

Jun-<JS $2.35 $2.10 {$0.21) $15.97 $15.03 IS0-94) 12.00 $2.10 $0.10 $15.62 $15.D3 ($0.S9) $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $15.32 $14.75 ISO-S71 

Jul-05 $2.35 $2.10 IS0.2S) $16.24 $15.46 ($0.78) 12.00 $2.10 $0.10 $15.89 $15.46 (S0.43) $1.70 11.70 so.oo $15.59 $15.19 l$040) 

Aua-os $2.35 $2.10 {S02S) $1&.79 $16.11 {S0.61) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $16.44 $16.11 ($0.33) $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $11'-14 $15.8-4 {S0.3DI 

Sep-05 $2.35 $2.10 l$0.21) $16.0S $15.49 ISO.S6J $2.00 $2.10 SO.lO $15.70 $15.49 (S0.21) $1.70 11.70 so.oo $15.40 $15.22 l$0.18) 

Oct-<>S $2.35 $2.10 IS0-211 $16.62 $15.83 IS0.79) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $16.27 $15.83 IS0.44) $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $15.97 $1S.S6 {S0.4l) 

NO'Ml5 $2.31 $2.10 {SO. lSI $16.91 $15.79 111.12) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $16.56 $15.79 ($0.77) $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $16.26 $15.52 {S0.74) 

Dec.OS $2.35 $2.10 {$0.2S) $15.92 $15.26 l$0.66) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $15.57 $15.26 l$0.31) $1.70 $1.70 so.oo $15.27 $14.99 )S0.28) 

, . .,..,. $2.35 $2.10 IS02S) $15.73 $14.76 {$0.97) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $15.38 $14.76 {S0.62) $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $15.08 $14.49 {SO.S9) 

Feb-<>6 $2.35 $2.10 {S0.2S) $1.5.73 $14.74 IS0.99) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 111.31 $14.74 {S0.64) $1.70 51.70 $0.00 $15.08 $14.47 {S0.61) 

M&r-()6 $2.35 $2.10 (S0.2S) $14.&4 $13.46 {51.381 $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $14A9 $13.4 6 ($1.031 $1.70 $1.10 so.oo $14.19 $13.19 {11.00) ..,..,. $2.35 $2.10 IS02S) $13.57 $12.80 IS0771 $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $13.22 $12.80 {S042) $1 .70 $1.70 $0.00 $12.92 $12.53 IS0.39) 

Moy<)6 $2.35 $2.10 {S02S) $13.32 $12.61 IS0.71) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $12.97 $12.61 {S0.36) $1.70 $1 .70 $0.00 $12.67 $12.33 ISO 341 

Ju..o6 $2.35 $2.10 {S0.2S) $13.10 $12.62 IS0-•&1 $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $12.75 $12.62 {SOB) $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $12.45 $11.35 ISO 10) 

Jukl6 $2.35 $1.10 IS02S) $13.69 $11.64 (ll.OS) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $13.)4 $12.64 {S0.70) $1 .70 $1.70 $0.00 $13.04 $12.37 {S067 

AUJ.()fi $1.35 $2.10 {S0.2S) $13.32 $12.30 111.02) $2.00 $2. 10 $0.10 $12.97 $.12.30 IS067) $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 .$12.67 $12.03 (S0.64 

Sep<JO $2.35 $1 .. 10 (SOlS) $13.20 $12.89 l$0.31) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $12.85 $12 .89 S0-04 $1 .70 $1.70 so.oo $12.55 $12.62 $0.07 

O<t.o6 $1.35 $2.10 {$0.2S) $14.77 $13.85 {$0.92) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $14.42 $13.85 l$0.171 $1.70 $1 .70 $0.00 $14.12 $13.57 ($0.11) 

""""" $2.3S $2.10 IS02S) $14.75 $13.35 l$1.40) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $14.40 $13.35 lll.OS) $1.70 $1 .70 $0.00 $14.10 $13.08 {$1.02) 

Dec.o6 $2.35 $2.10 15021) $14.78 $13.61 {$1.17) 12.00 $2.10 $0 • .10 $14.43 $13.61 IS0-12) $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $14.13 $13.34 {$0.79) 

J•n-<>7 $2.35 $2.10 IS0.21) $15.94 $14.00 {$194) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $15.59 $14.00 l$1 19) $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $15.29 $13.73 l$1 >6) 

Feb-07 $2.35 $2.10 {$02S) $1!1.74 $15.37 (S0.37) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $15.39 $15.37 IS002) $1 .70 $1.70 so.oo $15.09 $15.10 $0.01 

M•r.07 $2.35 $2.10 {$0.25) $16.60 $16.01 {SO.S9) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $16.25 $16.01 ISO>•J $1 .70 $1.70 $0.00 $15.95 $15.74 {S0.21) 

Ap<-07 $2.35 $2.10 I$02S) $17.35 $16.71 IS0.64) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $17.00 $16.71 1$0.29) $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $16.70 $16.4-4 {$0.26) 

MI'H)7 $2.35 $2.10 ($0.2S) $18.27 $17.71 {S0.$6) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $17.92 $17 .71 {S021) $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $17.62 $17.44 l$0.18) 

Jurt-07 $2.35 $2.10 ISO 25) $20.19 $20.28 S009 $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $19.&4 $20.21 $0.44 $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $19.54 $20.01 $0.47 

Jukl7 $2.35 $2.10 IS0.2S) $23.26 $23.26 $0.00 $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $22.91 $23.26 $0.31 $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $22.61 $22.99 $0.31 

Aua-<>7 $2.35 $2.10 {$0.2S) $24.11 $23.76 )S0.3S) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $23.76 $23.76 $0.00 $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $23.46 $23.49 $0.03 

Sep-07 $2.35 $2.10 1$025) $24.26 $23.10 {$116) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $23.91 $23.10 ISO.Sl) $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $23.61 $22.83 IS071) 

Oct-07 $2.3S $2.10 ISO 2S) $23.94 $23.81 IS0-131 $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $23.59 $23.81 S0.22 $1.70 $1.70 $0.00 $23.19 $23.54 $0.25 

Nov-07 $2.35 $2.10 ISO 2S) $23.80 $23.43 (S0.37) $2.00 $2.10 SOlO $23.45 $23.43 {S002) $1.70 $1.70 so.oo $23.15 $23.16 $0.01 

OK-()7 $2.35 $2.10 ISO lSI $22.39 $23.26 $0.87 $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $22.04 $23.26 $1.22 $1.70 $1.70 so.oo $21.74 $22.99 $1.25 



Cooperatives Table l .~Comparlson of CSO Minimum Class I Announced Prices In the Marketing Area With Surrounding Market FMMO Minimum Prices, 2000 • luly 2015 
0 p Q R(Q·P) S(B+P) T u rr-s1 v w X(W-Vi Y(B+V) z (Z-Yl AB AC AD (AC.AB) AE(B+AB) AF AG (AF-AEI - FOOH'ft PNMnia fOOif'ftLA SD fOG .......... FO Pricw: P'hoM!a CDfAS CA CDfAintFO FODffftlMVens fO-lA SD FOGrid S.We.cl fO ""'• U.s Ven t CDfAS CA COFA leis FO FODffftReno FO Dffft Secnrn.nto FO Grid Spread FOPric:e ReAO COfA NCA CDfA .... tFO 

1>1><>8 $2.3S $2.10 (S025) $23.32 $21.23 (S009) $2.00 $2.10 SOlO $22.97 $23.23 S0-26 $1-70 $1 .70 so.oo $22.61 $22-96 so.n 

··~ $2.3S $2.10 (SO») $lUll $11.91 (S005) S2.00 $2-10 SOlO SlUI $21.98 SO.lO $1 .70 $1.70 so.oo $21.)8 $21.71 $0.33 

Mer« S2.3S $2.10 (SO») $19.05 $19.17 SOl2 Sl-00 $2.10 SOlO $1L70 $19.17 S0 .. 7 $1 .10 $1 .70 so.oo $11.40 $11..90 so.so 

Apo-<>8 $2.:SS $2. 10 !S0-25) $20.96 $20 ... (SOn) Sl-00 $1.10 SOlO $20.01 $20.19 (S0-41) $1.70 SL10 $0.00 $20.31 $1 ... 2 (S0.30) 

M..,. $2.3S $2.10 (SI'-2S) $11.97 S19.0S $0.01 $2.00 $2.10 SOlO $1L6l $19.0S $0.43 $1.70 $1 .10 $0.00 $11..32 $1&71 $0.46 .....,. $1.35 suo (S0.2Sl $20.$3 $20.SO (SO OJ) $2-00 $2.10 SOlO $20..11 S20.SO SO.ll $1.10 $1.70 so.oo $19.11 S20.2l ..... 
Jul<ll $2.>S $2.10 (S0.2Sl $23.13 su.n (S036) $2-00 $2-10 SOlO $22.71 S22-n (SOOl) $1 .70 Sl .10 so.oo $22-41 Sll-40 $0.01 - $2.35 $2.10 ($0.25) S20.82 S20.07 (S01Sl Sl-00 $2.10 $0)0 S20.47 S20.D7 (S0401 $1 .70 $1.10 so.oo $20.17 $19.79 (SOli - s:z.ss $2.10 (S0.2Sl $20.00 S19.Sl ($0.40) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 SlUS $19.51 (S0.14) Sl.10 Sl .10 $0.00 $19.35 $10.23 ISOlll 

oa<>e Sl.3S suo ISO-lSI $17.18 Sla.so $0.62 $2-00 suo $0.10 Sl1.S3 $11.50 $0.01 $1.10 Sl -10 so.oo $17..23 $18.23 Sl.OO 

H ..... $2.35 $2. 10 IS0.2Sl $19.61 $19.00 (S061) $1.00 s:uo $0.10 S1t..Sl $19.00 l$0.33) $1 .70 Sl.10 so.oo $19.03 s1a.n ISO 11 .,..... sus $1.10 IS0-2Sl $17.71 $16.14 (S0.9<) S>-oo Sl,lO $0.10 $17.41 $16.14 (SO.SO) $1 .70 $1.70 $0.00 $17.13 $16.57 (SOS6l 

Jon-00 $1.3$ Sl.lO (S0251 $11..09 $17.69 IS0-401 Sl-00 $2.10 SOlO $17.74 $17.69 (SO.OSI $1 .70 $1,70 so.oo $11M $17A2 (SOOl 

··~ Sl.lS $2.10 (S0.2SI $1).07 $11.55 ($1 S21 S2.00 $2.10 $0.10 sn.n $11.55 (Sl .l 7) $1.70 $1.10 $0.00 $11A1 $11 .27 (SllSI 

Muo09 $2.3S S2-10 (S0-25) $11.78 $11AO (SO.lll S2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $11.43 $11AO (S0-031 $1.70 $1.10 so.oo $11.1) $11.13 so.oo 

Apo--<10 sus $2.10 IS02SI $12.71 Sn.as (S0861 Sl.OO $2.10 SOlO $12.)6 $11.15 (S0-511 $1.70 $1.10 $0.00 $12.()6 $11.S8 (S04BI 

Mtv-<JO $2.35 $2.10 ISO-lSI $13.32 $12.96 (S0.361 Sl.OO $2.10 SOlO $12.07 $12.96 (SOOl ) Sl.10 S1.70 $0.00 $12.67 $12.68 $0.01 

Jun-00 Sl.>S s:uo (S0.2SI $12.43 $11.07 (S0461 $1.00 S2-10 SOlO $12.08 $11.97 IS0-11) Sl.10 $1.70 so.oo $11.71 $11.70 (SO.OII 

''""' S2.3S $2.10 (SOlS) $12.61 S12.1S (S0.461 Sl.OO $2.10 SOlO $12.26 $11.15 (SO.Il) $1.10 $1.10 so.oo $11.96 $11 .88 (SO.OI) 

-"'t-<10 $2.35 $2.10 ISO-» I $12.39 $11.98 (S0.4ll S2.00 $2.10 SOlO $12.04 $11.91 (S0.06) $1 .70 Sl .10 so.oo $11.74 $11 .71 (S0.03) ...... $2.35 $2.10 (S0.25) $13.21 $1SAI S0.20 $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $12.93 $UAI so.s s $1.70 $1.10 $0.00 $12.63 $13.21 $0.$1 

oa-oo S2.3S $2.10 (S0.25) $14.70 $14.02 (S0.61) S>-oo $2.10 SOlO $14.35 $14.02 ISO->>l $1.70 $1.10 so.oo $14.()5 $13.75 (SO.lO) 

N..-oo $2.35 $2.10 (SO.lS) $15.21 $15.31 $0.10 $2.00 $2.10 SOlO $14.16 $1.5.31 S0.4S $1.70 $1.10 so.oo $14.S6 $15.04 SOAI 

DK-<10 sus Sl-10 (S025) Sl6.34 $16.31 IS0-031 Sl.OO $2.10 $0.10 SlS.gg $16.11 S032 $1.70 S1.70 so.oo $15.69 $1~04 SO.lS 

Ja~1o sus $2.10 IS0-251 $17.3& $1L49 $1.11 Sl-00 $2.10 $0.10 $17.oJ $11A9 Sl ... Sl.10 $1.10 so.oo $16.73 $11.22 $1A9 

Feb-10 sus Sl-10 (SO.») $17.19 $16.74 IS0-4SI Sl.OO $2.10 SO.IO Sl6.1• $16.74 ($0.10) $1.10 $1.70 so.oo $16.54 $16.46 (SO Oil 

Mar•10 $2.35 $1.10 (SO») $16.69 $15.71 SO.Ol Sl.OO $2.10 $0.10 Sl6.34 $16.71 $0.31 $1.70 Sl.10 $0.00 Sl6.00 $16.44 $0.40 

Apt-10 sus $Z.10 (S0-251 $15.57 $14.6-t (SO.Ol) Sl-00 $2.10 $0.10 SIS.2l $14.64 ISO-SO) $1.70 Sl.10 so.oo $14.92 $14.37 (SO.SS 

May-10 $2-" suo (SO.lS) $16.15 $1.5.6-t (SOSl) Sl.OO $1.10 $0.10 SIS.OO $15.6-t (S016) $1.70 Sl.10 so.oo $15.50 StS..l1 (SOU 

Ju»-10 $1.3$ S).lO (SOlS) $17.63 $15.95 ($1611 Sl-00 Sl-10 $0.10 $17.21 $1S.9S ($133) $1.70 Sl.10 so.oo $16.91 $15.68 ($ll0 

Jul-10 $2.35 $2.10 (S0.25) $11.01 $17A2 (SO SOl Sl.OO $1.10 $0.10 $17.66 $17A2 (S0.241 Sl-10 $1.70 $0.00 $17.36 $17.14 (SOll 

Aut-10 sus $ Z.10 (S0.2Sl $11.12 $17.&0 (SOSl) Sl.OO $1.10 $0.10 su.n SlHO (SO 17) $1.70 $1,70 $0.00 $17.47 $17.33 (S014 

Sep-10 $2.35 $2.10 (S0.2S) Sl1_.. $17AJ (S042) Sl.OO $2. 10 $0.10 $17.50 S17A3 (S007 Sl.70 $1 .70 so.oo $17.20 $17.1.5 ($0.05 

Ott-to $2-!S $1.10 (SOlS) $18.93 $11.71 (S0.22l $1.00 Sl-10 SOlO Sli.SI $11.71 $0.13 $1.70 $1 .10 $0.00 Sl8.21 $18.44 $0.16 

ND¥-10 $2.3S $2.10 ISO lSI $19.59 $11.91 (S061) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $11.24 $11.91 (S026) $1.70 $1 .70 $0.00 S1&!:M $11.71 , ... ,. 
DK-10 sus $2.10 ISO-lSI $19.31 $11.55 IS076) S>-oo $2.10 $0.10 $11.96 $1&.55 (S0.4 1) $1 .70 $1.10 $0.00 $11.66 Sl8.21 1$0.11 

Ja~u $2.3S $1.10 ISO->S) $17.55 Sl6.12 (SOU) Sl-00 $2.10 $0.10 Sl7.20 Sl6.12 (S0 41) $1.70 $1 .70 so.oo $16.90 $16.45 tso•>l 

F~b-11 S2.3S $2-10 (S02SI $11.24 $17.15 ($1001 Sl.OO $2.10 $0.10 $17.19 $17.1.5 ISO"I $1 .70 $1.10 so.oo $17.59 $16.18 , ... , 
Mar-11 $2.35 $2.10 IS0-25) S20.SI $19.51 (Sl 071 $1.00 $2.10 $0.10 S20.23 $19.51 (SO 121 $1.70 Sl.10 $0.00 $19.93 $19.24 IS069 

Apf· ll sus Sl.lO ISO-lSI $21.71 $21.93 SO.lS S2-00 $2.10 SO.lO $21.43 $21.91 so.so $1 .70 Sl .10 so.oo S21.H $2Ui6 SO.S3 

May--11 sus $2.10 ISO-lS) $22.10 $21.17 (S003) $1.00 $2.10 so.IO $21.75 $21.17 ISO-SII Sl .10 Sl.10 so.oo $ 21.45 $20.00 (SOSS 

Ju~ll S2.3S $2.10 (SO. lSI $22.67 $21.61 ISOggl $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $12.32 $21.61 IS0-641 $1.70 $1.10 S0-00 $2.2.02 $21.41 (S0 61 

Jul-11 sus $2 .10 (SOlS I $21.33 $12.6$ (S0.1ll $2.00 $2.10 SO.IO $2S.03 $22.65 (S0-331 $1.70 $1.10 so.oo $22.73 $22.31 ISO-" 

-'"C-11 $2.35 $2.10 (SO.lS) $23.71 $23.51 (S0211 S2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $2),4) $2l.Sl $0.01 $1 .70 Sl .70 so.oo $23.13 $23.24 so.11 

Sep-11 $2.35 $2.10 (SO.lS) $24.13 S2>.14 (SOlOI Sl.OO $2.10 SO.IO $23.71 $23.14 S0.06 $1.10 Sl.70 $0.00 $23.41 $2l.S6 $0.01 

Ott·U $US $2.10 (SO. lSI $21.91 su.n ISO "I $1.00 $2.10 $0.10 $21 ,$6 $21.77 SO.ll $1.70 $1 .10 so.oo $21.26 $21.50 S0.24 

Nov-.11 Sl.35 $2.10 (S0.2S) SlO.IO S20.S4 (S026) $1.00 $2..10 SOlO $20.4S $20.$4 S0.09 Sl .10 Sl .10 so.oo S20-1S $20.26 $0.11 

ll«-11 $1.3$ Sl-10 (SO. lSI $20.12 $20.9< $0.12 Sl.OO $2.10 $0.10 $20.47 $20 ... S0A1 $1 .70 Sl .10 so.oo $20.17 $20.61 so.so 



Cooperatives Table l .c!ftomparison of CSO M inimum Class I Announced Prices In the Marketing Area With Surrounding Market FMMO Minimum Prices, 2000 - July 2015 
0 p Q R(Q- P} S IB+Pl T u rr.s1 v w X (W·VI Y(B+V) z (Z-Y) AB AC AD (AC· AB) AE(B+AB) AF AG (Af.AE} - FO Dlf'ft ""*"• FODifftLA SD FOG.W ..... d FOP1"b Phoenl• COfAS CA c::DfA teuFO ,oDifft ~.a:t: Veaas FO Ditn LA SD FOG.wScn+d FOP'rke lasVellH CDfAS CA COfA ieu FO FO Dlfft lteno FO Dfm Sacnm.nt.o FOG.W~od FO Price Reno CDFA N CA CDf'At.u FO 

Jan-11 $2.35 $2.10 (SO"I $21.15 $20.15 (SI DD) Sl.DD $2.10 $0.10 SlO.IO $20.15 (S0-651 suo suo SO.DD S20.SO $19.88 (S062) 

feb--12 Sl.l5 S'-10 (S0"1 S19-la Sll.67 (S0.711 S2.DD $2.10 SO.IO $19.03 $11.67 (S036) $1 .70 $1.70 SO.DD $11.73 $11.40 (S033 

Mar·12 sus suo (S02S) $11.65 $17..52 (SIU) S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 SIUO $17.52 (S0-111 suo suo SO.DD SU.DD $17.24 (S076) 

Apr-12 sus $2.10 (SO"I $1&.01 $17.51 (SO SOl S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $!7.66 $17.51 ISO. ISI suo suo SO.DD $17.36 $17.23 (SOu) 

Mq-12 $2.SS $2.10 (SO-"l SIIL20 $16.99 ($121) S2.DD suo $0.10 sn.as $16.99 (S0.86} $1 .70 Sl.70 $O.DD S17.SS St6.n (SOil) 

Jun-12 sus $2.10 ($0 ... 1 $11.S9 S17.07 ($0.$2) S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $17.24 $17.07 ($0.17) suo suo $O.DD $16.94 $16.80 (SO 14 

Ju~ll $2.35 $2.10 (SO"i $17.16 $11.07 $0.21 S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $17.51 $1&07 $0.56 $1.70 suo SO.DD $17.21 $17.a:;) $0.$9 

Auc-12 sus S2.10 (SO") $11.90 $11.71 (S012) S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 SII.SS Sll.71 $0.23 suo suo $O.DD Sll.lS $11.51 $0.16 

Sep-12 sus $2. 10 (S02S) $19.94 S20.A9 so.ss $2.DD $210 $0.10 $19..59 S20.A9 S0.90 Sl.70 Sl.70 $O.DD $19.29 S10.12 $0.9) 

Oct-12 $2..35 $2. 10 (SO"i S21.2l $21.75 $0.$2 S2.DD $1.10 $0.10 S20.11 $21.75 $0.17 $1.70 suo SO.DD Sl0.$8 $21.47 S0-89 

HOY-12 sus $2.10 (SO.,_ I $23.05 S23.34 $0.19 S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $22.10 $21.34 S0.64 suo $1.10 SO.DD S12.40 $23.07 $0.67 ...,., $2.35 $2.10 (S0.25) $2.).74 $21.71 (S20ll S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $2.3.39 $21.71 ($1.60) S!.70 S!.70 SO.DD $23,09 $21..43 ($166) 

Jln-13 $2.35 $2.10 (SO.» I $21.32 $20.11 (SI 21) S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $20.97 $20.11 (S086) suo $1 .70 $0.DD $2()..67 $19.&4 (SO. Ill 

F.O.l3 sus $2.10 ($0.2>) $20.S6 $20.10 (S046) S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $20.21 SlO.IO (SO II) Sl-70 S1 .70 SO.DD $1!U1 S!9.1l (SO.OII 

Mlr·ll $2.3S S2.10 ($0.2S) S20.1$ $19.60 (SO.SS) S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $19.10 $19,60 ($0.20) $1.70 S1 .70 SO.DD S19.SO $19.33 (S0.171 

Apt·ll $2.35 $2.10 (SOB) S20.01 $19.77 ($024) S2.DD $2. 10 $0.10 $19.66 $1t.n $0.11 Sl-70 $1 .70 $O.DD $ 19.36 $19.49 $0.13 

May·13 $2,)5 S2-10 ISO "l $20.11 $19.66 (S04S) S2DD $2. 10 $0.10 $19.76 S!9.66 ($0.10) $1.10 $1.70 SO.DD $19.46 $19.39 IS0.07) 

Jun-13 sus $2.10 ($02S) $21 .2 8 S20.40 (SO.II) S2.DD S2.10 $0.10 $20.93 $20 . .0 ($0S3) $1.70 S1.70 SO.DD $20.63 S10.04 $0.21 

Jul·13 sus $2.10 (S02S) $21.26 $19.16 IS140) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 S20.91 $1!U6 (SI.OSI Sl.70 S1.70 SO.DD $20.61 $19.59 ($1.02 

AUJ·l3 $2.35 $2.10 (S0.2S) $21.23 $20.48 ($0.7$) $2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $20.81 $20.48 (S040) $1.70 $1.70 SO.DD S20.S8 $20.21 (S0.37 

Se~13 $2.35 $2.10 (S0.2SI $21.51 S20.S6 (S09S) S2.DD $2.10 ' $0.10 $21.16 S20.S6 (S060) S1.70 $1.70 SO.DD S20.86 $20.28 (SO.SI) 

Oc1·13 $2.35 $2.10 (S02SI $21.55 S21.06 (S049) S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $21.20 $21.06 (SO 14) S!.70 S1.70 $ODD $20.90 $20.79 ($0.11) 

Ncw-U $2.35 $2.10 ($0 ... 1 S22.SS S22.01 (S0$4) S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 S22.20 $22.01 ISO 19) $1.70 $1.70 SO.DD $21.90 $21.74 (S016) 

o.c-u $2.S5 $2.10 (S0.2SI $22.72 S22.DD (S0.721 S2.DD S2.10 $0.10 $22.37 S22.DD (S0l7) $1 .70 S1.70 $0.DD S22.07 $21.73 ($0l4 

Jln-14 $2.35 $2.10 (S0.2SI Sl3.&l $25.11 ($0721 S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $23AI $23.11 IS0l7) $1 .10 $1.70 SO.DD $2.3.18 $22..&1 (S0l4) 

Feb-14 $2.JS $2.10 ($02>) $24.37 $2l.3a (S099) S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $24.02 Sll.ll (S064) $1.70 S1.70 $0.00 S23.72 $23.11 IS061 

M•· 14 $2.)5 $2.10 (S02S) S2S.99 sn.M (S0l4) S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $25.61 S2S.65 $0,01 $1 .70 $1 .70 SO.DD S25.3A S2S..l8 $0.04 

Apt·14 S2.3S $2.10 (S02SI $26.DD S2S.IS (SOlS) $2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $25.65 $25.15 (SOSO) Sl.70 Sl.70 SO.DD $2S.J5 $2A.81 ($0.t7 

M~14 S2.3S $2.10 (S02SI S26.12 S26.1S (S067) S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $26 ... 7 $26.15 (SOlll $1.10 S1 .70 SO.DD $26.17 $25.18 (S029 

Jun-14 $2.3S $2.10 (S02S) $25.21 $2S.37 $0.16 S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $24.16 $25.37 $0.SI $1.70 $1.70 $O.DD $24..56 $2S.t0 $0.$4 

J ....... 14 sus $2.10 ISO"I $25.37 SlS.AO SO.Ol S2.DD $1.10 $0.10 $2S.D2 S25.AO $0-lS $1.70 $1 .70 $O.DD sz•.n $2S.ll $0.AI 

........ $2.lS suo ($02$) $16.22 $2S.55 (S067) S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $2.5.17 $25.55 ($0.32) $1.70 $1 .10 $O.DD $2S.S7 $25.28 (S029J ....... S2.3S $2.10 ($02S) s ..... S2S.66 IS0l2) S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 S2S.6l $25.66 $0.03 $1.10 $1 .10 $O.DD $2S.33 $2S.39 $0.06 

Oc1'•14 S2.3S suo (S02SI S26.S4 S26.36 (SOli) S2.DD S2.10 $0.10 $26.19 S26.36 $0.17 $1.70 $1.70 $0.DD S2S ... S26.09 $0.20 

Ncw-14 S2.lS $2.10 (SOlS) $26.41 $24.60 (Sill) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 S26.06 $2Ui0 (S146) $1.70 Sl-70 SO.DD $25.76 $24.33 ($143 ...,.,. $2..35 $2. 10 IS02SI $24.11 S23.99 (S0-891 S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $24.$3 S2l.99 (S0.$4) S1.70 S1.70 SO.DD S24.2i $23.72 (SO >I 

Jan-15 $2-lS $2.10 ($02$) $20.93 $19.76 ($117) Sl.DD $2.10 $0.10 $20.$8 $19.16 (S0.12) S1.70 $1.70 SO.DD $20.21 S19.49 ($079 

F~15 S2.3S $2.10 IS02S) Sll-59 $17.)6 (SI 23) S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 S11.24 $17..36 (SO ... ) $1.70 S1.70 $0.DD $17.94 $17.o& ($0.16 

M•r·1S S2.>5 $2.10 (SO. B) $17.91 $16.93 (SO Oil S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 S17.S6 $16.93 (S0 6l) $1.70 S1.70 SO.DD $17.26 $16.66 (S0.60 

Ap<•l5 $2.35 $2 .10 (S0.2S) $17.85 $17.21 ($064) $2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $17.50 $11.21 (S029) S1.70 S1.70 SO.DD $17.20 $16.94 ($026 

Mav-15 $2.)$ $2 .10 (S0.2S) $18.18 $11.34 (S004) S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 S17.&> $17.34 ($0.49) Sl.70 S1.70 $0.DD Sl7.S3 S17.06 ($047 

Jun-15 $2:.35 $2 .10 (S02SI $18.49 $17.74 (S07SI S2.DD $2.10 $0.10 $11.14 $ 17.74 ISO+O) $1.10 S1.70 $0.DD $17.14 $17.47 (S0.!7 

Jul-15 $2.35 $2 .10 (SO." I $18.18 Sll.70 (SO II) S2.DD $2.10 $0,10 $11.5) $18.70 $0.17 $ 1.70 S1.70 SO.DD $18.23 $18.42 $0.19 

Au ... 1S 

Sep-15 

OtHS 

Ncw-15 

Oec·15 



Cooperatives Table t .cfeomparison of CSO Minimum Class I Announced Prices In the Marketing Area With Surrounding Market FMMO Minimum Prices, 2000 - July 2015 
0 P Q R Q-P S B+P T U -S V W X W·V Y B+V Z 

FO Difft Phot>nl• fO Difn lA SO CDFAS CA FODifft LA SO CDJASCA 

0 1/00 · 11A:J7A"1 $2.15 $2. 10 $0.2> $1$.73 $15.25 $0.48 $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $15,31 $15.25 

01/00 - U/07 Med $2.55 $2.10 ($0.2S) $15.00 $14.74 ($0.)7) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $14.65 $14,74 

12/07 • 01/11 .... $2.35 $2.10 ($0.2~ $11.11 $17.69 ($0.42) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $17.76 $17.69 

12/07 • 01/11 Med $2.35 $2.10 ($0.2S) $11.09 $17.69 ($0A6) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $17.74 $17.69 

09/ 11 · 07/12 Ava $2.JS $2.10 ($02S) $19.16 $19.37 ($0A9) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $19.5 1 $19.37 

09/ 11 • 07/ 12 Mod $2.lS $2.10 ($0.2S) $19.31 $18.67 l$050) $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $19.03 $18.67 

01/12 · current A~t~ $2.3 5 $2.10 $02S $ 22.21 $21 .59 $0.62 $2.00 $2.10 $0.10 $2.1.16 $2 1.59 

01/12 · curr•nt Mrd $2.35 $2.10 ($0.2$) $21.42 $20.11 ($0.67) $2.00 $2. 10 $0.10 $21.07 $20.11 

.y 

CDFAtns FO 

[$0.1~ 

($0.02 ) 

($0.07) 

($0.11) 

($0.14) 

($0.1S) 

($0.27) 

($0.321 

$1.10 

$1.70 

$1 .70 

$1.70 

$1.70 

$1.70 

$1.10 

$1.70 

$1 .70 $0.00 S1S.oe 

$1.70 $0.00 $14.35 

$1 .70 $0.00 $ 17.46 

$1.70 $0.00 $ 17.44 

$1.70 $0.00 $19.21 

$1.70 $0.00 $11.73 

$1.70 $0.00 $21.$6 

$1.70 $0.00 $20.77 

$14.98 $0 10 

$14..47 $0.00 

$1 7.42 so.os 
$17.42 l$008) 

$1'3.10 $0.12 

$11.40 ($0.13) 

$21.33 ($023) 

$20.82 ($0.27) 



Cooperatives Map 1.0 
Federal Order Class I Differentials 

California Marketing Area 

FO Zone 
• $2.10 Zone (3) 
D $2.00 Zone (2) 
0 $1 .80 Zone (23) 
D $1 .70 Zone (24) 
D $1 .60 Zone (6) 

$1.80 

' ' L. ' -



Cooperatives Map l.E 
California Department of Food and Agriculture 

Milk Marketing Areas 

Northern California 
Marketing Area 

• 

Southern California 
Marketing Area 

*As generally defined by Article II, 
Section 200 of each stabilization 
and marketing plan 



Cooperatives Table 1.F.1 Comparison of FMMO Class II Announced Prices, CSO Announced Class 2 and 3 Prices, 2000- July 2015 
A B C D (C·B) E F (E· B) G H J (1-B) K 

Month FO Oass II 0 - S.CA DIFF 0-N. CA DIFF WACAO 0-S.CA 0-N.CA DIFF WACAO 

Jon-00 $11.43 $12.44 $1.Ql $12.21 $0.78 $12.33 $12.17 $12.16 $0.73 $12.17 

FeiHXl $11.51 $11.62 $0.11 $11.38 ($0.13) $11.50 $11.34 $11.33 ($0.18) $11.34 

Mar-00 $11.71 $11.62 ($0.09) $11.38 ($0.33) $11.50 $11.34 $11.33 ($0.38) $11.34 

Apr-00 $12.10 $11.82 ($028) $11.58 ($0.52) $11.70 $11.54 $11.54 ($0.56) $11.54 

May-00 $12.63 $11.82 ($0.81) $11.58 ($1.05) $11.70 $11.54 $11.54 ($1 09) $11.54 

Jun-00 $13.08 $12.59 ($0.49) $12.36 ($0.72) $12.48 $12.32 $12.31 ($0.77) $12.32 

Jul-00 $12.58 $12.59 $0.01 $12.36 ($0.22) $12.48 $12.32 $12.31 ($0.27) $12.32 

Aus-OO $12.56 $12.96 $0.40 $12.73 $0.17 $12.85 $12.68 $12.68 $0.12 $12.68 

Sep-00 $12.58 $12.96 $0.38 $12.73 $0.15 $12.85 $12.68 $12.68 $0.10 $12.68 

Ott-00 $12.54 $12.77 $0.23 $12.54 $0.00 $12.66 $12.50 $12.49 ($0.05) $12.50 

Nov-00 $13.68 $12.77 ($0.91) $12.54 ($1:14) $12.66 $12.50 $12.49 ($119) $12.50 

Dec-00 $13.97 $13.47 ($0.50) $13.23 ($0.74) $13.35 $!3.19 $13.18 ($0.79) $13.19 

Jan-()1 $12.82 $13.47 $0.65 $13.23 $0.41 $13.35 $13.19 $13.18 $0.36 $13.19 

Feb-()! $13.43 $13.48 $0.05 $13.25 ($0.18) $13.37 $13.21 $13.20 (S0.23) Sl3.21 

Mar-()! S14.17 $13.48 ($069) $13.25 (S0.92) $13.37 $13.21 $13.20 IS0.97) $13.21 

Apr-()! $15.10 $13.85 ($125) $13.62 ($1.48) $13.74 $13.58 S13.57 (Sl .53) $13.58 

May-()1 S15.72 $13.85 ($1.87) $13.62 ($2.10) $13.74 $13.58 $13.57 ($2.15) $13.58 

Jun.()! $16.05 S15.46 (S0.59) $15.23 ($0.82) $15.35 $15.19 $15.18 ($087) $15.19 

Jul-()1 $15.96 $15.46 ($0.50) $15.23 ($073) $15.35 $15.19 $15.18 ($0 78) $15.19 

Aug-()1 $15.98 $15.68 ($0.30) $15.45 ($0.53) $15.57 $15.41 $15.40 IS0.58) $15.41 

Sep-()1 $16.24 S15.68 ($0.56) S15.45 ($0.79) $15.57 $15.41 $15.40 ($084) $15.41 

Oct-()1 $13.53 $16.00 $2.47 $15.77 $2.24 $15.89 $15.73 $15.72 $2.19 $15.73 

Nov-()1 $12.78 $16.00 $3.22 $15.77 $2.99 $15.89 $15.73 $15.72 $2.94 $15.73 

Dec-()1 $12.61 $13.05 $0.44 $12.81 $0.20 $12.93 $12.77 $12.76 $0.15 $12.77 

Jan-()2 $12.69 $13.05 $0.36 $12.81 $0.12 $12.93 $12.77 $12.76 $0.07 $12.77 

Feb-()2 $12.28 $12.38 $0.10 $12.14 ($0.14) $12.26 $12.10 $12.10 ($0.18) $12.10 

Mor-()2 $12.19 $12.38 $0.19 $12.14 ($0.05) $12.26 $12.10 $12.10 ($0.09) $12.10 

Apr-()2 $11.88 $11.94 $0.06 $11.71 ($0.17) $11.83 $11.67 $11.66 ISO 22) $11.67 

May-()2 $11.29 $11.94 $0.65 $11.71 $0.42 $11.83 $11.67 $11.66 $0.37 $11.67 

Jun-()2 $11.19 $11.45 $0.26 $11.22 $0.03 $11.34 $11.18 $11.17 ($0.02) $11.18 

Jul-()2 $11.14 $11.45 $0.31 $11.22 $0.08 $11.34 $11.18 $11.17 $0.03 $11.18 

Aug-()2 $11.07 $11.06 ($0.01) $10.83 ($0.24) $10.95 $10.79 $10.78 ($0.29) $10.79 

Sep-()2 $10.91 $11.06 $0.15 $10.83 (50.08) $10.95 $10.79 $10.78 ($0.13) $10.79 

Oct-()2 $11.12 $10.84 ($0.28) $10.61 ($0.51) $10.73 $10.57 $10.56 ($0.56) $10.57 

Nov-()2 $11.26 $10.84 (SO 42) $10.61 ($0.65) $10.73 S10.57 $10.56 I ($0.70) $10.57 

Dec-()2 $11.62 $11.11 ($0.51) $10.88 (S0.74) $11.00 $10.84 $10.83 (S0.79) $10.84 

Jan-()3 $11.29 $11.11 ($0.18) $10.88 (S0.41) $11.00 $10.84 $10.83 (S046) $10.84 

Feb-()3 $10.66 $10.81 $0.15 $10.58 (S0.08) $10.70 $10.54 $10.53 ($0.13) $10.54 

Mar-()3 $10.54 $10.81 $0.27 $10.58 $0.04 $10.70 $10.54 $10.53 ($001) $10.54 

Apr-o3 $10.44 $10.36 (S008) $10.13 (S0.3!) $10.25 $10.08 $10.08 (S0.36) 510.08 

Moy-()3 $10.43 $10.36 ($007) $10.13 l$030) $10.25 $10.08 $10.08 ($0.35) $10.08 

Jun-()3 S10.46 St0.52 S0.06 $10.29 IS0.17) S10.41 $10.25 $10.24 (SO 22) $10.25 

Jul-()3 S10.63 S10.52 ($0 11) S10.29 (S0.34) S10.41 $10.25 S10.24 (SO 39) S10.25 

Aug-()3 S10.81 S10.77 IS004) S10.54 (SO 27) S10.66 $10.50 $10.49 (S0.32) $10.50 

Sep-()3 S10.76 $10.77 $0.01 $10.54 IS0.22) $10.66 $10.50 $10.49 (SO 27) $10.50 

Oct-()3 $10.84 $10.89 $0.05 S10.65 ($0.19) $10.77 $10.61 $10.60 ($0 24) $10.61 

Nov-()3 $10.99 $10.89 ($0.10) $10.65 (S0.34) $10.77 $10.61 $10.60 {$0.39) $10.61 

Dec-()3 $11.30 $11.00 ($030) $10.77 (S0.53) St0.89 $10.73 $10.72 ($0.58) $10.73 



Cooperatives Table 1.F.2comparison of FMMO Class II Announced Prices, CSO Announced Class 2 and 3 Prices, 2000- July 2015 
A B C D (C-B) E F (E-B) G H J (1-B) K 

Month FO Class II CZ-S.CA DIFF CZ · N.CA DIFF WACACZ O· S. CA 0 -N. CA OIFF WACAO 

Jan-04 $11.67 $11.00 ($067) $10.77 ($090) $10.89 $10.73 $10.72 ($0.95) $~0.73 

F~b-04 $12.90 $11.57 ($1.33) $11.34 ($1 56) $11.46 $11.30 $11.29 ($1 61) $11.30 

Mar.04 $14.79 $11.57 ($3.22) $11.34 ($3.45) $11.46 $11.30 $11.29 ($3.50) $11.30 

Apr-04 $15.21 $13.91 ($1.30) $13.67 ($1 .54) $13.79 $13.63 $13.62 ($1.59) $13.63 

May-04 $15.03 $13.91 ($1.12) $13.67 ($136) $13.79 $13.63 $13.62 ($1.41) $13.63 

Jun-04 $14.31 $15.11 $0.80 $14.88 $0.57 $15.00 $14.84 $14.83 $0.52 $14.84 

Jul-04 $14.00 $15.11 $1.11 $14.88 $0.88 $15.00 $14.84 $14.83 $0.83 $14.84 

Aug-04 $13.13 $14.00 $0.87 $13.77 $0.64 $13.89 $13.72 $13.72 $0.59 $13.72 

~p-04 $13.66 $14.00 $0.34 $13.77 $0.11 $13.89 $13.72 $13.72 $0.06 $13.72 

Oct-04 $13.57 $13.25 ($0.32) $13.02 ($0.55) $13.14 $12.98 $12.97 ($0.60) $12.98 

Nov.04 $14.09 $13.25 ($0.84) . $13.02 ($1.07) $13.14 $12.98 $12.97 ($1.12) $12.98 

Dec.04 $13.98 $13.79 ($0.19) $13.55 ($0.43) $13.67 $13.51 $13.50 ($0.48) $13.51 

Jan-os $13.04 $13.79 $0.75 $13.55 $0.51 $13.67 $13.51 $13.50 $0.46 $13.51 

Feb.05 $13.36 $13.59 $0.23 $13.36 $0.00 $13.48 $13.32 $13.31 ($0.05) $13.32 

Mar.05 $13.25 $13.59 $0.34 $13.36 $0.11 $13.48 $13.32 $13.31 $0.06 $13.32 

Apr.05 $13.24 $13.36 $0.12 $13.13 ($0.11) $13.25 $13.09 -$13.08 ($0.16) $ 13.09 

May.05 $12.78 $13.36 $0.58 $13.13 $0.35 $13.25 $13.09 $13.08 $0.30 $13.09 

Jun.OS $13.06 $12.89 ($0.17) $12.66 ($0.40) $12.78 $12.61 $12.61 ($0.45) $12.61 

Jui.05 $13.79 $12.89 ($0.90) $12.66 ($1.13) $12.78 $12.61 $12.61 ($1.18) $12.61 

Aug.05 $13.95 $13.39 ($0.56) $13.16 ($0.79) $13.28 $13.12 $13.11 ($0.84) $13.12 

~p.{)s $14.35 $13.39 ($0.96) $13.16 ($1.19) $13.28 $13.12 $13.11 ($1 24) $13.12 

0ct.()5 $14.25 $14.47 $0.22 $13.94 ($0.31) $14.22 $13.90 $13.89 ($0.36) $13.90 

Nov.05 $13.49 $14.47 $0.98 $13.94 $0.45 $14.22 $13.90 $13.89 $0.40 $13.90 

Dec.05 $13.22 $13.84 $0.62 $13.60 $0.38 $13.72 $13.56 $13.55 $0.33 $13.56 

Jan.()6 $13.25 $13.84 $0.59 $13.60 $0.35 $13.72 $13.56 $13.55 $0.30 $13.56 

F~b-o6 $12.62 $12.90 $0.28 $12.66 $0.04 $12.78 $12.61 $12.61 ($0.01) $12.61 

Mar.()6 $11.69 $12.90 $1.21 $12.66 $0.97 $12.78 $12.61 $12.61 $0.92 $12.61 

Apr.06 $11.37 $11.36 ($0.01) $11.13 ($0.24) $11.25 $11.08 $11.08 ($0.29) $11.08 

May-o6 $11.13 $11.36 $0.23 $11.13 $0.00 $11.25 $11.08 $11.08 ($0.05) $11.08 

Jun.()6 $11.00 $10.97 ($0.03) $10.74 ($0.26) $10.86 $10.70 $10.69 ($0.31) $10.70 

Jul-o6 $10.83 $10.97 $0.14 $10.74 ($0.09) $10.86 $10.70 $10.69 ($0.14) $10.70 

Aug-o6 $11.16 $10.80 ($0.36) $10.57 ($0.59) $10.69 $10.53 $10.52 ($0.64) $10.53 

Sep.()6 $11.74 $10.80 ($0.94) $10.57 ($1.17) $10.69 $10.53 $10.52 ($1.22) $10.53 

0ct.()6 $11.79 $11.57 ($0 22) $11.33 ($0.46) $11.45 $11.29 $11.28 ($0.51) $11.29 

Nov.06 $11.98 $11.57 ($0.41) $11.33 ($0.65) $11.45 $11.29 $11.28 ($0.70) $11.29 

Dec.06 $12.55 $12.09 ($0.46) $11.86 ($0.69) $11.98 $11.82 $11.81 ($0.74) $11.82 

Jan.07 $12.85 $12.09 ($0.76) $11.86 ($0.99) $11.98 $11.82 $11.81 ($1.04) $11.82 

Feb.07 $13.08 $12.71 ($0.37) $12.47 ($0.61) $12.59 $12.43 $12.42 ($0.66) $12.43 

Mar.07 $13.60 $12.71 ($089) $12.47 ($1.13) $12.59 $12.43 $12.42 ($1.18) $12.43 

Apr..07 $14.51 $13.71 (5080) $13.48 ($1 03) $13.60 $13.44 $13.43 ($1.08) $13.44 

May.07 $16.62 $13.71 ($2 91) $13.48 ($314) $13.60 $13.44 $13.43 ($3.19) $13.44 

Jun.07 $18.89 $16.19 ($2 70) $15.95 ($2 .94) $16.07 $15.91 $15.90 ($2.99) $15.91 

Jui.07 $21.40 $16.19 ($5.21) $15.95 ($5.45) $16.07 $15.91 $15.90 ($5.50) $15.91 

Aug.07 $22.41 $19.36 ($3.05) $19.13 ($3.28) $19.25 $19.09 $19.08 ($3.33) $19.09 

~p.()7 $22.16 $19.36 ($2.80) $19.13 ($3.03) $19.25 $19.09 $19.08 ($3.08) $19.09 

0ct.()7 $21.90 $22.34 $0.44 $22.10 $0.20 $22.22 $22.06 $22.05 $0.15 $22.06 

Nov.07 $22.07 $22.34 $0.27 $22.10 $0.03 $22.22 $22.06 $22.05 ($0.02) $22.06 

Dec.07 $20.82 $21.91 $1.09 $21.68 $0.86 $21.80 $21.64 $21.63 $0.81 $21.64 



Cooperatives Table l.F~ Comparison of FMMO Class II Announced Prices, CSO Announced Class 2 and 3 Prices, 2000 - July 2015 
A B C D (C·B) E F (E·B) G H J (I·B) K 

Month FO Oass II C2-S.CA DIFF C2 • N. CA DIFF WACAC2 0 - S. CA 0- N. CA DIFF WACAO 

Jan-08 $19.75 $21.91 $2.16 $21.68 $1.93 $21.80 $21.64 $21.63 $1.88 $21.64 

Feb-08 $18.46 $18.69 $0.23 $18.46 $0.00 $18.58 $18.42 $18.41 ($0.05) $18.42 

Mar-08 $15.63 $18.69 $3.06 $18.46 $2.83 $18.58 $18.42 $18.41 $2.78 $18.42 

Apr-08 $15.29 $15.24 ($0.05) $15.01 ($028) $15.13 $14.97 $14.96 ($0.33) $14.97 

May-08 $15.51 $15.24 ($0.27) $15.01 ($0.50) $15.13 $14.97 $14.96 ($0.55) $14.97 

Jun-08 $16.19 $15.67 ($0.52) $15.44 ($0.75) $15.56 $15.40 $15.39 ($0.80) $15.40 

Jul-08 $16.81 $15.67 ($114) $15.44 ($1.37) $15.56 $15.40 $15.39 ($1.42) $15.40 

Aug-08 $17.45 $16.76 ($0.69) $16.53 ($0.92) $16.65 $16.49 $16.48 ($097) $16.49 

Sep-08 $17.58 $16.76 ($0.82) $16.53 ($1.05) $16.65 $16.49 $16.48 ($110) $16.49 

Oct-08 $16.60 $16.80 $0.20 $16.57 ($0.03) $16.69 $16.53 $16.52 ($0.08) $16.53 

Nov-08 $14.45 $16.80 $2.35 $16.57 $2.12 $16.69 $16.53 $16.52 $2,07 $16.53 

Oec-08 $11.21 $13.79 $2.58 $13.56 $2.35 $13.68 $13.52 $13.51 $2.30 $13.52 

Jan-09 $10.41 $13.53 $3.12 $13.30 $2.89 $13.42 $13.25 $13.25 $2.84 $13.25 

Feb-09 $10.25 $10.50 $0.25 $10.27 $0.02 $10.39 $10.22 $10.22 ($0.03) $10.22 

Mar-09 $10.36 $10.50 $0.14 $10.27 ($0.09) $10.39 $10.22 $10.22 ($0.14) $10.22 

Apr-09 $10.49 $10.20 ($0.29) $9.96 ($0.53) $10.08 $9.91 $9.91 ($0.58) $9.91 

May-09 $10.71 $10.20 ($0.51) $9.96 ($0.75) $10.08 $9.91 $9.91 ($0.80) $9.91 

Jun-09 $10.79 $10.57 ($022) $10.34 ($0.45) $10.46 $10.29 $10.29 ($0.50) $10.29 

Jul-09 $10.87 $10.57 ($0.30) $10.34 ($0.53) $10.46 $10.29 $10.29 ($0.58) $10.29 

Aug-09 $10.86 $10.70 ($0.16) $10.47 ($0.39) $10.59 $10.42 $10.42 ($0.44) $10.42 

Sep-09 $11.01 $10.70 ($0.31) $10.47 ($0.54) $10.59 $10.42 $10.42 ($0.59) $10.42 

Oct-09 $11.93 $11.30 ($0.63) $11.07 ($0.86) $11.19 $11.02 $11.02 ($0.91) $11.02 

Nov-09 $13.24 $11.30 ($194) $11.07 ($2.17) $11.19 $11.02 $11.02 ($2.22) $11.02 

Dec-09 $14.25 $13.01 ($124) $12.77 ($1.48) $12.89 $12.72 $12.72 ($153) $12.72 

Jan·10 $15.22 $13.26 ($1.96) $13.02 ($2.20) $13.14 $12.97 $12.97 ($2.25) $12.97 

Feb·10 $15.65 $15.12 ($0.53) $14.88 ($0.77) $15.00 $14.83 $14.83 ($0.82) $14.83 

Mar-10 $14.46 $15.12 $0.66 $14.88 $0.42 $15.00 $14.83 $14.83 $0.37 $14.83 

Apr-10 $13.78 $13.40 ($0.38) $13.16 ($0.62) $13.28 $13.11 $13.11 ($0.67) $13.11 

May·10 $14.90 $13.40 ($1.50) $13.16 ($1.74) $13.28 $13.11 $13.11 ($1.79) $13.11 

Jun-10 $16.01 $14.38 ($1.63) $14.15 ($1.86) $14.27 $14.10 $14.10 ($1.91) $14.10 

Jul-10 $17.10 $14.38 ($2 72) $14.15 ($2.95) $14.27 $14.10 $14.10 ($3.00) $14.10 

Aug-10 $16.98 $16.10 ($0.88) $15.87 ($1.11) $15.99 $15.82 $15.82 ($1.16) $15.82 

Sep-10 $17.60 $16.10 ($150) $15.87 l$1.73) $15.99 $15.82 $15.82 ($1 78) $15.82 

Oct-10 $17.57 $16.81 ($0.76) $16.57 ($1.00) $16.69 $16.52 $16.52 ($1.05) $16.52 

Nov-10 $17.21 $16.81 ($0.40) $16.57 ($0.64) $16.69 $16.52 $16.52 ($0.69) $16.52 

Oec-10 $15.77 $17.15 $1.38 $16.92 $1.15 $17.04 $16.87 $16.87 $1.10 $16.87 

Jan-11 $16.79 $17.15 $0.36 $16.92 $0.13 $17.04 $16.87 $16.87 $0.08 $16.87 

Feb-11 $17.97 $16.24 ($1 73) $16.01 ($1.96) $16.13 $15.96 $15.96 ($2.01) $15.96 

Mar-11 $18.83 $16.24 ($2 59) $16.01 ($2.82) $16.13 $15.96 $15.96 ($2.87) $15.96 

Apr·ll 519.66 $19.13 fSO 53) $18.90 {$076) $19.02 $18.85 518.85 ($0.81) $18.85 

Mey-11 $20.63 $19.13 ($150) $18.90 ($1 73) $19.02 $18.85 $18.85 ($178) $18.85 

Jun-11 $21.37 $20.35 ($1 02) $20.12 (51 25) $20.24 $20.07 $20.07 ($1.30) $20,07 

Jul-11 $21.29 $20.35 ($0.94) $20.12 ($1.17) $20.24 $20.07 $20,07 ($1.22) $20.07 

Aug-11 $21.55 $20.35 ($120) $20.85 ($0.70) $20.59 $20.80 $20.80 ($0.75) $20.80 

Sep-11 $20.55 $20.35 ($0 20) $20.85 $0.30 $20.59 $20.80 $20.80 $0.25 $20.80 

Oct-11 $19.41 $20.42 $1.01 $20.18 $0.77 $20.30 $20.13 $20.13 $0.72 $20.13 

Nov-11 $19.26 $20.42 $1.16 $20.18 $0.92 $20.30 $20.13 $20.13 $0.87 $20.13 

Dec-11 $18.08 $18.65 $0.57 $18.42 $0.34 $18.54 $18.37 $18.37 $0.29 $18.37 



Cooperatives Table l .Ffcomparison of FMMO Class II Announced Prices, CSO Announced Class 2 and 3 Prices, 2000 - July 2015 
A 8 C D (C-8) E F (E-8) G H J (1-8) K 

Month FO aassn C2-5. CA DIFF C2· N. CA DIFF WACAC2 0-5.CA O·N.CA DIFF WACAO 

Jan-12 $17.67 $18.65 $0.98 $18.42 $0.75 $18.54 $18.37 $18.37 $0.70 $18.37 

Fob·12 $16.94 $17.04 $0.10 $16.81 ($0.13) $16.93 $16.76 $16.76 ($0.18) $16.76 

Mar-12 $16.59 $17.04 $0.45 $16.81 $0.22 $16.93 $16.76 $16.76 $0.17 $16.76 

Apr·12 $16.20 $16.08 ($0.12) $15.84 ($0.36) $15.96 $15.79 $15.79 ($0.41) $15.79 

May-12 $15.19 $16.08 $0.89 $15.84 $0.65 $15.96 $15.79 $15.79 $0.60 $15.79 

Jun-12 $14.32 $14.74 $0.42 $14.51 $0.19 $14.63 $14.46 $14.46 $0.14 $14.46 

Jul-12 $14.51 $14.74 $0.23 $14.51 $0.00 $14.63 $14.46 $14.46 ($0.05) $14.46 

Aug-12 $15.64 $13.99 (51.65) $13.76 (5188) $13.88 $13.71 $13.71 (5193) $13.71 

S.p-12 $17.04 $13.99 (53.05) $13.76 ($3.28) $13.88 $13.71 $13.71 ($3.33) $13.71 

Oct-12 $18.44 $16.67 ($177) $16.44 ($2 .00) $16.56 $16.39 $16.39 ($2.05) $16.39 

Nov-12 $18.81 $16.67 ($2.14) $16.44 ($2.37) $16.56 $16.39 $16.39 ($2.42) $16.39 

Oec-12 $18.30 $18.77 $0.47 $18.54 $0.24 $18.66 $18.49 $18.49 $0.19 $18.49 

Jan-13 $18.19 $18.77 $0.58 $18.54 $0.35 $18.66 $18.49 $18.49 $0.30 $18.49 

Feb-13 $18.49 $18.04 ($0.45) $17.81 ($0.68) $17.93 $17.76 $17.76 ($0.73) $17.76 

Mar-13 $18.82 $18.04 ($0.78) $17.81 ($1 01) $17.93 $17.76 $17.76 ($1.06) $17.76 

Apr-13 $18.73 $18.40 ($0.33) $18.17 ($0.56) $18.29 $18.12 $18.12 ($0.61) $18.12 

May-13 $18.43 $18.40 ($0.03) $18.17 ($0.26) $18.29 $18.12 $18.12 ($0.31) $18.12 

Jun-13 $19.14 $18.49 ($0.65) $18.26 ($0.88) $18.38 $18.21 $18.21 ($0.93) $18.21 

Jul-13 $19.22 $18.54 ($0.68) $18.31 ($0.91) $18.43 $18.26 $18.26 ($0.96) $18.26 

Aug-13 $19.27 $19.14 ($0.13) $18.91 ($0.36) $19.o3 $18.86 $18.86 ($0.41) $18.86 

S.p-13 $19.78 $19.14 ($0.64) $18.91 ($0.87) $19.03 $18.86 $18.86 ($0.92) $18.86 

Oct-13 $20.56 $19.64 ($0.92) $19.41 . ($115) $19.53 $19.36 $19.36 ($1.20) $19.36 

Nov-13 $20.76 $19.64 ($1.12) $19.41 ($135) $19.53 $19.36 $19.36 ($140) $19.36 

Oec-13 $21.66 $20.88 ($0.78) $20.64 ($1.02) $19.03 $20.60 $20.60 ($1.06) $20.60 

Jan-14 $22.21 $20.88 ($1.33) $20.64 ($157) $20.76 $20.60 $20.60 ($1.61) $20.60 

Feb-14 $23.73 $22.21 ($1.52) $21.97 ($1.76) $22.09 $21.93 $21.93 ($180) $21.93 

Mar-14 $24.22 $22.21 ($2.01) $21.97 ($2.25) $22.09 $21.93 $21.93· {$2.29) $21.93 

Apr· 14 $24.74 $23.79 ($0.95) $23.55 ($1.19) $23.67 $23.50 $23.50 ($1.24) $23.50 

May-14 $24.44 $23.79 ($0.65) $23.55 (50.89) $23.67 $23.50 $23.50 ($0.94) $23.50 

Jun-14 $23.94 $23.50 ($0.44) $23.27 ($0.67) $23.39 $23.22 $23.22 ($0.72) $23.22 

Jul·14 $24.41 $23.45 ($0.96) $23.22 ($1.19) $23.34 $23.17 $23.17 ($1.24) $23.17 

Aug-14 $25.34 $23.97 ($1.37) $23.74 ($1.60) $23.86 $23.69 $23.69 ($1.65) $23.69 

S.p-14 $26.11 $23.97 ($2.14) $23.74 ($2.37) $23.86 $23.69 $23.69 ($2.42) $23.69 

Oct-14 $21.93 $23.94 $2.01 $23.71 $1.78 $23.83 $23.66 $23.66 $1.73 $23.66 

Nov-14 $19.91 $23.94 $4.03 $23.71 $3.80 $23.83 $23.66 $23.66 $3.75 $23.66 

Dec-14 $19.09 $20.48 $1.39 $20.25 $1.16 $20.37 $20.20 $20.20 Sl.l1 $20.20 

Jan-15 $16.18 $20.48 $4.30 $20.25 $4.07 $20.37 $20.20 $20.20 $4.02 $20.20 

Fob-15 $14.48 $15.49 $1.01 $15.25 $0.77 $15.37 $15.21 $15.21 $0.73 $15.21 

Mar-15 $14.50 $15.49 $0.99 $15.25 $0.75 $15.37 $15.21 $15.21 $0.71 $15.21 

Apr-lS $14.98 $14.10 ($088) $13.87 (Sill) $13.99 $13.82 $13.82 ($1 16) $13.82 

May-15 $14.81 $14.10 ($0.71) $13.87 (SO 94) $13.99 $13.82 $13.82 ($099) $13.82 

Jun-15 $14.77 $14.29 ($048) $14.06 ($0.71) $14.18 $14.01 $14.01 ($076) $14.01 

Jul-15 $14.70 $14.29 ($0.41) $14.06 ($0.64) $14.18 $14.01 $14.01 ($0.69) $14.01 

Aug-15 

S.p-15 

Oct-15 

Nov-15 

Oec-15 



Cooperatives Table l.F~omparison of FMMO Class II Announced Prices, CSO Announced Class 2 and 3 Prices, 2000- July 2015 
A B C D (C-B) E F (E-B) G H J (1-B) K 

Month FO aass 11 C2-S.CA DIFF CZ-N.CA DIFF WACAC2 G-S.CA C3-N.CA DIFF WA CA C3 

01/00- 11/07 Avg $13.28 $13.04 (SJ 24) $12.80 ($0.43:1 $12.92 $12.76 $12.75 ~:s,- '0 3i $12.75 

01/00-11/07 Med $12.78 $12.89 ($0 07) $12.66 ISO ">1'1 $12.78 $12.61 $12.61 -:sr v;1 $12.61 

12/07- 08/11 Avg $15.58 $15.29 ($0 30:1 $15.07 1,$U.Sl) $15.18 $15.D3 $15.02 -:s: sG) $15.02 

12/07 08/11 Med $15.77 $15.67 ($0 51) $15.44 ,:so.7cl $15.56 $15.40 $15.39 ;s:.7Si $15.40 

09/11 07/12 Avg $17.16 $17.66 $0.50 $17.49 $0.33 $17.58 $17.44 $17.44 $0.28 $17.44 

09/11- 07/12 Med $16.94 $17.04 $0.45 $16.81 $0.30 $16.93 $16.76 $16.76 $0.25 $16.76 

08/12 -current Av~~: $19.60 $19.21 ($0 3')) $18.98 !SC 63J $19.05 $18.93 $18.93 1,$-~ 67i $18.93 

08/12 -current Med $19.12 $18.96 :so 67) $18.73 rsc 9o) $18.84 $18.68 $18.68 ISO ~51 $18.68 

00-15 Avg $15.28 $15.04 :s::ut..;, $14.81 (SC 47) $14.92 $14.77 $14.76 iSO 52! $14.76 

00-15 Min $10.25 $10.20 ($5 21) $9.96 15~ 4~.1 $10.08 $9.91 $9.91 ($5 ~::; $9.91 

00--15 Max $26.11 $23.97 $4.30 $23.74 $4.07 $23.86 $23.69 $23.69 $4.02 $23.69 

00-15 Med $14.45 $13.99 ($0 27;, $13.76 :SO ~a·~ $13.88 $13.71 $13.71 fSO ':-51 $13.71 

08/12-15 Avg $19.60 $19.21 ($:JYl) $18.98 !S0.G3i $19.05 $18.93 $18.93 iSC• CJI $18.93 

08/12-15 Min $14.48 $13.99 -:s= c~) $13.76 :53 23'1 $13.88 $13.71 $13.71 I$CLi~l $13.71 

08/12-15 Max $26.11 $23.97 $4.30 $23.74 $4.07 $23.86 $23.69 $23.69 $4.02 $23.69 

08/12-15 Med $19.12 $18.96 rsn r-7'1 $18.73 ISO ':•Ji $18.84 $18.68 $18.68 1)1' "1',' $18.68 



Cooperatives Table l.F.'-'comparison of FMMO Class II Announced Prices, CSO Announced Class 2 and 3 Prices, 2000 ·July 2015 
A B c D (C·B) E F (E·B) G H J (I·B) K 

Month FO Classll C2-S.CA DIFF C2-N.CA OIFF WACAC2 C3-S.CA 0-N.CA OIFF WACAC3 

08-15 Avg $17.31 $17.05 ($0.25) $16.84 ($0 47) $16.93 $16.79 $16.79 ($0.52) $16.79 

08-15 Med $17.21 $16.80 ($0.45) $16.57 ($0.68) $16.69 $16.52 $16.52 ($0.73) $16.52 

10· 15 Avg $18.58 $18.16 ($0 42) $17.95 ($0.63) $18.03 $17.90 $17.90 ($0.68) $17.90 

10 15 Med $18.43 $18.40 ($0 64) $18.17 ($0.77) $18.29 $18.12 $18.12 ($0.82) $18.12 

Month - C2-S.CA C2-N.CA WACAC2 C3-S.CA C3-N.CA WACAC3 



I . 
Cooperatives Table l.G. Comparison of FMMO Class Ill and IV Announced Prices, and CSO Class 4a and 4b Price, 2000- July 2015 

A 8 C D (C B) E F G (F E) - -
Month FOCIII C4b 4b-lll FOCIV C4• 4a-IV 

Jan-00 $10.05 $9.58 ($0.'1/) $10.73 $10.67 ($0.06) 

Feb-00 $9.54 $9.28 ($ll.?6) $10.80 $10.74 ($0.06) 

Mar-00 $9.54 $9.34 ($0 70'1 $11.00 $11.05 $0.05 

Apr-00 $9.41 $9.27 ($0. 14) $11.38 $11.39 $0.01 

May-00 $9.37 $9.17 ($0.20) $11.91 $11.94 $0.03 

Jun-00 $9.46 $9.98 $0.52 $12.38 $12.23 ,:su.1:,; 

Jul-00 $10.66 $10.64 i$0UL\ $11.87 $11.85 ~:so m1 
Aug-DO $10.13 $10.57 $0.44 $11.87 $11.86 -:soou 
Sep-00 $10.76 $11.32 $0.56 $11.94 $11.84 ($0 1J:• 

Oct-00 $10.02 $9.01 ($ L01) $11.81 $11.73 -:so.oH;, 

Nov-00 $8.57 $8.71 $0.14 $13.00 $13.36 $0.36 

Dec-00 $9.37 $9.39 $0.Q2 $13.27 $13.14 -:son·, 
Jan-01 $9.99 $9.22 ($:).77) $12.13 $11.99 (SCH1 

Feb-01 $10.27 $10.05 1$(1.22) $12.70 $12.56 :so 14) 

Mar-01 $11.42 $11.34 ($0.08) $13.46 $13.31 ($0 1 S) 

Apr-01 $12.06 $12.12 $0.06 $14.41 $14.32 ($0.09) 

May-01 $13.83 $14.16 $0.33 $15.04 $14.77 ($0 77) 

Jun-01 $15.02 $14.82 ($0 . .20) $15.33 $15.14 ($0 1 LJ"i 

Jul-01 $15.46 $14.96 ($0 SO) $14.81 $14.38 IS0.43) 

Aug-01 $15.55 $15.26 1:so LSi $15.06 $14.82 ($0.24) 

Sep-01 $15.90 $15.55 ($0 "l'i) $15.59 $15.35 ($0.74) 

Oct--01 $14.60 $12.30 ($2.30) $12.77 $12.52 ($0 2':>1 

Nov-01 $11.31 $10.60 ($0 71) $11.97 $11.73 ($0.24) 

Dec-01 $11.80 $10.97 ($0.83) $11.79 $11.45 ($0.34) 

Jan-02 $11.87 $11.42 ($0--+5) $11.93 $11.46 {$8.4 7) 

Feb-02 $11.63 $10.40 ($1.23.1 $11.54 $11.04 i$0.50) 

Mar-02 $10.65 $10.20 ($0.45) $11.42 $11.00 ($0.42) 

Apr-02 $10.85 $10.59 (SO 26) $11.09 $10.73 i$0.36i 

May-02 $10.82 $10.23 ($0.59) $10.57 $10.23 ($0.34) 

Jun-02 $10.09 $9.59 ISO 'iO) $10.52 $10.13 ·:50.30) 

Jul-02 $9.33 $8.90 ($0.~3"1 $10.45 $10.05 ($0.40) 

Aug-02 $9.54 $9.69 $0.15 $10.41 $9.95 :St; 40:1 

Sep-02 $9.92 $9.93 $0.01 $10.22 $9.79 ISC 43 't 

Oct-02 $10.72 $10.42 ($0.3C) $10.50 $10.10 (S() -101 

Nov-02 $9.84 $8.97 ($0.31') $10.58 $10.19 ($0.3'-}\ 

Dec-02 $9.74 $9.43 ($0.31) $10.49 $10.08 ($0.41) 

Jan-03 $9.78 $9.58 ($0.20) $10.07 $9.60 IS0.47J 

Feb-03 $9.66 $9.36 ($0.30) $9.81 $9.31 ($0 SUI 

Mar-03 $9.11 $8.84 ($0.21: $9.79 $9.46 ($0 33) 

Apr-03 $9.41 $9.21 ($0.20) $9.73 $9.56 !.SOX!) 

May-03 $9.71 $9.28 ($OA3) $9.74 $9.54 ($U.2C) 

Jun-03 $9.75 $9.50 ($0.25) $9.76 $9.64 ($0.12) 

Jul-03 $11.78 $12.59 $0.81 $9.95 $9.96 $0.01 

Aug-03 $13.80 $14.03 $0.23 $10.14 $9.95 ISO 19i 

Sep-03 $14.30 $14.14 ($'J.16:1 $10.05 $9.88 ($0 17:· 

Oct-03 $14.39 $14.21 ($0.18) $10.16 $9.98 :so.u;, 

Nov-03 $13.47 $12.50 1$0.971 $10.30 $10.08 :so 22) 

Dec-03 $11.87 $11.61 ($0.26) $10.52 $10.45 (SO.Ofi 



Co~peratives Table l.G~omparison of FMMO Class Ill and IV Announced Prices, and CSO Class 4a and 4b Price, 2000- July 2015 
A B C D (C·B) E F G (F-E) 

Month FOCIII C4b 4b·lll FOCIV C4a 4a-IV 

Jan-04 $11.61 $11.10 {$0 51) $10.97 $10.75 ($0) 2) 

Feb-04 $11.89 $11.74 ($0.15) $12.21 $11.94 (SO 7.7) 

Mar-04 $14.49 $15.57 $1.08 $14.10 $13.93 ($0.11) 

Apr-04 $19.66 $19.88 $0.22 $14.57 $14.32 ($0.25) 

May-Q4 $20.58 $19.34 ($1.2'1) $14.50 $13.95 (So.ss:, 

Jun-04 $17.68 $16.35 IS .. 331 $13.72 $13.30 ($0.41) 

lul-04 $14.85 $12.76 ($2.09) $13.31 $12.75 1$0.56) 

Aug-04 $14.04 $14.01 i$0.01) $12.46 $11.91 ($:.J.SS) 

Sep-04 $14.72 $14.03 (SO 60) $13.00 $12.65 {$0.3'1) 

Oct-04 $14.16 $13.60 ($0.56) $12.81 $12.46 ($0.3~,: 

Nov-04 $14.89 $15.14 $0.25 $13.34 $13.17 ($0.1 ;; 

Dec-04 $16.14 $14.99 :sus) $13.42 $12.97 1;$0A':i) 

Jan-os $14.14 $14.38 $0.24 $12.52 $12.26 ($0.26) 

Feb-05 $14.70 $13.93 ($0.77) $12.74 $12.46 ($0.)8'1 

Mar-05 $14.08 $13.87 ($0.21) $12.66 $12.31 ($0.351 

Apr-05 $14.61 $14.34 ($0.27) $12.61 $12.11 ($0.501 

May-05 $13.77 $13.39 ($0.38) $12.20 $11.72 ($0.48) 

Jun-05 $13.92 $13.62 ($0.30) $12.33 $12.04 ($:L!S) 

Jul-05 $14.35 $14.01 ($0.34) $13.17 $12.80 ($0.37) 

Aug-05 $13.60 $12.99 ($f!.fil) $13.44 $13.06 ($0 38:· 

5ep-05 $14.30 $14.23 :somJ $13.75 $13.35 ;so Am 
Oct-05 $14.35 $13.72 ($0.63) $13.61 $13.23 ~$0.38) 

Nov-Q5 $13.35 $12.69 ($0.66) $12.90 $12.51 ($0.39'1 

Oec-05 $13.37 $13.25 ($0.12) $12.57 $12.11 !$0.46:· 

Jan-06 $13.39 $12.56 ($0.83) $12.20 $11.74 1$0 4fil 

Feb-06 $12.20 $11.14 ($ 1.06) $11.10 $10.58 ($0.52) 

Mar-06 $11.11 $10.49 ($0 6)] $10.68 $10.19 1,$0.4'::1) 

Apr-06 $10.93 $10.43 ($0 SO) $10.36 $10.04 1,$0 37) 

May-06 $10.83 $10.48 ($C 35) $10.33 $9.96 ($0.37) 

Jun-06 $11.29 $10.65 ($GM) $10.22 $10.04 ,:so. lRl 
Jui--Q6 $10.92 $10.28 ($0.54) $10.21 $9.83 ($0 38) 

Aug-06 $11.06 $10.80 :so.l&l $10.64 $10.50 :so.t41 

5ep-06 $12.29 $11.87 ($0.4)) $11.10 $10.79 ($0.311 

Oct--Q6 $12.32 $11.40 ($0.92) $11.51 $11.02 ($0.49) 

Nov-06 $12.84 $12.32 ($0.52) $12.11 $11.32 ISO. 791 

Oec-06 $13.47 $12.37 ($1.10) $12.30 $11.65 1$0.65) 

Jan-07 $13.56 $12.47 ($1.09) $12.53 $11.92 ($0.61) 

Feb-07 $14.18 $13.20 ($0.98) $12.71 $12.34 ($0.37: 

Mar-07 $15.09 $14.13 ($0.96) $13.71 $13.24 ISO An 
Apr-07 $16.09 $15.20 ($0 89) $16.12 $14.53 ($1.59) 

May-07 $17.60 $18.05 $0.45 $18.48 $16.00 1$2.48'1 

Jun-07 $20.17 $21.18 $1.01 $20.76 $17.03 :s-' n1 

Jul-07 $21.38 $20.54 ($0 84) $21.64 $19.84 ($1.801 

Aug-07 $19.83 $19.41 ($0.4?) $21.87 $21.21 (SO.GG) 

Sep-07 $20.07 $19.34 ISO 73\ $21.61 $21.62 $0.01 

Oct-07 $18.70 $17.65 ($l.OS) $21.31 $21.32 $0.D1 

Nov-07 $19.22 $19.75 $0.53 $20.40 $20.66 $0.26 

Dec-07 $20.60 $18.58 ($2.02) $19.18 $19.14 ($0.04) 



Cooperatives Table i.e! comparison of FMMO Class Ill and IV Announced Prices, and CSO Class 4a and 4b Price, 2000- July 2~15 
A B C D (C·B) E F G (F-E) 

Month FOCIII C4b 4b·lll FOCIV C4• 4a ·IV 

jan-08 $19.32 $16.91 ($2.41) $16.29 $16.40 $0.11 

Feb-08 $17.03 $17.54 $0.51 $14.67 $14.28 ($0.39) 

Mar-08 $18.00 $16.94 ($1.06) $14.17 $14.36 $0.19 

Apr-DB $16.76 $16.79 $0.03 $14.56 $14.31 ($0.25) 

May-08 $18.18 $18.66 $0.48 $15.26 $15.19 ($0.07) 

Jun-08 $20.25 $19.12 ($1.13) $15.92 $15.61 ($0.31) 

Jul-08 $18.24 $17.77 ($0.47) $16.60 $16.08 ($0.52) 

Aug-08 $17.32 $16.14 ($1.18) $16.64 $16.24 ($0.40) 

Sep-08 $16.28 $16.63 $0.35 $15.45 $15.51 $0.06 

Oct-08 $17.06 $16.63 ($0.43) $13.62 $13.54 ($0.08) 

Nov-08 $15.51 $15.14 ($0.37) $12.25 $12.20 1$0.05) 

Dec-08 $15.28 $13.95 ($1.33) $10.35 $10.15 ($0.20) 

Jan-09 $10.78 $9.02 ($1.76) $9.59 $9.53 ($0.06) 

Feb-09 . $9.31 $10.11 $0.80 $9.45 $9.40 ($0.05) 

Mar-09 $10.44 $10.45 $0.01 $9.64 $9.67 $0.03 

Apr-09 $10.78 $10.41 ($0.37) $9.82 $9.79 ($0.03) 

May-09 $9.84 $9.54 {$0.30} $10.14 $10.03 ($0.11) 

Jun-09 $9.97 $9.52 ($0.45) $10.22 $10.06 ($0.16) 

Jul-09 $9.97 $9.39 ($0.58) $10.15 $10.02 ($0.13) 

Aug-09 $11.20 $11.29 $0.09 $10.38 $10.21 ($0.17) 

5ep-09 $12.11 $11.40 ($0.71) $11.15 $11.08 ($0.07) 

Oct-09 $12.82 $12.69 ($0.13) $11.86 $11.54 ($0.32) 

Nov-09 $14.08 $13.76 ($0.32) $13.25 $13.16 ($0.09) 

Dec-09 $14.98 $15.04 $0.06 $15.01 $14.76 ($0.25) 

Jan-10 $14.50 $12.72 ($1.78) $13.85 $13.75 ($0.10) 

Feb-10 $14.28 $12.95 ($1.33) $12.90 $12.84 ($0.06) 

Mar-10 $12.78 $11.13 ($1.65) $12.92 $12.84 ($0.08) 

Apr-10 $12.92 $12.30 ($0.62) $13.73 $13.49 ($0.24) 

May-10 $13.38 $12.40 ($0.98) $15.29 $13.95 {$1.34) 

Jun-10 $13.62 $12.23 ($1.39) $15.45 $15.26 ($0.19) 

Jul-10 $13.74 $13.37 ($0.37) $15.75 $15.62 ($0.13) 

Aug-10 $15.18 $14.39 ($0.79) $15.61 $15.69 $0.08 

5ep-10 $16.26 $15.48 ($0.78) $16.76 $16.61 1$0.15) 

Oct-10 $16.94 $15.66 {$1.28) $17.15 $16.65 ($0.50) 

Nov-10 $15.44 $13.14 {$2.301 $16.68 $16.34 ($0.34) 

Dec-10 $13.83 $12.22 {$1.61) $15.03 $14.67 {$0.361 

Jan-11 $13.48 $12.49 [$0.991 $16.42 $16.49 $0.07 

Feb-11 $17.00 $16.92 {$0.08) $18.40 $17.88 ($0.521 

Mar-11 $19.40 $16.76 ($2.Q4) $19.41 $19.06 {$0.35) 

Apr-11 $16.87 $14.34 ($2.53) $19.78 $19.45 {$0.33) 

May-11 $16.52 $14.74 {$1.78) $20.29 $19.94 ($0.35) 

Jun-11 $19.11 $18.79 ($0.32) $21.05 $20.79 ($0.26) 

Jul-11 $21.39 $19.35 ($2.04) $20.33 $20.07 ($0.26) 

Aug-11 $21.67 $18.60 ($3.07) $20.14 $20.23 $0.09 

Sep-11 $19.07 $16.33 [$2.741 $19.53 $19.29 ($0.24) 

Oct-11 $18.03 $15.78 {$2.25) $18.41 $18.29 ($0.12) 

Nov-11 $19.07 $17.19 ($1.88) $17.87 $17.70 ($0.17) 

Dec-11 $18.77 $15.14 ($3.63) $16.87 $16.59 ($0.28) 



Co~peratives Table t.G"fcomparison of FMMO Class Ill and IV Announced Prices, and CSO Class 4a and 4b Price, 2000 -July 2015 
A B C 0 (C-B) E F G (F-E) 

Month FOCIII C4b 4b - lll FO CIV CAa 4a- IV 

Jan-12 $17.05 $14.23 ($2.82) $16.56 $16.18 ($0.38) 

Feb-12 $16.06 $13.42 ($2.64) $15.92 $15.51 ($0.41) 

Mar-12 $15.72 $13.67 ($2.05) $15.35 $15.33 ($0.02) 

Apr-12 $15.72 $13.43 ($2.29) $14.80 $14.72 ($0.08) 

May-12 $15.23 $13.56 ($1.67) $13.55 $13.45 ($0.10) 

Jun-12 $15.63 $14.65 ($0.98) $13.24 $13.17 ($0.07) 

Jul-12 $16.68 $15.18 ($1.50) $14.45 $13.50 ($0.95) 

Aug-12 $17.73 $16.57 ($1.16) $15.76 $15.40 ($0.36) 

Sep-12 $19.00 $17.50 ($1.50) $17.41 $16.62 ($0.79) 

Oct-12 $2l.o2 $19.43 ($1.59) $18.54 $17.96 ($0.58) 

Nov-12 $20.83 $18.48 ($2.35) $18.66 $18.27 ($0.39) 

Dec-12 $18.66 $16.30 ($2.36) $17.83 $17.47 ($0.36) 

Jan-13 $18.14 $15.84 ($2.30) $17.63 $17.08 ($0.55) 

Feb-13 $17.25 $15.41 ($1.84) $17.75 $18.01 $0.26 

Mar-13 $16.93 $15.02 ($1.91) $17.75 $17.87 $0.12 

Apr-13 $17.59 $16.92 ($0.67) $18.10 $18.02 ($0.08) 

May-13 $18.52 $17.20 ($1.32) $18.89 $18.24 ($0.65) 

Jun-13 $18.02 $15.91 ($2.11) $18.88 $18.39 ($0.49) 

Jul-13 $17.38 $15.65 ($1.73) $18.90 $18.61 ($0.29) 

Aug-13 $17.91 $16.32 ($1.$9) $19.07 $18.70 ($0.37) 

5ep-13 $18.14 $16.65 ($1.49) $19.43 $19.47 $0.04 

Oct-13 $18.22 $16.82 ($1.40) $20.17 $20.00 ($0.17) 

Nov-13 $18.83 $17.30 ($1.53) $20.52 $20.63 $0.11 

Dec-13 $18.95 $18.03 ($0.92) $21.54 $21.16 ($0.38) 

Jan-14 $21.15 $20.31 ($0.84) $22.29 $22.13 ($0.16) 

Feb-14 $23.35 $21.14 ($2.21) $23.46 $23.08 ($0.38) 

Mar-14 $23.33 $22.16 ($1.17) $23.66 $23.37 ($0.29) 

Apr-14 $24.31 $21.73 ($2.58) $23.34 $23.31 ($0.03) 

May-14 $22.57 $19.34 ($3.23) $22.65 $22.57 ($0.08) 

Jun-14 $21.36 $19.07 ($2.29) $23.13 $23.19 $0.06 

Jul-14 $21.60 $18.69 ($2.91) $23.78 $23.58 ($0.20) 

Aug-14 $22.25 $19.96 ($2.29) $23.89 $23.83 ($0.06) 

5ep-14 $24.60 $22.39 ($2.21) $22.58 . $22.72 $0.14 

Oct-14 $23.82 $20.94 ($2.88) $21.35 $21.51 $0.16 

Nov-14 $21.94 $18.70 ($3.24) $18.21 $18.14 ($0.07) 

Dec-14 $17.82 $14.78 ($3.04) $16.70 $16.57 ($0.13) 

Jan-15 $16.18 $13.75 ($2.43) $13.23 $13.09 ($0.14) 

Feb-15 $15.46 $13.78 ($1.68) $13.82 $13.46 ($0.36) 

Mar-15 $15.56 $13.97 ($1.59) $13.80 $13.42 ($0.38) 

Apr-15 $15.81 $14.22 ($1.59) $13.51 $13.36 ($0.15) 

May-15 $16.19 $14.63 ($1.56) $13.91 $13.91 $0.00 

Jun-15 $16.72 $15.55 ($1.17) $13.90 $13.65 ($0.25) 

Jul-15 $16.33 $14.98 ($1.35) $13.15 $13.03 ($0.12) 

Aug-15 

Sep-15 

Oct-15 

Nov-15 

Dec-15 



Cooperatives Table l.G"?comparison of FMMO Class Ill and IV Announced Prices, and CSO Class 4a and 4b Price, 2000- July 2~15 
A B C D (C-BI E F G (F-E) 

Month FOCIII C4b 4b-lll FOCJV C4• 4a -IV 

01/00- 11/07 Avg $12.93 $12.54 ($0.39) $12.67 $12.29 ($0.38) 

01/00- 11/07 Med $12.29 $12.12 ($0.35) $12.20 $11.86 ($0.34) 

12/07-08/11 Avg $15.21 $14.30 ($0.91) $14.72 $14.53 ($0.19) 

12/07 - 08/11 Med $15.28 $14.34 ($0.78) $15.03 $14.67 ($0.15) 

09/11-07/lZAvg $17.00 $14.78 ($2.22) $16.05 $15.79 ($0.26) 

09/11 07/12 Med $16.68 $14.65 ($2.25) $15.92 $15.51 ($0.17) 

08/12 07/15 $19.26 $17.37 ($1.89) $18.81 $18.61 ($0.20) 

08/12 -07/15 $18.37 $16.87 ($1.71) $18.77 $18.26 ($0.17) 

00-15 Avg $14.93 $14.02 ($0.91) $14.54 $14.25 ($0.29) 

00-15 Min $8.57 $8.71 ($3.63) $9.45 $9.31 ($3.73) 

00-15 Max $24.60 $22.39 $1.08 $23.89 $23.83 $0.36 

00-15 Med $14.61 $13.95 ($0.71) $13.55 $13.31 ($0.25) 

08/12-15 Avg $19.26 $17.37 ($1.89) $18.81 $18.61 ($0.20) 

08/12-15 Min $15.46 $13.75 ($3.24) $13.15 $13.03 ($0.79) 

08/12-15 Max $24.60 $22.39 ($0.67) $23.89 $23.83 $0.26 

08/12-15 Med $18.37 $16.87 ($1.71} $18.77 $18.26 ($0.17) 



Cooperatives Chart l.H CSO Class 4a less FMMO Class IV 
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I Cooperatives Chart 1.1 cso 4b less FMMO Class Ill 
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Cooperatives Table u./ Comparison of Monthly NDPSR and DMN Western Mostly 26th to 25th Whey Prices 

and the Value Contribution to the FMMO Class Ill and CSO Class 4b Price 2000- July 2015 
UMN western wney Pnce wney Pnce 

Whey Mostly Annual Avg Annual Avg Contribution Contribution Difference FMO 

Month NDPSRWhey 26/25th NDPSR DMN FMO cso less CSO 

Jan-00 $ 0.1857 $ 0.1944 $ (0.0813} 

Feb-DO $ 0.1788 $ 0.1793 $ (0.1233) 

Mar-DO $ 0.1780 $ 0.1738 $ (0.1281) 

Apr-00 $ 0.1765 $ 0.1728 $ (0.1371) 

May-DO $ 0.1760 $ 0.1713 $ (0.1405) 

Jun--00 $ 0.1794 $ 0.1725 $ (0.1196) 

Jul-00 $ 0.1909 $ 0.1781 $ (0.0495) 

Aug-00 $ 0.1929 $ 0.1838 $ (0.0378) 

Sep-00 $ 0.1856 $ 0.1838 $ (0.0819) 

Oct-00 $ 0.1826 $ 0.1838 $ (0.1004} 

Nov-DO $ 0.1917 $ 0.1870 $ (0.0449) 

Dec-00 $ 0.2172 $ 0.1991 $ o.1863 1 s 0.1816 $ 0.1098 

Jan-01 $ 0.2484 $ 0.2183 $ 0.2998 

Feb-01 $ 0.2561 $ 0.2340 $ 0.3466 

Mar-01 $ 0.2406 $ 0.2375 $ 0.2522 

Apr-01 $ 0.2446 $ 0.2491 $ 0.2768 

May-01 $ 0.2590 $ 0.2583 $ 0.3640 

Jun-01 $ 0.2766 $ 0.2669 $ 0.4710 

Jul-01 $ 0.2862 $ 0.2694 $ 0.5294 

Aug-01 $ 0.2886 $ 0.2723 $ 0.5439 

Sep-01 $ 0.2871 $ 0.2725 $ 0.5347 

Oct-01 $ 0.2835 $ 0.2735 $ 0.5130 

Nov-01 $ 0.2823 $ 0.2738 $ 0.5057 

Dec-01 $ 0.2868 $ 0.2700 $ o.z1oo 1 s 0.2579 $ 0.5331 

Jan-02 $ 0.2747 $ 0.2438 $ 0.4593 

Feb-02 $ 0.2334 $ 0.2250 $ 0.2086 

Mar-02 $ 0.2066 $ 0.2128 $ 0.0457 

Apr-02 $ 0.1948 $ 0.2013 $ (0.0262) 

May-02 $ 0.1759 $ 0.1755 $ (0.1408) 

Jun-02 $ 0.1639 $ 0.1588 $ (0.2138) 

Jul-02 $ 0.1545 $ 0.1453 $ (0.2711) 

Aug-02 $ 0.1571 $ 0.1465 $ (0.2553) 

Sep-02 $ 0.1755 $ 0.1575 $ (0.1434) 

Oct-02 $ 0.2131 $ 0.1860 $ 0.0852 

Nov-02 $ 0.2223 $ 0.2088 $ 0.1411 

Dec-02 $ 0.1965 $ 0.2191 $ o.1974 1 s 0.1900 $ (0.0158) 

Jan-03 $ 0.1728 $ 0.1933 $ (0.1598) 

Feb-03 $ 0.1632 $ 0.1616 $ (0.2185) 

Mar-03 $ 0.1599 $ 0.1528 $ (0.2384) 

Apr-03 $ 0.1582 $ 0.1460 $ (0.2485) 

May-03 $ 0.1450 $ 0.1360 $ (0.3287) 

Jun-03 $ 0.1396 $ 0.1366 $ (0.3617) 

Jul-03 $ 0.1470 $ 0.1468 $ (0.3169) 

Aug-03 $ 0.1615 $ 0.1685 $ (0.2285) 

Sep-03 $ 0.1755 $ 0.1803 $ (0.1433) 

Oct-03 $ 0.1892 $ 0.1913 $ (0.0599) 

Nov-03 $ 0.1947 $ 0.1950 $ (0.0168) 

Dec-03 $ 0.1941 $ 0.1848 $ 0.16671 $ 0.1661 $ (0.0304) 



Cooperatives Table u.Zcomparison of Monthly NDPSR and DMN Western Mostly 26th to 25th Whey Prices 

and the Value Contribution to the FMMO Class Ill and CSO Class 4b Price 2000- July 2015 
IJMN western wnev r-nce vvney nee 
Whey Mostly Annual Avg Annual Avg Contribution Contribution Difference FMO 

Month NDPSRWhey 26/25th NDPSR DMN FMO cso less CSO 

Jan-04 s 0.1801 s 0.1706 s (0.1156) 

Feb-04 s 0.1677 s 0.1631 s (0.1911) 

Mar-04 s 0.1817 s 0.1666 s (0.1057) 

Apr-04 $ 0.2602 $ 0.2208 s 0.3715 

May-04 s 0.2992 s 0.2631 s 0.6083 

Jun-04 $ 0.2890 s 0.2683 s 0.5466 

Jul-04 s 0.2607 s 0.2356 s 0.3741 

Aug-04 s 0.2246 s 0.2181 $ 0.1552 

Sep-04 s 0.2162 s 0.2160 $ 0.1041 

Oct-04 s 0.2247 s 0.2266 s 0.1554 

Nov-04 s 0.2367 s 0.2410 $ 0.2283 

Dec-04 s 0.2423 s 0.2528 $ 0.23191 $ 0.2202 s 0.2622 

Jan-OS s 0.2463 s 0.2584 s 0.2870 

Feb-05 s 0.2478 s 0.2625 s 0.2957 

Mar-05 s 0.2513 s 0.2:700 $ 0.3172 

Apr-05 s 0.2580 s 0.2769 s 0.3582 

May-05 s 0.2603 s 0.2859 $ 0.3719 

Jun-05 s 0.2696 s 0.2945 s 0.4283 

Jul-05 s 0.2794 s 0.3054 $ 0.4881 

Aug-05 s 0.2869 s 0.3100 $ 0.5333 

Sep-05 s 0.2960 s 0.3173 s 0.5887 

Oct-05 s 0.3038 s 0.3219 s 0.6360 

Nov-05 s 0.3149 s 0.3280 $ 0.7034 

Dec-05 s 0.3242 s 0.3384 $ o.2782 1 s 0.2974 s 0.7602 

·Jan-06 s 0.3416 s 0.3466 s 0.8651 

Feb-06 $ 0.3531 s 0.3515 s 0.9358 

Mar-06 s 0.3409 s 0.3381 $ 0.8620 

Apr-06 s 0.3054 s 0.3125 $ 0.6459 

May-06 s 0.2805 s 0.3031 s 0.4944 

Jun-06 s 0.2808 s 0.2910 s 0.4965 

Jul-06 s 0.2810 s 0.2905 s 0.4975 

Aug-06 s 0.2965 s 0.3018 s 0.5919 

Sep-06 s 0.3191 s 0.3213 $ 0.7294 

Oct-06 s 0.3557 s 0.3550 s 0.9516 

Nov-06 s 0.3800 s 0.3938 s 1.0995 

Dec-06 s 0.4079 $ 0.4331 $ o.32ss 1 s 0.3365 $ 1.2589 

Jan-07 s 0.4680 s 0.4781 s 1.6344 

Feb-07 s 0.6005 s 0.5680 s 2.4394 

Mar-07 s 0.7060 s 0.6700 s 3.0804 

Apr-07 s 0.7789 s 0.7388 s 3.5232 

May-07 s 0.7578 s 0.8038 s 3.3954 

Jun-07 s 0.7617 s 0.8238 s 3.4191 

Jul-07 s 0.7329 s 0.7809 s 3.2441 

Aug-07 s 0.6197 s 0.5175 $ 2.5558 

Sep-07 s 0.4762 s 0.4419 s 1.5835 

Oct-07 s 0.4175 s 0.4025 s 1.3259 

Nov-07 s 0.4345 s 0.4295 s 1.4305 

Dec-07 s 0.4515 s 0.4406 $ 0.60041 $ 0.5996 s 1.5341 



Cooperatives Table l.J.3comparison of Monthly NDPSR and DMN Western Mostly 26th to 25th Whey Prices 

and the Value Contribution to the FMMO Class Ill and CSO Class 4b Price 2000- July 2015 
LJMN western wney ence wney ence 

Whey Mostly AnnuaiAvg Annual Avg Contribution Contribution Difference FMO 

Month NDPSRWhey 26/ZSth NDPSR DMN FMO cso less CSO 

Jan-08 $ 0.3992 $ 0.3780 $ 1.2157 

Feb-08 $ 0.2735 s 0.2588 s 0.4528 

Mar-08 s 0.2435 s 0.2394 s 0.2698 

Apr-08 s 0.2560 s 0.2730 s 0.3458 

May-08 s 0.2700 $ 0.2813 s 0.4308 

Jun-08 s 0.2758 s 0.2800 s 0.4564 

Jul-08 s 0.2642 s 0.2800 s 0.3957 

Aug-08 s 0.2470 s 0.2756 s 0.2910 

Sep-08 $ 0.2183 s 0.2338 s 0.1169 

Oct-08 s 0.1945 s 0.1860 s (0.0277) 

Nov-08 $ 0.1895 s 0.1663 s (0.0586) 

Dec-08 s 0.1730 s 0.1588 $ 0.25041 $ 0.2509 s (0.1585) 

Jan-09 s 0.1696 s 0.1495 s (0.1794) 

Feb-09 s 0.1567 s 0.1519 s (0.2577) 

Mar-09 s 0.1662 $ 0.1747 s (0.2002) 

Apr-09 s 0.1949 $ 0.2200 s (0.0256) 

May-09 s 0.2317 s 0.2563 s 0.1981 

Jun-09 s 0.2693 s 0.2925 s 0.4264 

Jul-09 s 0.2912 s 0.3170 s 0.5596 

Aug-09 $ 0.2925 s 0.3200 s 0.5675 

Sep-09 $ 0.2979 s 0.3210 s 0.6006 

Oct-09 s 0.3183 s 0.3350 $ 0.7245 

Nov-09 s 0.3471 s 0.3581 s 0.8993 

Dec-09 s 0.3668 s 0.3860 $ o.ms 1 s 0.2735 s 1.0190 

Jan-10 s 0.3880 s 0.4059 $ 1.1478 

Feb-10 s 0.3925 s 0.4050 $ 1.1751 

Mar-10 s 0.3761 s 0.4041 $ 1.0754 

Apr-10 s 0.3643 $ 0.4000 s 1.0037 

May-10 s 0.3645 s 0.3972 s 1.0053 

Jun-10 s 0.3688 s 0.3915 s 1.0312 

Jul-10 s 0.3641 $ 0.3859 s 1.0028 

Aug-10 s 0.3590 $ 0.3775 s 0.9717 

Sep-10 $ 0.3615 s 0.3725 s 0.9869 

Oct-10 $ 0.3676 s 0.3828 s 1.0239 

Nov-10 $ 0.3736 s 0.3888 s 1.0606 

Dec-10 $ 0.3789 s 0.3925 $ o.3716 1 s 0.3920 s 1.0926 

Jan-11 $ 0.3935 s 0.4047 s 1.1814 

Feb-11 $ 0.4234 s 0.4425 $ 1.3631 

Mar-11 s 0.4578 $ 0.4831 s 1.5721 

Apr-11 s 0.4808 $ 0.4859 s 1.7117 

May-11 s 0.4929 $ 0.5031 s 1.7857 

Jun-11 s 0.5233 $ 0.5355 s 1.9702 

Jul-11 $ 0.5494 s 0.5666 s 2.1288 

Aug-11 s 0.5691 $ 0.5866 s 2.2483 

Sep-11 s 0.5926 s 0.6078 s 2.3914 

Oct-11 s 0.6152 $ 0.6300 s 2.5284 

Nov-11 s 0.6380 $ 0.6403 s 2.6674 

Dec-11 s 0.6538 $ 0.6606 $ o.msl $ 0.5456 s 2.7634 



Cooperatives Table l.J.Lfcomparison of Monthly NDPSR and DMN Western Mostly 26th to 25th Whey Prices 

and the Value Contribution to the FMMO Class Ill and CSO Class 4b Price 2000- July 2015 
u1v11~ western wney rnce wney rnce 

Whey Mostly Annual Avg Annual Avg Contribution Contribution Difference FMO 
Month NDPSR Whey 26/2Sth NDPSR DMN FMO cso less CSO 

Jan-12 $ 0.6876 $ 0.6959 $ 2.9688 

Feb-12 $ 0.6400 $ 0.6693 $ 2.6792 

Mar-12 $ 0.6107 $ 0.5431 $ 2.5015 

Apr-12 $ 0.5921 $ 0.5153 $ 2.3885 

May~12 $ 0.5389 $ 0.4950 $ 2.0648 

Jun-12 $ 0.5013 $ 0.4834 $ 1.8364 

Jul-12 $ 0.5023 $ 0.4931 $ 1.8427 

Aug-12 $ 0.5352 $ 0.5355 $ 2.0423 $ 0.6250 $ 1.4173 

Sep-12 $ 0.5846 $ 0.5897 $ 2.3429 $ 0.6875 $ 1.6554 

Oct-12 $ 0.6205 $ 0.6091 $ 2.5610 $ 0.7500 $ 1.8110 

Nov-12 $ 0.6480 $ 0.6238 $ 2.7279 $ 0.7500 $ 1.9779 

Dec-12 $ 0.6610 $ 0.6338 $ 0.59351 $ 0.5739 $ 2.8068 $ 0.7500 $ 2.0568 

Jan-13 $ 0.6503 $ 0.6145 $ 2.7422 $ 0.7500 $ 1.9922 

Feb-13 $ 0.6393 $ 0.5788 $ 2.6752 $ 0.6875 $ 1.9877 

Mar-13 $ 0.6048 $ 0.5622 $ 2.4652 $ 0.6875 $ 1.7777 

Apr-13 $ 0.5740 $ 0.5619 $ 2.2784 $ 0.6875 $ 1.5909 

May-13 $ 0.5765 $ 0.5753 $ 2.2935 $ 0.6875 $ 1.6060 

Jun-13 $ 0.5738 $ 0.5856 $ 2.2769 $ 0.6875 $ 1.5894 

Jul-13 $ 0.5804 $ 0.5919 $ 2.3172 $ 0.6875 $ 1.6297 

Aug-13 $ 0.5778 $ 0.5873 $ 2.3012 $ 0.6875 $ 1.6137 

Sep-13 $ 0.5791 $ 0.5706 $ 2.3093 $ 0.6875 $ 1.6218 

Oct-13 $ 0.5731 $ 0.5706 $ 2.2728 $ 0.6875 $ 1.5853 

Nov-13 $ 0.5831 $ 0.5666 $ 2.3338 $ 0.6875 s 1.6463 

Dec-13 $ 0.5706 $ 0.5809 $ o.5902 1 s 0.5789 $ 2.2575 $ 0.6875 $ 1.5700 

Jan-14 $ 0.6025 $ 0.5990 $ 2.4515 $ 0.6875 $ 1.7640 

Feb-14 $ 0.6314 $ 0.6156 $ 2.6271 $ 0.7500 $ 1.8771 

Mar-14 $ 0.6554 $ 0.6384 $ 2.7729 $ 0.7500 $ 2.0229 

Apr-14 $ 0.6774 $ 0.6493 $ 2.9066 $ 0.7500 $ 2.1566 

May-14 $ 0.6745 $ 0.6650 $ 2.8890 $ 0.7500 $ 2.1390 

Jun-14 $ 0.6789 $ 0.6575 $ 2.9157 $ 0.7500 $ 2.1657 

Jul-14 $ 0.6890 $ 0.6625 $ 2.9771 $ 0.7500 $ 2.2271 

Aug-14 $ 0.6880 $ 0.6700 $ 2.9710 $ 0.7500 $ 2.2210 

Sep-14 $ 0.6725 $ 0.6344 $ 2.8769 $ 0.7500 $ 2.1269 

Oct-14 $ 0.6525 $ 0.6020 $ 2.7553 $ 0.7500 $ 2.0053 

Nov-14 $ 0.6365 $ 0.5900 $ 2.6581 $ 0.6875 $ 1.9706 

Dec-14 $ 0.5871 $ 0.5713 $ o.s53s 1 s 0.6296 $ 2.3579 $ 0.6875 $ 1.5704 

Jan-15 $ 0.5875 $ 0.4800 $ 2.3604 $ 0.5625 $ 1.7979 

Feb-15 $ 0.5159 $ 0.4538 $ 1.9315 $ 0.5625 $ 1.3590 

Mar-15 $ 0.4824 $ 0.4453 $ 1.7215 $ 0.5000 $ 1.2215 

Apr-15 $ 0.4610 $ 0.4415 $ 1.5915 $ 0.5000 $ 1.0916 

May-15 $ 0.4450 $ 0.4325 $ 1.4943 $ 0.5000 $ 0.9943 

Jun-15 $ 0.4245 $ 0.4213 $ 1.3698 $ 0.5000 $ 0.8698 

Jul-15 $ 0.3937 $ 0.4000 $ 1.1826 $ 0.5000 $ 0.6825 

Aug-15 

Sep-15 

Oct-15 

Nov-15 

Dec-15 $ o.•no 1 s 0.4393 

Avg 00-07 $ 0.2824 $ 0.2812 

Med 00-07 $ 0.2499 $ 0.2464 

Avg 08-15 $ 0.4650 s 0.4616 

Med 00-15 $ 0.4929 $ 0.4831 

Avgll-15 $ 0.5773 $ 0.5638 



.. 
Cooperatives Table u.SComparison of Monthly NDPSR and DMN Western Mostly 26th to 25th Whey Prices 

and the Value Contribution to the FMMO Class Ill and CSO Class 4b Price 2000 ·July 2015 
u•v••"~~ western vvney t"riCe vvney r-nce 

Whey Mostly Annual Avg Annual Avg Contribution Contribution Difference FMO 

Month NDPSRWhey 26/2Sth NDPSR DMN FMO cso less CSO 

Med 11- 15 $ 0.5846 $ 0.5788 

Avg 08/12 - 07/15 $ 0.5914 $ 0.5713 $ 2.3837 $ o.6753 I s 1.70841 

Med 08/12 · 1S/1S $ 0.5873 $ 0.5865 $ 2.3592 $ o.6875 I s 1.71721 

Min 00-15 $ 0.1396 $ 0.1360 

Max00-15 $ 0.7789 $ 0.8238 

Ave 00- 15 $ 0.3713 $ 0.3690 

Med 00-15 $ 0.3038 $ 0.3210 



Cooperatives' Table l.K Example of Whey Contribution Value to the Price Formula 

FMMO Formula and CSO Price Bracket 

FMMO Price Formula Constants CSO Price Formula 

Whey Make Allowance $ 0.1991 Whey Value Bracket 

Formula Factor 1.03 $ - $ 0.2500 

Whey Yield 5.9 $ 0.250 $ 0.3125 

$ 0.300 $ 0.3750 

$ 0.350 $ 0.4375 

$ 0.400 $ 0.5000 

$ 0.450 $ 0.5625 

$ 0.500 $ 0.6250 

$ 0.550 $ 0.6875 

$ 0.600 $ 0.7500 

Whey Price $ 0.5352 Whey Price $ 0.5355 

Less Make Allowance $ 0.1991 

$ 0.3361 Contribution $ 0.625 

Times 1.03 $ 0.3462 

Times 5.9 $ 2.0425 



Table I.B 

Table I.C 

Exhibit 20 A 

Exhibits of Elvin Hollon 
(First statement) 

In Support of Proposal 1 of California Dairies, Inc., 

Dairy Farmers of America, Inc., and Land O'Lakes, Inc. 

Proposal to Establish a Federal Milk Marketing Order for the 

State of California 

Pages l.B.4 and l.B.S 

Pages l.C.4 and l.C.S 

EXHIBIT 



Cooperatives Table l.B~Comparlson of FMMO Class I Announced Prices In the Marketing Area and CSO Class 1 Prices, 2000 - July 2015 
A B C D E F G H I (H-C) J (H· D) K l (K-E) M{K-F) N (K·G) 

Month FO Clus I Mover c 1 @1$2.10 c 1 @1$2.00 c 1 @1$1.80 c 1 @1$1.70 c 1 @1$1.60 C1 · S. CA S CA · FO @1$2.10 S CA • FO tl$2.00 C1 · N.CA N CA • FO @1$1.80 N CA • FO @1$1.70 N CA • FO @1$1.60 

Jan-12 $18.80 $20.90 $20.80 $20.60 $20.50 $20.40 $20.15 (SO 751 ISO ~~I $19.88 !SO 711 ($06.} ISOS21 

Feb-12 $17.03 $19.13 Sl9.03 $18.83 $18.73 $18.63 $18.79 ($0 341 ($0.24) $18.52 ($0.31) ($0.21) ($0.111 
Mar-12 $16.30 $18.40 Sl 8.30 SJS.JO Sl8.00 517.90 $17.87 ($053) ($0.43) $17.60 ($0.501 ($0.40) ($0.30) 
Apr-12 SJ5.66 Sl 7.76 $17.66 $17.46 $17.36 $17.26 $17.48 ($0 28) ($0 .18) $17.21 ($0.251 ($0.151 (SO.OSI 
May- 12 $15.85 $17.95 SJ7.85 SJ7.65 S17.SS $17.45 $17.21 ($0.74) ($0.64) $16.94 ($0 711 ($0.61) ($0.51) 
Jun-12 Sl5.24 $17.34 Sl7.24 $17.04 S16.94 $16.84 $17.08 ($0.26) ($0 16) $16.81 ($0 .231 ($0 13) ($0.031 
Jul-12 $15.51 $17.6 1 517.51 517.31 517. 21 $17.11 $17.87 $0.26 $0.36 $17.60 $0.29 $0.39 $0.49 

Auc-12 $16.55 Sl8.65 Sla .5s $18.35 518.25 518.15 $18.28 ($0.371 ($0 .27) $18.01 ($0 .34) ($0 .241 ($0 .141 
Sep-12 $17.59 $19.69 $19.59 519.39 $19.29 519.19 $19.61 ($0.08) $0.02 $19.34 ($0.051 $0.05 $0.15 
Oct-12 S18.88 520.98 $20.88 S20.68 $20.58 $20.48 $20.82 ($0 .16) ($0 06) $20.55 ($0.13) ($0.03) $0.07 
Nov-12 $20.70 522.80 S22.70 522.50 $22.40 $22.30 $23.44 $0.64 $0.74 $23.17 $0.67 $0.77 $0.87 
Oec-12 $21.39 S23A9 523.39 $23.19 S23.09 $22.99 $23.35 ($0.14) ($0.041 $23.08 ($0 11) ($0 .01) $0.09 
Jan-13 $18.97 S2l.o7 S20.97 S20.77 S20.67 S20.57 $20.51 ($0.56) ($0.46) $20.24 (SO 53) (SOH) ($0.33) 

Feb-13 $18.21 S20.31 S20.21 S20.01 Sl9.91 519.81 520.10 (SO 211 ISO Il l $ 19.83 (SO 181 (50081 50.01 

Mar-13 $17.80 $19.90 519.80 519.60 519.50 $19.40 $19.60 ($0301 ($0 101 $ 19.33 ISO 111 ISO I II (S0071 

Apr-13 $17.66 519.76 519.66 519.46 519.36 $19.26 $19.77 $0.01 SO. II $19.49 S0.03 $0.13 $0.23 

Moy-13 517.76 Sl 9.86 519.76 519.56 S19.46 519.36 519.66 (S0701 ISO 101 $19.39 ISO Ill ISO 071 50.03 

Jun-13 $18.93 S21.03 S2o.93 520.73 S20.63 520.53 S21.12 $0.09 SO. I9 S20.811 SO.ll 50.21 50.31 

Jul-13 $ 18.91 S21.01 S20.91 $20.71 S20.61 $20.51 $19.86 (51 151 (51 0~1 5 19.59 lSI 111 lSI !I. I (S0921 

Au&-13 $ 18.88 $2D.98 S2D.88 $20.68 S20.58 S2D.48 $20.48 (50501 (50 ·10) $20.11 (SO lll IS'-' 071 ISO 171 

Sep-13 $19.16 $21.26 $2 1.16 520.96 $20.86 $20.76 S20.56 (50 70) ISO tO) 520.28 ISO o~ J iSO 58) (50 ~81 

Oct·13 SJ9.20 S21.30 $21.20 $21.00 $20.90 S20.80 S21.06 (S024I ISO ]J) $20.79 (SO 211 ISO II) ($001) 

Nov- 13 S20.20 522.30 S22.20 sn.oo 521.90 $21.80 $22.01 ISO 291 ISO I C) $21.74 ISO 101 1$11 1~1 ($0061 

Oec-13 S20.37 S22.47 S22.37 $22.17 S22.07 521.97 $22.00 (S0 47) ISO liJ 521.73 ISO -141 ISO 14) (SO 24) 

Jon-14 S2 1.48 S2HB $23.48 $23.28 S23 18 $23.08 523.11 (S047) IS0311 $22.84 ($() 14) iS'> '41 IS014) 

Feb-14 S22.02 524.12 S24.02 $23.82 S23.72 S23.62 S23.38 ($0741 l$06~1 $23.11 iSU 111 ISO til ISO Sll 

Mar-14 S23.64 $25.74 525.64 525.44 S25.34 $25.24 525.65 ISO 0"1 SO.OI $25 38 ISO Onl S0.04 SO. I4 

Apr-14 $23.65 $25.75 525.65 525.45 S25 35 $25.25 $25.15 l$0601 ISO ~01 $24 88 ISr. \71 ~~(I 41) IS _, 371 

Moy-14 S24.47 $26.57 S26.47 S26.27 S26.17 $26.07 526.15 ($04~) IS~ >iJ S2S.88 ISO •"I IS " I IS 191 

Jun-14 S22.86 SZ4.96 S24.86 S24.66 S24.56 S24.46 S2S.37 S0.41 SO.SI 52S 10 so 44 S0. 54 $0.64 

Jul-14 S23.D2 $25.12 S25.02 $24.82 $24.72 S24.62 S2S.40 $0.28 $0.38 $25.13 so 31 S0.41 $0.51 

Aug· 14 $23.87 S25.97 $25.87 S25.67 S25.57 S25.47 $25.55 iS0 421 ISO 32) 525.28 I S~ 391 SO PI ISO 191 

Sep-14 S23.63 S25.73 S25.63 S25.43 S25.33 S25.23 $25.66 iS0071 S0.03 S25 39 1~ 041 S006 SO.I6 

Oct-14 524.19 S26.29 S26.19 S25.99 S25.89 S25.79 $26.36 $0.07 SO. I7 S26 09 so 10 S0.20 $0.30 

Nov· l4 S24.06 S26.16 S76 06 S25.86 S25.76 $25.66 $24.60 lSI 561 's: •h·t $24 33 lSI 531 lSI HI lSI B l 

Dec·14 S22.53 S24.63 S24.53 S24.33 S24.23 S24.13 S23.99 ISO t.tJ (50 541 S2l72 iSO&I) ISO 511 ISO 411 

Jan·lS $18.58 S2D.68 S20.58 S20.38 S20.28 $20.18 $19.76 ($0921 IS0£7) S l9.49 ISO 8?1 ISO / -11 150~9) 

reb-15 516.24 Sl8.34 Sl8.24 Sl 8.04 517.94 $17.84 $17.36 ISOCRI tS'> PRJ 517 08 ISJ 'ol iSHtl iS•J 761 

Mar· IS SIS. 56 Sl7.66 $17.56 S l 7.36 S17.26 $17.16 Sl6.93 ISO HI ISO 6;) Sl6.66 (SO 7U) IS? 6J J {$'1'01 

Apr-15 S15.50 Sl7.60 S17 50 Sl7.30 S17.20 S17.10 Sl7.21 ISO 391 ISO !91 Sl6.94 ISO J'>l IS? 161 ISO !61 

May· IS S15.U $ 17.93 $17.83 S l 7.63 Sl7.53 $17.43 Sl7.34 IS0 59 I ISO 4 91 $17.06 ISO 571 iS? ·111 ISO 37) 

Jun· l S Sl6.14 S l8.24 $18.14 Sl 7.94 S17.84 S17.74 $17.74 lSflSOI ($(1401 Sl7 47 ISO 4/1 i$~ HI ($11111 

lullS 516.53 Sl8.63 Sl8.53 Sl8.33 $18.23 518.13 SIB 70 S007 so 17 SIB 47 S009 so 19 $0.29 

Aug· IS 

Sep-15 

Oct-15 

Nov·1S 

Oec-15 



j 
Cooperatives Table 1.8. Comparison of FMMO Class I Announced Prices In the Marketing Area and CSO Class 1 Prices, 2000- July 2015 

A B C 0 E F G H I (H·C) J (H·D) 
Month I FO Ctus t Mover c 1 @)$2.10 c 1@)$2.00 c 1@1$1.80 c 1@)$1.70 c 1 @!)$1.60 C1·S. CA S CA • FO @1$2.10 S CA • FO @1$2.00 C1· N.CA N CA . fO t'$1.80 N CA . FO t'$1.70 N CA . FO t'$1.60 I 

l (K·E) M (K·F) N (K·G) K 

01/00 • 11/07 Avg $13.38 $15.48 $15.38 $15.18 $15.08 $14.98 $15.25 (SOH) ISO 131 $14.98 ($0 10) (SO 10) ($000) 

01/00 • 11/07 Med $12.65 $14.75 $14.65 $14.45 $14.35 $14.25 $14.74 (SO 12) ($0021 $14.47 (SO 10) $0.00 $0.10 

12/07 • 08/11 Avg $15.76 $17.86 $17.76 $17.56 Sl7.46 $17.36 $17.69 (SO 171 ($007) $l1.42 ISO IS) ($00S) $0.05 

12/07 • 08/11 M•d $15.74 517.84 $17.74 517.54 S17.44 $17.34 517.69 ISO lll ($0 11) 517.42 ISO 18) (SOOS) $0.02 

09/11 • 07/12 Avg 511.51 519.61 519.51 519.31 Sl9.21 519.11 $_19.41 ~0201 ($0.10) $19.14 ($0.17} ($0.071 $0.03 
09/11 • 07/12 Mod 517.113 $19.13 $19.03 $18.83 518.73 518.63 $18.79 ($0 261 ($016} $18.52 (SO 23) ($0.131 . ~. , 

08/12 · current Avg $19.86 521.96 $21.86 S21.66 $21.56 521.46 $21.60 ($0.361 ($0.26} $21.33 (50.33) (SO .BI .. 1 

08/12 ·current Med 519.07 521.17 $21.Q7 $20.87 $20.77 $20.67 $20.94 ($0.38) ($0.28) $20.67 (SO 351 (SO 25) (SO 15) 



Coopera tives Table l .c.'fcomparison of CSO Minimum Clus I Announced Prices In t he Marketing Area With Surrounding Market FMMO Minimum Prices, 2000- July 2015 
0 p Q RJQ·P) S (l tP) T U(H) v w X(W·V) Y(ltV) 1 (Z.V) AI AC AO(AC·AII) A£11+Ail Af AGIAF-A£1 - rO Dirft"-'* 10 ....... so fOGriiiSclr'eM ro,.........,_ CDfAJ CA CIIOA-10 roOift'lt.v- I-OOi'ffiLA/SD fO .... _ ...... ro Mn w v_,..._ U»A ICA mu.a.uro ro Diffl .... fOOlll~ ··-- JOP'rttelbfto CJ)fANCA CDIA ..... fO 

).t.f'I·U S)).S S> 10 IS" Slt ts $1Q.I$ ISIO"', S>OO $210 SO l O I !CliO $)0.11 I Sl 70 suo sooo Sl0\0 StUll '· ' 
ft'b·U un SliD Slt J.1 $11.7t ISO S'l SlJJO $1.10 SO.IO SltOl $11.7t ISO 14) Sl 70 St 70 sooo SUlJ $li.SJ (SO ll) 
M••· U nu S1t0 t: $1&0 sn.ar ISO 711 suo $110 SO. tO St•JO $11.1l ISO HI St JO suo sooo SII.OO $17.50 (SO 401 
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Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. My name is 
Cornell Kasbergen. My wife and I own and operate a dairy farm in 
Tulare, milking 3,000 cows, in partnership with our son, Case and his 
wife Allison. We also operate a dairy farm in Wisconsin, Federal Order 
30, with my brother George, our daughter Hilary and her husband Paul. 

We have been in the dairy business all of our lives. My parents 
immigrated to the United States in the 1950's. They started milking 
cows by hand for other dairy farmers. In the late 50's they purchased 
cows, rented a facility and started milking cows in Southern California. 

I am here today to testify in support of our California Dairy Industry. 
Cooperatives and private industry have invested billions of dollars in 
dairy farming facilities and plants to convert our milk into salable 
products. Today we risk that entire investment by everyone. To quote 
Benjamin Franklin, "We must, indeed, all hang together or, most 
assuredly, we shall all hang separately". 

We do not need petty infighting amongst the players that surely will 
doom our corrals and plants to new orchards and housing developments. 
What we do need is a plan to insure milk production viability and the 
sustainability of our processing plants. Being on a level playing field 
with the rest of the country is the answer. 

I support the proposed Federal Order plan that was submitted by CDI, 
DF A, and LOL. The current pricing structure in California is not 
sustainable. In fact it is leading to an unprecedented decline in dairy 
farms, milk production, and the demise of an industry that once was the 
envy of the world. 

I understand that market dynamics in the different regions of the country 
results in varying over-order premiums paid to dairies and their 
cooperatives. But the California State Order has gone beyond that, 
steeply discounting the base minimum price for our milk relative to the 
published minimum prices used in Federal Milk Marketing Orders. The 



California discount has cost California dairy farmers $100's of millions 
of dollars. A majority of the discount has been on California's 4b price, 
compared to the Federal Order Class III price. From Aug 2012- Dec 
2014, the discount averaged $1.84 per hundredweight. Assuming that 
40% of milk production is 4B, I used a per hundredweight impact cost of 
$.736 per hundredweight. The impact of that $.736 per hundredweight 
on our dairy alone is as follows: 

Aug 2012- Dec 2012 
2013 
2014 
Total 

$350,256 
$975,437 
$958,815 

$2,284,509 

That amounts to a loss of over $2,200,000 during this time period for our 
dairy alone. In an industry where we must compete for animals and feed 
with dairies around the country, this discount puts me at a huge 
disadvantage. In fact, it puts the entire California dairy industry at risk 
and is why we are here today. 

The purpose of forming a Federal Order has three main tenants, 
1. To provide for orderly marketing 
2. To assure reasonable prices to both dairy farmers and consumers. 
3. To assure an adequate supply of milk to consumers. 

The milk pricing system in California has failed all 3 areas. In fact 
California's system is exactly why the Federal Orders were created. That 
was to protect the industry from unequal economic impact. As for the 
third point, and another failure of our system, the consumer is feeling the 
brunt of the decreased California production nationwide, with butter 
reaching historic high prices last week. All dairy trade publications lay 
one of the main reason for this historic price at the feet of California's 
decreased milk production. 



The fact that the Cooperatives proposal yields a $700 million dollar 
benefit for dairy farmers vs. the $70 million dollar, Dairy Institutes 
proposal, speaks volumes. The Dairy Institutes proposal hopes to keep 
the status quo while destroying the value of quota, and the California 
dairy industry. Destroying the value of Quota is not in keeping with the 
intent of Congress. Allowing California Quota to be recognized if a 
Federal Order were to be implemented, is the intent of Congressional 
legislation and would maintain over 1 billion dollars of asset value for 
California dairy farmers .. 

During this hearing it has been stated that other orders are allowed to 
pay less than the minimum regulated price. Although the plants may buy 
some milk under Class. Or may not even be part of the pool. The 
majority of plants pay the minimum in order to keep their milk supply. 
My experience with our dairy farm in Wisconsin, Federal Order 30, has 
never been paid less than Class 3 for our milk. I would like to repeat that 
statement, we have never been paid less than announced Class 3 milk 
price for our milk in Wisconsin. 

The California dairy industry can no longer afford to operate under the 
current system. Left unchecked the California dairy industry will 
continue to shrink at a rapid pace, unlike our counter parts in other areas 
of the country. 

I just returned from our dairy farm in Wisconsin. The dairy industry 
there is alive and vibrant. Expansions are common, upgrading to the 
latest technologies. This is in stark contrast to California where the life 
and energy have been taken out. In fact, many are delving into other 
crops such as orchards or vines, and some are simply selling their cows 
and retiring. 

The California dairy farmers cannot compete with a $1 .84 discount. Any 
perceived production efficiencies we've had in the past are largely 
eroded away. In fact, a recent online article written by Hoard's 
Dairymen noted the significance in seeing Wisconsin's milk production 



per cow higher than California's for the first time in more than 50 years. 
California's higher prices for grains, hay, and utilities, combined with 
our significant regulatory costs, have eroded the cost advantages we 
once enjoyed. 

The rate of decreasing milk production and loss of cow numbers is 
accelerating in California. Just look at the record, a dairy family a week 
is selling the farm and pursuing other opportunities. Just this past week I 
received flyers for 17,000 head of cattle in California to be sold at 
auction. Most if not all cattle, will go to out of state dairy farmers that 
enjoy the benefits of the Federal Order. The California dairy industry 
will not survive under our current pricing system. 

It was reported by USDA, within the Preliminary Regulatory Impact 
Analysis (Exhibit 5) during this hearing, that California would expand if 
the Federal Order is adopted under the Cooperatives proposal. I can tell 
you that if the Cooperatives proposal is adopted, the result would be a 
decrease in the rate of decline in milk production, not an increase in 
overall production. The cooperative's base plans, which limit milk 
production to current plant capacity are still in place. This is the upper 
limit of California's milk production. 

If the cooperatives proposal is adopted it would only slow the decline in 
milk production that we have seen this year. The days of the California 
dairy industry expanding 3-5 percent each year are over, for the 
foreseeable future. 

A sustainable future for the dairies that remain in California relies on 
putting those dairies on an even playing field with our out-of-state 
colleagues, and USDA is in the unique position to facilitate that 
transition in this process of constructing a Federal Milk Marketing Order 
in California. I urge USDA to adopt the Coops proposal and bring 
stability to a dying industry. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to testify before you today. My name is Jared Fernandes an m 

a 3rd generation dairyman operating just south of Tulare. My family partnership consists of 

myself and four brothers. Together we own and operate 3 dairy farms, with over 14,000 

animals and collectively farm approximately 2,500 acres devoted primarily to forages for 

feeding our cows. 

As a member owner of land O'lakes I support the proposal put forth by land O'lakes, Inc., 

Dairy Farmers of America and California Dairies Inc. to institute a Federal Milk Marketing Order 

(FMMO) in California (CA). 

I'm here today to discuss the challenges the California 4b pricing has had on our operations 

both financially and with our hedging. First I'd like to look at the difference between CA Class 

4b vs. FMMO Class Ill. 

Analysis of 4b vs. Class Ill Pricing for California Dairy Producers 

As a California dairy producer who markets milk to handlers regulated under the California 

state milk order we are at a disadvantage in terms of managing price risk due to an inherent 

basis difference to the hedging instrument, the Class Ill milk futures contract through the 

Chicago Mercantile Exchange (CME). 

As a general rule, producers outside of California who market their milk to handlers regulated 

under a federal milk marketing order (FMMO) have, as part of their value formula, Class Ill milk 

pricing. Recall that Class Ill milk within an FMMO refers to milk used to make cheese and whey 

products. The Class Ill pricing in FMMO's includes cheese and whey price factors and also 

represents the settlement value for the Class Ill milk futures contracts. For the Class Ill 

component of the FMMO pricing formula, the producer whose pricing is administered by an 

FMMO may directly hedge the Class Ill component of his overall price with the Class Ill futures 

contract on the CME. Thus, FMMO producers experience significantly less "basis" risk between 

his price and that of the hedging instrument. 

By contrast, a dairyman in California, like myself, operating in the California state milk order 

that has a different formula for determining the price for milk used to make cheese and whey 

products. The California class 4b price includes different cheese and whey price factors than 

the FMMO Class Ill pricing formula. Since California uses its own pricing methods and price 

discovery series, a discrepancy or basis price difference is created between California 4b prices 
/ 

and FMMO Class Ill prices. 

The difference between the two price series is almost always negative with California 4b pricing 

less than Class Ill pricing. More importantly for hedging and risk management purposes, the 



basis is highly volatile and unpredictable month to month. For example, the annual average of 

this basis, calculated by subtracting the FMMO Class Ill price from the California Class 4b price, 

has ranged from a value of -$1.24 in 2010 to a value of -$2.41 in 2014. Within 2011, this basis 

ranged from -$1.88 in November 2011, to -$3.63 in December-a swing of -$1.75 in just one 

month. 

The table below illustrates the average annual basis values between the two series of 

announced prices and also offers the monthly minimum and maximum differences in each year. 

California 4b vs. Class Ill Basis Values 

Year Average Maximum Minimum 

2010 -$1.24 -$2.30 -$0.37 

2011 -$2.00 -$3.63 -$0.08 

2012 -$1.91 -$2.82 -$0.98 

2013 -$1.57 -$2.30 -$0.67 

2014 -$2.41 -$3.24 -$0.84 
2015 -$1.49 -$2.43 -$0.53 

As the table suggests, the swings in basis values throughout any given year are quite significant 

and at times are north of $3/cwt. Given that there is no available or liquid financial hedging 

instrument that tracks either absolute California 4b pricing or the basis difference to Class Ill, 

the California producer has no legitimate vehicle to lay off this significant portion of his price 

risk. Instead, we typically hedge with Class Ill futures to the extent cheese and whey influence 

our pay price and hope for the best in terms of our forecast of basis risk versus what actually 

occurs. The transition from the California milk order to an FMMO system will add another tool 

for California dairy farmers to manage our milk price risk. Moving to a CA FMMO will: 

1. Erase the current 4b basis risk attributable to announced class pricing 

2. Place the California producer on a level playing field with the rest of the country in 

terms of available risk management tools 

3. Allow California producers to receive substantially the same price as producers outside 

of CA operating in an FMMO 

4. Raise CA producers' All Milk Price allowing for less margin risk within the Margin 

Protection Program 

My Journey 

Given the volatility in the market place I realized our family's dairy operation needed to 

evaluate a risk management strategy. We started slowly in 2009, before the basis between CA 

Class 4b vs. FMMO Class Ill was considerable. I enrolled into a 2 year risk management class 

' ' 



and began understanding the tools available to producers to minimize the volatility in the 

marketplace. While I have learned a tremendous amount about the complicated world of risk 

hedging I have to say much of the time I've been frustrated with our ability to off-set the basis I 

described above. There have been many instances when I gave up opportunity because my 

settlement price was above the ceiling I had locked in, however my cash price was well below 

my ceiling. I have also had my floor protected but not realized. For example this past July 2015, 

I had purchased $15.50 puts and sold $20 calls on half my class 3 usages. This position cost our 

operation $.31 cents paying $.52 for the put and selling the top off for $.21 cents. The July 

Class 3 settle price was $16.33, well above my put. However the California 4b settle price was 

$14.98, below my floor price. I have currently hired a risk management consultant to assist us 

with our hedging strategies. This consultant works with dairies throughout the USA, and has 

repeatedly indicated hedging would be more straightforward with reduced basis risk if 

California could adopt the same value as a FMMO for whey in theCA 4b formula price or have 

California institute a FMMO. 

In addition to the factors I've described in my testimony and perhaps paramount to the 

longevity of my family's future dairy operations I looked at our milk production volume for the 

period of Jan 2010 through June 2015 and applied the average difference between the FMMO 

Class Ill price and the California Class 4b of $1.80 per hundredweight. Realizing that the milk 

used in class 4b represented roughly 40% of the milk pooled in the California state milk order, 

the $1.80 discount of the price of milk used to make cheese and whey products translates into 

a California overbase impact of $.72 cents per hundredweight. To summarize, this $.72 cents 

per hundredweight discount resulted in a cumulative difference of 6.6 million fewer dollars for 

our milk production than what my FMMO counterparts would have received for milk used to 

make the same products with similar production. 

For the reasons I've outlined in my testimony, I strongly urge the USDA to accept and 

implement the proposal put forth by Land O'Lakes, Inc., Dairy Farmers of America and California 

Dairies Inc. to institute a Federal Milk Marketing Order in California, in its entirety. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE ~~ 
t~ 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE, DAIRY PROGRAMS j -
NonPool Handler Listing 

August 2015 

Federal Order No. 1 

Plant Name Plant State County Fips State/County Plant Adjustment 
Location Code Differential from Base 

Abuelito Cheese, Inc Paterson NJ Passaic 34031 $3.15 ($0.10) 

Agri-Mark, Inc. West Springfield MA Hampden 25013 $3.00 ($0.25) 

Alpina Foods, Inc. Batavia NY Genesee 36037 $2.20 ($1.05) 

Antonio Mozzarella Newark NJ Essex 34013 $3.15 ($0.10) 

Salford Farms Bensalem PA Bucks 42017 $3.05 ($0.20) 

Beaver Meadows DuBois PA Clearfield 42033 $2.30 ($0.95) 

Beechers Hand Made Cheese New York NY New york 36061 $3.15 ($0.10) 

BeiGioioso Cheese, Inc. Schenectady NY Schenectady 36093 $2.70 ($0.55) 

Belstel Foods T/A Nounos Yogurt West Babylon NY Suffolk 36103 $3.15 ($0.10) 

Ben & Jerry's Saint Albans VT Franklin 50011 $2.40 ($0.85) 

Ben & Jerry's Waterbury VT Washington 50023 $2.60 ($0.65) 

Berkey Creamery State College PA Centre 42027 $2.50 ($0.75) 

Biazzo Dairy Products Ridgefield NJ Bergen 34003 $3.15 ($0.10) 

Bliss Bros. Dairy, Inc. Attleboro MA Bristol 25005 $3.25 $0.00 

Blount Fine Foods Fall River MA Bristol 25005 $3.25 $0.00 

BLUE BEVERAGE GROUP LLC. Haverstraw NY Rockland 36087 $3.15 ($0.10) 

Boston Brands of Maine Lewiston ME Androscoggin 23001 $2.80 ($0.45) 

Bucks Spumoni Company Milford CT New haven 09009 $3.15 ($0.10) 

C'Ville Yoghurt, Inc. Cortlandville NY Cortland 36023 $2.50 ($0.75) 

Calabro Cheese East Haven CT New haven 09009 $3.15 ($0.1 0) 

Calandras Cheese Nazareth PA Northampton 42095 $2.80 ($0.45) 

Cayuga Milk Ingredients, LLC Auburn NY Cayuga 36011 $2.30 ($0.95) 



Plant Name Plant State County Fips State/County Plant Adjustment 
Location Code Differential from Base 

Central Pennsylvania Milk Market Reedsville PA Mifflin 42087 $2.70 ($0.55) 

Chobani, Inc (Previously Agro-Farma) New Berlin NY Chenango 36017 $2.50 ($0.75) 

Commonwealth Dairy, LLC Brattleboro VT Windham 50025 $2.80 ($0.45) 

Craigs Station Creamery Pavilion NY Livingston 36051 $2.30 ($0 95) 

Crowley Cheese Inc. Healdville VT Rutland 50021 $2.60 ($0.65) 

Crowley Foods Division of HP Hood LLC La Fargeville NY Jefferson 36045 $2.30 ($0.95) 

Cumberland Valley Creamery Mechanicsburg PA Cumberland 42041 $2.80 ($0.45) 

Dairy Delight LLC Rutherford NJ Bergen 34003 $3.15 ($0.10) 

Dairy Farmers of America Mechanicsburg PA Cumberland 42041 $2.80 ($0.45) 

Dreyers Grand Ice Cream Laurel MD Prince George 24033 $3.00 ($0.25) 

Elm City Cheese Hamden CT New haven 09009 $3.15 ($0.10) 

EMGA Foods, LLC Everett MA Middlesex 25017 $3.25 $0.00 

Empire Cheese, Inc. Cuba NY Allegany 36003 $2.30 ($0.95) 

Empire Specialties Conewango Valley NY Chautauqua 36013 $2.10 ($1.15) 

Euphrates, Inc. Johnstown NY Fulton 36035 $2.50 ($0.75) 

FAGE USA Dairy Industry, Inc Johnstown NY Fulton 36035 $2.50 ($0.75) 

Fieldbrook Farms Ice Cream Dunkirk NY Chautauqua 36013 $2.10 ($1.15) 

Fierro, M. & Sons Wilmington DE New castle 10003 $3.05 ($0.20) 

Five Spoke Creamery LLC Goshen NY Orange 36071 $3.00 ($0.25) 

Franklin County Cheese Enosburg Falls VT Franklin 50011 $2.40 ($0.85) 

Fresh Made, Inc. Philadelphia PA Philadelphia 42101 $3.05 ($0.20) 

Friendly Ice Cream Wilbraham MA Hampden 25013 $3.00 ($0.25) 

General Mills, Inc Methuen MA Essex 25009 $3.25 $0.00 

Giffords Ice Cream Skowhegan ME Somerset 23025 $2.60 ($0.65) 

Golden Age Cheese Woodhull NY Steuben 36101 $2.30 ($0.95) 

Grafton Village Cheese Brattleboro VT Windham 50025 $2.80 ($0.45) 

Grafton Village Cheese Grafton VT Windham 50025 $2.80 ($0.45) 

Great Hill Dairy Marion MA Plymouth 25023 $3.25 $0.00 

Great Lakes Cheese of New York, Inc. Adams NY Jefferson 36045 $2.30 ($0.95) 

Greek Mountain Dairy, LLC Goshen NY Orange 36071 $3.00 ($0.25) 



Plant Name Plant State County Fips State/County Plant Adjustment 

Location Code Differential from Base 

Hershey Chocolate Company Hershey PA Dauphin 42043 $2.80 ($0.45) 

Hershey Ice Cream Harrisburg PA Dauphin 42043 $2.80 ($0.45) 

Hillside Farms Shavertown PA Luzerne 42079 $2.70 ($0.55) 

Houlton Farms Dairy Houlton ME Aroostook 23003 $2.60 ($0.65) 

HP Hood LLC Suffield CT Hartford 09003 $315 ($0.1 0) 

Island Oasis Buffalo NY Erie 36029 $2.20 ($1.05) 

Jasper Hill Farms Greensboro VT Orleans 50019 $2.40 ($0.85) 

Johanna Foods, Inc. Flemington NJ Hunterdon 34019 $3.10 ($0.15) 

JRZ Dairy Prodcuts Selinsgrove PA Snyder 42109 $2.70 ($0.55) 

KanPak LLC Penn Yan NY Yates 36123 $2.30 ($0.95) 

Kates Homemade Arundel ME York 23031 $3.00 ($0.25) 

Kinsinger Cheese Kirkwood PA Lancaster 42071 $2.90 ($0 35) 

Kozy Shak Hicksville NY Nassau 36059 $3.15 ($0 1 0) 

Kraft Fogelsville PA Lehigh 42077 $2.80 ($0.45) 

Kraft Foods North America, Inc. Lowville NY Lewis 36049 $2.30 ($0.95) 

Kraft Foods North America, Inc. Walton NY Delaware 36025 $2.70 ($0 55) 

La Centro Americana Bay Shore NY Suffolk 36103 $3.15 ($0.1 0) 

La Milagrosa Passaic NJ Passaic 34031 $3.15 ($0.10) 

Lamagna Cheese Co., Inc. Verona PA Allegheny 42003 $2.10 ($1.15) 

Lebanon Cheese Lebanon NJ Hunterdon 34019 $3.10 ($0.15) 

Leibys Ice Cream Tamaqua PA Schuylkill 42107 $280 ($0.45) 

Leprino Foods Company Waverly NY Tioga 36107 $2.50 ($0.75) 

Lidestri Fairport NY Monroe 36055 $2.30 ($0.95) 

Liuzzi Angeloni Cheese Hamden CT New haven 09009 $3.15 ($0.10) 

Los Corrales Cheese South River NJ Middlesex 34023 $3.10 ($0.15) 

Losurdo Cheese Heuvelton NY Stlawrence 36089 $2.30 ($0.95) 

Mamitas Ices Queens NY Queens 36081 $3.15 ($0 10) 

Maple Hill Creamery Stuyvesant NY Columbia 36021 $2.70 ($0.55) 

Maplebrook Farm Bennington VT Bennington 50003 $2.80 ($0.45) 

Martins Cheese Westport MA Bristol 25005 $3.25 $000 



Plant Name Plant State County Fips State/County Plant Adjustment 

Location Code Differential from Base 

Mondo Cheese clo Taranto Newark NJ Essex 34013 $3.15 ($0.10) 

Mondo Cheese Paterson NJ Paterson NJ Passaic 34031 $3 15 ($0.10) 

Montena-Taranto Foods Ridgefield NJ Bergen 34003 $3.15 ($0.10) 

Nationwide Dairy Brooklyn NY Kings 36047 $3.15 ($0.10) 

Nelsons Ice Cream Royersford PA Montgomery 42091 $3.05 ($0.20) 

Nettle Meadow Farms Warrensburg NY Warren 36113 $2.50 ($0.75) 

Noga Dairy Inc Farmingdale NY Nassau 36059 $3 15 ($0.1 0) 

North Country Dairy LLC North Lawrence NY Stlawrence 36089 $2.30 ($0 95) 

0-AT-KA Milk Products Cooperative, Incorporated Batavia NY Genesee 36037 $2.20 ($1.05) 

Palatine Valley Dairy Nelliston NY Montgomery 36057 $2.70 ($0.55) 

Pequea Valley Farm Ronks PA Lancaster 42071 $2.90 ($0.35) 

Perry's Ice Cream Company, Inc. Akron NY Erie 36029 $2.20 ($1.05) 

Pineland Farms Creamery New Gloucester ME Cumberland 23005 $3.00 ($0.25) 

Pittsford Farms Dairy Pittsford NY Monroe 36055 $2.30 ($0.95) 

Pleasant Acres East Livermore ME Androscoggin 23001 $2 80 ($0.45) 

Pocono Mountain Dairies Brodheadsville PA Monroe 42089 $2.80 ($0.45) 

Pollio Italian Cheese Company Campbell NY Steuben 36101 $2.30 ($0.95) 

Providence Specialties Products Providence Rl Providence 44007 $3.25 $000 

Purity Cheese Boston MA Suffolk 25025 $3.25 $0.00 

Purity Ice Cream Ithaca NY Tompkins 36109 $2.50 ($0 75) 

Quesitos Latinos El Paisa Corp Queens NY Queens 36081 $3.15 ($0.10) 

Quesos Chinantla Queens NY Queens 36081 $315 ($0 10) 

Quesos El Azteca-Marcelinas Mex Food Brooklyn NY Kings 36047 $3.15 ($0.10) 

Quesos La Ricura Hicksville NY Nassau 36059 $3.15 ($0.1 0) 

Rogers Associates - Broker Haverhill MA Essex 25009 $325 $0.00 

Schreiber Foods Inc Shippensburg PA Cumberland 42041 $280 ($0.45) 

Sensory Effects Powder Systems Reading PA Berks 42011 $2.80 ($0.45) 

Seven Stars Farms Phoenixville PA Chester 42029 $3.05 ($0.20) 

Smiling Hill Westbrook ME Cumberland 23005 $3.00 ($0 25) 

Sorrento Cheese Buffalo NY Erie 36029 $2.20 ($1.05) 



Plant Name Plant State County Fips State/County Plant Adjustment 
Location Code Differential from Base 

Spring Brook Farm Reading VT Windsor 50027 $2.80 ($0.45) 

State of Maine Cheese Rockland ME Knox 23013 $2.80 ($0.45) 

Stonyfield Farm Inc Londonderry NH Rockingham 33015 $3.00 ($025) 

Sukhadia's South Plainfield NJ Middlesex 34023 $3.10 ($0.15) 

Summit Milk Products Waterloo NY Seneca 36099 $2.30 ($0.95) 

Sun-Re Cheese Corp. Sunbury PA Northumberland 42097 $2.70 ($0.55) 

Sunrise Farms Brentwood NH Rockingham 33015 $3.00 ($0.25) 

Swan Valley Cheese Swanton VT Franklin 50011 $2.40 ($0.85) 

The Dannon Company, Inc. White Plains NY Westchester 36119 $3.15 ($0.10) 

Tita Products, Glendale NY Woodhaven NY Queens 36081 $3.15 ($0.10) 

Titusville Dairy Titusville PA Crawford 42039 $2.10 ($1.15) 

Toscana Cheese Company, Inc. Secaucus NJ Hudson 34017 $3.15 ($0.10) 

Tropical Cheese Perth Amboy NJ Middlesex 34023 $3.10 ($0.15) 

Upstate Niagara Cooperative, Inc. West Seneca NY Erie 36029 $2.20 ($1.05) 

Vermont Creamery Websterville VT Washington 50023 $2.60 ($0.65) 

Vermont Farmstead Cheese CO. South Woodstock VT Windsor 50027 $2.80 ($0.45) 

Vetch LLC, dba Penn Cheese Winfield PA Union 42119 $2.70 ($0.55) 

Wakefield Dairy LLC Peach Bottom PA Lancaster 42071 $2.90 ($0.35) 

Warrell Classic Company York PA York 42133 $2.90 ($0.35) 

Warwick Ice Cream Co. Warwick Rl Kent 44003 $3.25 $0.00 

Washburn's Dairy-Fieldbrook Foods Subsidiary Gloversville NY Fulton 36035 $2.50 ($0.75) 

Weiss Markets Sunbury PA Northumberland 42097 $2.70 ($0.55) 

WhiteWave Foods DuBois PA Clearfield 42033 $2.30 ($0.95) 

Yancey's Fancy, Inc. Corfu NY Genesee 36037 $2.20 ($1.05) 

Yo Farms Corporation Naugatuck CT New haven 09009 $3.15 ($0.10) 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

JANUARY 2012 

EXHIBIT 

J4 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2012 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-76~-------· 
815-344-7694 

December 16 2011 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 percwt per cwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE. 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $18.31 $180.28 $14.25 $0.71 (6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $18.7300 $180.7000 $14.4700 I $0.9100 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $24.40 . . . . .. 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de old Order 30 will be pnced at the prevailing prem1um of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the·Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 
Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 

a. Class Ill & IV up to 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV over 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective December 1, 2011 an additional $.19 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on February 3, 2012. An over order charge of 
$2.47 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $ .. 31 percwt. to $24.40 percwt. 
effective January 1, 2012. 

$18.73 X 96.5% = $18.074 
$180.70 X 3.5% = $ 6.325 
Rounded to: $24.40 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease $.38 percwt. to $14.47 percwt. 
effective January 1, 2012. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will remain at $2.47 percwt. effective January 1, 2012. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old} Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of$ .54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
December 2011 CMPC minimum pricing information: December 2011 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.93 Class I (base zone) 518.47 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1 .78 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

FEBRUARY 2012 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE FEBRUARY 1, 2012 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

13 2012 Januarv-
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 per cwt per cwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $16.61 $176.93 $14.06 $0.71(6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.17 $0.17 $0.17 $0.17 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $17.0100 $177.3300 $14.26oo I $0.9100 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $22.62 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de old Order 30 Will be pnced at the prevarflng prem1um of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class Jl for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 
Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 

a. Class Ill & IV up to 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 1.8500 
b. crass Ill & IV over 8% of a handlers Class 1 and Class II 2.8500 

{5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in au other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective February 1, 2012 an additional $.17 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

{6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on March 2, 2012. An over order charge of 
$2.45 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non·Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $1.78 percwt. to $22.62 percwt. 
effective February 1, 2012. 

$17.01 X 96.5% = $16.415 
$177.33 X 3.5°/c = $ 6.207 
Rounded to: $22.62 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum pn·ce for Class II skim milk will decrease $.21 percwt. to $14.26 percwt. 
effective February 1, 2012 
The CMPC minimum premium tor Class II butterfat will decrease $.02 percwt. to $2.45 percwt. effective February 1, 2012. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales putside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
January 2012 CMPC minimum pricing information: Januay 2012 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.91 Class J (base zone) $18.80 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.73 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

FEBRUARY 2012 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE FEBRUARY 1, 2012 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

Januarv 13 2012 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 oer cwt per cwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE. 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $16.61 $176.93 $14.06 $0.71 (6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.17 $0.17 $0.17 $0.17 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $17.0100 $177.3300 $14.2600 I $0.9100 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $22.62 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de old Order 30 wtll be pnced at the preva1hng prem1um of the Involved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class IJ for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 
Class ll! & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 

a. Class HI & IV up to 8% of a handlers Class I and Class 11 1.8500 
b. Class 111 & IV over 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 2.8500 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone r & 11, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective February 1, 2012 an additional $.17 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on March 2, 2012. An over order charge of 
$2.45 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum pn'ce for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $1.78 percwt. to $22.62 percwt. 
effective February 1, 2012. 

$17.01 X 96.5% = $16.415 
$177.33 X 3.5% -$ 6.207 
Rounded to: $22.62 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class If skim milk will decrease $.21 percwt. to $14.26 percwt. 
effective February 1, 2012 
The CMPC minimum premium tor Class II butterfat will decrease $.02 per cwt. to $2.45 per cwt. effective February 1, 2012 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
January 2012 CMPC minimum pricing information: Januay 2012 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.91 Class I (base zone) $18.80 
Class!! Rate per cwt $1.73 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



R. Alan Smith 
Executive Director 

CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
2013 N. Tyler Trail 

McHenry, Illinois 60051 

Phone: 815-344-7691 
Fax: 815-344-7694 

January 13, 2012 

CLASS II AFFIDAVIT MILK CHARGE 

TO: All buyers located in (Old) Order 30 

Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized 
marketing agent shall be charged $. 75 per cwt on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class 
II, Ill or IV milk. 

This will appear on the price announcement as footnote 8. 

R. 111.,.. ,f,,r.t 
Executive Director 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

MARCH 2012 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE MARCH 1, 2012 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

Februarv 17 2012 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLO) OROER 30 oer cwt oer cwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $16.23 $167.59 $13.93 $0.71 (6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $16.6400 $168.0000 $14.1400 1 $0.9200 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) {3)(5) $21.94 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de old Order 30 w111 be pnced at the preva1hng prem1um of the 1nvo1ved area. Sates 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class Jl for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 
Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 

a. Class HI & IV up to 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 1.8600 
b. Class Ill & IV over 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 2.8600 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone r & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective March 1, 2012 an additional $.18 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on March 30, 2012. An over order charge of 
$2.46 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC Is the authorized mat"keting agent shall be charged 

Area 2 

$.75 per cwt. on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

Cl.ASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for ClasS I, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $.68 percwt. to $21.94 percwt. 
effective March 1, 2012. 

$16.64 X 96.5% = $16.058 
$168.00 X 3.5% = $ 5.88 
Rounded to: $21.94 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease$. 12 per cwt. to $14. 14 per cwt. 
effective March 1, 2012 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will increase $.01 percwt. to $2.46 percwt. effective March 1, 2012. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class !I sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 wi!t be priced 
at the crass II Area 2 premium. 
February 2012 CMPC minimum pricing Information: February 2012 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class 1 Rate per cwt $2.90 Class I (base zone) $17.03 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.75 
(includes $.17 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

APRIL 2012 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE APRIL 1, 2012 

2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

March 16 2012 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 per cwt per cwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $15.94 $157.27 $13.35 $0.71 (6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $16.3600 $157.6900 $13.5700 I $0.9300 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $21.31 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de old Order 30 w1U be pnced at the preva111ng prem1um of the 1nvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class 11 for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 
Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 

a. Class JJI & IV up to 8% of a handlers Class I and Class JJ 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV over 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in o!d Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective April 1, 2012 an additional $.19 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on May 2, 2012. An over order charge of 
$2.47 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged 

Area 2 

$.75 per cwt. on all plant production or plant bulk safes of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk:. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $.63 per cwt. to $21.31 per cwt. 
effective Apri/1, 2012. 

$16.36 X 96.5% = $15.787 
$157.69 X 3.5% = $ 5.519 
Rounded to: $21.31 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk wiff decrease $.57 per cwt. to $13.57 per cwL 
effective Apri/1, 2012. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class 11 butterfat will increase $.01 per cwt. to $2.47 per cwt. effective Apri/1, 2012. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class IJ sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class 11 sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
March 2012 CMPC minimum pricing information: March 2012 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.95 Class I (base zone) $16.30 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.83 
(includes $.18 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

MAY 2012 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE MAY 1, 2012 

2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAl(', 

815-344-7691 
81 5-344-7694 

April 19 2012 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 oer cwt per cwt oer cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $15.92 $161,85 $12.71 $0.71(6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0,20 $0.20 $0,20 $0,20 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $16.3500 $162.2800 $12.9400 I $0.9400 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3){5) $21.46 

(1) Class I mrlk sold outsrde old Order 30 wrll be pnced at the prevar!ing premrum of the rnvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. wilt follow the Westem price. 

(2) The over order value of crass H for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

{3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 
Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per ONt. 

a. Class Ill & IV up to 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 1.8800 
b. Class Ill & IV over 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 2.8800 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of$.24 per ONt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective May 1, 2012 an additional $.20 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on May 31, 2012. An over order charge of 
$2.48 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class r milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged 

Area 2 

$175 per cwt. on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class/, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $.15 percwt. to $21.46 percwt. 
effective May 1, 2012. 

$16.35 X 96.5% = $15.778 
$162.28 X 3.5% - $ 5.680 
Rounded to: $21.46 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease $.63 percwt. to $12.94 perc\Nt. 
effective May 1, 2012. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will increase $.01 per cwt. to $2.48 per cwt. effective May 1. 2012. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per ONt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per ONt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
April 2012 CMPC minimum pricing information: Apri12012 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.96 Class I (base zone) $15.66 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.79 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

JUNE 2012 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE JUNE 1, 2012 

2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

May 17 2012 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 per cwt per cwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $15.72 $148.05 $11.59 $0.71 (6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $16.1400 $148.4700 $11.8100 1 $0.9300 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $20.77 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de old Order 30 w111 be pnced at the prevarllng prem1um of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 
Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 

a. Class Ill & IV up to 8% of a handlers Class I and Class Jl 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV over 8% of a handlers Class I and Class 11 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone r & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective June 1, 2012 an additional $.19 per ONt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on July 5, 2012. An over order charge of 
$2.47 percwt. will be applicable. 

{7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk and cream that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $.69 percwt. to $20.77 percwt. 
effective June 1, 2012. 

$16.14 X 96.5% = $15.575 
$148.47 X 3.5% = $ 5.196 
Rounded to: $20.77 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease $1.13 percwt. to $11.81 percwt. 
effective June 1, 2012. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will decrease $.01 per cwt. to $2.47 percwt. effective June 1, 2012. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. wilt be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
May 2012 CMPC minimum pricing information: May 2012 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.92 Class I (base zone) $15.85 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.78 
(includes $.20 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

JULY 2012 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2012 

2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

June 14 2012 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1 I (21 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 oer cwt per cwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $16.05 $150.96 $11.35 $0.71(6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $16.4600 $151.3700 $11.5600 I $0.9200 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $21.18 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de old Order 30 w11J be pnced at the preva1hng prem1um of the Involved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the western price. 

(2) The over order value of class H for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 
Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 

a. Class Ill & IV up to 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 1.8600 
b. Class Ill & IV over 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 2.8600 

{5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective July 1, 2012 an additional $.18 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on August 1, 2012. An over order charge of 
$2.46 per cwt. will be applicable. 

{7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non~Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, lll or IV milk and cream that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLA§S I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $.41 percwt. to $21.18 percwt. 
effective Jufy 1, 2012. 

$16.46 X 96.5% = $15.884 
$151.37 X 3.5% = $ 5.298 
Rounded to: $21.18 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease $.25 percwt. to $11.56 percwt. 
effective July 1, 2012. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class 11 butterfat will decrease $.01 per cwt. to $2.46 percwt. effective July 1, 2012. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class J sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area. 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class !I Area 2 premium. 
June 2012 CMPC minimum pricing information: June 2012 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.84 Class I (base zone) $15.24 
Class IJ Rate per cwt. $1.70 
{i~cludes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

AUGUST 2012 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE AUGUST 1, 2012 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815~344-7694 

July 19 2012 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1} (2} 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 percwt per cwt percwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $16.43 $169.18 $11.77 $0.71 (6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.17 $0.17 $0.17 $0.17 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $16.8300 $169.5800 $11.9700 l $0.9100 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5} $22.18 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outside old Order 30 Will be pnced at the preva!11ng prem1um of the Involved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per c'vVt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 
Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 

a. Class Ill & IV up to 8% of a handlers Class rand Class II 1.8500 
b. Class Ill & IV over 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 2.8500 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per c•Nt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective August 1, 2012 an additional $.17 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on August 29, 2012. An over order charge of 
$2.45 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $. 75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk and cream that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I pRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $1.00 perc!Nt. to $22.18 perc!Ait. 
effective August 1, 2012. 

$16.83 X 96.5% = $16.241 
$169.58 X 3.5% - $ 5.935 
Rounded to: $22.18 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $.41 percwt. to $11.97 percwt. 
effective August 1, 2012. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will decrease $.01 per cwt. to $2.45 per cwt. effective August 1, 2012. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area2 
A credit of $.54 per C'Nt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
July 2012 CMPC minimum pricing information: July 2012 minimum F.O. 20 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.98 Class I (base zone) $15.51 
Class !I Rate per cwt $1.86 
(includes $.18 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

SEPTEMBER 2012 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE SEPTEMBER 1, 2012 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

Auaust 16 2012 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 oer cwl oer cwl per ciNI: 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat S:<::im Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE. 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $16.77 $188.30 $12.68 $0.71(6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $17.1900 $188.7200 $12.9000 I $0.9300 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER cwr @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $23.19 

(1) Class I m1!k sold outs1de old Order 30 Will be pnced at the preva11lng prem1um of the Involved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2} The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per c'Wl. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cVvt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per c'#l:. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 
Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 

a. Class Ill & IV up to 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV over 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective September 1, 2012 an additional $.19 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

{6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on October 3, 2012. An over order charge of 
$2.47 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $1.01 percwt. to $23.19 percwt. 
effective September 1, 2012. 

$17.19 X 96.5% = $16.588 
$188.72 X 3.5% = $ 6.605 
Rounded to: $23.19 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $.93 percwt. to $12.90 percwt. 
effective September 1, 2012. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will increase $.02 percwt. to $2.47 percwt. effective September 1, 2012. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class rr sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
August 2012 CMPC minimum pricing information: August 2012 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.94 Class I {base zone) $16.55 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.75 
(includes $.17 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

OCTOBER 2012 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE OCTOBER 1, 2012 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

s eptember 13 2012 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 per cwt per cwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $17.48 $205.39 $13.60 $0.71 (6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $17.9100 $205.8200 $13.8300 I $0.9400 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CI/Vf @3.5% BUTIERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $24.49 

' (1) Class I m•lk sold outs1de old Order 30 Will be pnced at the preva1l1ng prem1um o. the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. wilt follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II foJ soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per ciNI:. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 
Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 

a. Class Ill & IV up to 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 1.8800 
b. Class Ill & IV over 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 2.8800 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective October 1, 2012 an additional $.20 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on October 31, 2012. An over order charge of 
$2.48 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 ·per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $. 75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $1.30 per cwt. to $24.49 per cwt. 
effective October 1, 2012. 

$17.91 X 96.5% = $17.283 
$205.82 X 3.5% = $ 7.204 
Rounded to: $24.49 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $.93 percwt. to $13.83 percwt. 
effective October 1, 2012. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will increase $.01 percwt. to $2.48 percwt. effective October 1, 2012. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class IJ sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
September 2012 CMPC minimum pricing information: September 2012 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.91 Class I (base zone) $17.59 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.85 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

NOVEMBER 2012 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE NOVEMBER 1, 2012 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE 
FAX 

815~344-7691 

815-344-7694 
0 t b 18 2012 c a er 

TO ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 
(1) (2) 

MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 per cwt oercwt oercwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $19.00 $217.31 $14.38 $0.71 (6) 

FUEL SURCHARGE $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 

PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $19.4300 $217.7400 $14.6100 I $0.9400 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CINT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $26.37 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de old Order 30 Will be pnced at the preva1l1ng prem1um of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 
Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 

a. Class Ill & IV up to 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 1.8800 
b. Class Ill & IV over 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 2.8800 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective October 1, 2012 an additional $.20 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on December 5, 2012. An over order charge of 
$2.48 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged$. 75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class Jl, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 

The CMPC minimum price tor Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $1.88 percwt. to $26.37 percwt. 
effective November 1, 2012. 

$19.43 X 96.5% = $18.75 
$217.74 X 3.5% -$ 7.621 
Rounded to: $26.37 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 

The CMPC minimum price tor Class II skim mifk will increase$. 78 percwt. to $14.61 percwt. 
effective November 1, 2012. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will remain the same at $2.48 percwt. effective November 1, 2012 

A credit of $.05 per cVIIf:. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of $.54 per cVIIf:. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cVIIf:. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida OrderS, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium 
October 2012 CMPC minimum pricing infonnation: October 2012 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.92 Class I (base zone) $18.88 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.72 
(includes $.20 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

DECEMBER 2012 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE DECEMBER 1, 2012 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

November 15 2012 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 oer cwt per cwt oercwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE. 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $19.69 $212.37 $14.80 $0.71 (6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $20.1100 $212.7900 $15.0200 I $0.9300 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTIERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $26.85 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outside old Order 30 Will be pnced at the preva11Jng prem1um of the 1nvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of dass II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingred'1ents is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 
Class HI & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 

a. Class Ill & IV up to 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV over 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective December 1, 2012 an additional $.19 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on January 3, 2013. An over order charge of 
$2.47 per cv.-1:. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for W'hich CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on aU plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $.48 per cwt. to $26.85 per cwt. 
effective December 1, 2012. 

$20.11 X 96.5% = $19.406 
$212.79 X 3.5% = $ 7.448 
Rounded to: $26.85 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $.41 percwt. to $15.02 percwt. 
effective December 1, 2012. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class If butterfat will decrease $.01 to $2.47 percwt. effective December 1, 2012. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
November 2012 CMPC minimum pricing information: November 2012 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.98 Class I (base zone) $20.70 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.79 
(includes $.20 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

JANUARY 2013 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2013 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

December 13 2012 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 oer cwt percwt oer cl/oll: 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Bullertat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE. 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $18.73 $180.25 $15.35 $0.71 (6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 

PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $19.1500 $180.6700 $15.5700 I $0.9300 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER cwr @3.5% BUTIERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $24.80 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outsLde old Order 30 Will be pnced at the prevalltng prem1um of the 1nvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. \Nill follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per c'Nt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 
Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 

a. Class Ill & IV up to 8°/o of a handlers Class I and Class II 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV over 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per ciNt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective December 1, 2012 an additional $.19 per cwt. will be added to the transportation al!owance. 

(6) Class II Federa! Order Butterfat price will be announced on January 30, 2013. An over order charge of 
$2.47 per ciNt. will be applicabie. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cvlt.. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $2.05 percwt. to $24.80 perc\.1/t. 
effective January 1, 2013. 

$19.15 X 96.5% = $18.48 
$180.67 X 3.5% = $ 6.323 
Rounded to: $24.80 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $.55 percwt. to $15.57 percwt. 
effective January 1, 2013. 
Tl1e CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will remain at $2.47 percwt. effective January 1, 2013. 

A credit of $.05 per ciNt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of $.54 per ciNt. will be issued on Class II sales in o!d Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per ciNt. wil! be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
December 2012 CMPC minimum pricing information: December 2012 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.77 Class I (base zone) $21.39 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.66 
{includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

FEBRUARY 2013 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE FEBRUARY 1, 2013 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

January 17 2013 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 oer cwt oer cwt oercwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $18.05 $169.40 $15.34 $0.71(6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $18.4700 $169.8200 $15.5600 I $0.9300 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTIERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3){5) $23.77 

(1) Class I mllk sold outside old Order 30 Will be pnced at the preva1hng prem1um of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per ciNt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV up to 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV over 8% of a handlers Class I and Class II 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective December 1, 2012 an additional $.19 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on February 27, 2013. An over order charge of 
$2.47 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $1.03 percwt. to $23.77 percwt. 
effective February 1, 2013. 

$18.47 X 96.5% = $17.824 
$169.82 X 3.5% - $ 5.944 
Rounded to: $23.77 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease $.01 percwt. to $15.56 percwt. 
effective February 1, 2013. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class If butterfat will remain at $2.47 per cwt. effective February 1, 2013. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Oider 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
January 2013 CMPC minimum pricing Information: January 2013 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $3.14 Class I (base zone) $18.97 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.92 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

MARCH 2013 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE MARCH 1, 2013 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

February 14 2013 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 per cwt oer cwt oer cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $17.50 $169.81 $15.22 $0.71 (6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $17.9300 $170.2400 $15.4500 I $0.9400 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $23.26 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outside old Order 30 w11l be pnced at the preva1l1ng prem1um of the 1nvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2} The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

{3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Classiii&IV 1.8800 
b. Class Ill & lV raw Grade A milk sales 2.8800 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per ONt. in o!d Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective March 1, 2013 an additional $.20 per cwt. will be added to the transportaf1on allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on April 3, 2013. An over order charge of 
$2.48 per ONt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per ONt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $.51 per cwt. to $23.26 per cwt. 
effective March 1, 2013. 

$17.93 X 96.5% = $17.302 
$170.24 X 3.5% = $ 5.958 
Rounded to: $23.26 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease $.11 percwt. to $15.45percwt. 
effective March 1, 2013. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will increase $.01 to $2.48 per cwt. effective March 1, 2013. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
February 2013 CMPC minimum pricing information: February 2013 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.87 Class I (base zone) $18.21 
Class II Rate percwt. $1.76 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

APRIL 2013 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE APRIL 1, 2013 

2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

March 14 2013 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 per cwt percwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE. 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $17.45 $177.96 $15.23 $0.71(6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $17.8800 $178.3900 $15.4600 I $0.9400 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CINT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $23.50 

{1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de old Order 30 w11l be pnced at the preva1ilng prem1um of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can eam up to a maximum of$. 15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.8800 
b. Class Ill & :v raw Grade A milk sales 2.8800 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective March 1, 2013 an additional $.20 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on May 1, 2013. An over order charge of 
$2.48 per cwt. will be applicable. 

{7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 

The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $.24 percwt. to $23.50 percwt. 
effective April1, 2013. 

$17.88 X 96.5% = $17.254 
$178.39 X 3.5% = $ 6.244 
Rounded to: $23.50 

CLASS !! pRICE CHANGE 

The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $.01 percwt. to $15.46 percwt. 
effective Apri/1, 2013. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will remain at $2.48 per cwt. effective April1, 2013. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in {old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area2 
A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium 
March 2013 CMPC minimum pricing information: March 2013 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.77 Class I (base zone) $17.80 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.62 
{includes $.20 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

MAY 2013 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE MAY 1, 2013 

2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

Aoril18 2013 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS D£L/V£R£D TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 oer cwt per cwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL B£ DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO TH£ PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SAL£ Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $17.05 $184.91 $14.80 $0.71(6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $00300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $17.4700 $185.3300 $15.0200 I $0.9300 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTIERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $23.35 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de old Order 30 Will be pnced at the preva1lmg premtum of the •nvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone l & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective May 1, 2013 an additional $.19 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Glass II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on June 5, 2013. An over order charge of 
$2.47 per cwt. will be applicable. 

{7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non·Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

{8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class/, 3.5% butterlat test will decrease $.15 percwt. to $23.35 percwt. 
effective May 1, 2013. 

$17.47 X 96.5% = $16.859 
$185.33 X 3.5% = $ 6.487 
Rounded to: $23.35 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease $.44 percwt. to $15.02 percwt. 
effective May 1, 2013. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterlat will decrease $.01 to $2.47 percwt. effective May 1, 2013. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in {old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class ll sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Oider 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
April 2013 CMPC minimum pricing information: Apri12013 minimum F.O. 30 pricing Information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $3.15 Class I {base zone) $17.66 
Class 11 Rate per cwt. $2.00 
{includes $.20 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL M!LK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

JUNE 2013 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE JUNE 1, 2013 

2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

Mav 16 2013 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 percwt _j)ercwt percwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE. 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $18.38 $184.26 $16.13 $0.71(6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $18.8000 $184.6800 $16.3500 I $0.9300 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) {3)(5) $24.61 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de old Order 30 Will be pnced at the preva1lmg prem1um of the Involved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cvvt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cv-.1. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective May 1, 2013 an additional $.19 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on July 3, 2013. An over order charge of 
$2.47 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per C'Nt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I pRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $1.26 percwt. to $24.61 percwt. 
effective June 1, 2013. 

$18.80 X 96.5% = $18.142 
$184.68 X 3.5% = $ 6.464 
Rounded to: $24.61 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $1.33 percwt. to $16.35 percwt. 
effective June 1, 2013. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class If butterfat will remain at $2.47 percwt. effective June 1, 2013. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
May 2013 CMPC minimum pricing information: May 2013 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.90 Class I (base zone) $17.76 
Cjass II Rate per cwt. $1.74 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

JULY 2013 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2013 

2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

J ne 13 2013 u 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 per cwt oer cwt oer cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Ordei 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $18.62 $172.18 $16.37 $0.71(6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $19.0400 $172.6000 $16.5900 I $0.9300 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER Clllfr @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $24.41 

' {1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de old Order 30 Will be pnced at the preva1hng prem1um of the mvo.ved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective May 1, 2013 an additional $.19 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on July 31,2013. An over order charge of 
$2.47 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non~Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class/, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $.20 per cwt. to $24.41 per cwt. 
effective July 1, 2013. 

$19.04 X 96.5% = $18.374 
$172.60 X 3.5% - $ 6.041 
Rounded to: $24.41 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $.24 percwt. to $16.59 percwt. 
effective July 1, 2013. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will remain at $2.47 per cwt. effective July 1, 2013. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order"32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
June 2013 CMPC minimum pricing Information: June 2013 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.99 Class I (base zone) $18.93 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.87 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

AUGUST 2013 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE AUGUST 1, 2013 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

J I 18 2013 UIV 

TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 
(1) (2) 

MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 percwt per cwt percwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $18.96 $166.88 $16.71 $0.71 (6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $19.3700 $167.2900 $16.9200 I $0.9200 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $24.55 

(1) Class I mtlk sold outstde old Order 30 WJII be pnced at the prevatllng premtum of the tnvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per C'Nt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per C'Nt: per C'Nt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.8600 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.8600 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective August 1, 2013 an additional $.18 per C'Nt. wilt be added to the transportation allowance. 

{6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on September 5, 2013. An over order charge of 
$2.46 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for \o\lhich CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per C'Nt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class IJ, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

Area 2 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test wiil increase $.14 percwt. to $24.55 percwt. 
effective August 1, 2013. 

$19.37 X 96.5% = $18.692 
$172.60 X 3.5% - $ 5.85 
Rounded to: $24.55 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $.33 percwt. to $16.92 percwt. 0.33 
effective August 1, 2013. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will decrease $.01 per cwt. to $2.46 per cwt. effective August 1, 2013. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class Jl sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class 11 Area 2 premium. 
July 2013 CMPC minimum pricing information: July 2013 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class 1 Rate per cwt. $2.81 Class l (base zone) $18.91 
Class ll Rate per cwt. $1.70 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

SEPTEMBER 2013 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE SEPTEMBER 1, 2013 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

Auoust 15 2013 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 per cwt percwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE. 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $19.46 $158.08 $17.21 $0.71(6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $19.8800 $158.5000 $17.4300 I $0.9300 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER cwr @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $24.73 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outstde old Order 30 will be pnced at the preva1hng premtum of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective September 1, 2013 an additional $.19 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on October 2, 2013. An over order charge of 
$2.47 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

Area 2 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class/, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $.18 per cwt. to $24.73 per cwt. 
effective September 1, 2013. 

$19.88 X 96.5% = $19.184 
$158.50 X 3.5% = $ 5.548 
Rounded to: $24.73 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $.51 percwt. to $17.43 percwt. 
effective September 1, 2013. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will increase $.01 per cwt. to $2.47 per cwt. effective September 1, 2013. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
August 2013 CMPC minimum pricing informatior August 2013 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.98 Class I (base zone) $18.88 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.76 
(includes $.18 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

OCTOBER 2013 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE OCTOBER 1, 2013 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

September 19 2013 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 percwt per cwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE. 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $19.75 $153.79 $17.50 $0.71(6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $20.1700 $154.2100 $17.7200 I $0.9300 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $24.86 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de old Order 30 Will be pnced at the preva1hng prem1um of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class JJI & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective September 1, 2013 an additional $.19 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on October 30, 2013. An over order charge of 
$2.47 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

I 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

Area 2 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $.13 percwt. to $24.86 percwt. 
effective October 1, 2013. 

$20.17 X 96.5% = $19.464 
$154.21 X 3.5% = $ 5.397 
Rounded to: $24.86 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $. 29 per cwt. to $17. 72 per c'Nt. 
effective October 1, 2013. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will remain at $2.47 percwt. effective October 1, 2013. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
September 2013 CMPC minimum pricing information: September 2013 minimum F .0. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.88 Class I (base zone) $19.16 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.78 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

NOVEMBER 2013 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE NOVEMBER 1, 2013 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 815-344-7691 
FAX: 815-344-7694 

October 17 2013 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 per cwt per cwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3} $20.08 $171.92 $17.83 $0.71 (6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $20.5000 $172.3400 $18.0500 I so.93oo 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTIERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $25.81 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outsJde old Order 30 will be pnced at the prevailing prem1um of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per o..vt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per CNt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per CNt. in old Zone 1 & 11, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective September 1, 2013 an additional $.19 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on December 4, 2013. An over order charge of 
$2.47 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

{8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per CNt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

Area 2 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $.95 percwt. to $25.81 percwt. 
effective November 1. 2013. 

$20.50 X 96.5% = $19.78 
$172.34 X 3.5% = $ 6.03 

$25.81 
CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 

The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $. 33 per cwt. to $18.05 per cwt. 
effective November 1, 2013. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will rema"in at $2.47 percwt. effective November 1, 2013. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class 11· Area 2 premium. 
October 2013 CMPC minimum pricing information: October 2013 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.97 Class I (base zone) $19.20 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.78 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

DECEMBER 2013 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE DECEMBER 1, 2013 
2013 N TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY. IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

November 14 2013 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 oer cwt oer cwt oerciNI: 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $20.38 $17118 $18.13 $0.71(6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.Q300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $20.7900 $171.5900 $18.3400 I $0.9200 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTIERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $26.07 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs•de old Order 30 Will be pnced at the preva1lmg prem1um of the Involved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per c'Nt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.8600 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.8600 

{5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective December 1, 2013 an additional $.18 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on January 2, 2014. An over order charge of 
$2.46 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3. 5% butterfat test will increase $ .. 26 per cwt. to $26.07 per cwt. 
effective December 1, 2013. 

$20.79 X 96.5% = $20.06 
$171.59 X 3.5% = $ 6.01 

$26.07 
CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 

The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $.29 percwt. to $18.34 percwt. 
effective December 1, 2013. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will decrease $.01 percwt. to $2.46 percwt. effective December 1, 2013. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126\-\~ll be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
November 2013 CMPC minimum pricing information: November 2013 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.92 Class I (base zone) $20.20 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.80 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

JANUARY 2014 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2014 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY. IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

December 19 2013 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 oer cwt oer cwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $21.12 $177.82 $18.87 $0 71 (6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $21.5400 $178.2400 $19.0900 I $0.9300 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTIERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $27.02 

(1) Class I mrlk sold outsrde old Order 30 Will be pnced at the prevarllng premrum of the rnvolved area. Sates 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per c!A't. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cvvt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

( 4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective January 1, 2014 an additional $.19 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on February 5, 2014. An over order charge of 
$2.47 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for 'Nhich CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non·AffidaVit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for 'Nhich CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class/, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $.95 percwt. to $27.02 percwt. 
effective January 1, 2014. 

$21.54 X 96.5% = $20.786 
$178.24 X 3.5% = $ 6.238 
Rounded to: $27.02 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $.75 percwt. to $19.09 percwt. 
effective January 1, 2014. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will increase $.01 percwt. to $2.47 percwt. effective January 1, 2014. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class IJ sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class If sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
December 2013 CMPC minimum pricing information: December 2013 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $3.01 Class I (base zone) $20.37 
Class If Rate per cwt. $1.64 
(includes $.18 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

FEBRUARY 2014 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE FEBRUARY 1, 2014 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

Januarv 16 2014 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 per cwt oer cwt oer cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $21.69 $178.53 $19.44 $0.71 (6) 

FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 

PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 

FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.Q300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $22.1100 $178.9500 $19.6600 I $0.9300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER Cwr @3.5% BUITERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $27.60 
(1) Class I mrlk sold outsrde old Order 30 wrll be pnced at the prevarlmg premrum of the mvolved area. Sales 

outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 
(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 

in the CMPC pool. 
(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 

and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per evvt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective January 1, 2014 an additional $.19 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on March 5, 2014. An over order charge of 
$2.47 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

Area 2 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $.58 percwt. to $27.60 percwt. 
effective February 1, 2014. 

$22.11 X 96.5% = $21.336 
$178.95 X 3.5% = $ 6.263 
Rounded to: $27.60 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $.57 percwt. to $19.66 percvvt. 
effective February 1, 2014. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will remain at $2.47 percwt. effective February 1, 2014. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7. old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
January 2014 CMPC minimum pricing information: January 2014 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.85 Class I (base zone) $21.48 
Class II Rate percwt. $1.89 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

MARCH 2014 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE MARCH 1, 2014 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAA: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

Februarv 13 2014 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 per cwt per cwt I'"' cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE. 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $22.28 $203.88 $20.00 $0.71(6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 

PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $22.7000 $204.3000 $20.2200 I $0.9300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $29.06 
(1) Class I mrlk sold outsrde old Order 30 wrll be pnced at the prevarlmg premrum of the mvolved area. Sales 

outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 
(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 

in the CMPC pool. 
(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 

and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
h"1gher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective January 1, 2014 an additional $.19 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on April 2, 2014. An over order charge of 
$2.47 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2006, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

Area 2 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $1.46 per cwt. to $29 .. 06 percwt. 
effective March 1, 2014. 

$22.70 X 96.5% = $21.906 
$204.30X 3.5% = $ 7.151 
Rounded to: $29.06 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $.56 per cwt. to $20.22 per cwt. 
effective March 1, 2014. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will remain at $2.47 percwt. effective March 1, 2014. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in {old) Western Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 66 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
February 2014 CMPC minimum pricing information: February 2014 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.89 Class I (base zone) $22.02 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.70 
{includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

APRIL 2014 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE APRIL 1, 2014 

2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 815-344-7691 
FAX: 815-344-7694 

M h 13 2014 arc 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1} (2} 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 percwt per cwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE. 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $22.62 $211.68 $20.23 $0.71(6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $23.0500 $212.1100 $20.4600 I $0.9400 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWf @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3}(5} $29.67 .. 

(1) Class I mrlk sold outsrde old Order 30 w!ll be pnced at the prevalfmg premrum of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

{3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.8800 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.8800 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective April1, 2014 an additional $.20 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6} Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on April30, 2014. An over order charge 
$2.48 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non·Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8} Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $. 75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

Area 2 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class/, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $.61 percwt. to $29.67 per cwt. 
effective Apri/1, 2014. 

$23.05 X 96.5% = $22.243 
$212.11 X 3.5% = $ 7.424 
Rounded to: $29.67 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $.24 per cwt. to $20.46 percwt. 
effective Apri/1, 2014. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class fl butterfat will increase $.01 to $2.48 per cwt. effective Apri/1, 2014. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old} Western Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
March 2014 CMPC minimum pricing information: March 2014 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.73 Class I (base zone} $23.64 
Class II Rate percwt. $1.86 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

APRIL 2014 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE APRIL 1, 2014 

2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 815-344-7691 
FAX: 815-344-7694 

March 13 2014 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 per cwt per cwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Buttertat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE. 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $22.62 $211.68 $20.23 $0.71 (6) 

FUEL SURCHARGE $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 $0.20 

PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $23.0500 $212.1100 $20.4600 I $0.9400 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER cwr @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $29.67 
(1) Class I milk sold outs1de old Order 30 Will be pnced at the preva1lmg prem1um of the Involved area. Sales 

outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 
(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 

in the CMPC pool. 
(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 

and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class lJI & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.8800 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.8800 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they ct:wose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective April 1, 2014 an additional $.20 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on April 30, 2014. An over order charge 
$2.48 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008, milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012, Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent sha!! be charged $. 75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

Area 2 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $.61 percwt. to $29.67 percwt. 
effective Apri/1, 2014. 

$23.05 X 96.5% = $22.243 
$212.11 X 3.5% -$ 7.424 
Rounded to: $29.67 

CLASS It PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $.24 percwt. to $20.46 per cwt. 
effective Apri/1, 2014. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II buttetfat will increase $.01 to $2.48 per cwt. effective April1, 2014. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class H sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 wiiJ be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
March 2014 CMPC minimum pricing information: March 2014 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.73 Class r (base zone) $23.64 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.86 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

MAY 2014 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE MAY 1, 2014 

2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

April17 2014 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 per cwt per cwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $22.37 $221.27 $19.11 $0.71(6) 

FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 

PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 

FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $22.7900 $221.6900 $19.3300 I $0.9300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $29.75 
(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de old Order 30 Will be pnced at the prevarlmg prem1um of the mvolved area. Sales 

outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 
(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 

in the CMPC pooL 
(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 

and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per evvt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective May 1, 2014 an additional $.19 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price wiJJ be announced on June 4, 2014. An over order charge of 
$2.47 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008 milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

{8) Effective March 1, 2012 Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $. 75 per evvt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

Area 2 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class/, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $.08 percwt. to $29.75 percwt. 
effective May 1, 2014. 

$22.79 X 96.5% = $21.992 
$221.69 X 3.5% = $ 7.759 
Rounded to: $29.75 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease $1.13 percwt. to $19.33 per cwt. 
effective May 1, 2014. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will decrease $.01 to $2.47 percwt. effective May 1, 2014. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in {old) Western Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. wilt be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
April 2014 CMPC minimum pricing information: April2014 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $3.33 Class I (base zone) $23.65 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.85 
(includes $.20 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

JUNE 2014 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE JUNE 1, 2014 

2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

Mav 15 2014 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 oer cwt percwt percwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $20.81 $231.81 $18.39 $0.71 (6) 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $21.2300 $232.2300 $18.6100 I $0.9300 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTIERFAT {BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $28.62 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de old Order 30 Will be pnced at the prevailing prem1um of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.15 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per c'Nt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.06 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.8700 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.8700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective May 1, 2014 an additional $.19 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on July 2, 2014. An over order charge of 
$2.47 per c"vVt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008 milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012 Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, 111 or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $1.13 percwt. to $28.62 percwt. 
effective June 1, 2014. 

$21.23 X 96.5% = $20.487 
$232.23 X 3.5% - $ 8.128 
Rounded to: $28.62 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease$. 72 percwt. to $18.61 percwt. 
effective June 1, 2014. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II buttetfat will remain at $2.47 percwt. effective June 1, 2014. 

A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

Area 2 
A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
May 2014 CMPC minimum pricing information: May 2014 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.59 Class I (base zone) $24.47 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.58 
(includes $. 19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
REVISED PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

JUNE 2014 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE JUNE 1, 2014 

2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 815-344-7691 
FAX: 815-344-7694 

June 19 2014 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 per cwt per cwt per cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE. 30 30 30 30 (6) 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $20.81 $231.81 $18.50 $0.82 

FUEL SURCHARGE $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 $0.19 

PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 

FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.030 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $21.2300 $232.2300 $18.7200 I $1.0400 

MINIMUM ClASS PRICES PER CWf @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $28.62 
(1) Class I mrlk sold outsrde old Order 30 wrll be pnced at the prevarlrng premrum of the mvolved area. Sales 

outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 
(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 

in the CMPC pool. 
(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.20 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 

and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.12 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat te~ 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per c\"11:: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.9800 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.9800 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective May 1, 2014 an additional $.19 per c\"11:. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on July 2, 2014. An over order charge of 
$2.58 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008 milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012 Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per c\"11:. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

Area 2 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $1.13 from May 2014 to $28.62 per cwt. 
effective June 1, 2014. 

$21.23 X 96.5% = $20.487 
$232.23 X 3.5% = $ 8.128 
Rounded to: $28.62 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease $.61 from May 2014 to $18.72 percwt. 
effective June 1, 2014. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will increase$. 11 from May 2014 to $2.58 per cwt. effective June 1, 2014. 
A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $.33 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Eastern Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $ . .45 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order 7, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
May 2014 CMPC minimum pricing information: May 2014 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.59 Class I (base zone) $24.47 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.58 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

JULY 2014 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2014 

2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL 60051 

PHONE: 815-344-7691 
FAX: 815-344-7694 

June 19 2014 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN ORDER 30 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 per cwt per cwt !JE'rcwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 (6) 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $20.40 $245.43 $18.00 $0.82 

FUEL SURCHARGE $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 

PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 

FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.030 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $20.8100 $245.8400 $18.21 oo I $1.0300 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $28.69 
(1) Class I milk sold outs1de old Order 30 Will be pnced at the prevailing prem1um of the 1nvolved area. Sales 

outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 
(2) The over order value of class Jl for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 

in the CMPC pool. 
(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.20 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 

and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.12 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat te~ 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.9700 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.9700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in old Zone I & II, and $.22 per cwt. 
in all other zones will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective July 1, 2014 an additional $.18 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on July 30, 2014. An over order charge of 
$2.57 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008 milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012 Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

Area 2 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class/, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $.07 percwt. to $28.69 percwt. 
effective July 1, 2014. 

$20.81 X 96.5% = $20.082 
$245.84 X 3.5% = $ 8.604 
Rounded to: $28.69 

CLASS It PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class If skim fT!ilk will decrease $.51 percwt. to $18.21 percwt. 
effective July 1, 2014. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class If butterfat will decrease $.01 to $2.57 percwt. effective July 1, 2014. 
A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $.33 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Eastern Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $ . .45 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in (old) Western Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in old Order 68 area of Upper Midwest Order 30 area, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Florida Order 6, Southwest old Order 138 and Northeast Order 1 
including adjoining unregulated areas. 

Class Jl sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and old Order 30, Order 5, Order?, old Order 126 will be priced 
at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
June 2014 CMPC minimum pricing information: June 2014 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.96 Class I (base zone) $22.86 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.99 
(includes $.19 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

AUGUST 2014 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE AUGUST 1, 2014 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

J I 17 2014 UIV 

TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN CMPC ORDER 30 EAST AND WEST 
(1) (2) 

MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED TO AN (OLD) ORDER 30 per cwt per cwt oer cwt 
BUYER SHALL BE DEEMED TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE Old Order Old Order Old Order Old Order 
ANNOUNCED HERE 30 30 30 30 (6) 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $20.44 $264.67 $18.30 $0.82 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.030 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $20.8500 $265.0800 $18.51 oo I $1.0300 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWf @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $29.40 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de old Order 30 Will be pnced at the preva1lmg prem1um of the 1nvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.20 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.12 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat te~ 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.9700 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.9700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in Order 30 Chicago Metro area, and 
$.22 per cwt. in all other areas will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective July 1, 2014 an additional $.1 a per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on September 4, 2014. An over order charge of 
$2.57 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008 milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012 Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

Area 2 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum pn"ce for Class/, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $.71 percwt. to $29.40 percwt. 
effective August 1, 2014. 

$20.85 X 96.5% = $20.12 
$265.08 X 3.5% = $ 9.278 
Rounded to: $29.40 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class If skim milk wifl increase $.30 percwt. to $18.51 percwt. 
effective August 1, 2014. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat wifl remain at $2.57 percwt. effective August 1, 2014. 
A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 are 
A temporary competitive credit of $.33 per cwt. will be issued on Class J sales in CMPC East Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $ . .45 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in the Order 30 Minnesota Southeast, Order 30 Minnesota, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33 areas. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Northeast Order 1 including adjoining unregulated areas, and 
the State of New Mexico in Southwest Order 126 areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and the CMPC Order 30 East and West, Appalachian Order 5, Florida Order 6, 
Southeast Order 7, and the State of Texas in Southwest Order 126 will be priced at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
July 2014 CMPC minimum pricing information: July 2014 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class l Rate per cwt. $2.87 Class I (base zone) $23.02 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.70 
(includes $.18 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

SEPTEMBER 2014 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE SEPTEMBER 1, 2014 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

14 2014 Auaust 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN CMPC ORDER 30 EAST AND WEST 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED SHALL BE DEEMED oer cwt oer cwt oer cwt 
TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE ANNOUNCED HERE. 

16) 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $19.45 $282.55 $17.31 $0.82 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.Q300 $0.0300 $0.030 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $19.8600 $282.9600 $17.5200 I $1.o3oo 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWf @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $29.07 

(1) Class I milk sold outs1de CMPC Order 30 East and West wtll be pnced at the preva1l1ng premtum of the tnvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class U for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.20 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.12 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis offarm tank weights and producer butterfat te~ 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.9700 
b. Class !II & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.9700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in Order 30 Chicago Metro area, and 
$.22 per cwt. in all other areas will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective July 1, 2014 an additional $.18 per cwt. wi!! be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on October 1, 2014. An over order charge of 
$2.57 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008 milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non·Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012 Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, II! or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

Area 2 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $.33 percwt. to $29.07 percwt. 
effective September 1, 2014. 

$19.86 X 96.5% = $19.165 
$282.96 X 3.5% = $ 9.904 
Rounded to: $29.07 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease $.99 percwt. to $17.52 percwt. 
effective September 1, 2014. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will remain at $2.57 percwt. effective September 1, 2014. 
A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 are 
A temporary competitive credit of $.33 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC East Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $ . .45 per cwt. will be issued on Class 1 sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in the Order 30 Minnesota Southeast, Order 30 Minnesota, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33 areas. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Northeast Order 1 including adjoining unregulated areas, and 
the State of New Mexico in Southwest Order 126 areas. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and the CMPC Order 30 East and West, Appalachian Order 5, Florida Order 6, 
Southeast Order 7, and the State of Texas in Southwest Order 126 will be priced at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
August 2014 CMPC minimum pricing information: August 2014 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.73 Class 1 (base zone) $23.87 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.79 
(includes $.18 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

OCTOBER 2014 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE OCTOBER 1, 2014 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

Seotember 18 2014 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN CMPC ORDER 30 EAST AND WEST 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED SHALL BE DEEMED ner cwt ner cwt per cwt 
TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE ANNOUNCED HERE. 

16) 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $19.16 $318.56 $15.01 $0.82 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.030 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $19.5700 $318.9700 $15.2200 I $1.0300 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CINf @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $30.05 

(1) Class I mrlk sold outsrde CMPC Order 30 East and West wrfl be pnced at the prevarlrng premrum of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.20 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.12 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat te~ 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.9700 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.9700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in Order 30 Chicago Metro area, and 
$.22 per cwt. in all other areas will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective July 1, 2014 an additional $.18 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on November 5, 2014. An over order charge of 
$2.57 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008 milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class! milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012 Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged $.75 per cwt. 
on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

Area 2 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price far Class/, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $.98 per cwt. to $30.05 per cwt. 
effective October 1, 2014. 

$19.57 X 96.5% = $18.885 
$318.97X3.5% =$11.164 
Rounded to: $30.05 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class If skim milk will decrease $2.30 percwt. to $15.22 percwt. 
effective October 1, 2014. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will remain at $2.57 percwt. effective October 1, 2014. 
A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class J sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $.33 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC East Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $ . .45 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in the Order 30 Minnesota Southeast, Order 30 Minnesota, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33 areas. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Northeast Order 1 including adjoining unregulated areas, and 
the State of New Mexico in Southwest Order 126 areas. 

Class ll sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and the CMPC Order 30 East and West, Appalachian Order 5, Florida Order 6, 
Southeast Order 7, and the State of Texas in Southwest Order 126 will be priced at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
September 2014 CMPC minimum pricing information: September 2014 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.64 Class I (base zone) 523.63 
Class JJ Rate per cwt. $1.46 
(includes $.18 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

NOVEMBER 2014 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE NOVEMBER 1, 2014 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

0 t b 17 2014 co er 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN CMPC ORDER 30 EAST AND WEST 

(1) (2) 

MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED SHALL BE DEEMED per cwt per cwt percwt 

TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE ANNOUNCED HERE 

(6) 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $18.59 $323.11 $14.73 $0.82 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.17 $0.17 $0.17 $0.17 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.030 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $18.9900 $323.5100 $14.9300 I $1.0200 
MINIMUM ClASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) {3){5) $29.65 

(1) Class I mrlk sold outs1de CMPC Order 30 East and West WJI! be pnced at the prevallmg prem1um of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

{2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.20 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can eam a 
credit of $.12 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per CINf.. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.9600 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.9600 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in Order 30 Chicago Metro area, and 
$.22 per cwt. in all other areas will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective November 1, 2014 an additional $.17 per CINf.. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on December 3, 2014. An over order charge of 
$2.56 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008 milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012 Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged 

Area 2 

$. 75 per cwt. on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $.40 per cwt. to $29.65 per c\!Vt. 
effective November 1, 2014. 

$18.99 X 96.5% = $18.325 
$323.51 X 3.5% - $11.323 
Rounded to: $29.65 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease $.29 percwt. to $14.93 percwt. 
effective November 1, 2014. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will decrease $.01 to $2.56 percwt. effective November 1, 2014. 
A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 
A temporary compef1f1ve credit of $.33 per c'Nt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC East Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $..45 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in the Order 30 Minnesota Southeast, Order 30 Minnesota, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33 areas. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Northeast Order 1 including adjoining unregulated areas, 
Florida Order 6, and the State of New Mexico in Southwest Order 126 area. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and the CMPC Order 30 East and West, Appalachian Order 5, 
Southeast Order 7, and the State of Texas in Southwest Order 126 wil! be priced at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
October 2014 CMPC minimum pricing information: October 2014 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $3.06 Class I (base zone) $24.19 
Class II Rate per cwt. $2.06 
(includes $.18 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

DECEMBER 2014 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE DECEMBER 1, 2014 
PHONE: 815-344-7691 2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 

MCHENRY. IL. 60051 FAX: 815-344-7694 
N b 14 2014 ovem er 

TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN CMPC ORDER 30 EAST AND WEST 
(1 I (2) 

MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED SHALL BE DEEMED per cwt per cwt per cwt 
TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE ANNOUNCED HERE 

16\ 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $20.24 $229.09 $14.72 $0.82 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 $0.18 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.030 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $20.6500 $229.5000 $14.9300 I $1.0300 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT {BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $27.96 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de CMPC Order 30 East and West w11! be pnced at the preva1lmg prem1um of the Involved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.20 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.12 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.9700 
b. Class 1!1 & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.9700 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in Order 30 Chicago Metro area, and 
$.22 per cwt. in all other areas will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective December 1, 2014 an additional $.18 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on December 31,2014. An over order charge of 
$2.57 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008 milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012 Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged 

Area 2 

$.75 per cwt. on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, IJJ or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $1.69 percwt. to $27.96 percwt. 
effective December 1, 2014. 

$20.65 X 96.5% = $19.927 
$229.50 X 3.5% = $ 8.033 
Rounded to: $27.96 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will remain the same at $14.93 percwt. 
effective December 1, 2014. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will increase $.01 to $2.57 percwt. effective December 1, 2014. 
A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $.33 per cwt. will be issued on Class J sales in CMPC East Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $ . .45 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in the Order 30 Minnesota Southeast, Order 30 Minnesota, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33 areas. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Northeast Order 1 including adjoining unregulated areas, 
Florida Order 6, and the State of New Mexico in Southwest Order 126 area. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and the CMPC Order 30 East and West, Appalachian Order 5, 
Southeast Order 7, and the State of Texas in Southwest Order 126 will be priced at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
November 2014 CMPC minimum pricing infonnation: November 2014 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.79 Class I (base zone) $24.06 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.51 
(includes $.17 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

JANUARY 2015 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2015 
2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY.IL. 60051 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

December 18 2014 
TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN CMPC ORDER 30 EAST AND WEST 

(1) (2) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I CLASS II 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED SHALL BE DEEMED oer cwt per cwt per cwt 
TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE ANNOUNCED HERE 

(6) 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $16.76 $222.78 $13.02 $0.82 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.16 $0.16 $0.16 $0.16 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.030 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $17.1500 $223.1700 $13.2100 I $1.0100 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) {3)(5) $24.36 

{1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de CMPC Order 30 East and West will be pnced at the preva1l1ng prem1um of the Involved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.20 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.12 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.9500 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.9500 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in Order 30 Chicago Metro area, and 
$.22 per cwt. in all other areas will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective January 1, 2015 an additional $.16 per cwt. wHI be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on February 4, 2015. An over order charge of 
$2.55 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008 milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012 Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged 

Area 2 

$.75 per cwt. on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum pn"ce for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $3.60 percwt. to $24.36 percwt. 
effective January 1, 2015. 

$17.15 X 96.5% = $16.55 
$223.17X3.5% -$7.811 
Rounded to: $24.36 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease $1.72 percwt. to $13.91 percwt. 
effective January 1, 2015 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will decrease $.02 to $2.55 percwt. effective January 1, 2015. 
A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $.33 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC East Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of$ .. 45 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in the Order 30 Minnesota Southeast, Order 30 Minnesota, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33 areas. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Northeast Order 1 including adjoining unregulated areas, 
Florida Order 6, and the State of New Mexico in Southwest Order 126 area. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and the CMPC Order 30 East and West, Appalachian Order 5, 
Southeast Order 7, and the State of Texas in Southwest Order 126 will be priced at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
December 2014 CMPC minimum pricing infonnation: December 2014 minimum F.O. 30 pricing infonnation: 

Class I Rate per cwt. $2.63 Class I (base zone) $22.53 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.99 
(includes $.18 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



2013 N TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY. IL. 60051 

CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

FEBRUARY 2015 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE FEBRUARY 1, 2015 
PHONE: 
FAX: 

TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN CMPC ORDER 30 EAST AND WEST 
(1) 

MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED SHALL BE DEEMED per cwt J1l>rcwt 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

Januarv 15 2015 

(2) 
CLASS II 

per cwt 
TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE ANNOUNCED HERE 

(6) 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $15.85 $171 .95 $10.91 $0.82 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.13 $0.13 $0.13 $0.13 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.030 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $16.2100 $172.3100 $11.0700 I $0.9800 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $21.67 

{1) Class I milk sold outs1de CMPC Order 30 East and West Will be pnced at the preva1lmg prem1um of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.20 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.12 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.9200 
b. Class 111 & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.9200 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in Order 30 Chicago Metro area, and 
$.22 per cwt. in all other areas will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective February 1, 2015 an additional S.13 per cwt. will be added to the transportat"1on allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on March 4, 2015. An over order charge of 
$2.52 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2006 milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(6) Effective March 1, 2012 Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged 

Area 2 

S.75 per cwt. on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV mi!k that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $2.69 per cwt. to $21.67 per cwt. 
effective February 1, 2015. 

$16.21 X 96.5% = $15.64 
$172.31 X 3.5% = $ 6.03 
Rounded to: $21.67 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease $2.14 per cwt. to $11.07 per cwt. 
effective February 1, 2015. 
The CMPC minimum premium tor Class II butterfat will decrease $.03 to $2.52 per cwt. effective February 1, 2015. 
A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $.33 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC East Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $ .. 45 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in the Order 30 Minnesota Southeast, Order 30 Minnesota, 
Central Order 32, and Mideast Order 33 areas. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Northeast Order 1 including adjoining unregulated areas, 
Florida Order 6, and the State of New Mexico in Southwest Order 126 area. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and the CMPC Order 30 East and West, Appalachian Order 5, 
Southeast Order 7, and the State of Texas in Southwest Order 126 will be priced at the Class II Area 2 premium. 
January 2015 CMPC minimum pricing information: January 2015 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 

Class I Rate percwt. $2.97 Class I (base zone) $16.58 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.76 
(includes $.16 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

2013 N TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY. IL. 60051 

MARCH 2015 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 

EFFECTIVE MARCH 1, 2015 

TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN CMPC ORDER 30 EAST AND WEST 
(1) 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED SHALL BE DEEMED per cwt per cwt 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

February 20 2015 

(2) 
CLASS II 

per cwt 
TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE ANNOUNCED HERE 

(6) 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $14.90 $185.72 $10.46 $0.82 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.11 $0.11 $0.11 $0.11 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.030 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $15.2400 $186.0600 $10.6000 I $0.9600 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $21.22 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outside CMPC Order 30 East and West w1ll be pnced at the prevailing prem1um of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.20 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.12 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.9000 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.9000 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in Order 30 Chicago Metro area, and 
$.22 per cwt. in all other areas will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective March 1, 2015 an additional $.11 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on April 1, 2015. An over order charge of 
$2.50 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008 milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012 Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged 

Area 2 

$.75 per cwt. on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class/, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $.45 per cwt. to $21.22 percwt. 
effective March 1, 2015. 

$15.24 X 96.5% = $14.71 
$186.06 X 3.5% = $ 6.51 
Rounded to: $21.22 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease $.47 percwt. to $10.60 percwt. 
effective March 1, 2015. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will decrease $.02 to $2.50 per cwt. effective March 1, 2015. 
A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $.33 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC East Order 30 area. 
A temporary COrt;lpetitive credit of $ . .45 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Order 30 Minnesota Southeast, Order 30 Minnesota, 
Central Order 32 effective January 1, 2015. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Northeast Order 1 including adjoining unregulated areas, Order 5, Order 7, 
Florida Order 6, Order .33 exluding Michigan and the State of New Mexico in Southwest Order 126 area effective January 1 , 2015. 
Area 4 · 
A credit of $1.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Order 33 Michigan effective January 1, 2015. 

Class II sales outside Area 2, Area 3 and Area 4 above and the CMPC Order 30 East and West, 
and the State of Texas in Southwest .Order 126 will be priced at the Class II Area 2 premium. 

February 2015 CMPC minimum pricing information: February 2015 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 
Class I Rate per cwt. $2.63 Class I (base zone) $16.24 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.93 
(includes $.13 fuel surcharge) 

R Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

2013 N TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY. IL. 60051 

APRIL 2015 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE APRIL 1, 2015 

TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN CMPC ORDER 30 EAST AND WEST 
(1) 

MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED SHALL BE DEEMED per cwt 

PHONE: 815-344-7691 
FAX: 815-344-7694 

M h19 2015 arc 

(2) 
I CLASS II 
per cwt per cwt 

TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE ANNOUNCED HERE 

(6) 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $14.57 $189.62 $10.99 $0.82 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.12 $0.12 $0.12 $0.12 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.030 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $14.9200 $189.9700 $11.1400 I $0.97oo 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $21.05 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de CMPC Order 30 East and West w!ll be pnced at the preva11ing prem1um of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.20 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.12 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.9100 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.9100 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportaf1on allowance of $.24 per cwt. in Order 30 Chicago Metro area, and 
$.22 per cwt. in all other areas will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective April 1, 2015 an additional $.12 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on April29, 2015. An over order charge of 
$2.51 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008 milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012 Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged 

Area 2 

$.75 per cwt. on all plant production or p!ant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will decrease $.17 percwt. to $21.05 percwt. 
effective Apri/1, 2015. 

$14.92 X 96.5% = $14.40 
$189.97 X 3 5% = S 6.650 
Rounded to: $21.05 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $.54 percwt. to $11.14 percwt. 
effective Apri/1, 2015. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will increase $.01 to $2.51 per cwt. effective April1, 2015. 
A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class l sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $.33 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC East Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $..45 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Order 30 Minnesota Southeast, Order 30 Minnesota, 
Central Order 32 and Order 33 excluding Michigan effective April1, 2015. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Northeast Order 1 including adjoining unregulated areas, Order 5, Order 7, 
Florida Order 6, Order 33 Michigan and the State of New Mexico in Southwest Order 126 area effective April 1, 2015. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and the CMPC Order 30 East and West, 
and the State of Texas in Southwest Order 126 will be priced at the Class II Area 2 premium. 

March 2015 CMPC minimum pricing information: March 2015 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 
Class I Rate per cwt. $2.86 Class I (base zone) $15.56 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.49 
(includes $.12 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

2013 N TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY. IL. 60051 

MAY 2015 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE MAY 1, 2015 

TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN CMPC ORDER 30 EAST AND WEST 
(1) 

MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED SHALL BE DEEMED per cwt 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

I 
per cwt 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 
6 20 April1 15 

(2) 
CLASS II 

per cwt 
TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE ANNOUNCED HERE 

(6\ 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $14.75 $195.09 $10.23 $0.82 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.11 $0.11 $0.11 $0.11 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0 0300 $0.030 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $15 0900 $195.4300 $10 3700 I $0.96oo 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $21.40 

(1) Class 1 m1lk sold outs1de CMPC Order 30 East and West will be pnced at the prevallmg prem1um of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.20 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.12 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.9000 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.9000 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in Order 30 Chicago Metro area, and 
$.22 per cwt. in all other areas will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective May 1, 2015 an additional $.11 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on June 3, 2015. An over order charge of 
$2.50 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008 milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective March 1, 2012 Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged 

Area 2 

$.75 per cwt. on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $.35 percwt. to $21.40 per cwt. 
effective May 1, 2015. 

$15.09 X 96.5% = $14.562 
$195.43 X 3.5% = $ 6.84 
Rounded to: $21.40 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease$. 77 percwt. to $10.37 per cwt. 
effective May 1, 2015. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will decrease $.01 to $2.50 percwt. effective May 1, 2015. 
A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $.33 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC East Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $ . .45 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Order 30 Minnesota Southeast, Order 30 Minnesota, 
Central Order 32 and Order 33 excluding Michigan. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Northeast Order 1 including adjoining unregulated areas, Order 5, Order 7, 
Florida Order 6, Order 33 Michigan and the State of New Mexico in Southwest Order 126 area. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and the CMPC Order 30 East and West, 
and the State of Texas in Southwest Order 126 will be priced at the Class II Area 2 premium. 

April 2015 CMPC minimum pricing information: April 2015 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 
Class I Rate per cwt. $2.75 Class I (base zone) $15.50 
crass II Rate per cwt. $1.71 
(includes $.12 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

2013 N TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL 60051 

JUNE 2015 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE JUNE 1, 2015 

TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN CMPC ORDER 30 EAST AND WEST 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

(1) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED SHALL BE DEEMED per cwt per cwt 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

2 May 14 015 

(2) 
CLASS II 

per cwt 
TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE ANNOUNCED HERE 

16) 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $14.51 $208.55 $9.93 $0.82 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.11 $0.11 $0.11 $0.11 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.030 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $14.8500 $208.8900 $1 o.o?oo I $0.9600 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $21.64 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de CMPC Order 30 East and West Will be pnced at the preva1lmg prem1um of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.20 per cwt. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.12 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per ciNI:. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.9000 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.9000 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in Order 30 Chicago Metro area, and 
$.22 per cwt. in all other areas will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective May 1, 2015 an additional $.11 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on July 1, 2015. An over order charge of 
$2.50 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008 milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

{8) Effective March 1, 2012 Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged 

Area 2 

$.75 per cwt. on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class II, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test wi/f increase $.24 percwt. to $21.64 percwt. 
effective June 1, 2015. 

$14.85 X 96.5% = $14.33 
$208.89 X 3.5% = $ 7.31 
Rounded to: $21.64 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will decrease $.30 percwt. to $10.07 per cwt. 
effective June 1, 2015. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat will remain at $2.50 percwt. effective June 1, 2015. 
A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $.33 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC East Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $ . .45 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Order 30 Minnesota Southeast, Order 30 Minnesota, 
Central Order 32 and Order 33 excluding Michigan. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per ciNt. will be issued on Class II sales in Northeast Order 1 including adjoining unregulated areas, Order 5, Order 7, 
Florida Order 6, Order 33 Michigan and the State of New Mexico in Southwest Order 126 area. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and the CMPC Order 30 East and West, 
and the State of Texas in Southwest Order 126 will be priced at the Class II Area 2 premium. 

May 2015 CMPC minimum pricing information: May 2015 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 
Class I Rate per cwt. $2.78 Class I (base zone) $15.83 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.73 
(includes $.11 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



CENTRAL MILK PRODUCERS COOPERATIVE 
PRICE ANNOUNCEMENT 

2013 N. TYLER TRAIL 
MCHENRY, IL. 60051 

JULY 2015 
UNTIL FURTHER NOTICE 
EFFECTIVE JULY 1, 2015 

TO: ALL BUYERS LOCATED IN CMPC ORDER 30 EAST AND WEST 

PHONE: 
FAX: 

(1) 
MILK FROM ANY SOURCE FOR WHICH CMPC IS THE AUTHORIZED CLASS I 
MARKETING AGENT WHICH IS DELIVERED SHALL BE DEEMED oer cwt oer cwt 

815-344-7691 
815-344-7694 

June 18 2015 

(2) 
CLASS II 

oer cwt 
TO HAVE BEEN RECEIVED AND ACCEPTED SUBJECT TO THE Skim Butterfat Skim Butterfat 
PRICE AND OTHER TERMS OF SALE ANNOUNCED HERE 

(6) 

CHARGE FOR MILK (BASE ZONE) (3) $14.70 $215.64 $9.98 $0.82 
FUEL SURCHARGE $0.11 $0.11 $0.11 $0.11 
PROCESSOR ASSESSMENT $0.20 $0.20 
FEDERAL ORDER 30 ADMINISTRATION FEE $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.0300 $0.030 

MINIMUM CLASS PRICES (BASE ZONE) (3) (5) $15.0400 $215.9800 $10.1200 I $0.9600 
MINIMUM CLASS PRICES PER CWT @3.5% BUTTERFAT (BASE ZONE) (3)(5) $22.07 

(1) Class I m1lk sold outs1de CMPC Order 30 East and West Will be pnced at the preva1lmg prem1um of the mvolved area. Sales 
outside the U.S. will follow the Western price. 

(2) The over order value of class II for soft cheeses, condensed products and candy ingredients is not included 
in the CMPC pool. 

(3) Buyers can earn up to a maximum of $.20 per CVv't. for weekly uniform receipts, $.45 per cwt. for monthly uniform receipts 
and an additional $.05 per cwt. at the end of the year for uniform receipts over the twelve months. Buyers can earn a 
credit of $.12 per cwt.on milk purchased on the basis of farm tank weights and producer butterfat tests. 

(4) Class Ill & IV over order charges per cwt: per cwt. 
a. Class Ill & IV 1.9000 
b. Class Ill & IV raw Grade A milk sales 2.9000 

(5) All the above prices are minimum prices. Member cooperatives and buyers may, if they choose, agree on 
higher values. Beginning January 1, 2004 a transportation allowance of $.24 per cwt. in Order 30 Chicago Metro area, and 
$.22 per cwt. in all other areas will be allowed a partial credit against the cost of buyer paid transportation. 
Effective May 1, 2015 an additional $.11 per cwt. will be added to the transportation allowance. 

(6) Class II Federal Order Butterfat price will be announced on August 5, 2015. An over order charge of 
$2.50 per cwt. will be applicable. 

(7) Effective February 1, 2008 milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall 
be eligible to receive a $.90 per cwt. credit for all non-Affidavit Class I milk ordered and received. 

(8) Effective Mar'ch 1, 2012 Affidavit milk from any source for which CMPC is the authorized marketing agent shall be charged 

Area 2 

$.75 per cwt. on all plant production or plant bulk sales of Class 11, Ill or IV milk that is either labeled or marketed as Affidavit milk. 

CLASS I PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class I, 3.5% butterfat test will increase $.43 percwt. to $22.07 per cwt. 
effective July 1, 2015. 

$15.04 X 96.5% = $14.51 
$215.98 X 3.5% - $ 7.56 
Rounded to: $22.07 

CLASS II PRICE CHANGE 
The CMPC minimum price for Class II skim milk will increase $.05 percwt. to $10.12 per cwt. 
effective July 1, 2015. 
The CMPC minimum premium for Class II butterfat wiff remain at $2.50 per cwt. effective July 1, 2015. 
A credit of $.05 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $.33 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC East Order 30 area. 
A temporary competitive credit of $ . .45 per cwt. will be issued on Class I sales in CMPC West Order 30 area. 

A credit of $.54 per cwt. will be issued on Class II sales in Order 30 Minnesota Southeast, Order 30 Minnesota, 
Central Order 32 and Order 33 excluding Michigan. 
Area 3 
A credit of $.99 per cwt. will be issued on Class 11 sales in Northeast Order 1 including adjoining unregulated areas, Order 5, Order 7, 
Florida Order 6, Order 33 Michigan and the State of New Mexico in Southwest Order 126 area. 

Class II sales outside Area 2 and Area 3 above and the CMPC Order 30 East and West, 
and the State of Texas in Southwest Order 126 will be priced at the Class II Area 2 premium. 

June 2015 CMPC minimum pricing information: June 2015 minimum F.O. 30 pricing information: 
Class I Rate per cwt. $2.70 Class I (base zone) $16.14 
Class II Rate per cwt. $1.61 
(includes $.11 fuel surcharge) 

R. Alan Smith 



Testimony before the United States Department of Agriculture 
Agricultural Marketing Service 

In the Matter of Milk in California; 
Notice of Hearing on a Proposal to Establish a Federal Milk Marketing Order 

Clovis, California, September 29, 2015 

Testimony of Annie AcMoody 
Western United Dairymen 
1315 K Street, Modesto, CA 95354 

EXHIBIT 

My name is Annie AcMoody. I am the Director of Economic Analysis for Western United 
Dairymen (WUD). We are an association of dairy farmers, representing California's dairy 
families. We have members located throughout the entire state, from San Diego county all 
the way through Del Norte county. We also represent members of all sizes (ranging from 17 
cows to 10,000 cows), organic and conventional. 

Western United Dairymen was established in 1985 as a result of the merger between two 
organizations with roots in the 30's: United Dairymen and Western Dairymen. Through the 
1960's, the California dairy industry pricing system was changing. Western was a key player 
in the development of the pooling program. 

Today, WUD's membership benefits cover many areas. They include resources in labor law, 
safety, animal welfare, environmental regulations, legislative issues, communications, 
media relations and pricing issues. We also provide educational resources, through 
seminars, workshops, written materials, social media and our website. Specifically, we have 
four field representatives throughout the state ready to assist members when needed. We 
are represented in Sacramento and Washington DC to ensure laws and policies potentially 
impacting our membership are monitored and acted upon promptly and efficiently. On the 
environmental front, WUD advocates for its members with local, regional, state and federa l 
environmental agencies (air and water quality, climate change issues) to ensure that 
regulations that are developed by these agencies take the concerns of our members into 
account. WUD also works with its members to help them understand the regulations and 
make sure they get fair treatment by the regulators. 

We are a grass-roots organization and an elected board of 20 directors governs our policy. 
They meet once a month to discuss issues that affect our membership. Specifically, our 
mission states: "in appreciation of the tremendous dedication of capital, labor and caring 
concern that our members have invested in their dairies, the Board of Directors will 
earnestly and conscientiously work to promote sound legislative and administrative pol icies 
and programs for the profitability of the industry and the welfare of the consumers by 
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striving always to develop concepts for the general welfare and longevity of dairy 
producers, while maintaining the strong, positive public image of the dairy farmers." 

We are here today because our members' farms are confronted with disorderly marketing 
conditions, which threatens their viability in the state. Since the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act 
was implemented in 1969, the California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) has 
admin istered a state milk marketing order and has tried to balance industry interests. In 
recent years however, California's minimum prices have failed to reflect national values for 
classified milk uses. This has led to increasingly difficult market conditions for dairy farms 
operating in California. 

The unity we have seen in the California producers' community in the last few years is 
testimony to the undeniable disruption caused to California dairy families and their 
employees by the inequity in California's milk pricing compared to the price discovery 
mechanism in states operating under the federal system. 

More specifically, with the fixed whey factor implemented on December 1, 2007, it was 
only a matter of time before prices would fall significantly out of alignment with federal 
order pricing. The issue became particularly apparent in 2011 as the value of dry whey 
started to rise. The producer community, concerned with the inequity, overwhelmingly 
supported some changes. Land O'Lakes submitted a petition on May 24, 2011. Agreeing the 
issue should be revisited, CDFA called for a hearing on June 30, 2011. Support from dairy 
producer organizations and cooperatives was unparalleled- all sought changes that would 
bring the California 4b price in closer alignment with federal order prices. As a resu lt of the 
hearing, CDFA decided to implement changes, eliminating the fixed whey factor and 
replacing it with a sliding scale. 

The changes resulting from the June 30, 2011 hearing and implemented on September 1, 
2011 were an improvement for producers: the whey value was now allowed to fluctuate. 
However, while WUD appreciated the modification, we believed it still fell short of an 
appropriate method to determine the whey value in the Class 4b formula. Hence, WUD 
submitted a petition to CDFA on December 2, 2011, proposing to modify the current sliding 
scale in the Class 4b formula to allow the whey factor to more closely reflect the whey va lue 
generated by the current Class Ill formula. At the time, the difference between California's 
whey value and federal orders since the sliding scale's implementation averaged a 
staggering $1.88/cwt. California dairy families clearly needed a better way to capture the 
whey value. Unfortunately, CDFA decided not to act on the matter and denied the hearing 
request. 

The last (non-t emporary) update to the whey scale occurred in 2012, when CDFA Secretary 
Karen Ross increased the upper end of the scale by 10 cents (effective August 1). Following 
this decision, she created the Dairy Future Task Force in the hopes of finding common 



ground between industry participants to improve the California pricing system. Almost 
three years later, no significant changes occurred and producers were still getting a Class 4b 
price that does not track FMMO Class Ill. 

In 2013, producers supported legislation (AB 31), that would have tied the whey value in 
the Class 4b formula to the whey value in the Class Ill formula. That legislation did not pass 
despite strong unity in the producer community. 

Every producer group in this state has worked hard on getting this issue resolved. The last 
hearing (June 3, 2015) was called by Secretary Ross on her own motion to provide 
temporary relief to producers. The changes resulting from this hearing will expire next 
summer. While we appreciated the Secretary's efforts, the changes made are temporary. 
California dairy producers need a permanent solution to the unfair prices they are receiving. 
This is at the root of why we are here today. 

In parallel to the efforts spent at the state, an interest in exploring the potential for a 
California FMMO started growing in the producer community. Many informational material 
was shared through newsletters and presentations were done throughout the state. WUD 
specifically hosted a panel in 2012 and 2014 and a presentation in 2015, where USDA and 
coop staff explained to members the hearing process and how FMMOs operate. WUD 
board members particularly spent time trying to understand the differences between the 
FMMO and the California system. At that time, it was common knowledge the coops had 
started to work on developing a proposal for a California FMMO. Until that was made 
official and content was made public, WUD did not take a position. 

After the three major coops in the state submitted a proposal to USDA in February 2015, 
the WUD board of directors unanimously voted to support it at the February 20, 2015 board 
meeting. This proposal was the culmination of a lengthy process at CDFA, where the 
industry determined that a FMMO was necessary to remedy the aforementioned 
inequalities caused by the California system. 

In short, this proposal means to our organization a solution to a problem that the CDFA 
Secretary has not been able to fix. As mentioned previously, it is no secret that the current 
producer dissatisfaction stems largely from the growing gap that exists between the Class Ill 
price and the Class 4b price. The part of the California Food and Agricultural Code that 
states "the methods or formulas shall be reasonably calculated to result in prices that are in 
a reasonable and sound economic relationship with the national value of manufactured 
milk products" (Section 62062) has been mentioned countless times in the last five years. 

For the last twelve months of data before the latest temporary change came into effect, the 
Class 4b whey value averaged $1.50 per hundredweight less than the FMMO Class Ill whey 
value(August 2014-July 2015). When commodity prices were higher, that difference was 



even more striking, with Class 4b whey value being an average $2.03 per hundredweight 
lower than Class Ill in 2014. Class 4b represents the largest class of milk in California by 
utilization. According to data published by CDFA for this hearing (Summary of Pool Usage 
Percentage), Class 4b represented an average 42% of the SNF pool usage and 47% of the fat 
pool usage in 2015. Looking back at the last ten years, it represented 41% and 46% (for SNF 
and fat pool usage, respectively). 

The class price difference places the California dairy operations in a much less competitive 
position than their counterparts whose milk are priced by FMMO regulations. This means 
that the two systems yield different regulated minimum prices for products competing in 
like markets. The resulting differences in prices may cause market decisions that are based 
on regulations rather than market fundamentals. This is clearly a concern and a sign of 
disorderly market conditions. For California dairy families to receive milk prices on parity 
with the rest of the country, the proposal submitted by the three coops (Proposal1) is our 
best option. 

According to USDA's Preliminary Regulatory Impact Analysis of Proposals to Establish a 
California Federal Milk Marketing Order, the impact on California dairy producers would be 
significant. Indeed, the analysis points to average increased revenues of $700 million per 
year for the first seven years of implementation. On the first year alone (2017), USDA 
estimates increased producer revenues at $590 million. Producers in California deseNe to 
be on a level playing field with their counterparts in the rest of the country. 
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Good day Judge Clifton. My name is George Mertens. My address is 1100 

Bonneau Road, Sonoma, California, 95476. 1 appreciate the opportunity to testify 

at this hearing and thank the United States (US) Secretary of Agriculture and the 

United States Department of Agriculture's (USDA) Dairy Programs division for 

calling this hearing at the request of the overwhelming majority of dairy farm 

families in California. 

1 am a dairy producer. I and my wife and sons operate Mertens Acres Dairy. 

Our farm has been operational for 50 years. Our herd has 900 milking cows and 

heifers, and milk from our farm serves markets in the North Bay area of California 

every day. We are member owners of Dairy Farmers of America, Inc. (DFA). 

DF A manages its day to day operations in seven multi state geographic units and 

our farm is a part of the Western Area composed of approximately 300 members 

with investments in 6 plants in California and Nevada. 

I have been personally active in my local dairy cooperative as well as other 

agricultural groups my entire life. I have been involved as a participant and in 

leadership in farm organizations, trade organizations and governmental 

commissions. In addition I serve on several current and ongoing California 

regulatory advisory groups as a dairy fanner participant. 

I am an active member in DFA and serve our members on the DFA Western 

Area Council as well as DF A's Board of Directors. I am in constant contact with 
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DFA members in California and the rest of the US. They are all very interested in 

this hearing. OF A's membership and leaders have participated in numerous 

informational sessions about the proposal and asked not only our staff but also 

USDA and California Department of Food and Agriculture staff many questions 

about speci fie points of the proposal and the process for establishing a Federal 

Milk Marketing Order. I expect you will hear from more DFA members over the 

next several weeks. The Western Area Council working in conjunction with the 

farmer leadership of California Dairies, Inc. and Land O'Lakes, Inc. has fully and 

formally endorsed pursuing and participating in the hearing to bring a Federal Milk 

Marketing Order to California. 

Members are concerned about their farms and the investments in their 

cooperative businesses. We also realize we must have viable successful customers 

in order for our farm investments to succeed and be profitable. But without a 

viable milk supply those and our business investments will fail. 

I speak regularly with OF A members and with other dairymen across the 

US. It is clear to California dairy farmers that their milk prices are not on par with 

the rest of the country. While I am not a student of the details of the milk pricing 

formulas, I do understand that milk used to make cheese and whey products in the 

Federal Orders is valued above milk used to make the same products in California. 

Over the past few years that difference has at times been more than three dollars 
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per hundredweight. DF A makes cheese and whey products in plants that we own 

directly or jointly with other partners around the country. Our plants sell those 

products in competition with California based plants all over the US and the world. 

It is difficult to understand why the California Class 4b milk price is so much 

lower than the Federal Order Class Ill price, but not too hard to feel some of the 

impacts. 

California dairy fanners, like many in the US, have faced increases in our 

operating costs. Two recent situations that are somewhat unique and very 

impactful to the California dairy industry are the severe drought causing 

restrictions in water use (which is forcing dairymen to drill new and deeper and 

more expensive wells) and, the increasing conversion of land use away from dairy 

feed stuffs to tree nut and vine production. We don't expect the drought to last 

forever but at present it is a significant cost factor. 

The land converted from feed production to tree nut and vine production is 

likely irreversible. This fact pushes up the cost of acquiring feeds as they must be 

sourced from longer distances and in competition with dairy and beef interests in 

other regions of the country. These two factors are difficult to isolate and 

categorize in the published studies on the cost of milk production but are in fact 

very real. It is difficult to compete for milk production inputs with other dairies in 

other regions of the country when our prices are not in a reasonable relationship 
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with theirs. We note that when California Secretary of Agriculture Ross 

announced the most recent changes in the Class 4b pricing formulas effective for 

one year and beginning on August 1, even she remarked, " ... the changes were 

necessary to assist producers in dealing with increased costs of production and the 

effect of the ongoing drought." But these CDFA changes are temporary. 

California has operated its state milk marketing system for many years. I 

was involved as a dairy farmer participant in the process when it was put in place 

in the 1960s. I've attended many hearings, committees and working groups with 

the California Department of Food and Agriculture since then. For many years the 

state Order has otlered a reasonable balance between producer interests and 

processor interests and I understand maintaining that balance is not always easy. 

Our three cooperatives and the three state producer trade associations have 

made multiple requests of the state Order through the hearing process to better 

align California milk prices with those of the rest of the country. However those 

requests have not resulted in milk prices that seem in a fair relationship to prices 

present in the Federal Orders. DF A members and the members of the other 

cooperatives asking for this hearing are appreciative of the recent temporary 

changes made in the California class 4b milk price formula. We nevertheless feel 

that now is the time for the California dairy industry to join the national system. 
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I will be glad to answer whatever questions I can but may have to direct 

some of them to our later staff witnesses. Thank you for holding the hearing and 

allowing me to participate. 
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Testimony of the 
California Dairy Campaign (CDC) 

Before the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
Hearing on A California Federal Milk Marketing Order 

Clovis, CA 

My name is Lynne McBride and I currently serve as Executive Director of the 
California Dairy Campaign (CDC). CDC is a grassroots organization representing 
dairy farm families throughout California. The testimony I will present today is 
based on positions adopted by the CDC Board of Directors. CDC is a member 
organization of the California Farmers Union, a state chapter of the National 
Farmers Union. 

I would like to begin by thanking the United States Department of Agriculture 
(USDA) for holding this hearing to consider proposals to establish a federal milk 
marketing order in California. The California Dairy Campaign (CDC) strongly 
supports the federal order proposal put forward by the state's major dairy 
cooperatives including California Dairies, Inc., Dairy Farmers of America Inc., 
and Land O'Lakes, Inc. 

Since our organization was founded, we have called for California to join the 
federal milk marketing order system to bring our prices and the process for 
determining prices in line with the federal order system. The failure of our state 
system to align prices paid to dairy producers in California with prices paid in the 
federal order system has cost dairy producers in our state more than $1.5 billion 
since 2010. Our organization firmly believes that the only way to restore equity to 
dairy producer pricing in our state is by joining the federal milk marketing order 
(FMMO) system. The federal order proposal put forward by the cooperatives will 
comprehensively address our state's unique marketing conditions, align dairy 
producer prices here with prices paid in the federal order system, restore orderly 
marketing conditions and sustain dairies across the state. 

Economic Conditions Warrant Adoption of Cooperatives Federal Order Proposal 

According to the 2015 California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) 
"Dairy Statistics and Trends Mid-Year Review," 1434 dairies remain in operation 
in our state, a decrease of more than 6oo dairies over the last 10 years according 
to CDFA data. California dairy producer prices routinely rank last in the nation 
and dairy producer income continues to be well below average production costs. 
Statewide the average cost to produce milk now totals $19.12 per cwt. according 
to the latest "CDFA Statewide Cost Comparison Summary." The latest data from 
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the "California Dairy Review" indicated that the Overbase price totaled $14.32 in 
July, well below average production costs resulting in mounting losses for dairy 
producers across the state. 

Although dairy producer prices did improve in 2014, prices have remained well 
below production costs throughout 2015 and are likely to remain so in the coming 
months. It is important to recognize that although prices did improve last year, 
higher prices did not last long enough to make up for the tremendous losses that 
dairy producers have incurred in recent years. 

Throughout 2015 dairy producer income has failed to cover average production 
costs. Combined with the great uncertainty about water and feed availability due 
to the ongoing historic drought, dairy farmers in California today face 
unprecedented economic challenges. Dairy farmers are price takers, not price 
setters and are not able to pass on additional costs which makes equitable pricing 
regulations all the more important in our state. Dairy producers in California 
simply cannot afford to be paid some of the lowest mailbox prices in the nation 
due to the failure of our state order to pay dairy producers prices that are 
reasonable compared to other states. Joining the federal order will end this 
longstanding inequity and we support the cooperatives federal order proposal to 
establish a federal order in our state. 

Decline in Number of Dairies 

We believe a significant reason for the decline in the number of dairies in 
California is largely due to the fact that dairy producers in our state are paid 
significantly less than dairy producers in the federal milk marketing order 
(FMMO) system. A number of our dairy producer members have closed their 
dairies in recent years and some have chosen to move their dairy operations to 
other states. It is important to recognize the factors that contributed to the 
decision by these dairy producers to close their dairies and how it relates to the 
failure of our California State Order to establish minimum pricing formulas that 
are equitable compared to pricing formulas in the federal order system. 

We have seen many of our dairy producer members close down their operations 
because they did not see a future for themselves here in California largely due to 
the fact that dairy producer prices are some of the lowest in the nation. Dairy 
operations of various sizes have closed or moved to other states because it just 
didn't make sense to remain in operation here given the economic hardship they 
endured in our state. We continue to see additional cows sold because the 
economic pressure to stay in business simply becomes too great. One 
longstanding member of our board of directors understood the importance of 
California joining the federal order system, but he simply couldn't afford to wait 
for conditions to improve. He moved his dairy operation to a federal order state 
and is now being paid considerably higher prices for the milk he produces. 

We simply would not continue to see so many ofthese dairies go out of business 
if our California pricing system had paid dairy producers an equitable price. It is 
well documented that milk production has been on the decline each month of this 
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year and this trend is likely to continue. Milk production figures in July confirm 
that milk production decreased by 3.3% during that month according to CD FA's 
"California Dairy Review." Many continue to question the future for dairies in 
California unless conditions improve and adoption of the cooperatives proposal 
to establish a federal milk marketing order would improve conditions here 
considerably. 

California State Order Fails to pay dairy producers an equitable price 

We believe that the California State Order has failed to pay dairy producers prices 
that are equitable compared to prices paid in the federal order system. We have 
long held that the California State Order does not give enough consideration to 
dairy producers. We have participated in numerous California Department of 
Food and Agriculture hearings to consider changes to the pricing formulas. 
However, due to the fact that the California system gives the CDFA Secretary 
broad authority to determine dairy pricing policies, dairy producer prices in our 
state are misaligned with the federal order system. 

The disparity between our 4b cheese price and the equivalent federal order Class 
III price is a significant reason for the misalignment in pricing considering that 
from January through June of this year, cheese production totaled 45.5% of all 
milk pooled in our state, according to CDF A. The average difference between the 
California 4b price and the equivalent federal order Class III price totaled $1.89 
per cwt on average from August 2012 to today. 

We repeatedly testified during California Department of Food and Agriculture 
(CDFA) hearings to consider changes to the pricing formulas. During the last 
hearing, CD FA Secretary Karen Ross granted a one-year temporary increase in 
the 4b formula that brought the 4b price closer to the Class III price. We 
welcomed the price increase which we considered long overdue. But it is 
important to recognize that Secretary Ross did not grant the increase to bring our 
dairy producer prices in closer alignment with federal milk marketing order 
prices. She granted the temporary increase to provide short-term relief to dairy 
producers and address the challenges caused by the statewide drought. 

The latest cost of production data available from CDFA is the first quarter of 2015 
which reports the cost to produce milk in the state totaled $19.12 per cwt. The 
California mailbox price for May was $14.72 per cwt, indicating that income that 
month was nearly 25 percent below average production costs. Since then prices 
paid to producers have continued to remain substantially below production costs. 

The fact that our state system underpays dairy producers compared to other 
states has caused California dairy farmers to be paid on average more than $1 per 
hundredweight less than dairy farmers in the federal milk marketing order 
system leading to a more than $1.2 million loss in income for the average size 
dairy since January 2011. Had our state dairy system paid California dairy 
producer prices that were in line with prices paid in other states, the losses 
dairies suffered would not have been as great and more California dairies would 
be in operation today. The closure of dairies causes irreparable harm to the local 
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and regional economy and the social fabric of the affected communities especially 
given that many of these dairies have been in operation for generations. 

We along with other dairy producer organizations have called for an end to this 
price disparity, however, up until now the California Department of Food and 
Agriculture (CDFA) has failed to restore equity to our dairy pricing system. 
Joining the federal order through the adoption of the cooperatives federal order 
proposal is the only viable way to restore equity to our dairy pricing system. 

Despite the challenges faced by California dairy producers, California continues 
to be the nation's leading milk producing state, yet dairy producers are not able to 
find markets if they want to change to a new buyer. Due to the consolidation and 
concentration that exists and the lack of competition in the marketplace, the 
minimum prices are more critical than in other parts of the country where more 
buyers of milk exist. Minimum prices are more important than any other time in 
our state's history because of the number of dairies that have exited and those 
that are likely to exit unless our state prices are brought in alignment with prices 
paid in other states. 

The unprecedented statewide drought continues to put additional stress on dairy 
producers due to a decrease in water availability that is decreasing the acreage 
planted for forage crops. A California Milk Advisory CMAB report on the dairy 
industry states, "The economic health of the California dairy industry depends 
crucially on a healthy local forage industry to supply silage, hay and other forages 
that are too bulky to economically haul long distances." It goes onto explain that, 
"California dairy farms use mainly California-produced forage feeds and grains 
and high-protein feed shipped into the state from elsewhere." Dairy producers in 
our state are going to continue to be paying more for forages this year and in 
years to come making it all the more critical that minimum prices in our state are 
comparable to other states. 

In addition, the new dairy margin insurance program established in the last farm 
bill is based on the "All Milk" price which is significantly higher than the 
California mailbox price. During the sign up period for the DMPP last fall, 
information circulated by UC Davis estimated that the California mailbox price 
was approaching $2.00 per cwt lower than the "All Milk" price used in the new 
program. Now under the new farm bill, dairy producers in California are at a 
greater disadvantage due to the fact that prices in our state are significantly below 
prices paid in other states resulting in far less of an effective safety net for dairy 
producers here when margins decline. Also the fact that dairy producers in 
California are paid significantly below prices in the rest of the country makes it 
more difficult for them to participate in risk management programs that dairy 
farmers in other states employ. 

Dairy operations cannot continue to sustain chronic losses while there is 
considerable profitability experienced further up the food chain. Minimum prices 
are put in place to ensure that dairy farmers are able to share in some minimal 
level of profitability. Joining the federal order system will establish equitable 
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minimum prices, improve the outlook for dairies across the state and enable the 
next generation of dairy producers to have a brighter future than the one that 
exists today. 

CDC Strongly Supports the Cooperatives Proposal 

The California Dairy Campaign strongly supports the federal order proposal put 
forward by the cooperatives because it effectively addresses key issues important 
to the dairy producers we represent. The major issues that we consider 
paramount to a successful federal order proposal include: end-product pricing 
formulas currently used in other federal orders; continuation of the state quota 
system; effective milk pooling regulation; similar treatment of out-of-state milk 
and producer-bander provisions as under other federal orders, fortification 
standards and other issues. 

Our organization strongly believes that dairy producers should be paid uniform 
prices for manufacturing milk and the cooperatives proposal would ensure this 
pricing standard. Our dairy producer members support the continuation of the 
state quota program and the cooperatives proposal would achieve this important 
goal and ensure the investments made by dairy producers in the quota program 
remain intact. We strongly supported passage of the "California Federal Milk 
Marketing Order Act" to enable California to retain its quota program under the 
federal order system. The proposal put forward by the cooperatives would make 
certain that the quota program would continue to function as it has and will be 
administered by the California Department of Food and Agriculture. Given the 
significant value of the quota program and the investments that dairy producers 
have made in this program, we believe it is critical that it continue under the 
federal order system and the cooperatives proposal will ensure the value of the 
quota program is maintained. 

One key characteristic of the California market is the amount of manufactured 
milk produced in California. The pooling provisions in the cooperatives proposal 
are essential to establish and maintain orderly marketing conditions in a 
California federal milk marketing order. We consider the federal order proposal 
put forward by the cooperatives to effectively address the distinct milk utilization 
in the California milk market while at the same time integrating the California 
federal order with the federal milk marketing order system as a whole. 

We support the provisions in the cooperatives proposal that will adopt the federal 
milk marketing order definitions and regulations for producer-handlers; similar 
treatment of out-of-state milk as under other federal orders; allowances for fluid 
milk fortification among other aspects of their proposal. 

In conclusion, for far too long California dairy producers have had to endure 
disorderly marketing conditions due to the fact that prices paid to dairy 
producers in our state were not equitable compared to prices paid in the federal 
order system. We urge the adoption of the cooperatives federal order proposal 
because it would establish orderly marketing conditions for California dairy 
producers. We thank the United States Department of Agriculture for the 
opportunity to present our testimony today. 
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My name is Scott Magneson and I am a dairy producer from Ballico, California where I own and operate 

a 650 cow organic dairy operation. I currently serve on the boards of the California Dairy Campaign and 

the California Farmers Union. The California Dairy Campaign is a grassroots organization of dairy 

producers and a member organization of the California Farmers Union, a state chapter of the National 

Farmers Union. 

I greatly appreciate the opportunity to testify here today in strong support of the federal order proposal 

put forward by the state's cooperatives including California Dairies, Inc., Dairy Farmers of America, Inc., 

and Land O'Lakes, Inc. It is my hope this proposal will provide dairy producers in our state milk prices 

that are in line with those paid to dairy producers throughout the federal order system. One important 

aspect of their proposal is that it will maintain our state quota system which dairy producers have 

invested in over many years. 

Many dairies have gone out of operation in California due to the failure of our state system to calculate 

prices that are fair compared to other states. Based on CDFA's 2015 1st quarter cost of production 

feedback sheets for the North Valley, 90% of the dairies on the study had a negative net income. The 

California discount has cost the average sized dairy producer in our state more than $1.2 million just 

since January 2011. The gap between our prices and federal order prices has been a significant reason 

for the closure of so many dairies across our state. Many of the dairy producers who remain question 

whether they will continue in part because of the price disparity. The price disparity has also created an 

unfair hardship when it comes to the newly adopted "safety net" , the Margin Protection Program. 

Producers in California, because of our lower prices, must purchase a costly higher level of coverage in 

order to receive the same benefit as dairies in the Feqeral Orders. The fact th~ilk pricing is different 

here makes it difficult for dairy producers to implement risk management strategies. 

I and many other dairy producers in our state have long understood that we are at a great disadvantage 

compared to dairy producers in the rest of the country due to our state marketing system. Our current 

system does allow for more hearings, but frequently the results have not benefited dairy producers. In 

contrast, the federal milk marketing order system encompasses a comprehensive and transparent 

hearing process which is fact based and maximizes dairy producer participation. We welcome this 

hearing process and I thank USDA for moving forward to consider a federal order for California. I look 

forward to the adoption of the cooperative's proposal. Thank you. 
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2010 May (1.47) {24,521) 
2010 June (1.38) (23.004) 
2010 July (0.81) (13,434) 
2010 Aug"st {0.66) (10,988) 
2010 September {0.53) (8.906) 
2010 October (1.04) (17.286) 
2010 November (28.248) 

2011 February 
2011 March 
2011 April {22,857) 
2011 May {26,315) 
2011 June (12.132) 
2011 July (20,371) 
2011 August (27,801) 
2011 September (25.516) 
2011 October 
2011 November 

2012 February 
2012 March 
2012 April (25.836) 
2012 May {18,806) 
2012 June (13,267) 
2012 July {22,731) 
2012 A"gust {19,508) 
2012 September (24,215) 
2012 October 
2012 November 

2013 February 
2013 March 
2013 April (14,026) 
2013 May (24,632) 
2013 June {23.915) 
2013 July (28,830) 
2013 August (23,253) 
2013 September (20,965) 
2013 October (24.085) 
2013 November 

I 
2014 February I. 
2014 March I 
2014 April (1.76) 
2014 May (2.01) 
2014 June (1.54) 
2014 July (2.26) 
2014 August (1.40) 
2014 September (1.70) 
2014 October 
2014 November 

2015 February $ 
2015 March $ 
2015 April 
2015 May 
2015 June 
2015 July 
2015 Augus1 
2015 September 
2015 October 
2015 November 
2015 December 

PerCWT Per COW TOTAL 
From Jan 2009 (1.26) $ {1,510.79) $ (1,510,788) 
From Jan 2011 (1 46) (1, 164.55) $ (1,164,546) 

Hen:l size Sinee Jan 2011 
500 5 (582,273) 

1,000 $ (1.164.546) 
1,500 5 (1,746,819) 
2.000 $ (2,329,092) 



• EXHIBIT 
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Product Classification Schedule 
Comparison Between California and FMMO Provisions 

FOR INFORMATIONAl USE ONlY I I I 
A MARKET ADMINISTRATOR SHOUlD AI.WAYS BE CONSULTED FOil A FORMAL FMMO CLASSIFICATION DETERMINATION 

PROOUCT OESCRIPTlON CACLASS
1 FMMOCLASS FMMO NOTES & EXCEPTIONS 

Acidified Half-and-Half 1 II 
Fluid Milk Products: 

Acidophijus 1 I 

Concentrated 1 
If marketed as a beverage, and contains not less than 25.5%, and not more 
than 50% total milk solids 

Filled 1 
Flavored 1 
High Nutrient 1 Marketed as a beverage 

Imitation 1 MBk products used to mfg beverages that are not FMP are Class II 
With Lactobacillus Acidophilus Cu~ure 1 

Lactose Reduced 1 
Modified 1 If~ 6.5% NFS or> 2.25% Protein 
Whole, Reduced Fal Lowtat, Fat Free 1 

Half-and-Half 1 
Milk Drink 1 Cannot determine until product specifications are evaluated. 

Milk Drink Mix 1 . Cannot determine until product specifications are evaluated. 
Acidified Buttermilk 2 I Labeled as Baking Buttermilk with > 2% added starch is Class II 

Acidified Half-and-Half Dressing . 2 II 
Buttermilk 2 I Labeled as Baking Buttermilk with > 2% added starch is Class II 

Clotted Cream 2 II 

Condensed (Sweetened and Unsweetened) 2 

MBk 2 IV If in a consumer type package 
Lowtat Milk 2 IV If in a consumer type packa!le 

Fat Free Milk 2 IV If in a consumer type package 
Cottage Cheese: 

Acidified or directly set 2 II 

Creamed 2 II 
Creamed Spread 2 II 

Lowtat 2 II 

Fat free 2 II 
Partially Creamed 2 II 
Uncreamed 2 II 

Cream 
Acidified Cream 2 II 
Coffee Cream 2 II 
Li!lhtCream 2 II 
Table Cream 2 II 
Whipping Cream 2 II 

Cream Dressing (Sour and Acidified Sour) 2 II 
Dry Whey (from Cottage Cheese) 2 II By product of Class II mfg 

Eggnog (all varieties) 2 I Egg Nog containing Butterfat~ 9% is Class II 

Evaporated (Sweetened and Unsweetened) 2 

Cream 2 IV If in a consumer type package 
MBk 2 IV If in a consumer type package 
Lowfat Milk 2 IV If in a consumer type packa!le 
Fat free Milk 2 IV If in a consumer type package 

Fromage Frais (Lowfat, Fat Free) 2 . Cannot determine until product specifications are evaluated. 
Hoop Cheese 2 Ill 
Kelir and Fruit Kelir 2 II 
Sour Cream and Light Sour Cream 2 II 
Sour Flavored Half..and-Half 2 II 
Sour Half-and-Half Dressing 2 II 
Ultra High Temperature (UHT) and 

Fluid Flavored Milk (Whole, Lowfal Fat Free) 1 I 
Fluid Milk (Whole, Lowtal Fat Free) 1 I 
Half-and-Half 1 II 
Cream 2 II 
Dairy Spread 2 . Cannot determine until product specifications are evaluated . 
Eggnog 2 I Egg Nog containing Butterfat~ 9% is Class II 
Flavored Cream 2 II 
Flavored Drink 2 Cannot determine until product specifications are evaluated. 
Lowtat Milk 2 I 
Milk 2 I 
Milk Drink Mix 2 . Cannot determine until product specifications are evaluated. 
Sour Cream 2 II 



PRODUCT DESCRIPTION CACL.ASS1 FMMOCLASS FMMO NOTES & EXCEPTIONS 
Sour Flavored Half-and-Half 2 I 
Ultrapasteurized Half-and-Half (Hermetically) 2 

Whipped Cream (Cream Topping) 2 
Whipped Nonfat Yogurt Topping 2 
Yogurt (Flavored, Lowfat, Fat Free) 2 
Yogurt Drink (lowfat, Fat Free) 2 
Yogurt Sherbet 2 
Frozen Dairy Dessert (Mix, Lowfat, Fat Free) 3 
Frozen Yogurt (Mix, Lowfat, Nonfat) 3 
Ice Cream and Ice Milk: 

Diabetic 3 
Dietetic 3 
Imitation 3 
Mix 3 
Nonfat 3 

Light Dairy Dessert 3 
Quiescentiy Frozen Confections 3 
Sherbet 3 
Butter 4a IV 
Dry Buttermilk 4a IV 
Nonfat Dry Milk 4a IV 
Whole Dry Milk 4a IV 
Cheese: 

Bakers 4b 
Blue 4b 
Brick 4b 
Cheddar 4b 
Colby 4b 
Cream 4b 
Full Skim 4b 
Gorganzola 4b 
Limburger 4b 
Monterey Jack 4b 
Mozzarella 4b 
Muenster 4b 111 
Neufchatel 4b 111 
Parmesan 4b 111 
Part Skim 4b Ill 
Provolone 4b Ill 
Ricotta 4b II 
Romano 4b 111 
Swiss 4b Ill 

Dry Modified Whey 4b Ill When a by product of Class Ill cheese mfg 

Dry Whey (from other Cheese) 4b Ill When a by product of Class Ill cheese mfg 

Additional FO Classifications not covered: 
Flavored beverages that do not meet FMP definition (example coffee flavored) II 
Buttermilk labeled for baking containing >2% added starch I II 
FMP in containers larger than 1 gallon shipped to commercial food processors II 
Fluid cream shipped to commercial food processors II 

1 CDFA Classification of Dairy Products: www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/pdf/CiassificationDairyProducts.pdf 
2 Bulk product is classified within a plant based on final use 



Class I Differentials with $2.50 
Fuel to $5.00 Fuel* 

Chuck Nicholson & Mark Stephenson 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo & UW-Madison 

Living on a Roller Coaster: 18'h Annual Workshop for Dairy Economists and Policy Analysts 

Outline (Surprise!) 

• Class I "Price Surface" with different fuel 
costs 
-Work funded by AMS Dairy Division 

-The main topic 

• *Costs of "Localizing" the US Dairy Industry 
- Recent Food Policy Paper 

• *Use of USDA and CBO Price Projections 
-Recent survey for Ag Policy course 

* Special bonus sections! Or " 30% more presentation FREE" 

* EXHIBIT 
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Outline 

• Background 
• US Dairy Sector Simulator (USDSS) basic 

description 

• Modifications from original USDSS model 
-Additional final and intermediate products 

-Nonlinear yield functions 

-Revised plant locations 

• Class I price surface results 

Objectives 

• Update the "cost-minimizing" price surface 
to 2006 
-(Okay, so now we should probably update the 

update) 

• Examine the impacts of changing fuel 
costs on the Class I price surface 
-From the 2006 diesel cost of $2.36 to $5.00 

-At the start $5.00/gal diesel looked big! 

-May 2nd: $4.12/gal, with CA at $4.47/gal 
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Methods 

• Cost-minimizing model of the US dairy 
sector 

• Long history of this analysis 
-Pratt et al. 1998 Class I differentials study 

-US Dairy Sector Simulator (USDSS) 

-Also funded by AMS 

-Input into the differential structure under order 
reform 

• Model was given an "extreme makeover" 
in 2008 

USDSS Model 

• Spatially-disaggregated 'transshipment' 
model 

• Minimizes the costs of milk assembly, 
interplant (intermediate product) use, and 
final product distribution 
-Some versions have included processing 

costs also 

• Nonlinear programming solution technique 
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USDSS Model 

5 product categories 

US Milk Supply Locations 
Given milk supply locations ... 

f• .I 

i ) • • • 

~ . \.· , 
' I 

·. 
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US Cheese Plant Locations 
... and processing plant locations, like cheese ... 
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US Cheese Demand Locations 
... and demand locations ... 
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The USDSS Model 

• Figure out least overall cost for ... 
- Farm to plant (milk assembly) 

- Processing at plant (products) 

-Distribution to demand 

~~ . -_ ..... 
$ $ 

$ 

Model Solutions Represent: 
• The work of an imaginary "Dairy Dictator" 

-Solution is least-cost for entire system 
-No emotion about keeping plants in 

business 

' 
. . 

- . -·~-, 
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Model Solutions Provide: 
• Insights about some incentives for a 

plant to be at a location 
-Not actual outcomes 
-Many important factors omitted 

• Uses data for two months 
-May and October 
-Original study used 1995 data 
-Most recent update 2006 

Model Solutions Include: 
• Plant locations 
• Milk assembly flows 
• Product distribution flows 
• Spatial milk values 
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Revisions to Previous Model 

Limitations of the previous USDSS: 
• Limited product/component disaggregation 

- 5 products, 2 components (Fat, SNF) 

• Newer products not represented 
-Dry Whey, WPCs, UF milks, MPC 

• Fixed product composition (proportions) 
• Least-cost solution 

-No 'policy'; shipment patterns not consistent 
with incentives for pooling at all points 

Changes from Original Model 

• Expanded number of final and 
intermediate (interplant) products 

• Nonlinear yield functions based on use of 
cream and skim fractions and intermediate 
products 
-Results in endogenous composition 

• Modifications to plant locations 
-Reduced fluid plants, added key locations not 

. . 
In preVIOUS 

----- ······---------------
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Revised Model Final Products 

• Fluid • Dry Whey 

• Yogurt • WPC34 & WPCSO 

• Ice Cream • Lactose 

• Cottage Cheese • Casein & Caseinates 

• NDM • 4 MPC products 

• Butter • Dried buttermilk 

• Cheddar Cheese • Other ECD 

• Other Cheese 

Model "Intermediate" Products 

• Cream 

• Skim 

• NDM 

• Ice Cream Mix 

• Fluid buttermilk 

• Dry buttermilk 

• Fluid whey 

• Separated whey 

• Whey cream 

• Dry Whey 

• WPC34 & WPCSO 

• Casein & Caseinates 

• 4 MPC Products 

• Condensed Skim 

• 4 UF Skim Products 
-Permeates 

Intermediate means used in the manufacture of another dairy product 
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Model "Intermediate" Products 

Example of IP flow 

NOM can be used in: 

• Fluid (CA) 

• Yogurt 

• Cheeses 

• Ice Cream Mix 

Another Example 

Separated Whey uses: 

• Dry Whey 

• WPC34 

• WPCBO 

Fuel Cost Scenarios 

• Changes in Class I price surface with 
changes in fuel costs 

• Three fuel cost scenarios: 
- $2.36/gallon diesel 

- $3.50/gallon diesel 

- $5.00/gallon diesel 

• These average US diesel prices were 
modified to represent regional cost 
differences at origin points for shipments 
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Results 

May 2006, $2.36 
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May 2006, $3.50 

May 2006, $5.00 
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October 2006, $2.36 

October 2006, $3.50 
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Oct 2006, $2.36 to $5.00 Difference 

Key Results 
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Can Also Examine Flows 

• Movements of products 

• Fluid plant inflows and outflows 

• Cheese plant inflows and outflows 
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May 2006 $5.00 Flows, Fluid 

May 2006 $2.36 Flows, Cheese 

t 
~ -
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May 2006 $5.00 Flows, Cheese 

Key Results, Flows 
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Now, Localization 

f ood Policy 
000 .... , 

The costs or increased localization for a multiple-product food 
supply chain: Dairy in the Unirc:d States 
Charles F. Nlchol!on u. ll!l,url l G6m(Z ~·. 0 liV(f H. G.lo"' 
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Food Industry Localization 

• Given lots of positive talk 
-Reduction in food miles is often a goal 

• Relatively limited analysis of the costs or 
the benefits 

• Usually described on at a "local" scale 
- "Money stays in local communities, helps our 

farmers" 

• (Not really consistent with trade theory) 
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Objectives 

• Examine the costs of reducing "weighted 
average source distance" for the US dairy 
industry 
-For all products 

-For fluid milk (highly visible consumer 
product) 

• Examine the limits too WASD reduction 
with current spatial organization of the 
industry 

• A "systems" approach, not a local one 

Methods 

• Use the USDSS! 

• Scenario 1: Add a constraint on the total 
WASD for all products 

• Scenario 2: Add a constraint on the total 
WASD for only fluid milk 

• Minimize costs given these constraints 
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Scenario 1 Results 

• Maximum feasible reduction is about 20% 
-64 miles (from base of 317 miles for all) 

• 20% decrease in WASD increases system 
costs 
-2% (May) to 4% (October) 

• Assembly costs are decreased (up to 14%) 

• Distribution costs are increased (up to 24%) 

• Redistribution of costs in supply chain 

Scenario 1 Results, Continued 

• Optimal plant numbers are lower 

• Some products decrease WASD 
-Fluid milk butter, yogurt 

• Some products increase WASD 
-Cheese, NOM 

24 



Costs of WASD Reductions 
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Scenario 2 Results 

• Maximum feasible reduction is 12 miles 
-From 112 to 100 miles (11%) 

• This reduction would increase system 
costs by 12% 
-Lower assembly but higher processing and 

distribution costs 

• Average US gallon cost increase $1.66 

• Would increase total WASD by 30% 
- 98 miles, to 415 miles from 317 

Summary 

• Reducing WASD in dairy has limits with 
current spatial organization 

• Total cost increases not large, but re
distribute costs in supply chain 

• Overall WASD reductions do not reduce 
for all individual products 

• Costs for reducing fluid milk WASD are 
higher 
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Finally, Price Projections 

• Cal Poly Ag Policy Student: 

• "Price volatility won't be a problem in the 
future. Just look at the USDA and CBO 
price forecasts." 

US All-Milk Price Projections 
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Finally, Price Projections 

• Cal Poly Ag Policy Professor: 

• "Don't believe everything you read without 
understanding where it comes from and 
what it is used for." 

Projections: Trusted? Used? 

• 4-question survey 

• Sent to workshop mailing list 

• N = 79 responses (Thank you!) 
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USDA United States 
~ Department of 
- Agr1cullure 

UPPER MIDWESl' MARKETING AREA 
Federal Order No. 30 

AgricuJtuml Marketing Service 
Dairy l'rograms 

EXHIBIT 
H. Paul Kybun. Marlcet A dmil'tistralor 
1600 West 82"" Strc:ct. Suite 200 
Minocapolis. MN 5501- 1-120 
Tclc:pbooc: (952) 831-5292 
Fax: (952) 831-82119 

Home Page: 
www.fmma.30.com 31 

COMPUTATION OF PRODUCER PRICE DIFFERENTIAL 

FOR DECEMBER 2012 

I Utilization Product Component 
Percentage Pounds Pounds Rate 

Class I Differential Value 

Product I 11 .6% 321,428,540 
Skim Milk 316,639,182 $14.6300 
Butterfat 4,789,358 2.0763 

Class II Product I 5.3% 148,187,096 

Nonfat Solids 12,862,220 1.4078 
Butterfat 9,666,729 1.7346 

Class Ill Product I 78.0% 2,170,318,398 
Protein 68,479,976 3.3113 
Other Solids 124,813,629 0.4758 
Butterfat 80,946,973 1.7276 

Class IV Product I 5.1% 142,050,025 
Nonfat Solids 11 ,930,325 1.3569 
Butterfat 12,940,209 1.7276 

SCC Adjustment (Class II, Ill, and IV) 

Total Producer Milk 2,781,984,059 

Add: Overage 
Inventory Reclassified 
Other Source Milk §.60(h) 
Other Source Milk §.60(i) 283,411 

Subtract: Transportation Credit 
Assembly Credit 
Credit for Reconstituted FMP 
Producer Milk Protein 
Producer Milk Other Solids 
Producer Milk Butterfat 
Producer Milk SCC Adjustment 

Total Milk and Value 2,782,267,470 

Add: Location Adjustment- Producer and Unregulated Supply Plant Milk 

One-Half Unobligated Balance Producer Settlement Fund 

Total Value 0.369570 

Subtract: Producer Settlement Fund Reserve 0.049570 

Producer Price Differential (Dollars Per Cwt.-Base Zone) $0.32 

-OVER --

2 150 Western Court, Suite 100 
P.O. B Oit4.f69 

Lisle, n.. 60S32 
TclcpOOnc: (630) 81 0-9999 

F u : {630)810-1788 

Am<.Ticw1 Puri<Wlly, Suite 101 
Ma.disoo, WIS371 8 

Tc:k:phooc: {608) 242-1822 
Fax: {608) 242-1846 

Value 

$ 5,587,835.54 

46,324,312.33 
9,944,144.03 

18,107,433.33 

16,767,908.10 

226,757,744.51 
59,386,324.71 

139,843,990.55 

16,188,258.01 
22,355,505.06 

3,293,547.27 

$ 564,557,003.44 

78,789.05 
(5,938.64) 

0.00 
12,271.70 

30,845.18 
256,581 .63 

0.00 
290,286,051 .60 

75,975,960.96 
187,173,831.52 

3, 7 40,833.33 

$ 7,178,021.33 

2,080,760.03 

1,023,649.50 

$ 10,282,430.86 

1 ,379,17 4.96 

$ 8,903,255.90 



MINIMUM PRODUCER PAY PRICES FOR DECEMBER 2012 

Producer Price Differential 

Location PPD at 
Adjustment Location 

(Per cwt.) 

Base Zone (Cook County, IL) $ 0.00 $ 0.32 

Other Zones $ -0.05 $ 0.27 
-0.10 0.22 
-0.15 0.17 
-0.20 0.12 

Protein Price (Per pound) $ 3.3113 

Other Solids Price (Per pound) 0.4758 

Butterfat Price (Per pound) 1.7276 

Somatic Cell Adjustment Rate (Per cwt. per 1 ,000 SCC) 0.00090 

Statistical Uniform Price (Per cwt.) 18.98 

Producer Milk 

Utilization Product Pounds Skim Milk Butterfat 

Class I 11.6% 321,428,540 316,639,182 4,789,358 
Class II 5.3% 148,187,096 138,520,367 9,666,729 
Class Ill 78.0% 2,170,318,398 2,089,371,425 80,946,973 
Class IV 5.1% 142,050,025 129,109,816 12,940,209 

Total 100.0% 2,781,984,059 2,673,640, 790 108,343,269 

Components in Producer Milk 
Butterfat Protein Other Solids Nonfat Solids 

Total 108,343,269 87,665,283 159,680,456 247,345,739 

Percentage 3.89% 3.15% 5.74% 8.89% 

January 11, 2013 H. Paul Kyburz, Market Administrator 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all of its programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, 
disability, and where applicable, sex, (including gender identity and expression), marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual orientation, 
political beliefs, genetic information, reprisal, or because all or part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not all 
prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large 
print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD). 

To tile a complaint of discrimination, write to: USDA, Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights, 1400 
Independence Avenue, S.W., Stop 9410, Washington, DC 20250-9410, or call toll-free at (866) 632-9992 (English) or (800) 877-8339 (TDD) or (866) 
377-8642 (English Federal-relay) or (800) 845-6136 (Spanish Federal-relay). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer. 
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C lass and Po o l Price s 
Minimum Prices' for Classes 1, 2, 3, 4a, and 4b Market Milk F.O.B. Plant and 

Pool Prices for Quota. Overbase2 and Blend, July 2009 · February 201 3 

No. Cnllt. So. Calli. NO. Cali f. so. calif. Statowldo Statowldo Statow1do Slalowldo Statowldo 

Year Claoel Clan I Clau2 Clau 2 Clan3 Clall4n Clan4b Ouotn Ovorbaao 

Dollars per Hundredweight 

2009 11.88 12.15 10.34 10.57 10.29 10.02 9.39 11.30 9.60 

11.71 11.!)8 10.47 10.70 10.42 10.21 11 .2!) 12. 16 10.48 

13.21 13 48 10.47 10.70 10.42 11.08 11 .40 12.74 11 .04 
"-- -

13.75 14.02 11.07 11.30 11.02 11.54 12.69 13.61 11.91 

15.04 15.3 1 11 .07 11.30 11.02 13.16 13.16 14.63 13. 13 

16.04 16.31 12.77 13.01 12.72 14.76 15.04 16.17 14.47 

2010 18 22 18 49 13.02 13 26 12.97 13.75 12.72 15 18 13 48 

16.46 16.74 14 .88 15. 12 14.83 12.84 12.95 14.81 13.11 

16.114 16 71 14.88 15 12 14.83 12 84 11 . 13 14. 11 12.41 

14.37 14 64 13. 16 13 40 13.11 13.49 12.30 14.33 12.63 

15.37 15.8/f 13.16 13.40 13.1 1 1395 12.110 14 65 12 95 

15.68 15 95 14.15 14 38 14.10 15.26 12.23 15.1 7 13.47 - --·-
17. 14 17.42 14.15 14.38 14.10 15.62 13.37 15 94 14.24 

17.33 17 60 15.87 16. 10 15.82 15.69 14.39 16.54 14 84 - -
17.15 17.43 15.87 16. 10 15.82 166 1 15.48 17.25 15.55 

18.44 18.7 1 16.5/ 16.81 16.52 16 65 15.66 17.64 15.94 

18.7 1 18.98 16.57 16.81 16.52 16 34 13. 14 16.45 14.75 

18 28 18 55 16 92 17.15 16 87 14.67 12.22 15.42 13.72 

2011 18.28 18.55 16.92 17.15 16.67 16.49 12.49 16. 12 14.42 

16.88 17. 15 16 .01 16 24 15.96 17.88 16.92 18 41) 16.74 

19.24 19 51 16.01 16.24 15.96 1906 16.76 19.01 17.31 

2 1.66 2 1 93 18.90 19. 13 18.85 1945 14.34 18 .70 17.00 

20.90 21 17 18.90 19. 13 18.85 19 94 14.74 18.97 17.27 ----
2 1.41 2 1 68 20. 12 20.35 20.07 20.79 18.79 2 1 19 19.49 

22.38 22.65 20. 12 20 35 20.07 20 07 19.35 2 1.24 19.54 

23.24 23 5 1 20.85 21.09 20.80 20 23 1S.60 21.23 19.53 

23.56 :>3 84 20.65 21.09 20.80 19 29 16 33 19 87 18 17 --- -
21.50 21.77 20. 18 20.42 20. 13 18.29 15.78 18.91 17.2 1 

20.26 20 54 20. 18 20 42 20. 13 17.70 17. 19 19 3 1 17.61 

20.67 20.94 18.42 18.65 18.37 16.59 15. 14 17.80 16.10 

2012 19.88 20. 15 18.112 1865 16.37 16 18 14 23 17 25 15.55 

18.52 18.79 16.81 17.04 16.76 15.51 13.42 16.29 14.59 

17.60 17 87 16.8 1 17.04 16 .76 15 33 13.67 16 28 14.58 

17.21 17.48 15.84 16.06 15.79 14.72 13.43 15.80 14.10 

16.94 17.09 15.84 16.08 15.79 13 4!; 13.56 15.35 13.65 

16.81 17.08 14.51 14.74 14.46 13. 17 14.65 15 67 13.97 -
17.60 17.67 14.5 1 14.74 14.46 13 50 15. 16 16.14 14.44 

18.01 1828 13.76 13 99 13.7 1 15.40 16.57 17.48 15.78 
f- 1---- -

19.34 19.6 1 13.76 13.99 13.71 16 62 17.50 1842 16.72 

20 55 20 .82 1644 16 67 16.39 17 96 19.43 20. 17 18.47 

23. 17 23 44 16.44 16 67 16.39 18.27 18.48 20. 19 18.49 

23.08 ?.335 18.54 18.77 18.49 17 47 16.30 18 .97 17.27 

201 3 20.24 20.51 18.54 18.77 18.49 

19 83 20.10 

' P11ces tt5 r(tp()(IOO oy U1t; OJ y M.ukoiii'<J Brnncn tho munthfy cr.ln ouco teuer 
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FOR-33 33 

MID-~MERICJ:l O..qiRYMEN, INC. 

3253 E CHESTNUT EXPWY • SPF;INGFIELO . MISSOURI 65802 • A.C. 4 17186S-7100 

Wednesday, April 3, 1996 

Mr. Rich McKee 
. USDAIAMS Dairy Division 
Order Formulation Branch 
Room 2968, South Building 
P.O. Box 96456 
Washington, DC 20090-6456 

Dear Rich, 

For your information enclosed is a copy of potential Federal order marketing areas 
being considered by Mid-America Dairymen. I would be very interested in your 
comments. 

If you have any questions, please give me a call. 

Sincerely, 

MID-AMERICA DAIRYMEN, INC. 

J Wilson 
Vic President of Fluid Milk Marketing/ 
E' anomie Analysis 

JW/dr 

Enclosure 

Distribution: 

Dr. Donald Nicholson 
Myron McKinley 
Paul Kyburz 
Jim Williamson 

Richard Fleming 
Rex Lothrop 
Joe Albright 

Arnold Stallings 
Sue Mosley 
Marvin Baumer 
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MIO-,.qMERJC,.q o,.qfRYMEN, INC. 

3253 E_ CHESTNUT EXPWY' 

Friday, August 9, 1996 

Mr. Richard McKee 
Director, Dairy Division 
USDAIAMS/Dairy Division 
Room 2968 South Building 
P.O. Box 96456 
Washington, DC 20090-6456 

Dear Richard, 

• SPRINGFIELD. MISSOURI 65802 • 

FOR-Ill 

A.C 417/865-7100 

This letter is in response to the invitation to submit proposals according to your letter of May 2, 

1996 announcing the procedures to implement the FAIR Act. It is our understanding that ideas 

may be submitted at any time through the informal rule making process. Therefore, this letter is 

not intended to be totally inclusive, but to state a basic foundation of Mid-Am's beliefs in general 

terms. 

General Provisions 

Mid-Am supports four classes of milk. Class I and Class II products "should remain unchanged in 

all Federal orders. Class III should be all current Class III products except butter, and Class IV 

should include nonfat dry milk and butter. Butter and nonfat dry milk should be in a separate 

class since they are market clearing commodities. The Class III and IV prices should be derived 

from product price formulas. Class III could be as simple as taking a factor times the Green Bay 

Exchange block cheddar cheese price. The Class IV price should be calculated with a formula 

similar to the current Class IliA pricing formula. Consideration should be given in the Class III 

and Class IV formulas to produce yield, conversion costs and seasonal availability of milk for 

Class III and Class IV uses. Class Ill and Class IV prices in the Midwest should be higher than 

the West Coast. 



.. Class I and II prices should move simultaneously. Mid-Am supports decoupling Class I and II 

prices from Class III and IV prices. Class I and II products are widely accepted as inelastic and 

command higher prices than milk used to produce Class III and IV products. Class I and II 

products should not be subject to the same price volatility as Class III products. Mid-Am is not 

prepared, at this time, to submit a detailed proposal on the Class I mover. However, in principal, 

we support fixing Class I prices at 1996 levels and adjust according to the supply/demand situa

tion in the local market. In total the price surface is appropriate as demonstrated by the current 

balance in national supply and demand. Major adjustment in price is not necessary nor justified. 

We support adjustments through an informal rule making process based on industry comments to 

Market Administrators-somewhat similar to "call provisions" in some oftoday's Federal orders. 

This would allow Class I and II prices to remain responsive to current supply demand situations,· 

but relieve the industry of the volatility it currently experiences. Class I prices should be high 

enough to attract an adequate supply oflocally produced milk. 

Class I and Class II prices should be established at levels that allow cooperatives to recover 

market balancing costs (supplemental and surplus) in order for consumers to pay those costs 

instead of dairy farmers. 

The pooling provisions of various orders should be structured to assure that adequate supplies of 

milk will be attracted to fluid use. Therefore, higher utilization markets, such as the Southeast 

should have tighter shipping provisions than lower utilization markets such as the Upper 

Midwest. 

Federal Order Mergers 

Attached is a map outlining Mid-Am's proposed merged orders which complies with the congres

sional mandate of not less than I 0 or more than 14 Federal milk marketing orders. 

In the Southwest, an agreement has been reached between Mid-Am, AMP!, \VTICI, and United 

Dairymen of Arizona regarding the merger of the following Federal orders: Texas, New 

., 



Mexico/West Texas, Central Arizona, Eastern Colorado, Western Colorado, the Oklahoma 

portion of Southwest Plains and parts of Wyoming. Jim Box of AMP! submitted a request on 

behalf of the above parties under separate cover. Therefore, we will not discuss this proposal 

further at this time. 

The Great Basin, Southwestern Idaho, Eastern Oregon and Pacific Northwest Federal orders 

should be merged. Mid-Am does not have any involvement in these orders, but it is our under

standing that there is significant Class I and procurement overlap .. 

The Southeast Federal order should be modified to include the Carolina, Tennessee Valley, and 

Louisville-Lexington-Evansville Federal orders, as well as the Arkansas and Missouri portions of 

Southwest Plains. The Counties in the state of Virginia, not currently part of Federal order I 004, 

should also be included. The reasoning for this configuration is the intense procurement overlap, 

as well as some Class I overlap between these new areas. 

Southwest Missouri is clearly a reserve supply for Southeastern Class I markets. Milk in the 

Southwest Missouri portion of the Southwest Plains marketing area regularly moves to handlers 

pooled on Federal order 1007 (e.g., Little Rock, Fulton, Memphis on a 12 month basis). 

Additional shipments are made to other areas of Federal order 1007 in the fall months. With the 

close proximity (relatively low hauling cost) and higher blend price resulting in a competitive 

advantage for producers shipping directly to these markets, disorderly marketing conditions 

prevail which can be eliminated only by including Southwest Missouri in the Southeast Region. 

Northwest Arkansas likey,ise has the potential for the same situation, considering it's location. 

However, Class I sales overlap is a major reason for it's inclusion. The Hiland Dairy plant in Ft. 

Smith, Arkansas has significant sales in the Linle Rock market and is expected to have more of a 

presence in the future. 

Handlers regulated on Federal orders I 005 and 1007 compete for supplies in East Georgia, and 

sales in South Carolina and Georgia. There are blend price disparities in East Georgia which will 

be eliminated by including the area in the Southeast Region. 

j 
l 
' ' 



Handlers regulated on Federal orders 1005 and 1011 compete for supplies in East Tennessee and 

Southwest Virginia, and sales in the Carolinas and East Tennessee. There are blend price dispari

ties in Southwest Virginia and East Tennessee which will be eliminated including both areas in 

the Southeast Region. 

Handlers regulated on Federal orders 1007 and 1011 compete for supplies in South Central 

Tennessee and South Central Kentucky and sales in Central Tennessee and Atlanta/North 

Georgia. There are blend price disparities in Central Tennessee which will be eliminated by 

including the areas on the Southeast Region. 

Handlers regulated on Federal orders 1046 and 1011 compete for supplies in Eastern and South

eastern Kentucky and sales in Central and Eastern Kentucky. There are blend price disparities in 

Southeastern Kentucky which v.ill be eliminated by including the area in the Southeast Region. 

Handlers regulated on Federal orders I 007 and I 046 compete for supplies and sales in South 

<;:entral Kentucky. There are blend price disparities in the same area which will be eliminated by 

including the area in the Southeast Region. 

Southern Virginia should be included with the Southeast for the following reasons: I) the Kroger 

plant at Lynchburg, Virginia is already pooled on Federal order 1005; 2) There is major sales 

overlap between Virginia plants and plants regulated on Federal order 1005; 3) Western, South

western and Southern Virginia are common procurement areas for both Virginia and Federal 

order 1005 plants. 

Federal order 1046 should be included with the Southeast Region and not with a Northern 

region. Pooling Kentucky plants with areas to the north will widen the blend difference between 

Nashville and Louisville. This will encourage Kentucky producers to shift to Southern handlers, 

thus possibly making it difficult for Kentucky handlers to attract an adequate supply of milk. 

. 
' 

'~ 

·' 



A significant overlap of handler packaged sales is present between Louisville, Tennesse.e Valley, 

and Southeast order handlers. With the exception of some Cincinnati area handlers and the 

Kroger Winchester, Kentucky sales into Federal order I 03 3, only a limited overlap of sales 

occurs between Louisville order handlers and handlers pooled on the northern Federal orders. 

The overlap of the Federal order 1046 procurement area is much greater with that of Federal 

order 10 II and Federal order l 007 than with any Federal order to the north. 

It is our understanding there is a proposal submitted by the two Florida cooperatives merging the 

three Florida Federal orders. Mid-Am supports that proposal. As an alternative, Southern 

Georgia could be included in the Florida order since that area is used to supply Florida most of 

the year. 

There is an understanding between several cooperatives in the Northeast to merge Federal orders 

I, 2, and 4. Mid-Am supports that combination based on producer procurement overlap, as well 

as Class I sales overlap. 

The Southern Michigan Federal order should remain as it is today. Like Florida, Michigan is 

surrounded by water, allov.ing it to remain relatively isolated from other markets. 

The Ohio Valley and Eastern Ohio/Western Pennsylvania Federal orders should be merged. 

There is producer overlap, as well as Class I competition between handlers regulated on these 

various orders. 

The Upper Midwest and Chicago regional Federal orders should be merged. There is major 

procurement and Class I sales overlap between these orders. These markets are similar in that the 

Class I handlers compete with cheese plants for their milk supply. 

Eastern South Dakota, Nebraska-Western Iowa and the Greater Kansas City orders should be 

merged along with the entire State of Kansas. This includes part of the current Southwest Plains 



order. There is significant overlap in these areas on procurement and Class I sales. Northeast 

Kansas is a reserve supply for the Kansas City, Wichita and Omaha/Lincoln markets. Also, there 

are packaged sales into Kansas City from plants in Lincoln and Omaha, Nebraska. There is 

Class I sales overlap in Southwest South Dakota between handlers regulated in Federal order 

1065 and Federal order 1076. Milk located in Northern Nebraska has been a reserve supply for 

Black Hills. 

The Iowa, Southern Illinois-Eastern Missouri, Central Illinois and Indiana Federal orders should 

be merged. Iowa is a reserve supply for the St. Louis and Central Illinois markets. Indianapolis 

and St. Louis Class I markets are closely associated from a Class I competitive standpoint and 

both use the Mid-Am supply plant at Effingham, Illinois, as a reserve supply. Iowa could be 

included with the Chicago-Upper Midwest merger except Des Moines is a difficult market to 

service and requires a higher blend to attract an adequate supply for Class I. This market should 

act as a buffer between the very low utilization market to the North and the very high utilization 

market to the South. 

Mid-Am appreciates the opportunity to participate in this historic event. We would be pleased 

to provide additional information if the department desires. 

Sincerely, 

- M~crRYMEN, INC. 

0 w£]an 
· e President of Fluid Marketing/ 

Economic Analysis 

JW/dr 



Proposed Federal Milk Marketing Order 



* EXHIBIT 

~ 34 
i 

BEFORE THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

In the Matter of Milk in California; 
Notice of Hearing on a Proposal to 
Establish a Federal Milk Marketing 
Order 

7 CFR Part 1051 
Docket No.: AO-15-0071; 
AMS-DA-14-0095 

Clovis, California, September 22, 2015 

Testimony of Tom Wegner 

In Support of Proposal 1 of California Dairies, Inc., 
Dairy Farmers of America, Inc., and Land O'Lakes, Inc. 

Proposal to Establish a Federal Milk Marketing Order for the 
State of California 

Cooperatives' Exhibit 3 
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My name is Tom Wegner. I am here on behalf of Land O'Lakes, Inc. to testify in support 

of Proposal 1, sponsored by California Dairies, Inc., Dairy Farmers of America, Inc., and Land 

O'Lakes, Inc. My business address is 4001 Lexington Avenue North, Arden Hills, MN, 55164. 

My current title is Director of Governance and Leader Development. From 2005 to 2015 I 

served as the Director of Economics and Dairy Policy for Land O'Lakes. Land O'Lakes thanks 

the Department for calling this hearing to consider the adoption of a California federal milk 

marketing order. 

Land O'Lakes is a dairy cooperative with 2,200 dairy farmer member-owners. Land 

O'Lakes has a national membership base, whose members are pooled on the California State 

Program and five different federal orders. Land O'Lakes members own several cheese, butter

powder and value-added plants in the Upper Midwest, East and California. Currently, our 200 

California member-owners supply us with over 16 million pounds of milk per day that are 

primarily processed at our two plants in California located in Tulare and Orland. We also 

operate a dairy dessert plant in Turlock, California. 

My testimony here is in two parts: the first addresses the Part 1000 uniform federal order 

provisions which we proposed to adopt in the California federal order. Second, I discuss 

Sections 1051.60, 1051.61, and 1051.62 which concern the handler value of milk for the pool, 

the calculation of multiple producer component prices, how we propose to address the pool value 

usually referred to as the PPD, and the dates for announcement of producer prices. 

Part 1000 provisions. 

In drafting the proposed California federal milk marketing order, we have endeavored to 

avoid unnecessary complication and lengthening of the order's language. We have identified 

those provisions contained in part 1000 that are common to all of the existing federal milk 

2 



marketing orders and propose that all part 1000 language remains unchanged. Utilizing these 

identical provisions in the proposed California federal order is consistent with the Federal Order 

Reform Decision issued in 1999 which expanded Part 1000 and explicitly stated: 

Finally, this rule expands Part 1000 to include provisions that are 
identical within each consolidated order to assist in simplifying the 
regulations. These provisions include the definitions of route 
disposition, plant, distributing plant, supply plant, nonpool plant, 
handler, other source milk, fluid milk product, fluid cream product, 
cooperative association, and commercial food processing 
establishment. In addition, the milk classification section, pricing 
provisions, and most of the provisions relating to payments have 
been included in the General Provisions. These changes adhere 
with the efforts of the National Performance Review - Regulatory 
Reform Initiative to simplify, modify, and eliminate unnecessary 
repetition of regulations. 

64 Fed. Reg. at 16031 (1999) 

In light of the complexity and specificity of several of these provisions, we requested that 

USDA provide witnesses to assist with explanations for the record of the operation of several of 

these provisions and to specific questions about them. We appreciate greatly the testimony 

provided by Mr. Schaefer, Mr. Mykrantz, and Mr. Wise. 

The scope and purpose of Part 1000 is explicitly stated in the following: 

1000.1 Scope and purpose of Part 1000 

Part 1000 sets forth certain terms, definitions, and provisions which are common to and 

apply to Federal milk marketing order in 7 CFR, chapter X, except as specifically defined 

otherwise, or modified, or otherwise provided, in an individual order in 7 CFR, chapter X. 

We propose that Part 1051.1 General Provisions remains unchanged. We do not propose 

any changes to Part 1000 which would necessarily involve other federal orders. 

1051.1 General Provisions. 
All Part 1000 language remains unchanged 

3 



We propose that the marketing area would be coterminous with the borders of the entire 

state of California. The definition of the California marketing area follows directly from the 

language of the 2014 farm bill (the Agricultural Act of 20 14) which specifically links the quota 

authorization to a petition for a marketing order for the "state of California." The proposed 

language for the definition of the marketing area is: 

1051.2 California marketing area. 
The marketing area means all territory within the bounds of the 
following states and political subdivisions, including all piers, 
docks, and wharves connected therewith and all craft moored 
thereat, and all territory occupied by government (municipal, State, 
or Federal) reservations, installations, institutions, or other similar 
establishments if any part thereof is within any of the listed states 
or political subdivisions: All of the State of California. 

We propose to adopt as 1051.3, the existing uniform definition for route disposition in 
Part 1000: 

1051.3 Route disposition. 
Route disposition means a delivery to a retail or wholesale outlet 
(except a plant), either directly or through any distribution facility 
(including disposition from a plant store, vendor, or vending 
machine) of a fluid milk product in consumer-type packages or 
dispenser units classified as Class I mille 

Route disposition refers to the measurement of fluid milk sales in commercial channels. 

It does not include the delivery of fluid milk products to a handler's distribution points. The 

distribution from such points would be considered route disposition from the milk plant where 

the i1uid milk products were processed and packaged. The market administrator will use route 

disposition to determine which i1uid milk sales to include in the market wide pool. The reform 

decision contains the following concise definition: 

Route disposition is a measure of fluid milk sales in commercial 
channels. It is defined to mean the amount of i1uid milk products 
delivered by a distributing plant to a retail or wholesale outlet 
(except a plant), either directly or through any distribution facility 
(including disposition from a plant store, vendor or vending 
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machine), of a fluid milk product in consumer-type packages or 
dispenser units that is classified as Class I milk. 

64 Fed. Reg. at 16130 (1999) 

We propose to adopt as 1051.4 the existing uniform definition for a plant in Part 1000: 

1051.4 Plant. 
(a) Except as provided in paragraph (b) of this section, plant means 
the land, buildings, facilities, and equipment constituting a single 
operating unit or establishment at which milk or milk products are 
received, processed, or packaged, including a facility described in 
paragraph (b)(2) of this section if the facility receives the milk of 
more than one dairy farmer. 

(b) Plant shall not include: 
(I) A separate building without stationary storage tanks that is used 
only as a reload point for transferring bulk milk from one tank 
truck to another or a separate building used only as a distribution 
point for storing packaged fluid milk products in transit for route 
disposition; or 
(2) An on-farm facility operated as part of a single dairy farm 
entity for the separation of cream and skim or the removal of 
water from milk. 

A plant definition is needed to specify what comprises an operating entity for federal 

milk order pricing and regulatory purposes and what does not comprise an operating entity. The 

reform decision provides a comprehensive plant definition: 

A plant definition is included to specify what constitutes an 
operating entity for pricing and regulatory purposes. As provided 
in 1000.4 of the General Provisions, a plant is the land, buildings, 
facilities, and equipment constituting a single operating unit or 
establishment at which milk or milk products are received, 
processed, or packaged. This is meant to encompass all 
departments, including those where milk products are stored, such 
as a cooler. The plant definition does not include a physically 
separate facility without stationary storage tanks that is used only 
as a reload point for transferring bulk milk from one tank to 
another, or a physically separate facility that is used only as a 
distribution point for storing packaged fluid milk products in 
transit for route disposition. 

64 Fed. Reg. at 16130-16131 (1999) 
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We propose to adopt as 1051.5, the existing uniform definition for a distributing plant in 
Part 1000: 

1051.5 Distributing plant. 
Distributing plant means a plant that is approved by a duly 
constituted regulatory agency for the handling of Grade A milk at 
which fluid milk products are processed or packaged and from 
which there is route disposition or transfers of packaged fluid milk 
products to other plants. 

This provision defines the plants that process or package fluid milk products from which 

packaged fluid milk products are distributed into commercial channels or transferred to other 

plants. The reform decision contains the following definition of a distributing plant: 

A distributing plant is defined as a plant that is approved by a duly 
constituted regulatory agency to handle Grade A milk and at which 
fluid milk products are processed or packaged and from which 
there is route disposition or transfers of packaged fluid milk 
products to other plants. 

64 Fed. Reg. at 16131 (1999) 

1000: 
We propose to adopt as 1051.6, the existing uniform definition for a supply plant in Part 

1051.6 Supply plant. 
Supply plant means a plant approved by a duly constituted 
regulatory agency for the handling of Grade A milk that receives 
milk directly from dairy fanners and transfers or diverts fluid milk 
products to other plants or manufactures dairy products on its 
premIses. 

The supply plant provision provides another way for dairy fanners to qualify/associate 

their milk with the California federal market wide pool. The reform decision included the 

following language consistent with the proposed definition of a supply plant: 

A supply plant is a regular or reserve supplier of bulk milk for the 
fluid market that helps to coordinate the supply of milk with the 
demand for milk in a market. A supply plant is a plant approved 
by a duly constituted regulatory agency for the handling of Grade 
A milk that receives milk directly from dairy farmers and transfers 
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or diverts fluid milk products to other plants or manufactures dairy 
products on its premises. 

64 Fed. Reg. 16131-16132 (1999) 

We propose to adopt as 1051.8, the existing uniform definition for a nonpool plant in 
Part 1000: 

1051.8 Nonpool plant. 
Nonpool plant means any milk receiving, manufacturing, or 
processing plant other than a pool plant. The following categories 
of nonpool plants are further defined as follows: 

(a) A plant fully regulated under another Federal order means a 
plant that is fully subject to the pricing and pooling provisions of 
another Federal order. 

(b) Producer-handler plant means a plant operated by a producer
handler as defined under any Federal order. 

(c) Partially regulated distributing plant means a nonpool plant that 
is not a plant fully regulated under another Federal order, a 
producer-handler plant, or an exempt plant, from which there is 
route disposition in the marketing area during the month. 

(d) Unregulated supply plant means a supply plant that does not 
qualify as a pool supply plant and is not a plant fully regulated 
under another Federal order, a producer-handler plant, or an 
exempt plant. 

(e) An exempt plant means a plant described in this paragraph that 
is exempt from the pricing and pooling provisions of any order 
provided that the operator of the plant files reports as prescribed by 
the market administrator of any marketing area in which the plant 
distributes packaged fluid milk products to enable determination of 
the handler's exempt status: 

(1) A plant that is operated by a governmental agency that has no 
route disposition in commercial channels; 

(2) A plant that is operated by a duly accredited college or 
university disposing of fluid milk products only through the 
operation of its own facilities with no route disposition in 
commercial channels; 
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(3) A plant from which the total route disposition is for individuals 
or institutions for charitable purposes without remuneration; or 

(4) A plant that has route disposition and packaged sales of fluid 
milk products to other plants of 150,000 pounds or less during the 
month. 

The nonpool plant provision describes plants that receive, process or package milk, but that 

don't meet the standards for being a pool plant. Examples of nonpool plants include: 

(1) Plants fully regulated under another Federal order 
(2) A producer-handler plant 
(3) A partially regulated distributing plant 
(4) A governmental agency plant 
(5) An unregulated supply plant, and 
(6) The four categories of exempt plants. 

The reform decision speaks directly to the definition of what constitutes a nonpool plant: 

A definition is provided in all orders describing plants which 
receive, process or package milk, but which do not satisfy the 
standards for being a pool plant. While providing for such a 
definition may appear redundant, this provision is useful to more 
clearly define the extent of regulation applicable to plants. 
Nonpool plants should include a plant that is fully regulated under 
another Federal order commonly referred to as an other order 
plant; a producer-handler plant, a partially regulated distributing 
plant that is a plant that does not qualify as a pool distributing 
plant, an other order plant, a producer-handler plant or a 
governmental agency plant; an unregulated supply plant, and an 
exempt plant. The definitions for these nonpool plants are not 
materially different than those provided in the current orders with 
the possible exception of an "exempt plant." 

Certain plants are exempt from regulation under Federal milk 
orders. These plants fall into 4 categories: (l) plants that are 
operated by a governmental agency which have no route 
disposition in commercial channels; (2) plants operated by a 
college or university that dispose of fluid milk products only 
through their own facilities with no route disposition in 
commercial channels; (3) plants from which the total route 
disposition is for individuals or institutions for charitable purposes 
without remuneration; and (4) plants that have route disposition of 
150,000 pounds or less during the month. These types of plants 
have little impact on the regulated market and need not be 
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regulated to ensure the integrity of the regulatory plan. Many 
current Federal orders also provide regulatory exemption for a 
plant operated by a state or Federal governmental agency. For 
example, some states have dairy fann and plant operations that 
provide milk for their prison populations. As provided herein, 
regulatory exemption would be continued under the consolidated 
orders unless pool plant status is requested. 

Regulatory exemption also should apply to colleges, universities, 
and charitable institutions because these institutions generally 
handle fluid milk products internally and have no impact in the 
mainstream commercial market. However, in the event that these 
entities distribute fluid milk through commercial channels, route 
sales by such entities, including govermnent agencies, will be 
monitored to determine if Federal regulation should apply. The 
determination and verification of exempt plant status will, from 
time to time, necessitate the need for the market administrator to 
require reports and information deemed appropriate for the sole 
purpose of making this determination. Such authority is currently 
provided in orders and should continue. 

64 Fed. Reg. 16134-16135 (1999) 

We propose to adopt as 1051.9, the existing uniform definition for a handler in Part 1000: 

1051.9 Handler. 
Handler means: 

(a) Any person who operates a pool plant or a nonpool plant. 

(b) Any person who receives packaged fluid milk products from a 
plant for resale and distribution to retail or wholesale outlets, any 
person who as a broker negotiates a purchase or sale of fluid milk 
products or fluid cream products from or to any pool or nonpool 
plant, and any person who by purchase or direction causes milk of 
producers to be picked up at the farm and/or moved to a plant. 
Persons who qualify as handlers only under this paragraph under 
any Federal milk order are not subject to the payment provisions of 
Sections .70, _~71, .72, .73, 
_~.76, and _~.85 of that order. 

(c) Any cooperative association with respect to milk that it receives 
for its account from the farm of a producer and delivers to pool 
plants or diverts to nonpool plants pursuant to Section __ .13 of 
the order. The operator of a pool plant receiving milk from a 
cooperative association may be the handler for such milk if both 
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parties notify the market administrator of this agreement prior to 
the time that the milk is delivered to the pool plant and the plant 
operator purchases the milk on the basis of farm bulk tank weights 
and samples. 

At its most basic level, federal orders define handlers to include persons who buy milk 

from dairy fanners. In addition, other entities may be regulated as handlers for reporting and 

accountability purposes under the order. Such handlers have the financial responsibility to pay 

dairy farmers for their milk and to file the reports of milk receipts and utilization to the market 

administrator. We are recommending the uniform definition of a handler. 

The reform decision speaks directly to the definition of a handler: 

Federal milk orders regulate those persons who buy milk from 
dairy fanners. Such persons are called handlers under the order. 
These persons have a financial responsibility for payments to dairy 
farmers for milk in accordance with its classified use. They must 
file reports with the market administrator detailing their receipts 
and utilization of milk. 

The handler definition adopted for the consolidated orders includes 
the operator of a pool plant, a cooperative association that diverts 
milk to nonpool plants or delivers milk to pool plants for its 
account, and the operator of a "nonpool plant," which would 
encompass a producer-handler, a partially regulated distributing 
plant, a plant fully regulated under another Federal order, an 
unregulated supply plant, and an exempt plant. 

In addition, "third party" organizations that are not otherwise 
regulated under provisions of an order are included in the handler 
definition. This category includes any person who engages in the 
business of receiving milk from any plant for resale and 
distribution to wholesale and retail outlets, brokers or others who 
negotiate the purchase or sale of fluid milk products or fluid cream 
products from or to any plant, and persons who, by purchase or 
direction, cause the milk of producers to be picked up at the farm 
and/or moved to a plant. Such intermediaries provide a service to 
the dairy industry. These persons are not, however, recognized or 
regulated as entities required to make minimum payments to 
producers. The expanded marketing chain brought about by such 
intermediaries has made it increasingly difficult for the market 
administrator to track the movement of milk from farms to 
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consumers. The revised handler definition enables the market 
administrator to more readily identify those entities. 

64 Fed. Reg. at 16135 (1999) 

All federal orders need to have provisions for milk that is not priced and pooled under 

that order. This milk, commonly referred to as other source milk, needs to be classified at the 

receiving handler's plant. 

We propose to adopt as 1051.14, the existing uniform definition for other source milk in 

Part 1000: 

1051.14 Other source milk. 
Other source milk means all skim milk and butterfat contained i or 
represented by: 

(a) Receipts of fluid milk products and bulk fluid cream products 
from any source other than producers, handlers described in 
Sections 1000.9(c) and 1135.11, or pool plants; 

(b) Products (other than fluid milk products, fluid cream products, 
and products produced at the plant during the same month) from 
any source which are reprocessed, converted into, or combined 
with another product in the plant during the month; and 

(c) Receipts of any milk product (other than a fluid milk product or 
a fluid cream product) for which the handler fails to establish a 
disposition. 

We propose to adopt as 1051.15, the existing uniform definition for a fluid milk product 

in Part 1000: 

1051.15 Fluid milk product. 
(a) Except as provided in paragraph (b) of this section, fluid milk 
product shall mean any milk products in fluid or frozen form that 
are intended to be used as beverages containing less than 9 percent 
butterfat and 6.5 percent or more nonfat solids or 2.25 percent or 
more true milk protein. Sources of such nonfat solids/protein 
include but are not limited to: Casein, whey protein concentrate, 
milk protein concentrate, dry whey, caseinates, lactose, and any 
similar dairy derived ingredient. Such products include, but are 
not limited to: Milk, fat-free milk, lowfat milk, light milk, reduced 
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fat milk, milk drinks, eggnog and cultured buttermilk, including 
any such beverage products that are flavored, cultured, modified 
with added or reduced nonfat solids, sterilized, concentrated, or 
reconstituted. As used in this part, the term concentrated milk 
means milk that contains not less than 25.5 percent, and not more 
than 50 percent, total milk solids. 

(b) The term fluid milk product shall not include: 

(I) Any product that contains less than 6.5 percent nonfat milk 
solids and contains less than 2.25 percent true milk protein; whey; 
plain or sweetened evaporated milk/skim milk; sweetened 
condensed milk/skim milk; yogurt containing beverages with 20 or 
more percent yogurt by weight and kefir; products especially 
prepared for infant feeding or dietary use (meal replacement) that 
are packaged in hermetically sealed containers; and products that 
meet the compositional standards specified in paragraph (a) of this 
section but contain no fluid milk products included in paragraph 
(a) of this section. 

(2) The quantity of skim milk equivalent in any modified product 
specified in paragraph (a) of this section that is greater than an 
equal volume of an unmodified product of the same nature and 
butterfat content. 

We propose to adopt as 1051.16, the existing uniform definition for a fluid cream product 

in Part 1000: 

1051.16 Fluid cream product. 
Fluid cream product means cream (other than plastic cream or 
frozen cream), including sterilized cream, or a mixture of cream 
and milk or skim milk containing 9 percent or more butterfat, with 
or without the addition of other ingredients. 

This definition was the same for all federal orders before order reform: 

The current definition is uniform under all the orders and should be 
used in the newly merged orders. There were no comments 
supporting a change in this provision. 

64 Fed. Reg. at 16122 (1999) 

We propose to adopt as 1051.18, the existing uniform definition for a cooperative 
association in Part 1000: 
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1051.18 Cooperative association. 
Cooperative association means any cooperative marketing 
association of producers which the Secretary determines is 
qualified under the provisions of the Capper-Volstead Act, has full 
authority in the sale of milk of its members, and is engaged in 
marketing milk or milk products for its members. A federation of 
2 or more cooperatives incorporated under the laws of any state 
will be considered a cooperative association under any Federal 
milk order if all member cooperatives meet the requirements of 
this section. 

The reform decision identified the benefits of a uniform provision relating to cooperative 

associations: 

All current orders provide a definition for dairy fanner cooperative 
associations that market milk on behalf of their dairy farmer 
members. Providing for a uniform definition of a cooperative 
association facilitates the administration of the various order 
provisions as they apply to such producer organizations and 
recognizes the unique standing granted to dairy farmer 
cooperatives under the Capper-Volstead Act. Dairy fanner 
cooperatives are responsible for marketing the majority of the milk 
supplied to regulated handlers under the Federal order system. 

As provided herein, a cooperative association means any 
cooperative marketing association of producers which the 
Secretary determines, after application for such recognition by the 
cooperative, is qualified as such under the provisions of the Act of 
Congress of February 18,1922, as amended, known as the 
"Capper-Volstead Act." Additionally, the new orders continue to 
require that a cooperative association have full authority in the sale 
of the milk of its members and that it be engaged in making 
collective sales or marketings of milk or milk products for its dairy 
farmer members. 

Several current orders provide a definition for a federation of 2 or 
more cooperative associations. As adopted here, all consolidated 
orders recognize a federation of cooperatives as satisfying the 
cooperative definition for the purposes of determining milk 
payments and pooling. Individual cooperatives of a federation of 
cooperatives must also meet the criteria as set forth for individual 
cooperative associations and their federations as incorporated 
under state laws. 

64 Fed. Reg. at 16136 (1999) 
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We propose to adopt as 1051.19, the existing uniform definition for a commercial food 
processing establishment in Part 1000: 

1051.19 Commercial food processing establishment. 
Commercial food processing establishment means any facility, 
other than a milk plant, to which fluid milk products and fluid 
cream products are disposed of, or producer milk is diverted, that 
uses such receipts as ingredients in food products and has no other 
disposition of fluid milk products other than those received in 
consumer-type packages (1 gallon or less.) Producer milk diverted 
to commercial food processing establishments shall be subject to 
the same provisions relating to diversions to plants, including, but 
not limited to, Sections .13 and .52 of each Federal milk 
order. 

This definition identifies the use of fluid milk products, fluid cream products or producer 

milk as ingredients at commercial food processing establishments. The reform decision offers 

fmiher explanation about the need for this provision: 

Packaged fluid milk products should be permitted to be transferred 
to a CFPE in any size, only those products that are shipped in 
larger-than-consumer-sized packages (i.e., larger than one gallon) 
should be eligi,ble for a Class II classification. If milk is received 
by a CFPE in gallon containers or smaller, the milk should be 
priced as Class I milk since there is no way of guaranteeing that 
such products will not be sold for fluid use. 

64 Fed. Reg. at 16123 (1999) 

These two restrictions are based upon practical considerations. 
The integrity of the classified pricing system would be much more 
difficult to maintain if the market administrator were forced to 
audit every CFPE on a regular basis. By prohibiting the sale of 
fluid milk products in consumer-sized packages to a CFPE for 
anything but Class I use, there would be less need to regularly 
audit CFPEs to be sure that such products are not being sold to the 
public. Similarly, since packaged fluid milk products in containers 
larger than one gallon are rarely, if ever, found in retail outlets, it is 
unlikely that such products will be sold for fluid use. By 
restricting fluid milk product disposition by CFPEs to packaged 
products not larger than one gallon in size, there is reasonable 
assurance that milk priced as Class II will not be disposed of as 
fluid milk sold by the glass from a bulk dispenser. 
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64 Fed. Reg. at 16123 (1999) 

Other Administrative Provisions from Part 1000 

The provisions 1000.25 thru 1000.28 include the language necessary to authorize and 

direct the market administrator to operate and administer the pool; these provisions identify how 

to make the pool work and hold handlers accountable to the pool. 

» We propose to adopt as 1051.25, the existing uniform 
definition for the market administrator, in Part 1000. 

» We propose to adopt as I 051 .26, the existing uniform 
definition for continuity and separability of provisions, in Part 
1000. 

» We propose to adopt as I 051.27, the existing uniform 
definition for handler responsibility for records and facilities, 
in Part 1000. 

» We propose to adopt as I 051.28, the existing uniform 
definition for the Termination of obligations, in Part 1000. 

The specific language contained in these four provisions is included in Cooperatives' 

We also propose to adopt as the existing uniform provisions from Part I 000 for: 

Adjustment of accounts - Section 1051.77. 

Charges on overdue accounts - Section 1051.78. 

Assessment for order administration - Section 1051.85. 

Deductions for marketing services - Section 1051.86. 

Without repeating it, we support and adopt the testimony given by Mr. Mykrantz explaining the 

function and operation of these provisions. 
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Multiple Component Pricing in the California Federal Milk Marketing Order: 
Handler Value of Milk; Producer component prices; and announcements of prices 
(Sections 1051.60, .61, .62); 

We propose a multiple component pricing (MCP) program based on three components-

butterfat, protein and other solids. Multiple component pricing will be applicable both to 

handlers and producers, following the predominant FMMO model which prices components to 

handlers of Class I (fat and skim); Classes II and IV (fat and solids-not-fat); handlers of Class III 

(fat, protein, and other solids) and to producers (fat, protein, and other solids) on all milk. 

In discussing multiple component pricing, USDA, in the federal order reform decision, spoke to 

the national basis of this pricing approach: 

This pricing system eliminates the need for regional yields based 
on regional differences in milk composition. The value of milk 
will be adjusted automatically based on the level of components 
contained in the milk in each order even though the component 
prices are the same nationally. This automatic adjustment means 
that handlers will pay the same price per pound of component but 
may have differing per hundredweight values based on the milk 
component levels, creating equity in the minimum cost of milk 
used for manufacturing purposes. 

64 Fed. Reg. at 16100 (1999) 

Fortification of milk for Class I uses to meet the California fluid milk standards will be 

accommodated through a fortification allowance to Class I handlers. The CDF A's fortification 

allowances are incorporated into the Class I pricing provisions. 

We propose the following language for section 1051.60 Handler's value of milk: 

1051.60 Handler's value of milk. 
For the purpose of computing a handler's obligation for producer 
milk, the market administrator shall determine for each month the 
value of milk of each handler with respect to each of the handler's 
pool plants and of each handler described in Section 1000.9(c) 
with respect to milk that was not received at a pool plant by adding 
the amounts computed in paragraphs (a) through (i) of this section 
and subtracting from that total amount the values computed in 
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paragraphs (i) and U) of this section. Unless otherwise specified, 
the skim milk, butterfat, and the combined pounds of skim milk 
and butterfat referred to in this section shall result from the steps 
set forth in Section 1000.44(a), (b), and (c), respectively, and the 
nonfat components of producer milk in each class shall be based 
upon the proportion of such components in producer skim milk. 
Receipts of nonfluid milk products that are distributed as labeled 
reconstituted milk for which payments are made to the producer
settlement fund of another Federal order under Sections 
1000.76(a)(4) or (d) shall be excluded from pricing under this 
section. 

(a) Class I value. 
(I) Multiply the pounds of skim milk in Class I by the Class I skim 
milk price; and 
(2) Add an amount obtained by multiplying the pounds of butterfat 
in Class I by the Class I butterfat price; 
(3) Deduct for each pound of milk solids-not-fat in nonfat dry milk 
used for fortifying Class I products during the current month a 
maximum charge equal to the current Class I solids not fat price 
[the Class I skim milk price in the $2.10 zone divided by 9], less <.: \-1 (Yo to 5 \. '5~ 
the current Class IV solids not fat price establ ished in " I03eU~. III _...)~c \ () 
no case shall the deduction be less than zero cents ($0.00) nor 
more than nineteen and eighty-five hundredths cents ($.1985); and 
(4) Deduct for each pound of milk solids-not-fat in condensed skim 
milk used for fortifying Class I products during the current month 
a maximum charge equal to the current Class I solids not fat price 
[the Class I skim milk price in the $2.10 zone divided by 9], less 
the current Class II solids not fat price established in Section 
1051.53. In no case shall the deduction be less than zer6 cents 
($0.00) nor more than nine and eighty- seven hundredths cents 
($.0987). 

(b) Class II value. 
(1) Multiply the pounds of nonfat sol~ds in Class II skim milk by 
the Class II nonfat solids price; and 
(2) Add an amount obtained by multiplying the pounds of butterfat 
in Class II times the Class II butterfat price. 

(c) Class III value. 
(1) Multiply the pounds of protein in Class III skim milk by the 
protein price; 
(2) Add an amount obtained by multiplying the pounds of other 
solids in Class III skim milk by the other solids price; and 
(3) Add an amount obtained by multiplying the pounds of butterfat 
in Class III by the butterfat price. 
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(d) Class IV value. 
(1) Multiply the pounds of nonfat solids in Class IV skim milk by 
the nonfat solids price; and 
(2) Add an amount obtained by multiplying the pounds of butterfat 
in Class IV by the butterfat price. 

(e) Multiply the pounds of skim milk and butterfat overage 
assigned to each class pursuant to Section J000.44(a)(1J) and the 
corresponding step of Section J 000.44(b) by the skim milk prices 
and butterfat prices applicable to each class. 

(f) Multiply the difference between the current month's Class I, II, 
or III price, as the case may be, and the Class IV price for the 
preceding month and by the hundredweight of skim milk and 
butterfat subtracted from Class I, II, or III, respectively, pursuant to 
Section 1 000.44(a)(7) and the corresponding step of Section 
J 000.44(b). 

(g) Multiply the difference between the Class I price applicable at 
the location of the pool plant and the Class IV price by the 
hundredweight of skim milk and butterfat assigned to Class I 
pursuant to Section l000.43(d) and the hundredwcight of skim 
milk and butterfat subtracted from Class I pursuant to Sections 
1 000.44( a)(3 )(i) through (vi) and the corresponding step of Section 
l000.44(b), excluding receipts of bulk fluid cream products from 
plants regulated under other Federal orders and bulk concentrated 
fluid milk products from pool plants, plants regulated under other 
Federal orders, and unregulated supply plants. 

(h) Multiply the difference between the Class I price applicable at 
the location of the nearest unregulated supply plants from which an 
equivalent volume was received and the Class III price by the 
pounds of skim milk and butterfat in receipts of concentrated fluid 
milk products assigned to Class I pursuant to Sections I000.43(d) 
and I000.44(a)(3)(i) and the corresponding step of Section 
I000.44(b) and the pounds of skim milk and butterfat subtracted 
from Class I pursuant to Section 1 000.44(a)(8) and the 
corresponding step of Section I000.44(b), excluding such skim 
milk and butterfat in receipts of fluid milk products from an 
unregulated supply plant to the extent that an equivalent amount of 
skim milk or butterfat disposed of to such plant by handlers fully 
regulated under any Federal milk order is classified and priced as 
Class I milk and is not used as an offset for any other payment 
obligation under any order. 
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(i) For reconstituted milk made from receipts of nonfluid milk 
products, multiply $1.00 (but not more than the difference between 
the Class I price applicable at the location of the pool plant and the 
Class IV price) by the hundredweight of skim milk and butterfat 
contained in receipts of nonfluid milk products that are allocated to 
Class I use pursuant to Section I000.43(d). 

(j) Compute the amount of credits applicable pursuant to Section 
1051.55. 

Producers will be paid twice per month based on MCP calculations. They will be paid 

for pounds of butterfat, protein and other solids. All producers in the FMMO will receive the 

same component prices. There will be no somatic cell count adjustments included in the 

regulated prices. There will be no producer location differentials. 

The reform decision identified the source of the component prices: 

The butterfat, protein, and other solids prices are component prices 
based on the value of the use of mille in manufacturing. 

64 Fed. Reg. at 16095 (1999) 

USDA defined a producer price differential in the reform decision: 

The producer price differential reflects the collective value of 
participation in the marketwide pool. Primarily, it represents the 
producer's pro rata share of the additional value of Class I and 
Class II use in the market. 

64 Fed. Reg. at 16095 (1999) 

In the California Order, we propose that there be no producer price differential (PPD) 

value, as such, paid to producers. Instead, the funds generated from the PPD value computation 

will be paid across all three components in a ratio representative of their value in the pool. More 

specifically, the market administrator will calculate the contribution of each component 

(butterfat, protein and other solids) to the value of the class III components to producers on an 

annual basis. The higher the PPD, the larger the adjustment to each component; the larger the 

19 



component's contribution to the value of the class III components to producers, the larger the 

share of the PPD adjustment. A negative PPD would reduce the component prices, and 

accordingly, the larger the component's contribution to the value of the class III components to 

producers, the larger the reduction to the component's price. 

We are proposing to eliminate a PPD because our experience has been that producers in 

FMMOs find the concept ofPPDs confusing, and the PPD concept adds an unnecessary level of 

complication to the understanding ofFMMO pricing. More specifically, negative PPDs that can 

occur when increases in commodity prices lead to class price inversions are even more difficult 

to explain to producers. Additionally, since the existing state order doesn't include a PPD, we 

believe that eliminating a PPD will give us one less pricing complexity to explain. 

The Exhibit, "1051.61 Computation of Producer Component Prices and Producer Price 

Differential" contains an example of the calculation of component values that have been adjusted 

for the PPD value. The example is based on the actual values that were reported for the month of 

December 2013 and reported by the Market Administrator of the Upper Midwest Marketing 

Area, Federal Order No. 30. 

The example goes through the adjustment of the component values by the PPD reported 

for December 2013. The contribution of each component to the value of the Class III 

components to producers would be calculated by the CA FMMO market administrator; in the 

case of this example, those contributions are expressed as percentages and are provided (0 enable 

us to display the calculation method. 

We propose the following language for section 1051.61 Computation of producer 

component prices and producer price differential: 

1051.61 Computation of producer component prices and 
producer price differential. 
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For each month the market administrator shall compute producer 
component prices per pound for butterfat, protein, and other solids. 
The report of any handler who has not made payments required 
pursuant to Section 1051.71 for the preceding month shall not be 
included in the computation of the producer component prices, and 
such handler's report shall not be included in the computation for 
succeeding months until the handler has made full payment of 
outstanding monthly obligations. Subject to the conditions of this 
paragraph, the market administrator shall compute the producer 
component prices in the following manner: 

. c::..\ LDO (a) Combine into one total the values computed pursuant to Section 
\ 0 v . 1858.66 for all handlers required to file reports prescribed in 

Section 185 130; ID'S\ . 30; 

(a. 1) Subtract the value of quota premium for the month as 
reported to the Market Administrator by CDF A; 

(b) Subtract the total values obtained by mUltiplying each handler's 
total pounds of protein, other solids, and butterfat contained in the 
milk for which an obligation was computed pursuant to Section 
1051 .60 by the protein price, other solids price, and the butterfat 
price, respectively; 

(c) Add an amount equal to not less than one-half of the 
unobligated balance in the producer-settlement fund; 

(d) Divide the resulting amount by the sum of the following for all 
handlers included in these computations: 
(I) The total hundredweight of producer milk; and 
(2) The total hundredweight for which a value is computed 
pursuant to Section I 051 .60(g); and, 

(e) Subtract not less than 4 cents nor more than 5 cents from the 
price computed pursuant to paragraph (e) of this section. The 
result shall be known as the producer price differential for the 
month (applicable in Section 1000.76(a)(2». 

(f) The producer butterfat protein, and other solids, prices shall be 
the result of the following computations. 
(1) The percentage contribution that the value of butterfat, protein, 
and other solids make to the value of the Class III components to 
producers shall be computed and announced by the Market 
Administrator on or before January I of the year for which the 
percentages will be applicable. The percentages will be computed 
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prices: 

as an average based on the prior fiscal year of December 1st 
through November 30th. 
(2) The producer butterfat price shall be the result of adding the 
price computed in Section 1000.50(1) to the result of mUltiplying 
the percentage butterfat contribution announced in paragraph (f)(1) 
by the producer price differential value and dividing the result by 
the handler's total pounds of butterfat contained in the milk for 
which an obligation was computed pursuant to Section 1(j~(').OO, i 0'5\. (pO 
and rounded to the fourth decimal place. 
(3) The producer protein price shall be the result of adding the 
price computed in Section I 000.50(n) to the result of multiplying 
the percentage protein contribution announced in paragraph (f)(1) 
by the producer price differential val ue and dividing the result by 
the handler's total pounds of protein contained in the milk for 
which an obligation was computed pursuant to Section 1051.60, 
and rounded to the fourth decimal place. 
(4) The producer other solids price shall be the result of adding the 
price computed in Section 1000.50(0) to the result of multiplying 
the percentage other solids contribution announced in paragraph 
(f)(I) by the producer price differential value and dividing the 
result by the handler' s total pounds of other solids contained in the 
milk for which an obligation was computed pursuant to Section 
1051.60, and rounded to the fourth decimal place. 

We propose the following language for section 1051.62 Announcement of producer 

1051.62 Announcement of producer prices. 
On or before the 14th day after the end of each month, the market 
administrator shall announce publicly the following prices and 
information: 

(a) The producer protein price; 

(a.l) The quota premium for nonfat solids; 

(b) The producer other solids price; 

(c) The producer butterfat price; and 

(d) The statistical uniform price for non-quota milk containing 3.5 
percent butterfat, shall be the sum of the producer protein price 
multiplied by 2.9915, the producer other solids price multiplied by 
5.6935, and the producer butterfat price multiplied by 3.5 . 
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Conclusion 

Proposal one includes the uniform provisions as presented in my testimony and also 
presented by several USDA witnesses. Additionally we are proposing the incorporation of the 
CA allowance for fortification of fluid milk products and a minor modification in the PPD as I 
described. I will now answer any questions. 
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Cooperatives' Exhibit 3.A 

Uniform Provisions Sections 1051.25, .26, .27, .28, .77, .78, .85, .86 

§ 1051.25 Market administrator. 
(a) Designation. The agency for the administration ofthc order 
shall be a market administrator selected by the Secretary and 
subject to removal at the Secretary's discretion. The market 
administrator shall be entitled to compensation determined by the 
Secrctary. 

(b) Powers. The market administrator shall have the following 
powers with respect to eaeh order under his/her administration: 
(I) Administer the order in accordance with its terms and 
prOViSions; 
(2) Maintain and invest funds outside of the United States 
Department of the Treasury for the purpose of administering the 
order; 
(3) Make rules and regulations to elTectuate the terms and 
provisions of the order; 
(4) Receive, investigate, and report complaints of violations to the 
Secretary; and 
(S) Recommend amcndments to the Secretary. 

(c) Duties. The market administrator shall perform all the duties 
necessary to administer the terms and provisions of each ordcr 
under his/her administration, including, but not limited to, the 
following: 
(I) Employ and lix the compensation of persons necessary to 
enable him/her to exercise the powers and per/em11 the duties of the 
ol1ice; 
(2) Payout of funds provided by the administrative assessmcnt, 
except expenses associated with functions lor which the order 
provides a separate charge, all expenses necessarily incurred in the 
maintenance and functioning of the ofiice and in the performance 
of the duties of the oflice, including the market administrator's 
compensation; 
(3) Keep records which will clearly relleet the transactions 
provided lor in the order and upon request by the Secrctary, 
surrender the records to a successor or such other person as the 
Secretary may designate; 
(4) Furnish information and reports requested by the Secretary and 
submit otliee records lor examination by the Secretary: 
(S) Announce publicly at his/her discretion, unless otherwise 
dirccted by the Secretary, by such means as he/she deems 
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appropriate, the name of any handler who, after the date upon 
which the handler is required to perform such act, has not: 

(i) Made reports required by the order; 
(ii) Made payments required by the order; or 
(iii) Made available records and facilities as required 
pursuant to § 1000.27; 

(6) Prescribe reports required of each handler under the order. 
Verify such reports and the payments required by the order by 
examining records (including such papers as copies of income tax 
reports, fiscal and product accounts, corrcspondenee, contracts, 
documents or memoranda of the handler, and the records of any 
other persons that arc relevant to the handler's obligation under the 
order), by examining such handler's milk handling facilities, and 
by such othcr investigation as the markct administrator deems 
necessary for the purpose of ascertaining the correctness of any 
report or any obligation undcr the order. Reclassify skim milk and 
butterfat received by any handler if such examination and 
investigation discloses that the original classification was 
incorrect; 
(7) Furnish each regulated handler a writkn statement of such 
handler's accounts with the market administrator promptly each 
month. furnish a corrected statement to such handler if verification 
discloscs that the original statement was incorrect; and 
(8) Prcpare and disseminate publicly lor the benefit of producers, 
handlers, and consumers such statistics and other information 
concerning operation of the order and facts relevant to the 
provisions thereo f (or proposed provisions) as do not revcal 
confidential information. 

§ 1051.26 Continuity and separability of provisions. 
(a) Effective time. The provisions of the order or any amendment 
to the order shall become elTective at such time as the Secretary 
may declare and shall continue in force until suspended or 
terminated. 

(b) Suspension or termination. The Secretary shall suspend or 
terminate any or all of the provisions of the order whenever he/she 
finds that such provision(s) obstructs or does not tend to etTcctuate 
the declared policy of the Act. The order shall terminate whenever 
the provisions of the Act authorizing it cease to be in effect. 

(c) Continuing obligations. lfupon the suspension or termination 
of any or all of the provisions of the order there are any obligations 
arising under the order, the tinal accrual or ascertainment of which 
requires acts by any handler. by the market administrator or hy any 
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other person, the power and duty to perform such further acts shall 
continue notwithstanding such suspension or termination, 

(d) Liquidation, 
(1) Upon the suspension or termination of any or all provisions of 
the order the market administratoL or such other liquidating agent 
dcsignated by the Secretary, shall, if so directcd by the Secretary, 
liquidate the business of the market administrator's officc, dispose 
of all property in his/her possession or control, including accounts 
reccivable, and execute and deli vcr all assignments or other 
instruments nccessary or appropriate to effectuate any such 
disposition; and 
(2) I f a liquidating agent is so designatcd, all assets and records of 
the market administrator shall be transferred promptly to such 
liquidating agent. If, upon such liquidation, the funds on hand 
cxceed the amounts required to pay outstanding obligations of the 
office of the market administrator and to pay neccssary cxpenses of 
liquidation and distribution, such cxcess shall be distributed to 
contributing handlers and producers in an equitable manneL 

(el Separability of provisions, Irany provision of the ordcr or its 
application to any person or circumstances is held invalid, thc 
application of sueh provision and of the rcmaining provisions of 
the order to other persons or circumstances shall not be affectcd 
thereby. 

§ 1051.27 Handler responsibility for records and facilities. 
Each handler shall maintain and retain records of its opcrations and 
make such records and its facilities available to the market 
administrator. I I' adequate records of a handler. or of any other 
persons, that arc relevant to the obligation of' such handler arc not 
maintained and made available, any skim milk and butterfat 
required to be reported by such handler for whieh adequate records 
arc not available shall be considered as used in the highest priced 
class. 
(a) Records to be maintained. 
(I) Each handler shall maintain records of its operations 
(including, but not limited to, records of purchases, sales. 
processing, packaging. and disposition) as arc necessary' to verify 
whether such handler has any obligation undcr the order and if so, 
the amount of' such obligation. Such records shall be such as to 
establish lor each plant or other recciving point lor each month: 

(i) The quantities of' skim milk and butterf'at contained in, 
or represented by. products received in any Illl"ll1, including 
inventories on hand at the beginning of'the month. 
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according to fonn. time. and source of each receipt: 
(ii) Thc utilization of all skim milk and butter Cat showing 
the rcspcctivc quantities of such skim milk and butterfat in 
cach Corm disposed of or on hand at the end of the month: 
and 
(iii) Payments to producers. dairy fanners. and cooperativc 
associations, including the amount and naturc oC any 
deductions and the disbursement of money so deducted. 

(2) Each handler shall keep such other specific records as the 
market administrator deems necessary to verify or establish such 
handler's obligation under the order. 

(b) Availability of records and Llcilitics. Each handler shall 
make available all records pertaining to such handler's 
operations and all Llcilitics thc market administrator finds 
are necessary to verify the information required to be 
reported by thc order and/or to ascertain such handler's 
reporting, monetary, or other obligation under the order. 
Each handler shall permit the market administrator to weigh, 
sample, and test milk and milk products and observe plant 
operations and equipmcnt and makc ,lVailable to the market 
administrator such facilities as are necessary to carry out his/her 
duties. 

(e) Retention of records. All records rcquircd under the order to be 
made available to the market administrator shall be retained by the 
handlcr for a period of 3 years to begin at the end of the month to 
which such records pertain. If, within such 3-year period, the 
market administrator notifies the handler in writing that the 
retention of such records, or of specified court action specified in 
such notice, the handler shall retain such records, or spccified 
records, until further writtcn notification from the market 
administrator. The market administrator shall give further written 
notification to the handler promptly upon thc termination of the 
litigation or when the records arc no longer necessary in 
connection therewith. 

§ 10SL28 Termination of obligations, 
(a) Except as provided in paragraphs (b) and (c) of'this section, the 
obligation of any handler to pay money required to be paid under 
the terms of the order shall terminate 2 years aftcr the last day of 
the month during which the market administrator receives the 
handler's report ofrcceipts and utilization on which sLlch 
obligation is based, unless within such 2-year period, the market 
administrator notifies the handler in writing that such money is due 
and payable. Service of' such written notice shall be complete upon 
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mailing to the handler's last known address and it shall contain, but 
need not be limited to, the following information: 
(I) The amount of the obligation; 
(2) The month(s) on which such obligation is based; and 
(3) If the obligation is payable to one or more producers or to a 
cooperative association, the name of such producer(s) or sueh 
cooperative association, or if the obligation is payable to the 
market administrator, the account for which it is to be paid. 

(b) lfa handler filils or refuses, with respect to any obligation 
under the order, to make.availablc to the markct administrator all 
records required by the order to be made available, the market 
administrator may notify the handler in writing, within the 2-year 
period provided for in paragraph (a) of this section, of such failure 
or refusal. If the market administrator so notifies a handler, the said 
2-ycar period with respect to such obligation shall not begin to run 
until the first day of the month following the month during which 
all sueh records pertaining to such obligation are madc available to 
the markct administrator. 

(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraphs (a) and (h) of this 
section. a handler's obligation undcr the order to pay money shall 
not be terminated with respect to any transaction involving fl'aud or 
willful concealment of a fact, material to the obligation, on the part 
of the handler against whom the obligation is sought to bc 
imposed. 

(d) Unless thc handler filcs a petition pursuant to scction 8c( 15)(1\) 

ofthc I\ct and thc applicable rules and rcgulations (7 eFR 900.50 
through 900.71) within the applicable 2-ycar period indicated 
below, thc obligation of the market administrator: 
(1) To pay a handler any money which such handler claims is duc 
under the terms of the order shall tcrminatc 2 years aftcr the cnd of 
the month during which the skim milk and buttcrfat involved in thc 
claim wcre rcceived: or 
(2) To rcfi.md any paymcnt made by a handler (including a 
deduction or offset by the market administrator) shall terminate :2 
years aftcr the end of the month during which payment was made 
by the handler. 

1051.77 Adjustment of accounts 
Whenever audit by the market administrator of any handler's 
reports. books, records, or accounts. or other verification discloses 
crrors rcsulting in money due the market administrator fi'om a 
handlcr, or due a handler from the market administrator. or due a 
produccr or coopcrative association from a handler, the market 
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administrator shall promptly notify such hand ler of any amount so 
due and payment thereof shall be made on or before the next date 
for making payments as set forth in the provisions under which the 
eHor(s) occurred. 

1051. 78 Charges on overdue accounts 
Any unpaid obl igation due the market administrator, producers, or 
cooperati ve associations from a handler pursuant to the provisions 
of the order shall be increased 1.0 percent each month beginning 
with the day following the date such obligati on was due under the 
order. Any remaining amount due shall be increased at the same 
rate on the corresponding day of each succeeding month until paid. 
The amounts payable pursuant to thi s section shall be computed 
monthly on each unpaid obligation and shall include any unpaid 
charges previously computed pursuant to thi s section. The late 
charges shall accrue to the administrative assessment fund. For the 
purpose of this section, any obligation that was determined at a 
date later than prescribed by the order because of a handler's 
fa ilure to submi t a report to the market administrator when due 
shall be considered to have been payable by the date it wou ld have 
been due if the report had been fi led when due. 

1051.85 Assessment for order administration 
<:::. \- \ 0"2> \. ~ l/ 

On or before the payment receipt date specified under """"'l 0""3""0,..... ''-'1-, Je-c... 10 'r\ 
each handler shall pay to the market administrator its pro rata share 
of the expense of administ ration of the order at a rate spec ified by 
the market administrator that is no more than 8 cents per 
hundredweight with respect to: 

(a) Receipts of producer milk (including the hand ler's own 
production) other than such receipts by a handler described in 
Section I 000.9(c) that were delivered to pool plants of other 
handlers ; 

(b) Rece ipts fro m a handler described in Section 1000.9(c); 

(c) Receipts of concentrated fluid milk products from unregulated 
supply plants and receipts of nonfluid milk products assigned to 
Class I use pursuant to Section 1000.43(d) and other source milk 
allocated to Class I pursuant to Sections I 000.44(a)(3) and (8) and 
the corresponding steps of Section I 000.44(b), except other source 
milk that is excluded from the computations pursuant to Sections 
1858.60(\t) and (i); and 

\ 6~UDOlh) 
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(d) Route disposition in the marketing area from a pm1ially 
regulated distributing plant that excccds the skim milk and 
butterfat subtracted pursuant to Sections 1 000.76(a)( 1 lei) and (ii). 

1051.86 Deductions for marketing services 
(a) Except as provided in paragraph (b) of this section, each 
handler in making paymcnts to producers for milk (other than milk 
of such handler's own production) pursuant to Section __ .73 of 
each Federal milk order shall deduct an amount specified by the 
market administrator that is no more than 7 cents per 
hundredweight and shall pay the amount deducted to the market 
administrator not later than the paymcnt receipt date specified 
under Section .71 0 r each Federal milk order. The money 
shall be used by the market administrator to verify or establish 
weights, samples and tests of producer milk and provide market 
information f()]" producers who arc not receiving such services 
fi'om a cooperative association. The services shall be peri(lrlncd in 
whole or in part by the market administrator or an agent engaged 
by and responsible to the market administrator. 

(b) In the case of producers fiJr whom the markct administrator has 
determined that a cooperative association is actually performing 
the services set forth in paragraph (a) of this section, each handler 
shall make deductions fi'om the payments to be made to producers 
as may be authorized by the membership agreement or marketing 
contract between the cooperative association and the producers. On 
or before the 15th day alter the end of the month (except as 
provided in Section 1000.90). such deductions shall be paid to the 
cooperative association rendering the services accompanied by a 
statement showing the amount of any deductions and the amount 
of milk for which the deduction was computed fi)r each producer. 
These deductions shall be made in lieu of the deduction specified 
in paragraph (a) of this section. 
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CooI!eratives' Exhibit 3.B 1051.61 ComI!utation of Producer ComI!onent Prices and Producer Price Differential 

Tota l Butterfat Pounds Total Protein Pounds Total Other Solids Pounds 
Month in Producer Milk in Producer Milk in Producer Mi lk 

December 2013 112,3"8,468 91,887,703 163,"53,"98 

PPD Value Class III Butterfat Price C lass 1II Protein Price C lass III Other Solids Price PPD 

S 11,178,073.29 S 1.7672 S 3.5390 S 0.3826 S 0.39 

Percentage Contribution of Butterfat to Percentage Contribution of Protein to Percentage Contribution of Other Solids 
Value of C lass III Components to Va lue of Class III Components to to Va lue of C lass III Components to 
Producers Producers Producers 

32% 55% 13% 
Annually computed by the Market Admllli strator and reported on January I of the yea r for which the percentages wtll app ly; the 
percentages will be computed as an average based on the prior fi sca l year of December 151 through November 30th 

PPD Adj usted Producer Butterfat Price PPD Adjusted Producer Protein Price 1'1'0 Adjusted Producer Other Solids Price 

S 1.7990 

1'1'0 Adjusted Producer Butterfa t Price = 
= 
= 

1'1'0 Adjusted Producer Protein Price = 

= 

= 

1'1'0 Adjusted Producer Other Solids Price = 

S 3.6059 S 0.3915 

$ 1. 7672 + ((($ 11 ,178.073 .29) 0.32) 1 I 12,348,468)) 
$1.7673 1 $9.9318 $ \ ."4-Co'"12. "I-$O .O~ \g 
$1.7990 

$3.5390 + ((($ 11 ,178.073.29) 0.55) 191.887,703)) 
$3.5390 + $0.0669 
$3.6059 

$0.3826 + ((($ 1 1,178,073.29) 0.13) 1 ( 163A58.498) ) 
= $0.3826 + $0.0089 
= $0.39 15 
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1 the basic supply of raw whey. And therefore all decisions 

2 to make various products will be based in both the short 

3 run and in the long run on the expected value outcome. 

4 Those values decisions will constantly pull the whey 

5 protein values toward each other. 

6 Attached just after Exhibit A is a graph which 

7 shows the skim whey powder and the Whey Protein 

8 Concentrate 34 prices on a normal time line Y axis. The 

9 bottom two lines are the skim whey powder and the Whey 

10 Protein Concentrate 34 prices. The relationship is clear, 

11 but certainly not dramatic. 

12 However, the upper two lines are based on the 

13 values of the protein portion of each product. This gives 

14 a clear visual image of what the correlation numbers show. 

15 And they clearly show that they track together. 

16 With regard to the recent increase in skim whey 

17 protein prices compared to the drop in the whey protein 

18 concentrate prices which so concerns Dairy Institute, we 

19 point out that this too is correcting itself. Again, 

20 common sense tells you that if the skim whey powder prices 

21 are good compared to whey protein concentrate, it is time 

22 to shift production to skim whey protein -- skim whey 

23 powder. While these short run decisions happen quickly, 

24 it does take some time for the volume shifts to impact 

25 prices. But in time they always do. 
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1 Milk Producers Council suggests that there be a 

2 snubber included in whey formula so that the contribution 

3 of whey to the 4b price will not drop below zero. We 

4 cannot resist pointing out that the only part of Dairy 

5 Institute's whey proposal that we like is their offer LO 

6 snub the formula at zero. They offered to stop applying 

7 the whey formula as soon as the make allowance matches the 

8 price. In that sense they agree that zero is as low as it 

9 should go. We emphatically disagree, however, with their 

10 ultimate snubber concept that once it reaches zero, it 

11 stays zero forever. 

12 Good policy, however, is not generated by 

13 emotional negative reactions to the suggestions of others. 

14 There are we believe excellent reasons to include a 

15 snubber in the formula. The most compelling argument for 

16 having the snubber is that without it innovation in whey 

17 protein concentrate product pricing could well be stifled, 

18 as is discussed above. Without a snubber a plant could 

19 well decide that the risk -- that the risk free production 

20 of skim whey powder is all that makes sense, especially if 

21 the net payout is never less than the make allowance 

22 amount. 

23 Secondly, we are bit concerned that only 14 

24 percent of the whey proteins are converted to skim whey 

25 powder. It seems to us that with so few plants producing 
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1 skim whey powder, that this entire area could be subjec~ 

2 to manipulation. For every pound of whey protein sold as 

3 skim whey powder, another six pounds are sold as whey 

4 protein concentrate in all its forms. 

5 The best of all worlds for a plant making whey 

6 protein concentrate is to have a high make allowance for 

7 sweet whey powder and a low sweet whey powder price 

8 ideally below the make allowance amount. Under these 

9 conditions and without a snubber at zero, producers will 

10 be subsidizing all whey product production. Not only will 

11 the sweet whey powder plant be getting the full make 

12 allowance for their product; every whey protein 

13 concentrate plant will be getting its whey at a negative 

14 price, as in less than zero. In this situation there is 

15 little incentive to become efficient in processing sweet 

16 whey -- skim whey powder, nor in selling it aggressively. 

17 The combination of using nonfat dry milk costs for the 

18 basis of costing and the western whey price reports for 

19 value and a snubber at zero will combine to remove the 

20 temptation to manipulate and, more importantly, leave in 

21 place the incentive to innovate. 

22 Milk Producers Council's alternative proposal for 

23 this hearing contained a suggestion to add whey protein 

24 concentrate to the 4b formula. We offered this, not to 

25 enhance the value of whey, but to address the concerns 
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1 expressed in the Dairy Institute's petition that skim whey 

2 powder production is not broadly representative of 

3 California whey usage and that dry whey prices are not 

4 well correlated with other whey products. We were fooled 

5 by the clever phraseology of the Dairy Institute's 

6 petition and too easily impressed by the Department's 

7 statistical analysis. Our intent, as stated above, is not 

8 to greatly enhance the value of whey in the current 

9 formula. We find it to be at a sensible level now. The 

10 cost factor we proposed, while not unreasonable for a 

11 large specialized whey protein concentrate plant,' does not 

12 seem to fit the conditions here in California. 

13 Particularly troublesome is how the -- how to account for 

14 the added cost of handling the lactose permeate. That 

15 being said, if the only other option for us is removal 0= 
16 the whey factor from the 4b formula, we would support 

17 adding Whey Protein Concentrate 34 with a manufacturing 

18 cost allowance that is calculated to have made whey 

19 pricing neutral over the past five years. 

20 In summary on the whey issues/ MPC urges the 

21 Department to leave in place the whey value portion of 

22 4b formula, to continue to base that price on the value 

23 skim whey powder, to apply a manufacturing cost in that 

the 

of 

24 formula that is based on the manufacturing costs of nonfat 

25 dry milk in plants of the size that that cheese plant 
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1 would have had if they had dried all their whey plus the 

2 added costs of drying whey and, last but not least, that 

3 the whey value be snubbed at zero. 

4 HEARING OFFICER KRUG: The witnesses, if I may 

5 interrupt, you have about ~~ a little over two minutes 

6 left of your allotted time. I see that you have about 
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"7 another three pages of your testimony, which is in another 

8 section. Would you like to summarize now, use your two 

9 and half minutes to finish up, corne back later. 

10 leave it to you. 

r'll 

11 MR. VAN DAM: I think we'd prefer coming back 

12 later. This stuff doesn't summarize well. 

13 HEARING OFFICER KRUG: That's fine. 

14 At this time does any of the panel members have 

15 questions for the witnesses? 

16 Mr. Gossard? 

l7 

18 

19 

20 

21 "no"? 

22 

AGRICULTURE ECONOMIST GOSSARD: 

HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Ms. Reed? 

SUPERVISING AUDITOR REED: No. 

(Shakes head.) 

HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Mr. Gossard, that's a 

AGRICULTURE ECONOMIST GOSSARD: Yes. I'll 

23 reserve questions till they complete their entire 

24 testimony. 

25 HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Okay. Thank you. 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 much. 

Ms. Reed? 

SUPERVISING AUDITOR REED: No, I don't. 

HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Ms. Gates? 

RESEARCH MANAGER II GATES: No. 

HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Mr. Ikari? 

DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH CHIEF IKARI: No. 

HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Okay. Thank you very 
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9 Just so we don't forget later, would you like the 

10 opportunity to present a post-hearing brief? 

11 

12 

13 granted. 

14 

15 

16 one. 

17 

18 

MR. VANDEN HEUVEL: Yes, we would. 

HEARING OFFICER KRUG: And that request is 

MR. VAN DAM: Thank you for the water. 

DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH CHIEF IKARI: The last 

MR. VAN DAM: Saved my life. 

HEARING OFFICER KRUG: And the final alternative 

19 proposal will be presented by Land O'Lakes now. 

20 Will the representatives of Land O'Lakes please 

21 approach. 

22 

23 ready? 

24 

25 

Okay. Are the representatives of Land O'Lakes 

MR. WEGNER: We are. 

HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Okay. Will you please 
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1 state your full names and spell your last name the record. 

2 

3 

MR. WEGNER: My name's Torn Wegner W-e-g-n-e-r. 

DR. GRUEBELE: My name is James Gruebele 

4 G-r-u-e-b-e-l-e. 

5 HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Mr. Wegner, do you swear 

6 or affirm to tell the truth? 

7 

8 

MR. WEGNER: I do. 

HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Mr. Gruebele, do you swear 

9 or affirm to tell the truth? 

10 

11 

DR. GRUEBELE: I do. 

HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Are you both representing 

12 Land Q'Lakes at this hearing today? 

13 

14 

15 

DR. GRUEBELE: Yes. 

MR. WEGNER: We are. 

HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Do you have any written 

16 statements or other things that you would like entered 

17 into the record at this time? 

18 MR. WEGNER: I do. The statement that's been 

19 handed to you previously. 

20 HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Okay. I have a document 

21 here labeled "Consolidated Public Hearing to Consider 

22 Amendments - Testimony of Tom Wegner, June 1st, 2006." It 

23 will be labeled Exhibit 62 and is now admitted into the 

24 record. 

25 (Thereupon the above-referred document was 
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marked as Exhibit 62.) 1 

2 HEARING OFFICER KRUG: You may proceed with your 

3 testimony. 

4 MR. WEGNER: Thank you. 

5 Mr. Hearing Officer and members of the panel, my 

6 name is Tom Wegner and 11m here to testify on behalf of 

7 Land Q'Lakes. My business address is 4001 Lexington 

8 Avenue North, Arden Hills, Minnesota. My current title is 

9 Director of Economics and Dairy Policy. We want to thank 

10 the Department for promptly calling this hearing to 

11 address these issues of critical importance to all of our 

12 dairy producer members. 

13 Land O'Lakes is a dairy cooperative with over 

14 3 1 300 dairy farmer member-owners. The cooperative has a 

15 national membership base whose members are pooled in a 

16 California State Program and six different federal orders. 

17 Land O'Lakes members own and operate several 

18 cheese, butter powder and value added plants in the Upper 

19 Midwest, East and California. Currently our 275 

20 California member-owners supply us with over 15 million 

21 pounds of milk per day that are processed at our plants in 

22 Tulare and Orland. 

23 I'm here to testify in support of our alternative 

24 proposal filed with the Department on April 27th, 2006, 

25 involving the whey portion of the Class 4b formula. 
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1 10L supports increasing the whey make allowance 

2 to the level reported in the COFA cost study, adjusting 

3 the allowance with updated energy and labor costs from the 

4 period January 2005 through September 2005 and adding a 

5 variable component based on the prevailing whey market 

6 price. 

7 Land O'Lakes believes that the whey study 

8 conducted by COFA is valid and the results should be used 

9 to adjust the whey make allowance from 20 cents to a base 

10 of 27.42 cents. After the last hearing the Department 

11 chose to raise the make allowance for whey from 17 cents 

12 to 20 cents even though the cost study prepared for the 

13 hearing revealed that the adjustment should have been much 

14 larger. 

15 The inadequacy of this 20 cent make allowance for 

16 whey has been further exacerbated by the fact that prices 

17 for whey protein concentrates have declined while whey 

18 markets strengthened. 

19 Currently the Class 4b formula reflects whey; 

20 but, in fact, a much larger proportion of the whey stream 

21 is converted into whey protein concentrates. This has 

22 been particularly problematic this year because of the 

23 general strength in the whey markets while whey protein 

24 concentrate prices, including WPC with 80 percent protein, 

25 have been weaker. 
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1 Additionally, we propose that this whey make 

2 allowance be variable and change as the whey market price 

3 rises or falls. When the western dry whey price as 

4 reported by dairy market news exceeds 27.42 cents, the 

5 whey make allowance would be adjusted upward by adding 50 

6 percent of the difference between the whey market price 

7 and 27.42 cents. But when the whey market falls below 

8 27.42 cents, the whey make allowance would be adjusted 

9 downward by the same 50 percent factor. 

10 Simply, when the whey market is above 27.42 cents 

11 both the producers and cheese plants share in the game. 

12 By contrast, when whey markets fall below the base make 

13 allowance of 27.42 cents, both the producers and cheese 

14 plants would share in the loss. 

15 The formal plan would be as follows. And I've 

16 listed the sections with the language here. I'm not going 

17 the read those specifically because they're quite clear 

18 from the pros. 

19 Unless the whey make allowance is adjusted to 

20 reflect the weighted average cost for whey reported in the 

21 CDFA study, updated for the changes in energy labor costs 

22 from January 2005 through September 2005 and adjusted for 

23 monthly changes in the whey price, Land O'Lakes recommends 

24 completely eliminating a whey factor from the Class 4b 

25 formula. 
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1 In this next paragraph I'm making several small 

2 adjustments to the wording. And I'll explicitly note that 

3 in my post-hearing brief if I'm granted permission to 

4 submit one. 

5 Land O'Lakes supports adjusting the make 

6 allowance for cheese and powder based upon CDFA adjusted 

7 111leighted average costs including the energy and labor 

8 updates for the period January 2005 through September 2005 

9 for cheese and nonfat dry milk powder. Land O'Lakes 

10 recommends a change in the price adjusters for butter and 

11 cheese based upon audited survey results by CDFA. We 

12 recommend the price adjuster of 1.68 cents for butter and 

13 a price adjuster of 2.52 cents for cheese. On make 

14 allowances we support a continued make allowance of 15.6 

l5 cents for butter, an adjustment in the make allowance to 

16 15.91 for powder, and an adjustment in the make allowance 

17 to 17.91 cents per pound for cheese. 

18 Land 01Lakes participated in the Federal Milk 

19 Marketing Order hearing held in January 2006 to consider 

20 changes in the make allowance used -- make allowances used 

21 in the Class 3 and Class 4 formulas. We supported changes 

22 to update the make allowances for cheese, butter, powder 

23 and whey on an expedited basis. Many cooperatives and 

24 proprietary firms from across the U.S. participated and 

25 testified in support of updating the Federal Order make 
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1 allowances. 

2 At this time the USDA has not yet issued their 

3 decision on the January 2006 hearing, but we anticipate 
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4 and are hopeful that the USDA will release their decision 

5 soon. We cannot predict what changes, if any, USDA will 

6 recommend be made in the Class 3 and 4 formulas. But 

7 there is a strong likelihood that their could be 

8 significant adjustments in the make allowances for cheese 

9 and other dairy products. 

10 Capacity issues: 

11 As you well know, California milk production has 

12 been increasing very rapidly. February 2006 milk 

13 production increased by 6.7 percent and March production 

14 increased 6.2 percent over 2005 levels. The production 

15 increase in these two months alone is enough to fill a 6 

16 million pound per day plant. 

l7 With this volume increase, it is not surprising 

18 to find that the state's plant capacity is being 

19 pressured. We have heard reports of distressed milk 

20 getting dumped because of plants being too full to process 

21 the milk. 

22 The relatively knew CPI plant is operating at 

23 full capacity. The same appears to be true for the new 

24 Leprino plant in Lemoore. 

25 Loss of plant capacity: 
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1 Meanwhile, there has been a loss of plant 

2 capacity in California. The recent plant closings 

3 include: 
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4 In 2005, the Gustine plant that handled 30 loads 

5 per day closed. 

6 In 2004, the DFA plant that handled 20 loads per 

7 day closed. 

8 In 2003, the Sorrento plant that handled 32 loads 

9 per day closed. 

10 And in 2002, the Suprema plant that handled 26 

11 loads per day closed. 

12 The total plant capacity lost amounts to 108 

13 loads her day or about 5.5 million pounds of milk per day. 

14 This is roughly the capacity of the cpr plant Tulare. 

15 This volume of lost plant capacity is significant in light 

16 of the continued growth of California's milk supply. Any 

17 additional loss in plant capacity would put more stress on 

18 the milk processing sector. 

19 Without a significant adjustment in the make 

20 allowances, including whey, it would not be surprising to 

21 observe further decreases in plant capacity in California. 

22 Equity issues: 

23 As a result of these inadequate make allowances, 

24 Land O'Lakes producers are not earning a reasonable return 

25 on their invested capital, and have in fact incurred 
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1 losses on their invested capital. 

2 By way of contrast, producers, either independent 

3 producers or producers that belong to a captive 

4 cooperative or producers who belong to a cooperative that 

5 have not invested in cheese operations, have benefited at 

6 the expense of Land O'Lakes members who have made a 

7 significant investment in a new cheese plant. 

8 To highlight, the addition of the whey factor in 

9 the Class 4b formula has been costly to Land O'Lakes. The 

10 accompanying chart, which is at the end of the testimony 

11 labeled Attachment A, shows the disparity in the 

12 distribution of benefits from the increased Class 4b 

13 prices to Land O'Lakes producers and producers outside of 

14 Land O'Lakes. The share of the benefits from the 

15 increased Class 4b prices going to producers outside of 

16 Land O'Lakes far exceeds the share of the benefits to Land 

17 O'Lakes producers. This chart does not show the cost to 

18 Land O'Lakes producers due to inadequate or even negative 

19 returns on the huge investment in a new cheese operation. 

20 Land O'Lakes members -- excuse me -- Land O'Lakes 

21 member-owners took the financial risk of building a new 

22 modern cheese facility in California. We realized the 

23 risks involved in building a new plant, including product 

24 quality, start-up problems, running at less than full 

25 capacity, and other operational challenges. 
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1 But in our case, there turned out to be 

2 significant risk associated with the change in the Class 

3 4b formula involving the addition of a whey factor. The 

4 addition of the whey factor has increased the cost of 

5 milk. 

6 When Land O'Lakes made the decision to build a 

7 new cheese plant the whey factor was not included in the 

8 Class 4b formula. However, the addition of the whey 

9 factor had a direct impact on the return on investment. 

10 The addition of the whey factor combined with inadequate 

11 make allowances led directly to inadequate returns on 

12 investment from our new cheese operations and losses 

13 experienced by Land Q'Lakes members. This change in the 

14 ground rules for the Class 4b formula has had a direct 

15 impact on all of California's cheese plants. 
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16 Land Q'Lakes not only processes its own producer 

17 members' milk, but also receives and processes milk from 

18 non-member producers. As such, Land Q'Lakes is performing 

19 an important balancing function in the state. 

20 Still another equity issue is that the current 

21 make allowances and formulas for Class 4a and Class 4b 

22 milk result in unbalanced returns. The returns on 

23 investment for Land Q'Lakes butter and powder operations 

24 are clearly much higher than for cheese operations. This 

25 raises significant questions about the direction of the 
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1 future investments in new plant operations in California. 

2 Will this imbalance lead to a shift from cheese 

3 to butter and powder in California? 

4 Federal Order Cheese Operations versus California 

5 Cheese Operations: 

6 As mentioned earlier, USDA has not yet issued 

7 their decision on Federal Order make allowances. Based on 

8 the hearing record and the overwhelming support from the 

9 proponents, there is a very strong likelihood that the 

10 Class 3 and Class 4 prices in Federal Order markets will 

11 be lower than they are now. This will make California 

12 cheese plants even less competitive than is currently the 

13 case. Not only that, cheese plants in Federal Order 

14 markets can depool, an option not available to California 

15 cheese plants. 

16 Additionally, California manufacturing plants 

17 face different and sometimes higher level operating costs 

18 than costs faced by plants in other states. 

19 Environmental, labor, transportation, and energy costs are 

20 all areas where the Upper Midwest operations may have a 

21 significant cost advantage over manufacturing operations 

22 in California. The challenges associated with the 

23 construction of a new plant, such as obtaining permits, is 

24 likely more costly in California than for constructing a 

25 similar operation in other states. 
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1 We have stated previously that handlers whose 

2 milk is depooled do not have to share the Class III 

3 revenue with other producers. This cannot be done in the 

4 same way in California. Our testimony at the January 

5 31st, 2005, hearing clearly identified the positive 

6 benefits of depooling by cheese plants in Federal Order 

7 markets. The ability to depool provides cheese plants in 

8 federal Order markets a significant advantage over 

9 California cheese plants. In light of these advantages, 

10 we were not surprised to observe that Hilmar recently 

11 chose to build their new cheese plant in Texas over 

12 California and that Glanbia chose to build in New Mexico 

13 over California. 

14 Conclusions and summary: 

15 To conclude, Land O'Lakes recommends the removal 

16 of the whey factor in the Class 4b formula if, as a result 

17 of this hearing, the cheese formula includes a whey 

18 snubber or if there's a failure to adjust the whey make 

19 allowance to reflect a cost justified value. In other 

20 words, if the whey factor were removed, whey would have no 

21 impact in the Class 4b formula regardless of the price of 

22 whey. 

23 To restate, Land O'Lakes recommends using a whey 

24 factor only if the whey make allowance is adjusted on a 

25 cost justified basis and no snubber is implemented. 
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1 Land Q'Lakes manufactures butter, powder and 

2 cheese. Our recent experience within the California State 

3 Program is that the net returns for better and powder are 

4 significantly higher than for cheese. Land O'Lakes is 

5 urging the Department to reflect a balanced approach. The 

6 returns on investment for cheese and for butter powder 

7 operations should be very similar and both need to be 

8 adequate based on economic factors within the marketplace. 

9 Based upon our experience at Land O'Lakes, that is not the 

10 case today. Returns on butter powder operations are 

11 clearly superior to returns on cheese. 

12 Currently, California's manufacturing plants are 

13 operating at full capacity to process the continued growth 

14 in milk production. If long-term returns to producers' 

15 investments in cheese plants do not improve, more cheese 

16 plants may cease operations, putting even more stress on 

17 the remaining plants. 

18 Several proposals emphasize short-term 

19 enhancement of producer returns. Land O'Lakes urges the 

20 Department to consider producers' long-term returns as 

21 well. Ironically by further reducing long~term returns to 

22 manufacturing plants, the Department risks losing more 

23 manufacturing capacity, which could lead to even lower 

24 short-term producer returns as milk ends up being dumped 

25 or shipped out of state and sold at distressed milk 
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1 prices. 

2 This concludes my testimony. And I would like 

3 the opportunity to file a post-hearing brief. 

4 Thank you. 

5 HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Your request to file a 

6 post-hearing brief is granted . 

. 7 Do we have any questions for the witnesses from 

8 the panel? 

9 Mr. Gossard? 

10 AGRICULTURE ECONOMIST GOSSARD: How was your 

11 testimony developed and approved by Land O'Lakes? 

12 MR. WEGNER: It has been reviewed by our Senior 

13 Vice President Alan Pierson, shared with our California 

14 members and board, shared within the management of Land 

15 O'Lakes. 
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16 AGRICULTURE ECONOMIST GOSSARD: Did Land O'Lakes 

17 experience any problem with an inability to process all 

18 its members' milk any time this year? In Land O'Lakes 

19 operations in California, I should specify. 

20 MR. WEGNER: We've been able to process all of 

21 our members' milk in California, as I understand it. 

22 DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH CHIEF IKARI: Let me ask a 

23 follow-up question to that. 

24 How close have you come to reaching maximum 

25 capacity? 

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345 



1 DR. GRUEBELE: My understanding that plants are 

2 relatively full at Tulare and Orland. But we are also 

3 applying outside milk. And that is also included. In 
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4 other words we're handling not only our own members' milk, 

5 but outside producer-members -- non-members as well. And 

6 a first call would be to reduce some of the non-member 

7 milk if we had a problem converting our own 

8 producer-member milk into products. 

9 DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH CHIEF IKARI: So if we had 

10 a surplus situation in a given month, could Land O'Lakes 

11 California operations handle it? What's your ability 

12 to--

13 DR. GRUEBELE: Are you talking about our own 

14 producer milk? 

15 

16 

17 

DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH CHIEF IKARI: No. 

DR. GRUEBELE: Well, I 

DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH CHIEF IKARI: Surplus 

18 production beyond your supply, how much could you provide 

19 in terms of providing capacity to handle that? 

20 DR. GRUEBELE: We're just about at full -- I mea~ 

21 we're operating full capacity now, relatively speaking. 

22 

23 

24 

DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH CHIEF IKARI: Okay. 

DR. GRUEBELE: So the answer is no more. 

HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Any additional questions 

25 for the witnesses? 
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1 AGRICULTURE ECONOMIST GOSSARD: Yes. You 

2 mentioned the advantage that processors have in Federal 

3 Orders where they can depool. An earlier witness spoke to 

4 changes in some of the Federal Orders regarding depooling. 

5 What, if anything, will this do to the advantage of cheese 

6 plants in Federal Orders? 

7 MR. WEGNER: Well, the decision is in the 

8 recommended status right now. And as I understand it, 

9 it's limiting the amount of milk that can be pooled after 

10 you have depooled, so that it's the monthly change. I 

11 think in most of the orders the Central, the 

12 Eastern -- yeah, the Central, the Upper Midwest -- and 

13 then I can't remember which -- it's ODe that's further 

1~ east -- the varying amounts are as much as 25 percent -

IS or 125 percent of the previous month can be pooled again. 

16 So yould be allowed essentially to depool 20 percent and 

17 not have any loss in pooling opportunity the next month. 

18 I donlt speak as an expert in that. lid suggest 

19 you check in with the Department of dairy programs to get 

20 those decisions a little bit more clearly stated. They 

21 will have an impact on the depooling activity though in 

22 those three orders. 

23 

24 

AGRICULTURE ECONOMIST GOSSARD: Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Ms. Reed, do you have any 

25 questions for the witnesses? 
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2 

3 

4 

SUPERVISING AUDITOR REED: No, I don't. 

HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Ms. Gates? 

RESEARCH MANAGER II GATES: Yes, I do. 

r just have ODe question. On page 6 of your 

5 testimony you speak to the net returns for butter and 

6 powder are significantly higher than for cheese in 

250 

7 California. And with your proposal you're talking about, 

8 you know, the cost increasing from the 20 cents to the 

9 27.42. Is that what you're explaining as the difference 

10 in the cost or the returns? Is it just to the whey factor 

11 or are there other 

12 MR. WEGNER: I think it's to the cheese 

13 business in -- the cheese -- how do you say? -- the cheese 

14 complex in general, the byproduct being whey. The 

15 byproduct being whey, it's combined. It's definitely the 

16 cheese and the whey. 

17 RESEARCH MANAGER II GATES: Okay. But your 

18 proposal only spoke to the whey piece of it 

19 

20 

21 

MR. WEGNER: Correct. 

RESEARCH MANAGER II GATES: -- not the cost -

MR. WEGNER: It spoke to the make allowance, 

22 yeah, adjusting the make allowance to the level of --

23 

24 

RESEARCH MANAGER II GATES: Okay. Thank you. 

DR. GRUEBELE: The cost justified that were 

25 developed by the Department are being used for cheese as 
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1 well as whey. 

2 

3 

4 

RESEARCH MANAGER II GATES: As well as whey. 

Okay. Thank you. 

DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH CHIEF IKARI: I have a 

5 question to follow up that. 

6 In that section where you talked about your 

7 returns are greater on cheese than butter and powder 

8 

9 

MR. WEGNER: The other way around. 

DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH CHIEF IKARI: 

10 I misstated that. 

I'm sorry. 

11 But how is the efficiency of your cheese 

12 operations relative to the industry -- the California 
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13 industry versus your butter powder operations relative to 

14 the rest of the California industry? 

15 MR. WEGNER: I'm unable to speak to the specifics 

16 of efficiency of both operations. Perhaps Jim can. 

17 DR. GRUEBELE: I'm not clear. Are you saying 

18 that we have a deficiency versus other cheese operations? 

19 Is that what you're suggesting or -- is that what your 

20 question was? 

21 DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH CHIEF IKARI: Well, you 

22 just said that your returns are greater for butter and 

23 powder. 

24 

25 

DR. GRUEBELE: That is a true statement. 

DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH CHIEF IKARI: My question 
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1 is: Is your butter powder operation more efficient 

2 relative to the California -- you know, the balance of the 

3 California processors versus the relative position of your 

4 operations on cheese? 

5 DR. GRUEBELE: That's probably true, particularly 

6 since we have a front-end loaded cheese plant, you know, 

7 recently built, a lot of depreciation and interest. And 

8 certainly that is a consideration. Our butter and powder 

9 plants are relatively efficient relative to other plants 

10 that operate in the State of California. 

11 DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH CHIEF IKARI: Okay. On 

12 page 3 you indicated your position on the various butter 

13 and cheese -- I want the say, your price adjuster and a 

14 whole bunch of things in terms of make allowance. But I 

15 didn't really see, and perhaps you could file in your 

16 post-hearing brief, the rationale in how you got there. I 

17 see what you're recommending. But I didn't really 

18 understand what was your rationale for arriving at those 

19 points. 

20 DR. GRUEBELE: We will certainly do that in 

21 post-hearing brief elaborate on -- I assume you're talking 

22 about the make allowance adjustments in cheese and powder 

23 and also the --

24 DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH CHIEF IKARI: Yes, the 

25 fourth paragraph down where you have --
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2 adjuster? 

3 

4 

DR. GRUEBELE: -- recommendation for the price 

DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH CHIEF IKARI: Yes. 

DR. GROEBELE: We could elaborate in the 

5 post-hearing brief on --

6 DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH CHIEF IKARI: On Page 3, 

7 your fourth paragraph, yes. 

8 

9 

DR. GROEBELE: We understand. 

DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH CHIEF IKARI: Okay And 

10 then on page 5 you also talk about you do re~eive 

11 non-member milk. And I wondered if you could provide us 

12 with information as to the relative volume of non-member 

13 milk that your plant receives. 

14 DR. GROEBELE: We could do that in post-hearing 
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15 brief. I don't have those numbers here directly at hand. 

16 

17 

DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH CHIEF IKARI: Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER KROG: Are there any additional 

18 questions for these witnesses? 

19 Okay. The witnesses are excused. Thank you very 

20 much for your testimony. 

21 At this time we'll just take a quick five-minute 

22 break. 

23 (Thereupon a recess was taken.) 

24 HEARING OFFICER KROG: All right. Could everyone 

25 return to your seats. We're about to reconvene. 
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1 The day's getting late. So if we could move 

2 along l we can get a little bit more done. 

3 If the people in the back would please find your 

4 seats. Thank you very much. 

S Now is the portion of the hearing where we 

6 typically go into statements -- or public testimony. 

7 However, we have recently received three additional pieces 

8 of written testimony that will be entered into the record 

9 by the Department's witness, Ms. Cheryl Gilbertson. 

10 Could you please proceed. 

11 STAFF ANALYST GILBERTSON: I have three 

12 documents. One dated May 24th/ from the Center on Race, 

13 Poverty & the Environment. A second dated May 11th, '06, 

14 from Sacchetti & Silva Dairy. And a third dated March 

15 31st, from Circle H Dairy Ranch! Incorporated. 

16 HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Thank you very much, Ms. 

17 Gilbertson. If you'll present those, I will mark them and 

18 admit them into the record. And we will have copies of 

19 those letters shortly, certainly by the end of today's 

20 session. 

21 Thank you. 

22 Okay. The letter from the Center on Race, 

23 Poverty & the Environment is labeled Exhibit No. 63, and 

24 it is admitted into the record at this time. 

25 (Thereupon the above-referred document was 
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marked as Exhibit 63.) 

HEARING OFFICER KRUG: The letter from Bacchetti 

3 & Silva Dairy is labeled Exhibit No. 64, and it is 

4 admitted into the record at this time. 

5 (Thereupon the above-referred document was 

6 marked as Exhibit 64.) 

7 HEARING OFFICER KRUG: And the letter from Circle 

8 H Dairy Ranch, signed by Margo Souza, is labeled Exhibit 

9 No. 65, and it's now admitted into the record. 

10 (Thereupon the above-referred document was 

11 marked as Exhibit 65.) 

12 HEARING OFFICER KRUG: We'll now proceed with the 

13 public testimony section of this hearing. 

14 And our first witness is a Benjamin Yale. 

15 Mr. Yale, will you please come forward. 

16 Okay. Mr. Yale, will you please state your full 

17 name and spell your last name for the record. 

18 MR. YALE: It's Benjamin F. Yale. And it's 

19 spelled Y-a-l-e. 

20 HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Mr. Yale, do you swear or 

21 affirm to tell the truth? 

22 

23 

MR. YALE: Yes, I do. 

HEARING OFFICER KRUG: Are you representing any 

24 organization today? 

25 MR. YALE: I'm here on behalf of Select Milk 
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1 this operation, even though it's one piece of property one 

2 building. Any thoughts there? 

3 MR. GHILARDUCCI: I wouldn't have any answers on 

4 that with this. 

5 PANEL MEMBER SHIPPLEHOUTE: Maybe think about 

6 that and address that in your post-hearing brief. Thank 

7 you. 

8 HEARING OFFICER LOYER: Well, hearing no further 

9 questions from the panel, we're going to go ahead and 

10 adjourn for lunch. See everybody back here at 12:30. And 

11 so we are off the record. 

12 (Thereupon a lunch recess was taken.) 

13 HEARING OFFICER LOYER: The hearing will now come 

14 to order. 

15 Once again, please turn off your cell phones or 

16 set them to vibrate. And we are going back on the record. 

17 

18 

The next to testify is Land O'Lakes. 

I'm marking the Land Q'Lakes exhibit Tom Wegner 

19 as Exhibit 53. 

20 

21 

(Exhibit marked.) 

HEARING OFFICER LOYER: Okay. Mr. Wegner, would 

22 you please state and spell your name for the record. 

23 

24 

MR. WEGNER: I'm Torn Wegner, T-o-m, W-e-g-n-e-r. 

HEARING OFFICER LOYER: Okay. And, sir, do you 

25 promise to tell the truth, the whole truth, and nothing 
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1 but the truth today? 

2 

3 

MR. WEGNER: I do. 

HEARING OFFICER LOYER: And are you testifying 

4 today on behalf of an organization, just for the record? 

5 MR. WEGNER: Yes, I'm testifying on behalf of 

6 Land O'Lakes, Inc. And our directors have -- western 

7 directors have reviewed our position and support it. 

8 

9 

10 

HEARING OFFICER LOYER: Okay. Thank you. 

You may proceed. 

MR. WEGNER: Ms. Hearing Officer and members of 
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11 the panel. My name is Tom Wegner and I'm here to testify 

12 on behalf of Land O'Lakes. My business address is 4001 

13 Lexington Avenue North, Arden Hills, Minnesota. My 

14 current title is Director of Economics and Dairy Policy. 

15 We thank the Department for promptly calling this hearing 

16 to address these issues of critical importance to all of 

17 our dairy producer members. 

18 Land O'Lakes is a dairy cooperative with 3,100 

19 dairy farmer member-owners. The cooperative has a 

20 national membership base, whose members are pooled on the 

21 California State Program and six different federal orders. 

22 Land O'Lakes members own and operate several 

23 cheese, butter powder, and value-added plants in the upper 

24 Midwest, East, and California. Currently, our 275 

25 California member-owners supply us with over 16 million 
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1 pounds of milk per day that are processed at our Tulare 

2 and Orland plants. 
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3 Land O'Lakes is very concerned about the apparent 

4 lack of manufacturing capacity in California and believes 

5 that the Department needs to make changes to the Class 4a 

6 and 4b formulas to encourage investment in the development 

7 of additional manufacturing capacity in the state. 

8 I'm here to testify in support of our alternative 

9 proposal filed with the Department on September 25th, 

10 2007, involving the make allowances and/or prize adjusters 

11 for butter, nonfat dry milk, cheese, whey based upon the 

12 weighted average of cost information and other data 

13 supplied by the Department. 

14 Proposal summary. Regarding the 4a formula, LOL 

15 recommends that the Department maintain the current butter 

16 make allowance of 15.6 cents per pound. Concerning the 

17 price adjuster on butter, we recommend that the Department 

18 use the simple difference between the Chicago Mercantile 

19 Exchange butter price and the prices received by 

20 California processors for twelve months ending August 

21 2007. We recommend increasing the f.o.b. price adjuster 

22 for butter from the current level of 1.68 cents to 2.8 

23 cents. 

24 For nonfat dry milk, Land O'Lakes recommends that 

25 the make allowance be increased from the current 16 cents 
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1 per pound to 16.64 cents per pound, which matches the 

2 weighted average manufacturing costs for nonfat dry milk 

3 in the most recent CDFA cost survey. 

4 Regarding the 4b formula, LOL recommends the 

5 Department increase the cheese make allowance from 17.8 

6 cents to 19.88 cents, reflecting the weighted average 

7 manufacturing cost for cheese from the most recent CDFA 

8 cost survey. We recommend no changes in the f.o.b. price 

9 adjuster for cheese since the f.o.b. price adjuster 

10 matches the most current 24-month difference between the 

11 CME price and the price that's received by California 

12 cheese plants. 

13 We recommend that the dry whey make allowance be 

14 based upon the difference between the current dry whey 

15 make allowance and the current make allowance for nonfat 

16 dry milk. The current difference between the two make 

17 allowances is 10.7 cents (26.7 cents whey make allowance 

18 minus 16 cents nonfat dry make allowance equals 10.7 

19 cents). We recommend that this 10.7 cent difference get 

20 added directly to the weighted average manufacturing cost 

21 for nonfat dry milk of 16.64 cents to arrive at the 

22 recommended whey make allowance of 27.34 cents per pound. 

23 We have observed that the costs of manufacturing 

24 nonfat dry milk and dry whey have increased as costs 

25 common to both processes have risen. Some of these common 
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1 costs include energy, bagg.ing, labor, et cetera. As 

2 stated earlier, we recommend increasing the nonfat dry 

3 make allowance to 16.64 cents per pound, matching the 

4 weighted average manufacturing costs for nonfat dry milk 
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5 in the host recent CDFA survey. We further recommend that 

6 the Department use the difference that currently exists 

7 between the make allowances for dry whey and nonfat dry 

8 milk, amounting to 10.7 cent per pound, and apply that 

9 difference to the recommended make allowance for nonfat 

10 dry milk of 16.64 cents, to arrive at the recommended whey 

11 make allowance of 27.34 cents per pound, an increase of 

12 .64 cents per pound. 

13 And the specific changes and proposed language, I 

14 will not read through. There they are for the record. 

15 Justification for the proposal. According to 

16 departmental data, the current make allowance for butter 

17 of 15~6 cents covered the total operating costs, including 

18 a 6.48 percent ROI, of nearly two-thirds of the butter 

19 manufactured in California during 2006~ Specifically, a 

20 make allowance of 15 cents covered 58 percent and a make 

21 allowance of 16 cents would cover 61 percent of the butter 

22 manufactured. Land O'Lakes feels that covering roughly 60 

23 percent of butter processed with the current make 

24 allowance of 15.6 cents is adequate and consistent with 

25 previous departmental decisions~ 
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1 By way of contrast, the current make allowance 

2 for nonfat dry milk of 16 cents covered only 28 percent of 

3 the nonfat dry milk processed in California during 2006. 

4 Increasing the nonfat dry milk make allowance to 16~64 

5 cents matches the weighted average cost for nonfat dry 

6 milk in the most recent CDFA cost survey and will increase 

7 the volume coverage to a more acceptable level that is 

8 consistent with previous departmental decisions. 

9 According to the Department's data, the current 

10 cheese make allowance of 17.8 cents did not cover the 

11 total costs of any cheese plants in California during 

12 2006. Increasing the cheese make allowance to 19.88 cents 

13 would have covered just under two-thirds of the cheese 

14 processed in California. This level of coverage is 

15 consistent with previous decisions of the Department. 

16 The Department also provided information about 

17 the approximate return on investment to cheese plants 

18 under various possible cheese make allowances. Under the 

19 current cheese make allowance of 17.8 cents, cheese plants 

20 earn a return on investment of a negative 8.64 percent. 

21 Clearly, the current levels of the cheese make allowance 

22 do not provide adequate financial incentives for 

23 cooperative cheese processors and their member investors 

24 or proprietary operators to continue running their plants, 

25 much less invest in new or expanded ones. Land O'Lakes 
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1 recommends that the Department set the cheese make 

2 allowance at 19.88 cents to improve the return on 

3 investment from operating a cheese plant. 
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4 The department could not provide estimates of the 

5 volume covered under different cost allowances of 

6 manufacturing dry way due to confidentiality constraints. 

7 They did provide data revealing that under the current dry 

8 whey make allowance of 26.7 cents, the approximate return 

9 on investment for dry whey powder plants was less than 

10 4.05. Increasing the whey make allowance to 27.34 cents 

11 per pound would have only increased the ROI to dry whey 

12 plants to 5.41 percent. 

13 Neither the ROI from the processing of dry whey 

14 powder, nor the ROI on the processing of cheese resulting 

15 from adoption of our two proposals will guarantee future 

16 investments in cheese plants or whey processing 

17 facilities. But the updated make allowance should provide 

18 some immediate and much needed financial relief to all 

19 cheese plants regardless of size. 

20 As stated previously, we observed that the costs 

21 of manufacturing nonfat dry milk and dry whey both 

22 increase as costs common to both processes rise. Some of 

23 these common costs include energy, bagging, labor, et 

24 cetera. We propose that the Department use the 

25 established difference between the make allowances for dry 
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1 way and nonfat dry milk that currently exist, amounting to 

2 10.7 cents per pound, and apply that difference to the 

3 recommended make allowance for nonfat dry milk of 16.64 

4 cents to arrive at the proposed whey make allowance of 

5 27.34 cents per pound. 

6 LOL understands that the Department will no 

7 longer have the ability to report a weighted average cost 

8 for dry whey powder since the number of plants reporting 

9 will drop to two, thereby preventing the Department from 

10 releasing any cost data publicly. We propose this method 

11 of calculating the dry whey make allowance to allow the 

12 Department some additional time to analyze how to estimate 

13 the cost of processing dry whey since the number of plants 

14 participating in the survey may prevent them from 

15 publishing a cost of production figure. Perhaps the 

16 Department may want to consider using the percentage 

17 increase in nonfat dry milk processing costs or a form of 

18 indexing to update the whey make allowance. 

19 To clarify, our current proposal would add 10.7 

20 cents to the powder make allowance to arrive at a make 

21 allowance for whey. Assuming that the Department adopted 

22 our proposed increase in the make allowance for powder and 

23 for whey as a result of this hearing, then with an 

24 indexing approach we would expect, as a result of future 

25 hearings, that the absolute difference between the powder 
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1 make allowance and the whey make allowance of 10.7 cents 

2 would become larger as time goes on. Such a result would 

3 make economic sense because of the fact that more water 

4 has to be removed from whey than from skim to make powder. 

S We are confident that the Department will develop an 

6 alternative method of calculating an appropriate value for 

7 dry whey in the 4b formula. 

8 Capacity issue. As you know, California milk 

9 production has been increasing rapidly in 2007. Through 

10 August 2007, milk production has increased 4.7 percent 

11 over 2006. If we project that milk growth for the entire 

12 2007 calendar year, we'll have added roughly four billion 

13 pounds of additional milk. On a daily basis, this 

14 increase amounts to about five million pounds per day, 

15 which nearly equals the initial capacity of the new CDr 

16 plant. 

17 With this volume increase, it is not surprising 

18 to find that the state's plant capacity is being 

19 pressured. We have heard reports of distressed milk 

20 getting dumped because of plants being too full to process 

21 the additional milk. 

22 Loss of cheese plant capacity. Meanwhile, there 

23 has been a loss of cheese plant capacity in California. 

24 The list of plant closings and recently announced plans 

25 for closing include: 
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1 In 2002, the Suprema plant, that handled 26 loads 

2 per day, closed. 

3 In 2003, the Sorrento plant, that handled 32 

4 loads per day, closed. 

5 In 2005, the Gustine plant, that handled 30 loads 

6 per day, closed. 

7 The DFA plant, that handles 80 loads per day, is 

8 scheduled to close by early 2008. 

9 The total plant capacity lost amounts to 168 

10 loads per day or about 8.5 million pounds of milk per day. 

11 This is roughly equal to the capacity of two plants the 

12 size of the CPI plant in Tulare. This volume of lost 

13 cheese plant capacity is significant in light of the 

14 continued growth of California's milk supply. Any 

15 additional loss in plant capacity would put even more 

16 stress on the milk processing sector. The loss of 

17 additional cheese plant capacity is very possible in light 

18 of the recent default of the F&A cheese plant that 

19 receives approximately 30 loads per day. 

20 The impact of the inadequacy of the cheese make 

21 allowance has already been realized in the decisions by 

22 both Glanbia and Hilmar to build new cheese plants outside 

23 of California. These two plants, in New Mexico and Texas, 

24 would have provided California with badly needed 

25 manufacturing capacity. The industry needs a change in 
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1 policy to encourage new cheese construction in California 

2 rather than in neighboring states. 

3 Other proposals. We agree with the Dairy 

4 Institute proposals to increase the cheese make allowance 

5 to the cost-justified level of 19.88 cents, to increase 

6 the nonfat dry milk make allowance to the cost-justified 

7 level of 16.64 cents, and to increase the f.o.b. butter 

8 price adjuster to 2.8 cents per pound. 

9 We do not support the proposal of the petitioners 

10 or the Dairy Institute to completely remove the dry whey 

11 cost factor from the 4b formula. Although we understand 

12 the detrimental effect that the current dry whey cost 

13 factor has had on cheese plants, we strongly urge the 

14 Department to consider the need to balance the producer 

15 benefits from rising whey prices against the costs of 

16 rising whey prices to cheese processors. Whey clearly has 

17 value in the market, but we need a realistic and balanced 

18 approach to approximating that value in the 4b pricing 

19 formula. 

20 We oppose setting the dry whey make allowance on 

21 the nonfat dry milk make allowance plus three cents as 

22 proposed by the Alliance, the MPC, and Western United. 

23 There's no cost justification for lowering the whey make 

24 allowance to 19 cents. The resultant increase in the 4b 

25 price of 48 cents as estimated by the CDFA over the past 
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1 five years makes no sense in light of the current 

2 financial situation of California cheese plants. We need 

3 changes to increase the cheese manufacturing capacity in 

4 the state, not to discourage it. 

5 As shown above, milk production trends point to 

6 the dramatic need for additional manufacturing capacity. 

7 The Alliance, et al., proposal would strongly discourage 

8 any additional investment in new plant capacity for cheese 

9 and would seriously threaten the existing cheese 

10 manufacturing capacity_ Their proposal to maintain the 

11 current make allowance for cheddar at 17.8 cents per pound 

12 and the information provided by the Department clearly 

13 shows that zero percent of the volume is covered by the 

14 current make allowance, thereby guaranteeing a loss for 

15 cheddar operations in the state. 

16 The Department's information also shows an 

17 inadequate return on investment in whey operations with 

18 the current make allowance of 26.7 cents per pound. Yet 

19 the Alliance recommends a reduction in the make allowance 

20 for whey to 19 cents per pound. Based upon the cost 

21 analysis of whey operations in California for 2005 and for 

22 2006, there's no cost justification for the reduction of 

23 the whey make allowance to 19 cents. Lowering the whey 

24 make to the levels recommended by the Alliance, et al., 

25 would make a bad situation even worse for small cheese 
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1 plants that do not have facilities to process their whey. 

2 We do not support the dry whey credit or the 

3 implementation of a snubber on the dry whey component of 

4 the 4b formula as proposed by the Alliance, et al. 

5 The Department's cost data shows that the whey 

6 make allowance should be raised. LOL feels that updating 

7 the cheese make allowance and the dry whey make allowance 

8 will more effectively address the needs of both small and 

9 large cheese plants. The Alliance, et a1., approach of 

10 giving cost relief to just the very smallest cheese plants 

11 falls far short of what is needed to address the capacity 

12 issue in California. We need the development of 

13 additional large cheese and other manufacturing facilities 

14 to be able to handle the growing milk supply in the state. 

15 We do not support the COl proposal to implement a 

16 plant processing capacity credit. While this idea 

17 conceptually has some merit, it lacks the detail and 

18 definition necessary to fully evaluate its impact. If 

19 this proposal is implemented, we strongly recommend that 

20 the credit not apply to plants currently under 

21 construction but only to new plants. 

22 The issue of inadequate plant capacity to process 

23 our state's growing milk supply continues to challenge the 

24 dairy industry. We feel that using the market-wide pool 

25 to finance the expansion or construction of an individual 
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1 cooperative 1 s or proprietor's plant is not equitable, 

2 especially to those producers who would not have access to 

3 the expanded or new plant. Additional questions need to 

4 be addressed. For example, how would a processor prove 

5 that they have added new processing capacity? How should 

6 the Department determine what is the appropriate level of 

7 credit? How long should the credit be in effect? Should 

8 producers who have not increased their production or plan 

9 to increase their production contribute? 

10 We do not support the DI proposal to increase the f.o.b. 

11 cheese price adjuster to 2.7 cents. 

12 We do not support the Humboldt Creamery 

13 alternative proposals to increase the make allowances 

14 above levels that are cost justified by the weighted 

15 average costs collected by the Department. We oppose 

16 their two-tiered approach to the make allowance issue. 

17 For the second tier, they advocate a 17.8 cents make 

18 allowance for cheese even though departmental evidence 

19 clearly shows that zero volume is covered by the 17.8 

20 cents make allowance. Furthermore, a two-tiered approach 

21 would tend to discourage the development of the more 

22 efficient plant operations in California. 

23 Additionally, the Humboldt and CDI proposals may 

24 violate the Food and Agricultural Code Section 61805(b), 

25 which states, "In determining minimum prices to be paid by 

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTING CORPORATION (916) 362-2345 



1 handlers, the Director shall endeavor under like 

2 conditions to achieve uniformity of cost to handlers for 

3 market milk within any marketing area." 

4 We advocate the adoption of the Land O'Lakes 
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5 proposal for make allowance and price adjusters for butter 

6 and powder. We do not support the make allowance nor the 

7 price adjusters recommended by COl. 

8 Conclusion. Land O'Lakes manufactures butter, 

9 powder and cheese. Our recent experience within the 

10 California State Program is that the net returns for 

11 butter and powder are significantly higher than for 

12 cheese. Land Q'Lakes is urging the Department to reflect 

13 a balanced approach. The returns on investment for cheese 

14 and for butter-powder operations should be very similar, 

15 and both need to be adequate based on economic factors 

16 within the marketplace. Based upon our experience at Land 

17 O'Lakes, that is not the case today. Returns on 

18 butter-powder operations are clearly superior to returns 

19 on cheese. 

20 Land O'Lakes has deep concerns about inadequate 

21 manufacturing capacity in the state. The evidences 

22 clearly shows that milk production in California is 

23 growing rapidly. We urge the Department to take steps to 

24 encourage additional manufacturing capacity in butter, 

25 powder and cheese. The current make allowances for 
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1 cheese, nonfat dry milk and whey and the price adjuster 

2 for butter are inadequate to maintain, much less increase, 

3 manufacturing capacity in the state. The proposal by Land 

4 Q'Lakes is a reasonable one for producers and for 

5 manufacturing plants. 

6 Currently, California's manufacturing plants are 

7 operating at full capacity to process the continued growth 

8 in milk production. If long-term returns to producers' 

9 investments in cheese plants do not improve, more cheese 

10 plants may cease operations, putting even more stress on 

11 the remaining plants. 

12 This concludes my testimony. And I would like 

13 the opportunity to file a post-hearing brief. 

14 Thank you. 

15 

16 

17 

HEARING OFFICER LOYER: Granted. 

Are there any questions from the panel? 

PANEL MEMBER GOSSARD: On page 4 of your 

18 testimony, you state you don't support the Dr proposal for 

19 increasing the f.o.b. adjuster to the difference 

20 between -- the 24-month difference between the CME and the 

21 California prices. 

22 Why did you not support -- why do you not support 

23 their proposal? 

24 MR. WEGNER: We felt that the current f.o.b. 

25 adjuster was adequate. 
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1 PANEL MEMBER GOSSARD: In top of page 7, you say 

2 whey clearly has value in the market but we need a 

3 realistic and balanced approach to approximating that 

4 value in the 4b pricing formula. 

S Could you expand on what might be a realistic and 

6 balanced approach? 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

MR. WEGNER: Well, we haven't given a significant 

amount of thought to that, to be honest with you. It's a 

problem that we proposed an opportunity to spend a little 

more time on coming up with another idea, because we sense 

that what you currently got is not going to be able to 

continue it with a survey shrinking down to two plants. 

So I don't have any silver bullet right now, Tom. 

PANEL MEMBER GOSSARD: So basically your 

15 statement is, as I understand it, the current formula is 

16 not going to work into the future but you don't have a 

17 specific recommendation for replacement? 

18 MR. WEGNER: We don't. 

19 PANEL MEMBER GOSSARD: Okay. On page 4 you talk 

20 about the volume covered for the various manufacturing 

21 cost allowances that you're recommending. And the volumes 

22 range between 60 and 80 percent. 

23 Do you feel in general that a range of plant 

24 volumes between 60 and 80 percent give adequate coverage 

25 for processing? 
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2 

MR. WEGNER: We do. 

PANEL MEMBER GOSSARD: Do you have any specific 

3 recommendations on what sort of range in ROIs would be 

4 appropriate? 
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5 MR. WEGNER: We don't at this point. We do know 

6 it needs to be positive. 

7 PANEL MEMBER GOSSARD: The third paragraph on 

8 Page 2 you mention a lack of manufacturing capacity. 

9 Do you have any quantitative information that you 

10 could supply either now or in your post-hearing brief that 

11 is -- is there distressed milk being left on the farm, 

12 used as animal food, going to other plants outside of 

13 California, what sort of prices they're getting for that 

14 milk? 

15 MR. WEGNER: I don't have any specific insights 

16 beyond what I've picked up in conversations. Within our 

17 system, within Land O'Lakes, we're managing our supply 

18 with our customers and our available capacity. 

19 So I can't offer any more specifics in terms of 

20 distressed loads or their price, Torn. 

21 

22 

PANEL MEMBER GOSSARD: Thank you. 

PANEL MEMBER IKARI: One question. 

23 Have you been offered milk that is distressed as 

24 Land Q'Lakes in California? 

25 MR. WEGNER: 1111 need to follow up on that, 
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1 David. I don't have anything on my fingertips about that. 

2 If you'd like, I could follow up to see if we do have any 

3 reports and what that might be. 

4 You'd be interested in volumes and prices? 

5 PANEL MEMBER IKARI: Well, anything that you can 

6 cite. You don't have to -- perhaps don't have the 

7 specifics. But rather than just a vague statement that 

8 "we understand milk is leaving the state," any kind of 

9 citations of when it occurred and by whom it occurred, 

10 that would be helpful. 

11 MR. WEGNER: But as I understood your question, 

12 you were also interested if we were offered distressed 

13 milk? 

14 

15 

PANEL MEMBER IKARI: Right, yes. 

MR. WEGNER: I will follow up with that. 

16 PANEL MEMBER IKARI: In listening to your 

17 testimony, I was struck by and Tom kind of touched on 

18 it. You clearly indicated what you're not in favor of, 

19 what you don't support. You're not ready to talk about 

20 what we should do long term. But in terms of that 

21 question about a fair -- no, a realistic and balanced 

22 approach to approximate the value of 4b pricing formulas, 

23 it sounds like -- and correct me if I'm wrong -- but it 

24 sounds like you oppose the concepts that the small cheese 

25 processors eliminate whey, you oppose the concept that 
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1 producers have offered about the credit. 

2 So as a hearing panel, what are you in favor of 

3 that we should do with the issue of dry whey today? 

4 MR. WEGNER: Well, I guess the way we're looking 

5 at it is we're proposing to buy some time with the way 

6 that we come up with the make allowance for whey of the 

7 10.7 cent fixed margin to the updated nonfat dry milk make 

8 allowance. What to do with whey_ Like I mentioned 

9 before, I don't have any silver bullet necessarily_ But 

10 it seems to me there needs to be some types of -- way of 

11 providing incentive to the processor to market the whey, 

12 while also returning some value to the producer. 

13 We don't have a proposal that we put forth a year 

14 ago that would have shared the contribution of whey to the 

15 4b formula. We don't have that. I know we're not at the 

16 point of being able to say we'd support that. But I think 

17 those types of opportunities where you're doing some 

18 sharing of the value might be something for the Department 

19 to take a harder look at. 

20 PANEL MEMBER IKARI: Do you think that there's a 

21 possibility that there's another approach, another 

22 alternative where some value for dry whey could be 

23 reflected, and it's a more steady constant range than the 

24 current formula where producers will get some value but 

25 yet it would not create financial, you know, ruin for 
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1 small cheese processors? Is that a possibility? 

2 MR. WEGNER: Well, I guess you have to look at 

3 what we're dealing with in terms of the end-product 

4 pricing box that we find ourselves in here, that the 

5 Federal Order's in as well. When you have run-ups like 

6 we've seen in whey pricing and comparable run-downs, 

7 that's a variability that gets transmitted to the pay 

8 price, as you guys well know. 
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9 So I'm not quite sure -- I guess I'd need to see 

10 more detail behind your question about what would 

11 stabilize, if I hear what you're saying, sort of that 

12 return from whey? The markets are what the markets are. 

13 But I think those have much -- there's other factors that 

14 are entering into why the markets are where they are. How 

15 you connect that volatility to the producer pay price 

16 formula is another issue. But if you go with product 

17 pricing, you're going to have that volatility. 

18 PANEL MEMBER IKARI: Am I incorrect in 

19 interpreting your testimony as meaning, if the 

20 Department -- if the current formula stayed intact and 

21 Land Q'Lakes increased its production, are you kind of 

22 indicating to us that you're going to make investments in 

23 butter and powder and not cheese? 

24 MR. WEGNER: At this point, that's what looks the 

25 best, if the numbers are what the numbers are in terms of 
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1 return on investment. And I'm not speaking out of school 

2 here, but that's what the numbers would lead a rational 

3 plant decision maker to do I think. 

4 PANEL MEMBER IKARI: Hiram, do you have a 

5 question? 

6 PANEL MEMBER DOEGEY: No. Thanks for asking them 

7 all for us. 

8 (Laughter.) 

9 

10 

PANEL MEMBER SHIPPLEHOUTE: I do. 

On page 6 you have a list of plants that have 

11 closed. Was that meant to be an all-inconclusive list of 

12 cheese plants that have closed in the last few years? 

13 MR. WEGNER: Not meant to be all-inconclusive as 

14 much as to point out the rough magnitude of the losses in 

15 terms of capacity. 

16 PANEL MEMBER SHIPPLEHOUTE: And page 9 you talked 

17 about the California manufacturing plants operating at 

18 full capacity currently. We had some testimony from 

19 cheese operators earlier that indicated they are not 

20 running at full capacity. 

21 Do you have any comment on that? 

22 

23 

24 

25 there. 

MR. WEGNER: I was not aware of that actually. 

PANEL MEMBER SHIPPLEHOUTE: No other questions. 

PANEL MEMBER IKARI: I have a follow-up question 
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1 On Page 2 of your testimony you -- when you're 

2 talking about the price adjuster for butter, you're using 

3 a period of twelve months. Yet on the price adjuster for 

4 cheese you're using a period of 24 months. 

5 Can you justify the difference in approaches? 

6 MR. WEGNER: Well, I think that we looked at that 

7 twelve month and thought it was the most current and felt 

8 that that was more appropriate for right now. 

9 What I said previously on the 24 month is we felt 

10 that was adequate. 

11 The difference between the two periods I can't 

12 speak to any more detail than just this is how it mapped 

13 out in our thinking in terms of the resultant impact on 

14 the 4b and 4a prices. 

15 PANEL MEMBER IKARI: Should the Department try to 

16 follow the same process or procedure in establishing the 

17 price adjuster? Or do you think it's appropriate to go 

18 ahead and have different time periods? 

19 MR. WEGNER: Well, I think consistency is 

20 important from your perspective. We had to look at the 

21 sum total of the impacts of our proposals and this is 

22 where we came up. 

23 PANEL MEMBER IKARI: If I can ask one other 

24 question. 

25 In terms of the make allowance covering volume of 
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1 product process, how narrow or how wide a range do you 

2 think that, say, the butter make allowance, the cheese 

125 

3 make allowance, and the powder make allowance should be in 

4 covering the volume? How much discretion should there be 

5 or how much difference should there be between those 

6 individual commodities? 

7 MR. WEGNER: Between each individual commodity. 

8 I think what I spoke in response to Mr. Gossard's question 

9 was that 60 to 80 percent seemed like a range that was 

10 consistent with how you guys -- how the department had 

11 made decisions previously in terms of volume coverage. 

12 PANEL MEMBER IKARI: What I'm trying to do is 

13 take that comment and then say, you know, your other 

14 comment where you indicated you would make investment. 

15 So I guess my question is, if we covered 60 

16 percent of the volume in cheese and covered 80 percent of 

17 the volume in butter, would Land Q'Lakes still say, "Well, 

18 we're going to make the investment in butter"? 

19 MR. WEGNER: 

20 be, David, in part. 

It depends on what the makes would 

I mean realize there's many more 

21 factors that come into play rather than the regulatory 

22 price. Milk supply and actual cost of milk. But whether 

23 60 or 80 percent of the volume, I don't think is as 

24 important as the level of make allowance relative to our 

25 own costs. So that would be the factor that would be more 
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1 important to us, more key. 

2 

3 

PANEL MEMBER IKARI: Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER LOYER: Any further questions 

4 from the panel? 

5 PANEL MEMBER SHIPPLEHOUTE: Yes, I have a 

6 question. 

7 On page 8 you make reference to Code Section 

8 61805(b) and you indicate that the proposal may violate 

9 that code section. 

126 

10 If I read the rest of that code section, it says, 

11 "However, no minimum price is established or determined 

12 under this chapter may be invalid because the informative 

13 cost to handlers for market milk in an area is not 

14 achieved." 

15 With the rest of that section -- and I truncated 

16 a little bit more. But with the rest of that code section 

17 in context there, do you still think that those proposals 

18 may violate that code section? 

19 MR. WEGNER: That's why we put the word "may" in 

20 there, Don. We're sort of looking to you guys -- to the 

21 Department again to provide some guidance. We offered 

22 that more as a reminder to take a look at that. 

23 here to make a judgment on that. 

PANEL MEMBER SHIPPLEHOUTE: Thank you. 

I'ro not 

24 

25 HEARING OFFICER LOYER: Anything further from the 
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1 panel? 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Thank you very much. 

And the next witness will be Dairy Institute. 

Marking the exhibit of Dairy Institute as 54. 

(Exhibit marked.) 

HEARING OFFICER LOYER: Good afternoon. 

DR. SCHIEK: Good afternoon. 

127 

8 HEARING OFFICER LOYER: Could you please state 

9 and spell your name for the record, sir. 

10 DR. SCHIEK: Yes, it's William Schiek. That's 

11 S-c-h-i-e-k. 

12 HEARING OFFICER LOYER: And for the record, are 

13 you testifying on behalf of on organization today? 

14 DR. SCHIEK: Yes, I'm testifying on behalf of the 

15 Dairy Institute of California. 11m their economist. And 

16 we represent about 35 dairy -- 34 dairy processors in the 

17 State of California. 

18 

19 

HEARING OFFICER LOYER: Okay. Thank you. 

You may proceed. 

20 DR. SCHIEK: Ms. Hearing Officer and members of 

21 the Hearing Panel. Dairy Institute is grateful for the 

22 opportunity to testify at this hearing and we thank the 

23 Secretary for recognizing that the current situation 

24 facing our dairy industry is one that needs scrutiny. To 

25 state the problem quite simply, the regulated price for 
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1 equipment was going to run. But those costs are going 

2 to be there, the volumes are going to be lower, and 

eventually those are going to wash out over time. 

4 Those plants started up in -- one started in 

: 2008 and one started in 2009. So at some point those 

E will wash out of the costs as we perfect how those 

7 plants are running. 

8 MS. REED: Okay. So basically -- I was going 

C to ask you another question, but I guess that sort of 

10 answers this. Basically when you feel that those 

11 plants have reached full production, full capacity or 

12 whatever, that will then wash out and basically lower 

13 your costs is what you're saying. 

14 more even. 

They will become 

15 DR. ERBA: Right, right. But I do point out 

IE that both those plants were very expensive to build, 

17 much higher costs than any of our other plants by a 

18 huge margin. And, no matter what, the depreciation 

19 costs, the interest cost, because of the higher cost of 

2C building it, that's going to be in there no matter 

21 what. You're not going to be able to wash those out. 

22 MS. REED: Exactly. And that -- yeah, it's 

23 because those would affect a couple of areas within the 

24 cost study --

25 DR. ERBA: Right. 
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1 MS. REED: -- but not all of the areas that 

2 are being affected at this point. 

DR. ERBA: Right. I would expect that some 

4 of those costs would come down over time, but I would 

~ not expect those to be huge numbers. Those costs were 

E expensive, those plants were expensive to build and 

7 those costs are embedded in there. 

8 MS. REED: Right, and I agree with that. I 

C think that, you know, you're right that the costs will 

Ie be there but I think as the production increases then 

11 that's what will sort of wash those out and make it 

12 more, you know, more uniform. 

13 DR. ERBA: Sure. And we've already seen that 

14 in the first of the two Visalia plants. 

15 MS. REED: Exactly, yes. Okay. Also just 

IE one final question. How do you feel that the costs in 

17 the Department's 2009 exhibit represent the costs for 

18 your plants? 

IS DR. ERBA: Well, seeing as we make up most of 

2C the plants in the study anyway, I would say they're 

21 very representative. 

22 MS. REED: Okay, yeah. They're 

23 representative but you have to take into consideration 

24 there are others also, so it's not going to be an exact 

25 number but --
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1 

2 

DR. ERBA: That's true. 

MS. REED: -- you think it's falling in the 

3 ballpark for where -- the weight of that, which is 

4 falling in the ballpark, you're thinking. 

S DR. ERBA: Right. And the plants that we 

E have in the cost of these, we've got plants that are 

7 above the weighted average and below the weighted 

8 

c 

lC 

1 

12 

13 

14 

average. 

questions 

MS. REED: Okay, thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Mr. Eastman? 

MR. EASTMAN: Yes, I have a couple of 

for you, Dr. Erba. 

DR. ERBA: Sure. 

MR. EASTMAN: You mentioned that in 2011 milk 

15 production has been increasing, especially over the 

IE last couple of months. There's obviously more cows 

17 that are coming on, milk prices over the last number of 

18 months have been increasing, and so prices paid to 

l C dairy producers have gone up. How would you expect, 

2C say, your membership to react to this? Do you think 

2J they're going to be adding more cows to increase 

22 production as we go throughout the summer and the rest 

23 of the year? What would you estimate or guess that to 

24 be knowing that, obviously, we don't have a crystal 

2S ball and we can't predict the future, but what would 
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1 you anticipate? 

2 DR. ERBA: That's a good question and a fair 

3 question. (Indiscernible) brought 450 members and I 

4 expect that that decision will range A to Z. We'll 

5 have some members that are going to have a tough time 

E making it even with these kind of milk prices because 

7 their costs are higher. Our costs, as you well know, 

8 are extraordinary at this point. And we've got some 

S members who are probably a little bit better off in the 

10 way they planned ahead, contracted for feed. And those 

11 contracts are going to expire at some point, but at 

12 this point, for this year, they're situated pretty 

13 well. And we've got folks all the way in between. 

14 So I don't know that I can give you a great 

1~ answer there because of the size of the co-op, the 

IE diversity, kind of members we've got are, I think, 

17 you'll see all kinds. You'll see some that are 

18 trending toward the expansion mode and some that are 

IS just trying to hold on. 

2C MR. EASTMAN: Okay. So let's suppose that 

21 over the next foreseeable few months or the rest of the 

22 year, on average CDI's milk production of all of your 

2c members in aggregate tend to start increasing now. Do 

24 you think that's going to (indiscernible) issues of 

25 handling milk? You mentioned before that you felt 
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1 these were times or were just demand going down, being 

2 in crisis mode. Do you feel like even at milk plants 

3 

4 

: 

E 

where they go down, do you think we could reach that 

tipping point again? 

DR. ERBA: Well, we have -- we have our own 

supply management program at COl. It's still in place. 

7 It was put in back in 2008. And so we do have some 

8 mechanism for monitoring and adjusting our milk supply 

, within our own co-op. I don't think we're in any 

lC danger of getting past our theoretical handling 

1 capacity, but that remains to be seen. As I told 

12 Ms. Gates, we're one breakdown at a plant away from 

Ie having a fairly large disaster on our hands. 

14 But back to your question, I don't think 

1: we're going to have any real issues with that because 

IE we do have a supply management program that's already 

17 in place at COl. 

18 MR. EASTMAN: If maybe you could refresh my 

Ie memory. So with your supply management, your 

2C production-based program, if you get too much 

21 production and have problems placing that milk and, 

22 say, you have to ship it out of state at discounts or 

2 -- except, if I remember correctly, you charge them. 

24 There's some sort of surcharge, a (indiscernible), or 

25 something that's placed on those producers who have 
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1 

2 

c 

4 

, 

E 

7 

8 

c 

grown. 

DR. ERBA: That's right. 

MR. EASTMAN: And so have you been, over the 

last few months or lately at all, have you had to 

implement any of those surcharges on your members? 

2009. 

years. 

DR. ERBA: We haven't had to do that since 

MR. EASTMAN: Okay. So it's been a couple of 

But from what you're stating now, if you were 

lC to start creeping to that tipping point, so to speak, 

11 you would implement those surcharges and try and have 

12 your production base then function the way it's 

1e supposed to with regards to limiting production then. 

14 DR. ERBA: That's correct. The same 

15 mechanism that we had available to us as a co-op in 

IE 2009 we still have available to us. 

17 MR. EASTMAN: I think that's all the 

18 questions I had. 

IS HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Any other questions? 

2C (No audible response.) 

2] HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Thank you, Dr. Erba. 

22 DR. ERBA: Thank you. 

2e HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: I'd like now to call 

24 the second Petitioner, Land O'Lakes. Land O'Lakes will 

25 also have a period of 45 minutes to present testimony. 
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Could you state your name and spell your last 

2 name for the hearing record. 

MR. WEGNER: Thomas Wegner, W-E-G-N-E-R. 

4 HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Thank you. And you 

= handed a document just now. Is that a written copy of 

E your testimony? 

7 MR. WEGNER: It is. 

8 HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Would you like that 

C testimony entered into the hearing record as an 

1e exhibit? 

11 

12 

MR. WEGNER: I would. 

HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Very good. It will 

1e be entered in as Exhibit number 50. 

14 (Thereupon, Exhibit 50 

1= was received and entered into evidence.) 

1E Whereupon, 

17 THOMAS WEGNER 

18 was sworn and duly testified as follows: 

1S MR. WEGNER: Mr. Hearing Officer and members 

2C of the panel, my name is Tom Wegner. I am here to 

2J testify on behalf of Land O'Lakes, Inc. My business 

22 address is 4001 Lexington Avenue North, Arden Hills, 

23 Minnesota 55164. My current title is Director of 

24 Economics and Dairy Policy. 

25 We thank the Department for promptly calling 
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1 this hearing to address issues of critical importance 

2 to the future of all of our California dairy producer 

:< members. 

4 Land O'Lakes is a dairy cooperation with 

5 three thousand dairy farmer member-owners. Land 

E O'Lakes has a national membership base whose members 

7 are pooled on the California State Program and five 

8 different federal orders. Land O'Lakes members own and 

S operate several cheese, butter-powder, and value-added 

10 

11 

12 

1 

14 

1: 

1E 

plants in the upper Midwest, East, and California. 

Currently our 275 California member owners supply us 

with over 16-million pounds of milk per day that are 

primarily processed at our Tulare and Orland plants. 

Updating the whey portion of the Class 4B 

formula: The current Class 4B formula contains a 

factor that values whey at a fixed level of 25 cents 

17 per hundredweight regardless of the price whey is 

18 trading at in the Western whey markets. This fixed 25 

lS cent value stands in stark contrast to the Federal 

2C Order Class III formula, directly comparable to the 

21 California Class 4B formula, containing a variable, 

22 market-based whey factor that has effectively returned 

23 values in excess of $1.40 per hundredweight in recent 

24 months. In fact, from January 2011 through April 2011 

25 the federal whey formula added an average of $1.46 per 
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1 hundredweight to the Class III prices in federal order 

2 markets. The total difference between the Class 4B and 

3 Class III prices was actually $1.56 per hundredweight 

4 due to the use of different cheese price series and the 

: f.o.b. adjuster in the Class 4B formula. 

E Land O'Lakes proposed changes would result in 

7 a more equitable sharing of whey's market value. Land 

8 O'Lakes proposes that the 25 cent fixed factor remain 

, in place when dry whey's market value, as measured by 

lC the USDA's Dairy Market News Dry Whey Mostly Price, 

11 averages 24.49 cents or lower. And when the average 

12 market value of dry whey exceeds 24.5 cents per pound, 

l' the whey portion of Class 4B will increase in 

14 accordance with the following table. 

15 I'm not going to read the following table. 

IE It's right in the testimony. 

17 Since fewer than three plants manufacture dry 

18 whey in California, the Department no longer publishes 

Ie whey manufacturing costs to utilize in an end-product 

2C pricing formula. In the absence of manufacturing cost 

21 data for whey, the industry has proposed other 

22 methodologies to share the market value of whey between 

23 producers and processors. The Department has rejected 

24 these methodologies in favor of the 25 cent fixed 

2: factor 
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1 With the goal of a more equitable sharing of 

2 whey's market value in mind, while considering the 

3 constraints of incomplete whey manufacturing cost data, 

4 Land O'Lakes believes the best approach is one that 

5 will roughly approximate the value of whey in the Class 

E 4B formula, based on the market value of dry whey. The 

7 approach strikes a reasonable, logical, and equitable 

8 sharing of whey values between producers and 

9 processors. At the same them, the proposal limits the 

Ie financial exposure to cheese plants when whey market 

11 prices exceed 38.5 cents per pound. 

12 Our proposal approximates the value of why be 

13 retaining the 25 cent fixed factor and modestly 

14 increasing the whey value in Class 4B by five cent 

1 

IE 

17 

18 

1, 
2C 

2J 

22 

23 

24 

25 

increments based on the Western Dry Whey Mostly. The 

increase, in five cent increments, begins when why 

prices rise to 24.5 cents per pound. The value of why 

in the Class 4B formula increases to a maximum value of 

one dollar when the Western Dry Whey Mostly averages 

38.5 cents per pound. 

Our proposal returns an increasing whey value 

to milk producers when the whey market trades in the 

range of 24.5 cents to 38.5 cents per pound. During 

the 60 months, May 2006 through April 2011, prices of 

the Western Dry Whey Mostly ranged from 24.50 to 38.50 
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38 percent of the time. By contrast, during the same 

2 60 month period, dry whey prices ranged from 38.50 to 

83 cents per pound roughly 47 percent of the time. The 

4 

C 

E 

7 

8 

, 
Ie 

1 

12 

other nine months Western Whey traded at less than 

24.49 cents per pound. Our proposal strives to 

equitably share the value of whey processes and 

acknowledges the challenges in finding whey processing 

options by limiting the financial exposure to cheese 

plants at one dollar per hundredweight. 

The maximum value of one dollar in the Class 

4B formula would still fall 13 cents below the value 

whey in the Federal Order Class III formula when the 

1 whey market is trading at 38.5 cents per pound. As 

14 whey market prices rise about 38.5 cents per pound, the 

1: value of whey in the Class 4B formula remains at a 

IE dollar per hundredweight, effectively capping the 

17 exposure to California's cheese processors. By 

18 contrast, the Federal Order Class III formula puts no 

19 limit on the exposure to cheese plants from whey prices 

20 exceeding 38.5 cents per pound. 

21 This one dollar maximum, an effective 

22 ceiling, will likely become more important in the 

23 immediate future if dry whey prices continue to trade 

24 in the 50 cents per pound range. At the close of the 

25 Chicago Mercantile Exchange on June 27, 2011, futures 
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1 for dry whey averaged 48 cents per pound during the 

2 next nine months, July 2011 through March 2012. 

, Assuming a dry whey price of 50 cents per pound, the 

4 value of whey in the Class III federal order formula 

5 would be an estimated $1.83 per hundredweight. By 

E contrast, and again assuming a dry whey price of 50 

7 cents per pound, the value of whey in the Class 4B 

8 formula would still be one dollar. Thus, under the 

, Land O'Lakes proposal the whey contribution for the 

Ie Class 4B price would be 83 cents per hundredweight 

11 lower than the whey contribution to the Federal Order 

12 Class III when whey prices average 50 cents a pound. 

1, Why update the whey factor? In short, the 

14 Class 4B price is out of alignment with the Federal 

15 Order Class III price. As a result, California 

IE producers are not being treated fairly compared to 

17 producers shipping to processors regulated under 

18 federal milk marketing orders. Adopting the Land 

IS O'Lakes proposal help to bring the Class 4B price into 

2C better alignment with the Federal Order Class III price 

21 and reduce this price inequity. 

22 As you know, the California Food and 

2c Agricultural Code, Section 62062, states with respect 

24 to classified prices, including Class 4B, that "The 

25 methods or formulas shall be reasonably calculated to 
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1 result in prices that are in a reasonable and sound 

2 economic relationship with the national value of 

manufactured milk products." 

L Currently whey markets have been trading at 

5 nearly 50 cents per pound, adding over -- and here I 

E have a change -- $1.80 per hundredweight to the Federal 

7 Order Class III price -- instead of $1.50. By stark 

8 contrast, even though whey markets have been trading at 

~ nearly 50 cents per pound, the contribution of whey's 

lC value to the California Class 4B price remains fixed at 

1 25 cents per hundredweight. Clearly, the relationship 

12 between the Federal Order Class III price and the 

Ie California Class 4B has not, is not, and will not meet 

14 this requirement of the Food and Agricultural Code if 

15 the 25 cent fixed factor remains in place. Thus, 

IE California producers are not being treated equitably 

17 when compared to producers shipping to processors 

18 regulated under federal milk marketing orders or when 

Ie compared to cheese processors who buy milk from 

2C handlers who typically pool this milk on federal 

2 orders. 

22 Milk sold to unregulated cheese plants in 

23 federal order marketing areas: Testimony by 

24 participants in previous Department hearings asserted 

25 that cheese plants outside of California are able to 
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1 buy milk below the Federal Order Class III price. This 

2 testimony -- the testimony may have been referring to 

3 milk purchased by cheese plants in unregulated areas 

4 like Idaho, but I'd like to focus my comments on sales 

5 of regulated producer milk to unregulated cheese plants 

E in federal order markets. 

7 

8 

S 

1C 

11 

12 

Ie 

14 

15 

lE 

17 

18 

IS 

2C 

2' 

22 

2:' 

24 

25 

As previously noted, Land O'Lakes pools 

producers' milk in several federal milk marketing 

orders each month. In fact, Land O'Lakes pools 

producer milk on the upper Midwest, Central, Northeast, 

Appalachian, and Southeast federal milk orders. 

Combined, these five orders accounted for over 70 

percent of the 57.3-billion pounds of Class III milk 

pooled in the entire federal order system during 2010. 

In the upper Midwest federal order alone, the Class III 

utilization averaged 83.7 percent in 2010. 

Land O'Lakes sells Class III -- I think I've 

got IV there; that should be III -- milk to cheese 

plants not regulated under federal orders and also buys 

milk from cooperatives and nonmember producers for use 

in our own cheese plants located in the upper Midwest. 

Typically, in almost every case, the price charged for 

milk sold to unregulated cheese plants exceeds the 

Federal Order Class III minimum price. 

It only makes economic sense that the milk 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

E 

7 

8 

S 

Ie 

11 

12 

1~ 

14 

15 

IE 

sold to unregulated cheese plants by cooperatives that 

pool this milk on a federal order is not priced at 

levels below the Class III minimum price, since the 

cooperative must account to the federal order pool for 

Class III sales at the Federal Order Class III price. 

The price charged for milk sold to unregulated cheese 

plants has direct consequences on the handler's ability 

to pay a competitive price to successfully retain 

existing and attract new producers. It makes 

absolutely no sense to charge below the Federal Order 

Class III prices when the cooperative handler must 

account to the federal order at Class III minimum 

prices. 

Previous hearings have also included 

statements about the advantages of depooling or the 

voluntary choosing by handlers to remove a portion of 

17 their milk from a federal milk order. Let me offer 

18 another perspective on how depooling impacts prices 

IS paid to producers. 

2C Firstly, there has been an assertion that 

21 processors who depool milk have an advantage over 

22 California processors. Land O'Lakes and other handlers 

23 who depool milk must continue to compete for milk 

24 supplies. They must remain competitive in their 

25 markets to retain their milk supply. Plants buying 
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l milk depooled by a federal order handler must still pay 

2 the going market value, which is at least the Federal 

3 Order Class III price. By depooling, handling forego 

4 receipt of the producer price differential, the PPD, 

5 but must still typically pay the Class III minimum 

E price for milk sold to and processed at cheese plants. 

7 Secondly, the volume of depooled milk has 

8 dropped considerably in recent year, in part resulting 

S from amendments proposed by processors and cooperatives 

lC and adopted by producers in the upper Midwest, Central, 

11 and Mideast federal orders. These are the three 

12 federal orders -- federal order markets where the vast 

13 majority of depooling has occurred. The amendments 

14 limit the volume of milk a handler may pool during most 

15 months to 125 percent of the volume of milk pooled in 

lE the immediately preceding month. Handlers can still 

17 depool milk, but the volume a handler chooses to depool 

18 will directly limit the volume that the handler can 

lC pool in the following month. 

2C Evidence of this decreasing volume of 

21 depooled milk can be found by comparing volumes 

22 depooled in 2009 under the federal orders to volumes 

23 depooled in 2010. For example, in 2009 USDA estimated 

24 that handlers chose to depool 4.4-billion pounds of 

2: milk, representing just over 3.3 percent of the total 
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1 volume of milk pooled and priced under federal orders. 

2 In calendar year 2010, the USDA estimated that handlers 

chose to depool 2.8-billion pounds of milk, 

4 representing just over two percent of the total volume 

5 of milk pooled and priced under federal orders. 

E Updating the manufacturing cost allowance for 

7 cheese: Land O'Lakes proposes that the Class 4B formula 

8 be updated to reflect the most currently available 

~ manufacturing cost data for cheese. Land O'Lakes 

lC proposes that the Class 4B formula be amended to the 

11 most current weighted average cost for cheese published 

12 in the November 2010 Manufacturing Cost Exhibit for the 

13 period January through December 2009. The Department 

14 reported that the weighted average cheese manufacturing 

15 cost in 2009 was 19.6 cents per pound, a decrease --

1E excuse me -- a decrease of .22 cents per pound compared 

17 to the current manufacturing cost for cheese in the 

18 Class 4B formula. Thus, Land O'Lakes proposes that the 

1~ Department consider reducing the cheese manufacturing 

20 costs to 19.66 cents in the Class 4B formula. 

2 Updating the f.o.b. adjuster for cheese: Land 

22 O'Lakes proposes that the Department consider adjusting 

23 the f.o.b. price adjuster for cheese to be consistent 

24 with the most current data reported by the Department 

2: in November 2010. The Department reported that the 
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1 difference between cheddar cheese prices from the 

2 Chicago Mercantile Exchange and prices from audited 

3 sales of California cheddar cheese for the 24 month 

4 period from July 2008 through June 2010 to be negative 

5 .18 cents per pound. Land O'Lakes proposes that the 

E Department consider reducing the f.o.b. cheese adjuster 

7 from 2.52 cents per pound to .18 cents per pound in the 

8 Class 4B formula. 

S Market conditions have changed on California 

lC dairy farmers since 2007. California dairy farms have 

11 gone through very trying financial times over the past 

12 four years. In 2008 income over feed dropped 32 

13 percent from 2007 levels, and in 2009 margins over feed 

14 dropped to a catastrophically low level of $2.74 per 

IS hundredweight, representing a decrease of 73 percent 

IE from 2007 levels. 

17 The financial train wreck of 2009 left many 

18 California dairy farmers with severely reduced equity, 

IS mounting debt, and tightening credit lines. Margins in 

2C 2010 rose back to profitable levels for most, but 

2' didn't come close to repairing the financial damage 

22 inflicted in 2009. We understand that cow and facility 

2c values on some California dairies have been improving, 

24 but we suspect that overall the equity position of 

2S California's dairy farmers has still not even come 
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1 close to a full recovery from 2009. This weakened 

2 equity position makes them much more financially 

vulnerable in the event that we go through another 

4 period of catastrophically low margins like 2009. 

5 Land O'Lakes has concerns about feed costs, 

E which have risen dramatically in 2011. Current corn 

7 prices are about 83 percent higher than a year earlier, 

8 rising by nearly $3.00 per bushel from $3.49 per bushel 

c in 2010 to $6.40 in 2011, according to the USDA 

lC Agricultural Prices Report for May 2011. This is even 

1 before taking into account the California local basis 

12 for corn that can add as much as $2.00 more per bushel. 

1 Hay prices have also risen to dramatically high levels. 

14 USDA reported a price of $305.89 per ton for the week 

15 ending June 17 for premium alfalfa in the Tulare-

IE Visalia-Hanford-Bakersfield region. 

17 The data collected by the Department for the 

18 first quarter of 2011 reveal that feed costs increased 

l C by 17.9 cents 17.9 percent from Ql 2010 to Ql 2011, 

2C to represent slightly more than 61 percent of total 

2 costs on California dairy farms. More specifically, 

22 and still comparing Quarter 1 2011 to Quarter 1 2010, 

2 dry roughage costs rose 10.7 percent, wet feed and wet 

24 roughage increased 24.7 percent, and concentrates rose 

25 26.9 percent. The Ql 2011 feed costs of 903 per 
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1 hundredweight -- $9.03 per hundredweight represented an 

2 increase of $1.34 per hundredweight over Q1 2010, and 

c has already surpassed the 2009 average feed cost of 

4 $8.77 per hundredweight. 

5 Up to this point in 2011, milk prices have 

E kept margins over feed above levels experienced in 

7 2009. Even if margins over feed remain at current 

8 levels, it will take more time for California dairy 

farmers to recoup the equity lost in 2009. We have , 
1C concerns that feed costs have risen in Q2 2011 and will 

11 continue to rise through 2011, especially in the corn 

12 market as u.s. corn stocks have fallen to 35 year lows 

1 and in light of the challenging weather conditions 

14 prevailing in the Corn Belt. 

15 Feed cost projections for 2011-12 offer 

IE little relief. USDA projects corn prices remaining in 

17 the $6.50 range, corn futures continue to trade in the 

18 $7.00 range for 2012, putting more pressure on 

1, California dairies that purchase the bulk of their 

2C feeds. 

2 Adding to the financial stress at the farm 

22 level is the fact that California dairy farmers have 

2 limited opportunities to protect themselves from the 

24 negative impacts of volatile milk prices and rising 

25 feed costs. The fixed whey factor severely hinders a 
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1 California dairy farmer's ability to make effective use 

2 of dairy futures to hedge their milk. 

For example, the Class III futures contract 

4 offered by the Chicago Mercantile Exchange is the most 

5 heavily used of the dairy product futures contracts. 

E As noted earlier, the Class 4B price and the Federal 

7 Order Class III price differed by an average of $1.56 

8 per hundredweight from January through April 2011. 

C This difference, the basis, drastically increases the 

1C risk that a California dairy farmer takes on when 

l' entering a Class III futures contract to hedge their 

12 milk. Price movements in the Class III futures market 

13 may not be offset on a one-to-one basis in the cash 4B 

14 market. 

15 Accordingly, the size of the basis can be 

lE quite volatile, even from month to month, due to the 

17 stark differences between whey values in each of the 

18 formulas. For example, the Class 4B basis the Class 

1, 4B price minus the Federal Order Class III price -- in 

2C February 2011 was negative eight cents. In March 2011 

21 the Class 48 basis ballooned to negative $2.64 per 

22 hundredweight. This gross mismatch between the Class 

23 III futures prices and the 4B cash price, coupled with 

24 the high level of volatility of the Class 4B basis, 

25 prevents California dairy farmers from making effective 
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1 use of Class III futures as a hedging tool. 

2 On the feed side, cotton and corn has been 

3 outbidding hay acreage in California. An export demand 

4 for hay has pressured prices up, as well. This 

5 additional acreage in cotton and corn has reduced the 

E hay supply and has led to higher hay prices. There are 

7 no established futures markets for hay, and the cool, 

8 wet spring in the Corn Belt has limited opportunities 

C to lock in feed at price levels that ensure an adequate 

lC income over feed margin. 

11 Additionally, dairy farmers need a hedge line 

12 of credit to make effective use of futures markets as a 

13 tool to ensure their future margins. Since many 

14 California dairies lost significant equity in 2009 that 

15 has not been recovered, the availability of hedge lines 

IE to these farms has been severely limited. 

17 Market conditions have changed in the whey 

18 market since 2007. As you know, the federal orders use 

IS the National Agriculture Statistic Service's, or NASS', 

2C monthly whey prices and NASS cheese prices to calculate 

21 the Federal Order Class III price. From June 2009 

22 through May 2011 the NASS whey price averaged 37 cents 

2~ per pound and the Western whey market averaged 39 cents 

24 per pound. From June 2009 through May 2011 the whey 

25 contribution in the federal order formula exceeded the 
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1 fixed whey factor of 25 cents in each and every month. 

2 From December 2007 through May 2011 the NASS whey 

3 market averaged 31.6 cents per pound and the Western 

whey market averaged 32.8 cents per pound. Even though 

the Western whey market price was slightly higher than 

E the NASS whey market price, California's dairy farmers 

7 received far less value from the whey market in the 

8 Class 4B price than dairy farmers delivering milk in 

S federal order markets. 

Ie During the period June 2009 through May 2011 

11 the whey contribution to Class III averaged $1.07, or 

12 82 cents more per hundredweight, than the fixed whey 

13 factor of 25 cents per hundredweight. For the entire 

14 period since the last hearing results were effective, 

IS the whey contribution to Class III averaged 75 cents 

IE per hundredweight, or 50 cents more than the fixed 

17 factor of 25 cents per hundredweight. 

18 But the real advantage, or disadvantage, for 

IS cheese makers would be reflected in the price paid for 

20 cheese milk. For the period June 2009 through May 

21 2011, the Federal Order Class III price averaged $14.22 

22 per hundredweight compared to the current Class 4B 

23 price of $13.18 per hundredweight, or $1.04 per 

24 hundredweight less. For the period December 2007 

25 through May 2011, the Federal Order Class III price 
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1 averaged $14.82 per hundredweight compared to the 

2 current 4B formula at $13.97 per hundredweight. The 

" Class 4B price has averaged 85 cents per hundredweight 

4 less than the Federal Order Class III price since the 

5 25 cent fixed whey factor was implemented by the 

E Department in December 2007. 

7 Small cheese plants have had the opportunity 

8 to develop their whey business since 2007. All cheese 

S plants, large and small, have benefitted from the fixed 

lC whey factor since 2007. From December 2007 through 

11 April 2011 the 25 cent fixed factor has benefitted 

12 cheese plants over 80 percent of the time. By limiting 

1: the financial exposure to a maximum value of 25 cents 

14 for a product with the potential for capturing far more 

1: than that value in the market, the 25 cent fixed whey 

lE factor has provided a huge incentive and a golden 

17 opportunity for small cheese makers to develop a whey 

18 business. 

lS We encourage, respectfully encourage, the 

2C Department to ask small cheese processors how they 

2" handle their whey and if they have pursued new ways to 

22 take advantage of the rising values in the whey market. 

23 We would also be curious to know how small cheese 

24 processors manage to compete for milk supplies if they 

25 have no outlet for their whey. 
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1 Since 2007 Land O'Lakes has had first-hand 

2 experience with the issue of a small cheese plant 

3 finding an outlet for whey processing. Our Orland 

4 cheese plant had been condensing and trucking the whey 

5 to our Tulare plant for further processing. This ended 

E in 2010 when we chose to idle our cheese and whey 

7 processing facility in Tulare. We continue to condense 

8 Orland's whey into whey protein concentrate and have 

, established a new relationship with a cheese 

Ie manufacturer in California for further processing. We 

11 don't capture the full value of the lactose in the 

12 permeate, which is sold to area dairy farmers, but we 

le have found an outlet for our condensed whey. 

14 We also respectfully encourage the Department 

15 to ask large California cheese makers how their whey 

IE enterprises have performed since December 2007 and to 

17 compare and contrast their California plants to cheese 

18 plants operating in federal order markets. On the 

Ie surface, it appears that the California cheese plants 

2C have had a significant advantage over cheese plants 

21 operating in federal order markets because of the fixed 

22 whey factor. 

23 Processing capacity has changed since 2007 

24 and 2008. In 2007 we raised concerns about the lack of 

2: processing capacity in California. This developed 
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1 because new plants were not coming on line fast enough 

2 to accommodate the growth in milk production. We 

3 testified that through August 2007 milk production had 

4 increased year-to-date by 4.7 percent, and we stated 

5 that if milk production increases continued at that 

E pace there would be five million pounds of additional 

7 milk per day in 2007 compared to the previous year. As 

8 a result, the state's processing capacity was being 

S pressured and, in fact, milk had to be shipped out-of

lC state and, in some cases, less attractive alternatives 

11 were instituted. The situation in 2007 through 2008 

12 was precarious. Certainly one could argue that 

Ie California's milk processing capacity was in deficit. 

14 Things have changed since 2007 and 2008. 

15 Currently there is adequate capacity to handle and 

IE process California's milk supply. This does not mean 

17 

18 

E 

2C 

2 

22 

that there could be short-term problems on certain 

weekends and/or holidays when milk backs up or when one 

of the large manufacturing plants goes down for 

maintenance. But even in those cases, while some out-

of-state shipments may be necessary, we are not aware 

of milk finding its way to less attractive alternatives 

2c nor being shipped out-of-state on a regular basis. The 

24 current market conditions differ significantly from 

2: market conditions of 2007 and 2008. 

ACCELERATED BUSINESS GROUP 
(916) 851-5976 

51 



1 What has changed? 

2 Number one, during the peak of the crises, a 

3 large proportion of the cooperatives and some 

4 proprietary firms with direct shippers adopted a base 

~ plan and, in some cases, producers were assessed for 

E the cost of disposing of milk in excess of their base 

7 production. 

8 Number two, milk production has declined in 

C California since 2008. In fact, average milk output 

1e per day was 4.3-million pounds less in 2009 than it was 

11 in 2008. This occurred for at least two reasons: One 

12 was the base plans that were put in place; secondly, 

1 the milk prices declined sharply from their peak in 

14 2007 and 2008. In fact, the average over base price in 

1: 2007 was $17.27 and by July 2009 the over base price 

1E dropped to $9.60 per hundredweight, and the average for 

17 2009 was only $10.81 per hundredweight. From August 

18 2007 to July 2009, the over base price dropped by 52 

1 C percent. 

2C Number three, milk processing capacity on a 

21 net basis is significantly larger today than it was in 

22 2007 and 2008. There was an expansion in cheese 

23 processing capacity on the part of two firms for a 

24 total of 67 loads of milk per day, and a combination of 

25 new powder plants, expansion of current capacity for 
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1 Land O'Lakes, and a reopening of an old plant that 

2 processes powder, condensed, and cream cheese, which 

3 added a total of 287 loads a days. 

4 There were also some losses in processing 

5 capacity. Land O'Lakes idling a cheddar plant, and 

E another large cheese plant was closed, for a total loss 

7 in processing of 145 loads of milk per day. 

8 In sum, this means that California has 

C experienced a net increase in processing capacity of 

Ie about 209 loads of milk per day than at the time of the 

l' fall 2007 hearing. It's true that in 2007 and 2008 the 

12 California milk supply exceeded processing capacity so 

13 we had deficit processing capacity. Because the 

14 processing capacity was deficit in 2007 and 2008, it 

15 would be inaccurate to say that we have excess 

IE processing capacity of 209 loads per day. Taking into 

17 account the deficit processing capacity and the growth 

18 in processing capacity on a net basis, and based upon 

IS industry sources, we believe California has excess 

2C processing capacity of an estimated 80 to 90 loads of 

2 milk per day as of April 2011. We believe this to be a 

22 conservative estimate. At this point in time the 

23 manufacturing capacity in California can adequately 

24 handle and process California's milk output. 

2: Position on COl's 4A petition: Regarding the 
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petition by CDr to update the make allowances for 

butter and nonfat dry milk, Land O'Lakes respectfully 

requests that the Department conduct a thorough review 

of the reported manufacturing costs for 2009. 

Specifically we encourage the Department to consider 

the level of plant capacity utilized. Land O'Lakes 

would like to remind the Department that the 

manufacturing cost data upon which the make allowances 

are based need to represent costs in plants operating 

at full utilization of the plant's capacity. 

We know that from our own butter and nonfat 

dry milk plant operations in Tulare that our 2009 costs 

were impacted by startup costs, reduced milk volumes 

through the plant, and underutilization of plant 

capacities. Additionally, Land O'Lakes would like to 

note that the 2010 survey of manufacturing costs will 

come out within the next few months, providing the 

Department and the industry with the most current data 

available on such costs. 

We support the CDI petition to update the 

21 f.o.b. adjuster on butter. We have no concerns about 

22 how the f.o.b. adjuster for butter was compiled. The 

2 reported f.o.b. adjuster is based upon audited numbers 

24 from butter plants and represents the cost of moving 

2: butter east. We need to stay competitive with butter 
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1 processors located outside of California. 

2 Position on alternative proposals: Land 

3 O'Lakes supports the Department's alternative proposal 

4 to make administrative changes to the Class 4A and 4B 

: pricing formulas to include language to implement the 

E collection of security charges provided by the Milk 

7 Producers Security Trust Fund. 

S We support the Western United Dairymen 

S proposal, but prefer our proposal. 

Ie We oppose the Dairy Institute's alternative 

11 proposal. We are pleased to see the Dairy Institute 

12 recognizes the inadequacy of and inequity resulting 

1~ from the current 25 cent fixed whey factor; however, 

14 the proposal would not do enough to bring the Class 4B 

15 price into better alignment with the Federal Order 

IE Class III price. 

17 Conclusion: We thank the Secretary for 

18 calling this hearing. We thank you for your 

IS consideration and Land O'Lakes would like to request 

2C the opportunity to file a post-hearing brief. 

2' HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Your request to file 

22 a post-hearing brief is granted. 

23 Are there any questions from the panel? 

24 MS. GATES: Mr. Wegner, I have a couple of 

2= questions for you. 
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1 Going back to your position on the 4A 

2 petition that's out there, did I understand correctly 

3 that you didn't take a position on the f.o.b. adjuster 

4 for 4A, it was just 4B? 

5 MR. WEGNER: We did take a position on the 

E f.o.b. adjuster for 4A. We support that. 

7 MS. GATES: You support that. So it's just 

8 the cost, net efficient costs that you're --

e MR. WEGNER: Raising. 

10 

11 

12 

1 

14 

MS. GATES: -- raising. 

MR. WEGNER: Raising questions about, yes. 

MS. GATES: Raising concerns with. Okay. 

MR. WEGNER: Yes. 

MS. GATES: Okay, all right. Does Land 

15 O'Lakes still have a base plan in effect? 

IE 

17 

MR. WEGNER: Yes, we do. 

MS. GATES: Okay. Could you speak a little 

18 bit to why Land O'Lakes chose the Dairy Market News 

Ie Price series versus NASS series? 

2C MR. WEGNER: Well, we thought that from a 

2' Department perspective in terms of what you've used, 

22 you'd prefer to have a California market price. That's 

23 why we chose that one. 

24 MS. GATES: And you feel that that more 

25 accurately reflects the California price versus the 
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1 NASS. 

2 

~ 

4 One more. 

MR. WEGNER: Yes. 

MS. GATES: I understand it correctly. Okay. 

5 How did Land O'Lakes come to the floor and 

E the ceiling on this scale, the graduated scale that you 

7 guys have proposed? 

8 MR. WEGNER: We looked at what we thought was 

S fair. We felt that the -- since there had been no 

le stated opposition to the 25 cent fixed floor that it 

11 would be best to retain that in the event that whey 

12 would drop out again. We felt that the dollar ceiling 

13 was a fair number and it was important to max -- to 

14 minimize or -- excuse me -- to limit the exposure to a 

15 dollar. We felt that that was a fair number, 

IE especially at it relates to the two factors, especially 

17 as it relates to the federal order whey formula and the 

18 other being that we've got, is it, 40-41 months with a 

IS 25 cent fixed factor had been in place. We thought it 

2C was time for cheese prices to recognize that value and 

21 share it a bit more. 

22 

23 

MS. GATES: Okay, thank you. 

MS. REED: Mr. Wegner, I have a couple 

24 questions to ask you. 

25 You're talking then, on page 10, about how 
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1 you feel that your costs have been impacted by startup, 

2 you know, fees, and reduced milk and all. And I will 

3 ask the same question that I asked of CDI. So how do 

4 you feel those things that happened that year as far as 

= fluctuation in volumes and expansions affected your 

E plant, in what way? 

MR. WEGNER: I think our costs were higher 7 

8 due to the startup costs, the lower (indiscernible), 

S were getting used to the efficiency of moving product 

1e through In a new system. 

we 

11 MS. REED: Okay. Also, do you feel that the 

12 costs and the Department's -- you're going to, I 

1 already know what your answer's going to be -- the 

14 Department's 2009 exhibit reflect your costs, how do 

15 you feel it reflects your costs in all areas, because 

1E you do butter, powder, and cheese? And if you could, 

17 speak to each one of those. 

18 MR. WEGNER: Well, I think the point we're 

1S raising is that they may, in fact, represent the costs 

2C at the plant. Do they represent plant costs when a 

21 plant is running at full capacity is our point. We 

22 would definitely raise those concerns about the butter 

23 and powder operations specifically. 

24 

2: question. 

MS. REED: Okay. And then one final 

Knowing that you guys do still process 
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cheese in California, but you're asking for a reduction 

2 in the make allowance and also the f.o.b. adjuster. 

3 Could you explain why you're going in that route? 

4 MR. WEGNER: Well, we felt that the survey 

5 numbers weren't affected by startups, weren't affected 

E by through put, and they did represent where the costs 

7 are for the industry. 

8 

S 

1C 

11 questions. 

MS. REED: Okay, thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Mr. Eastman? 

MR. EASTMAN: Thanks. I have just a couple 

12 So piggybacking on what Venetta just asked, 

13 you mentioned you still make cheese. And how will your 

14 (indiscernible) proposal affect you as a processor of 

15 cheese? Obviously Land O'Lakes is a processing 

1E cooperative, so you kind of wear dual hats where you 

17 have interests on dairy farmers but then also you are a 

18 processor of butter, powder, and cheese. How does your 

lS forby (phonetic) formula affect you as a processor in 

2C marketing, a marketer of cheese? 

21 MR. WEGNER: Well, it will certainly impact 

22 our Orland facility. We're well aware of the impact 

23 there, it would be. But again from a cooperative 

24 member-owner perspective the inequity between the Class 

2: III and the 4B is a very important point for our 
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1 member-owners. We understand the impact, the negative 

2 impact on our plant but a very positive impact to our 

3 producers, our producer-owners. So we're well aware of 

4 that. 

5 MR. EASTMAN: All right. And as a national 

E organization you do mention that you make cheese in 

7 California but you also make cheese in the upper 

8 Midwest, other areas of the country. When you look at 

, the price alignment issue that you've raised in your 

lC testimony, and you've mentioned that possibly 

l' California cheese processors, due to that price 

12 alignment issue, had some sort of maybe advantage. Do 

1~ you feel that you've been able to take advantage of 

14 that in the sense that you've mentioned in your 

15 testimony you pay the Class III or above Class III 

IE price in -- outside of California, but you've had a 

17 lower price in California. 

18 leverage that? 

Have you been able to 

1, 

2C 

2" 

22 

2c 

24 

25 

MR. WEGNER: Well, no secret, we have a much 

smaller footprint in cheese at this point and a lot of 

the cheese that we use out of Orland is within an 

internal process within our own plants. It certainly 

has helped. I won't deny that fact. Whether it's been 

a big advantage with the small stake we have in cheese, 

I wouldn't say it has been. 
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1 MR. EASTMAN: Okay. In your testimony you 

2 raise an issue of price alignment between the cheese 

C price in California and federal orders, and you focus a 

4 lot on the whey values. Did you look at or consider 

5 the other aspects of the (indiscernible) and formulas? 

E For example, the cheese price series, butter price 

7 series. Did you look at the formula constructs, things 

8 of that nature when you were looking at pricing line 

S (indiscernible) or did you just focus on the whey? 

1C MR. WEGNER: Well, certainly we looked at the 

11 other components within the formula, but the bulk of 

12 the difference, the majority of the lion's share is 

13 certainly in the whey factor. So that's why we focused 

14 on that whey factor. And in light of all the 

15 discussions we've had here, and as Mr. Erba pointed 

1E out, the temporary sort of option that was put in 

17 place, the 25 cent fixed factor, clearly needed some 

18 updating with the strength that we'd seen since 

lS December of 2007. So we -- it's pretty glaring when 

20 you look at the amount of the difference between Class 

21 III and 4B, that the whey factor is a pretty obvious 

22 one to address. 

2 c MR. EASTMAN: I apologize. I'm going to 

24 start writing really quickly, but apparently you can 

2: speak faster than I can write. 
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1 You mentioned in your testimony that in the 

2 past there's been statements at hearings, at federal 

c orders there's the depooling option and (indiscernible) 

4 and provides an advantage in federal orders. You also 

: mentioned a statement that cooperatives in federal 

E orders are responsible for the Class III 

7 (indiscernible) with regards -- probably the pooling. 

8 Do you feel there's ever any circumstances where maybe 

~ milk is long or there's some sort of distressed milk 

lC and the cooperative could, say, offer milk to cheese 

11 plants at a price below the Class III price and eat the 

12 difference and blend it to the members maybe? 

1c 

14 

1: 

lE 

MR. WEGNER: It's very possible. The spot 

market is very different from the -- having established 

full supply contracts that are in place. But yes, that 

is a possibility. How of ten? I can't give you a 

17 number on how often that happens. A distress time, 

18 

l c 

2C 

2 

like a holiday period, like a plant breakdown, then 

that might be the case where you would move it. And 

you're exactly right, though, it would come back in the 

cooperative and their membership would, as you said, 

22 eat the difference. Because you still have to account 

2c 

24 

2: 

to the pool at the Class III price. 

MR. EASTMAN: Sure. Do you have any 

anecdotal evidence, have you ever heard stories of 

ACCELERATED BUSINESS GROUP 
(916) 851-59i( 

62 



1 things like that happening? 

2 MR. WEGNER: I know it happens on, like I 

c said, long times when you have holidays. We didn't 

4 have much of a flux in the upper Midwest and East this 

5 spring, but certainly other springs we'd had points 

E where you had to sell in order to find a place for 

7 the milk you would offer it a bit lower. 

8 

~ 

1C 

MR. EASTMAN: 

have another question. 

Okay. Another question. And I 

You mentioned that you much 

favor a sliding scale with regards to whey values 

1 rather than the fixed factor. And the question I have 

12 is let's suppose there were a price alignment issue and 

13 the Department were to seek to correct that issue. And 

14 part of that, let's suppose, were to change the whey 

15 value that's incorporated in the 4B formula in 

1E California. Would it be your position that in your 

17 mind a sliding scale would be better than, say, a fixed 

18 factor even if on average over time the fixed factor 

l~ were to correct whatever price alignment there would 

2C be? Or would it be the same for you? 

21 MR. WEGNER: I'd need to see what you meant 

22 by a fixed factor. And you probably are talking of 

2c over a period of time that it would perform as well as 

24 a sliding scale. From my vantage point I think the 

25 sliding scale offers a clear indication of where 
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1 they're going, tied into that market a little more. 

2 Maybe predictability isn't quite the right word, but a 

little more fairness in terms of approximating. I 

4 think we're in a tough spot here in approximating value 

5 without the costs. We need from our vantage point 

( we need to have something that approximates value. I 

7 would think that as value goes up in the marketplace 

8 you'd like to see something connected to the producer 

9 value as opposed to -- I won't argue, sure, you're 

1C going to set it at a dollar, a fixed floor? I mean, 

11 that's -- I don't think that's as good as moving it up 

12 and down from a quarter to a dollar. 

13 MR. EASTMAN: So in essence you'd rather see 

14 those whey values rise and fall with the market then. 

15 

16 

MR. WEGNER: Yes, that's what I'd prefer. 

MR. EASTMAN: Even if -- I'm just going to 

17 throw a number out, these are just hypothetical numbers 

18 I'm pulling out of the air. Let's just suppose they 

19 rose over a certain period of time, your sliding scale 

20 were to provide, say, 50 cents a hundredweight, your 

21 weight value. Let's suppose there was a fixed factor 

22 that over the same period of time was set at 50 cents. 

23 So on average both of those would perform over the long 

24 haul the same, but obviously with regards to ups and 

25 downs in the market they wouldn't. Would it still be 

ACCELERATED BUSINESS GROUP 
(916) tl'Jl-S976 

64 



1 your position that you would prefer the sliding scale 

2 just because it would follow the market even though the 

3 end result could be the same? And hopefully that's not 

4 (indiscernible), it's your hypothetical. 

= MR. WEGNER: Are we taking a bid here? In 

E all seriousness, from my vantage point as representing 

7 Land O'Lakes, we try to strike something that had some 

8 fairness to it and I think, from our vantage point, the 

S sliding scale is a bit more fair in being connected to 

lC the whey market. Certainly at the end of the day we're 

11 interested in seeing what the return would be as 

12 compared to another alternative. But clearly the 25 

13 cent fixed factor is not returning an equitable, fair, 

14 logical, reasonable value to dairy farmers right now in 

15 California. 

lE MR. EASTMAN: Okay, I appreciate that answer. 

17 I realize that question was a little wordy, but I 

18 appreciate that. Let me just check one more thing. 

le MR. WEGNER: I guess I should ask if I 

2C answered the question, right? 

2 

22 answer. 

23 

24 

25 questions. 

MR. EASTMAN: No, I thought that was a fair 

MR. WEGNER: Okay. 

MR. EASTMAN: I think that's all my 
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1 MS. GATES: I just have a couple more follow-

2 up. 

3 On the last page of your testimony when you 

4 were speaking to plant capacity and where the state was 

5 at this point in time, and you felt that at this point 

E the capacity was find to handle what was going on. 

7 What do you see moving forward? Do your, you know, 

8 members want to grow? I mean, has that allowed for 

S that or what do you see, like in the next year or so? 

Ie MR. WEGNER: If you tell me the milk price, 

11 I'll give you my response. 

12 

13 

MS. GATES: Okay. 

MR. WEGNER: But no, seriously, I think we're 

14 cautiously optimistic, I think, but very cognizant of 

15 

IE 

17 

18 

the impact of rising feed costs. I'm hoping we can 

hear a little bit more about equity on dairy farms, 

because that's probably my biggest concerns is that 

we're really in a very serious position regarding 

IS equity, so that a dairy farmer can't withstand another 

2C period of very low, much less catastrophically low, 

21 margins. 

22 So where are we going in the future really 

23 depends. I'm very concerned about New Zealand milk 

24 coming back onto the market this fall quarter. I'm 

2: concerned about China deciding not to buy as much whole 

ACCELERATED BUSINESS GROUP 
1916) 85:-5976 

66 



1 milk powder and skim milk powder. That all impacts on 

2 that butter/powder side. Will New Zealand go back to 

3 cheese? 

4 Lots of variables in places is what I'm 

5 saying. Our dairy farmers continue to want to produce 

E milk, but I'm not sitting here thinking that there's 

7 going to be expansion at this point. But a little bit 

8 like Mr. Erba suggested, 275 dairy members, it's hard 

9 to generalize what they're going to do. But right now 

10 the prices are staying ahead of feed costs. I'm not 

11 sure we're going to continue to see that as we go on to 

12 the remainder of 2011, much less into 2012. 

13 MS. GATES: Okay, thank you. 

14 Back to the Dairy Market News versus the NASS 

15 price. Was there any concern with the Dairy Market 

1f News being a phone survey versus an audited type data 

17 series that the NASS series is? 

18 MR. WEGNER: We didn't raise that point 

1, specifically. I know that's been talked about in 

2C previous hearings. At this point, again, we're trying 

2' to reflect the Western whey markets and 

22 

23 

24 find. 

2: 

MS. GATES: California price. 

MR. WEGNER: -- that's the best number we can 

MS. GATES: Okay. 
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MR. WEGNER: It's in the California dairy 1 

2 markets and that's the best market we can find for it. 

c MS. GATES: Okay, thank you. 

4 MR. EASTMAN: I'm sorry, I have one more 

, question. 

E With regards to your testimony on the 

7 manufacturing costs surveys and how that should be 

8 implemented when studying make allowances, you 

C mentioned that you -- in your testimony you draw 

lC concerns to the level of, say, butter and powder costs, 

1 the manufacturing costs. Are you in favor, then, do 

12 you support the idea of updating manufacturing cost 

13 allowances in butter, powder in general 

14 

15 

MR. WEGNER: In general --

MR. EASTMAN: knowing that there are some 

IE worries in your mind about the levels maybe? 

17 MR. WEGNER: In general we support the idea, 

18 specifically regarding 2009 when we had the concerns 

1~ we've raised earlier about capacity, startup costs, 

2 ( through put. 

21 MR. EASTMAN: Okay. So just like on 

22 (indiscernible) you're supportive of changes to the 

23 make allowances on both. 

24 MR. WEGNER: On cheese we are specifically 

25 supportive to the changes and have no concerns. On 
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butter and powder we have the concerns as I've stated 

2 before. 

3 

4 

5 

E 

MR. EASTMAN: Okay, thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Any other questions? 

(No audible response.) 

HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Thank you, 

7 Mr. Wegner. 

t We'll now calIon the first alternative 

S proposal, and that came from Western United Dairymen. 

Ie We have some complaints on the panel of the 

11 alr conditioning being too cold up here. 

12 

13 

14 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I agree with that. 

MS. GATES: Would you? Okay. 

HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: If there's anybody 

15 back there that can adjust that. 

IE 

17 

MR. EASTMAN: That's not (indiscernible). 

HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: All right. It's now 

18 about two to two. 

IS MS. REED: I'll take five votes for myself. 

2C I don't have anybody over here to block the air. 

2 HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Mr. Marsh, would you 

22 state your name and spell your last name for the 

2c record. 

24 

25 

MR. MARSH: Yes. Michael Marsh, M-A-R-S-H. 

HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Thank you for the 
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land O'lakes .. Western initiating 
supplemental base reduction measures 
ShareThisQ FacebookQTweetQGoogleQUnkedlnQ PinterestQEmaiIQPrin! 

From letter addressed to Land O'Lakes Dairy Members from Pete Garbani, Director of Milk 
Supply Western Region, dated March 16, 2012: 

This letter reaches you at a time when our state is experiencing extremely high milk production. A 
mild summer combined with improved producer margins through the fall led to significant increases 
in milk production as we entered 2012. As of this writing , production within both the State of 
California and your cooperative continues on an upward trend. More specifically we have received or 
sold over 17 million Ibs. per day in early March and volumes are still growing . As such we continue 
to seek alternative markets for your milk. Our efforts thus far have resulted in deep discounts to clear 
the market and as production continues to grow these alternatives will become increasingly less 
attractive. 

Given these circumstances Land O'Lakes is initiating the following supplemental base reduction 
measures: 

1. Consistent with our letter dated March 5, 2012, members who produce above their newly 
revised base volul11e will be assessed $10/cwl. however we have delayed the effective 
implementation for measurement purposes until April 1, 2012. Our delayed 
implementation is focused on 'assisting patrons with orderly volume reductions however it is 
imperative that this excess production be eliminated. 

2. Additionally, effective April 1, all Tulare and Southern CA members will be required to 
reduce production by an additional 6%. We intend to use the lower of your recently 
revised base volume or March 1 st - 7th 2012, average daily volume as the starting volume 
for reduction purposes. '. 

3. In return for reducing production to your temporary base volume. Land O'Lakes will increase 
your premium by $.30/cwt.(above any existing premium) on your remaining production. You 
will be eligible for this prem.ium if and only if you ,achi,eve the targeted volume reduction on 
your dairy. . . '. 

4. If the targeted volume redu'ction is not achieved, you, will not be eligible for the $0.30/cwt. 
premium and you will be asse,ssed at least $1 O/~. ofl the production above your temporary 
base volume. This is necessary to clear the market of·milk. 

5. Your vol~me will be measu're~: on a monthly average, ~asis . ; 
6. This temporary base voluMe will be in place for three (3) months beginning April 1, 

2012 and extending through June 30, 2012. Beginning July 1, 2012 we will revert back 
to our nprmal base prodl1ctipn volumes and the '!dditional premium of $.30/cwt. will 
end. . . " . 

We recognize the stress tliese measl.!res may have on your dairy and our effort is to achieve the 
necessary reduction in milk production while trying to mitigate some of the financial implications to 

• I: .; . I . 

your operatIOns. . I' ': , , .. 

. . . 'I , ! • 

Going forward it,is our intention to anflually review our members' production as it relates to your 
base volumes and adjust accordingly. ' :; 

, , 

" 
: 

: : 
1: , , 

,. 



BEFORE THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT 

OF AGRICULTURE 

AGRICULTURE MARKETING SERVICE 

In the Matter of Milk in California 
Notice of Hearing on a Proposal to 
Establish a Federal Milk Marketing 
Order 

7 CFR Part 1051 
Docket No.: AO-15-0071 
AMS-DA-14 -0095 

Clovis, California, September 22, 2015 

In June 2013, the three proponent dairy farm cooperative associations gave public 
notice, by press releases attached, of a study prepared by dairy economists Mark 
Stephenson and Chuck Nicholson. Information about the study, from the press 
release or releases, was reported and published by print and web-based media. 
However, the study itself has been provided only to senior management of the 
cooperative proponents and it, and any and all copies thereof in any format, are 
considered by the cooperatives as confidential proprietary information. 

In June 2015, a request was made of counsel for the proponent cooperatives to make 
a copy of the Stephenson-Nicholson study available to other interested parties. 
Cooperative counsel promptly responded: "no." 

As the hearing has progressed, questions have been asked of witnesses concerning 
the Stephenson-Nicholson study, to which counsel for the proponent cooperatives 
has objected. It is the position of the cooperative association proponents that the 
Stephenson-Nicholson is for the private use of the cooperatives, and cooperatives 
will continue to object to questions concerning its content and will instruct 
witnesses not to answer questions concerning its content. 
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Dairy Farmers of America 

For further information, contact: 
Marie teVelde 
California Dairies, Inc. 
559.623.6977 
mtevelde@californiadairies.com 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

• LAND O' LAKES. INC. 

Study Results Suggest Federal Milk Marketing Order Could Benefit California Dairy Producers 

VISALIA, Calif. - June 18, 2013 - The findings of a five·month long study commissioned by California 
Dairies, Inc. (COl), Dairy Farmers of America, Inc. (DFA), and Land O'Lakes, Inc. (LDL) indicate that a 
properly written federal milk marketing order for California would provide a regulatory structure that 
would potentially result in higher farm gate prices, which would benefit California dairy farm families. 
The three cooperatives, representing approximately 80 percent of the milk produced in California, 
collectively funded the comprehensive modeling study to examine the issues and benefits of replacing 
the California state milk marketing order with a federal milk marketing order. 

The study was conducted by Dr. Mark Stephenson, University of Wisconsin-Madison and Dr. Chuck 
Nicholson of Penn State University. After a thorough review of the study results including possible 
consequences and opportunities, it was agreed upon by the three cooperatives to continue working 
toward a change in the regulatory structure. Staff from the three cooperatives will begin to draft federal 
order language to initiate the process. COl, DFA, and LOL also will be holding a series of explanatory 
sessions for its members to share the results and receive input on how best to move forward on possible 
implementation. 

### 

About California Dairies, Inc. 
California Dairies, Inc. is the largest member-owned milk marketing and processing cooperative in 
California producing 47 percent of California's milk. Co-owned by more than 430 dairy producers who 
ship 18 billion pounds of Real California Milk annually, California Dairies, Inc. is a manufacturer of quality 
butter, fluid milk products and milk powders. In addition, California Dairies, Inc. is the home of two 
leading and well-respected brands of butter - Challenge and Danish Creamery. California Dairies' quality 
dairy products are available in all SO United States and in more than SO foreign countries. For additional 
information on California Dairies, Inc., visit www.californiadairies.com . 

-more-



About Dairy Farmers of America, Inc. 
Dairy Farmers of America, Inc. (DFA) is a national dairy marketing cooperative that serves and is owned 
by more than 13,000 members on more than 8,000 farms in 48 states. DFA also is one of the country's 
most diversified manufacturers of dairy products, food components and ingredients, and is a leader in 
formulating and packaging shelf-stable dairy products. For more information, call1-888-DFA-MILK (332-
6455) or visit www.dfamilk.com. 

About Land Q'Lakes, Inc. 
Land Q'Lakes, Inc. (www.landolakesinc.com) is a national, farmer-owned food and agricultural 
cooperative with annual sales of more than $14 billion. The nation's second-largest cooperative and 
number 210 on the Fortune 500, Land O'Lakes does business in all 50 states and more than 60 countries. 
It is a leading marketer of a full line of dairy-based consumer, foodservice and food ingredient products 
across the United States; serves its international customers with a variety of food and animal feed 
ingredients; and provides farmers and ranchers with an extensive line of agricultural supplies (feed, 
seed, and crop protection products and services) under the operations of WinField and Purina Animal 
Nutrition. Land O'Lakes also provides agricultural assistance and technical training in more than 25 
developing nations. 



Study Results SUggest Federal Milk Marketing Order Could Benefit California Dairy Producers 

June 19, 201307:07 AM Eastern Daylight nme 

VISALIA, Calif.-(BUSINESS WRE}-The findings of a five-month long study commissioned by Califomia Dairies, Inc. (COl), Dairy Farmers of America. 

Inc. (DFA), and Land O'lakes, Inc. (LOL) indicate thata property written federal milk marketing order for California would provide a regulatory structure 

that would potentially result in higher farm gate prices, which would benefit California dairy farm families. The three cooperatives, representing 

approximately 80 percent afthe milk produced in Califomia, collectively funded the comprehensive modeling study to examine the issues and benefits of 

replacing the Califomia state milk marketing order with a federal milk marketing order. 

The study was conducted by Dr. Mark Stephenson, University ofWsconsin-Madison and Or. Chuck Nicholson of Penn State University. After a thorough 

review of the study results induding possible consequences and opportunities, it was agreed upon by the three cooperatives to continue working toward 

a change in the regulatory structure. StafHrom the three cooperatives will begin to draft federal order language to initiate the process. COl, OFA, and lOL 

also will be holding a series of explanatory sessions for its members to share the results and receive input on how best to move forward on possible 

implementation. 

About California Oairtes,loc. 

Califomia Dairies, Inc. is the largest member-owned milk marketing and processing cooperative in Califomia producing 47 percentofCalifomia's milk. 

Co-owned by more than 430 dairy producers who ship 18 billion pounds of Real Califomia Milk annually, Califomia Dairies, Inc. is a manufacturer of 

quality butter, fluid milk products and milk powders. In addition , Califomia Dairies, Inc. is the home of two leading and well-respected brands of butter

Challenge and Danish Creamery. Califomia Da iries' quality dairy products are available in all 50 United States and in more than 50 foreign countries. 

For additional information on Califomia Dairies, Inc., visit www caljfomjadajdes com. 

About Oairy Farmers of America, Inc. 

Dairy Farmers of America, Inc. (OFA) is a national dairy marketing cooperative that serves and is owned by more than 13,000 members on more than 

8,000 farms in 48 states. DFA also is one of the country's most diversified manufacturers of dairy products, food components and ingredients, and is a 

leader in formulating and packaging shelf-stable dairy products. For more information, call1-888-0FA-MILK (332-6455) or visit www dfamilk com. 



About Land O'Lakes, Inc. 

land O'lakes, Inc. (WWW.landolakesinc.com)isa national, farmer-owned food and agricultural cooperative with annual sales of more than $14 billion. 

The nation's second-largest cooperative and number 21 a on the Fortune 500, land O'lakes does business in all 50 states and more than 60 Countries. It 

is a leading marketer of a full line of dairy-based consumer, food service and food ingredient products across the United States; serves its intemational 

customers with a variety of food and animal feed ingredients; and provides farmers and ranchers with an extensive line of agricultural supplies (feed, 

seed, and crop protection products and services) under the operations of WinField and Purina Animal Nutrition. land O'lakes also provides agricultural 

assistance and technical training in more than 25 developing nations. 

Contacts 
California Dairies, Inc. 

Marie teVelde, 559-623-6977 

rntevelde@californiadairies.com 



Table 35. Dal Ion -term (o'ections 

Item 

Milk production and marketings: 

Numberofcows 

Milkpercow 

Milk production 

Farm us e 

Marketings 

Supply and use, milkfilt basis: 

Beginning commercial stocks 

Marketings 

Imports 

Commercial supply 

Domestic commercial use 

Commercial exports 

Endingcommercial stocks 

Total utilization 

Units 

Thousand 

Pounds 

Bll.lbs. 

Bil.lbs. 

Bil.lbs. 

Bil.lbs. 

Bil.lbs. 
Bit.lbs. 

Bil.lbs. 

BiLlbs. 

BiLJbs. 

8il. tbs. 

Bil.lbs. 

Supply and use, skim solids basis: 

Beginning commercia I stocks 

Marketings 

Imports 

Commercial supply 

Domesticcommercial use 

Commercial exports 

Ending commercial stocks 

Total utilization 

Prices: 
All milk 

Cheese 
Butter 
Nonfat dry milk 

Drywhey 
Note: ewt =hundredweight. 

BiLlbs. 

Bil.lbs. 

Bil.lbs. 

Bil.lbs. 

BiI.lbs. 

Bil.lbs. 

Bil.lbs. 

BiI.lbs. 

S/cwt 
SAb. 
SAb. 
SAb. 
S/!b. 

Totals may not add due to rounding. 

84 

2013 

9,221 
21,822 

201.2 

1 .0 

200.2 

12.2 

200.2 

'.7 
216.2 

192.6 
12.4 
11.2 

216.2 

12.4 
200.2 

5.' 
217.9 

167.7 
38.5 
11.6 

217.9 

2014 

9,255 
22,285 

206.2 

1.0 

205.2 

2015 

9,325 
22,770 

212.3 

1 .0 

211.3 

11.2 10.5 

205.2 211.3 
4.2 3.8 

220.6 225.7 

197.8 202.6 

12.3 11.0 
10.5 12.1 

220.6 225.7 

11.6 
205.2 

5 .• 

222.6 

172.3 
38.3 
12.0 

222.6 

12.0 
211.3 

5.4 

228.S 

178.6 
37.4 
12.8 

22S.8 

2016 

9,350 
23,275 

217.6 

1.0 

216.6 

2017 

9,365 
23,680 

221.8 

1.0 

220.S 

12.1 12.6 

216.6 220.S 
3.7 3.7 

232.5 237.1 

207.9 211.2 

12.0 12.8 
12.6 13.0 

232.5 237.1 

12.8 
216.6 

5.2 
234.7 

182.4 
39.1 
13.1 

234.7 

13.1 
220.S 

5.1 

239.0 

184.8 
40.8 
13.4 

239.0 

2018 

9,375 
24,140 

226.3 

1.0 

225.3 

13.0 
225.3 

'.7 
242.0 

214.7 

14.0 
13.3 

242.0 

13.4 
225.3 

5.1 

243.8 

187.3 
42.9 
13.6 

243.S 

2019 

9,375 

24,580 
230.4 

1.0 

229.5 

13.3 

229.5 

' .7 
246.4 

218.2 

14.8 
13 .5 

246.4 

13.6 
229.5 

5.1 
24S.2 

190.0 
44.4 
13.8 

248 .2 

2020 

9,360 
25,100 

234.9 
1.0 

234.0 

13.5 
234.0 

'.7 
251.1 

221.7 

15 .8 
13 .6 

251.1 

13.8 
234.0 

5.2 

252.9 

193.0 
46.0 
13.9 

252.9 

2021 

9,335 
25,495 

238.0 

1.0 

237.0 

13.6 
237.0 , .. 
254.4 

224.3 

16.5 
13.7 

254.4 

13.9 
237.0 

5.' 
256.2 

195.0 
47.2 
14.0 

256.2 

2022 

9,305 
25,980 

241.7 
1.0 

240.8 

13.7 
240.8 , .. 
258.3 

227.6 

17 .1 
13.6 

25S .3 

14'.0 

240.8 

5.' 
260.1 

197.6 
48.5 
14.1 

260.1 

EXHIBIT 

2023 

9,265 
26,475 

245.3 

0.' 
244.4 

13.6 

244.4 

3.' 
261.9 

230.8 
17.6 

13.5 

261.9 

14.1 

244.4 
5.4 

263.9 

200.2 
49.7 

14 .0 
263.9 

til 

2024 

9,215 
27,060 

249.4 

0.' 
24S .4 

13.5 
248.4 

4.3 

266.0 

234.6 
17.9 
13.5 

266.0 

14.0 

24S.4 
5.5 

268.0 

203.0 

50.9 
14.0 

268.0 

20.05 24.20 19.30 18.70 18 .30 18.05 18.05 18.05 18.25 18.50 18.90 19.20 
1.77 2.18 1.73 1.70 1.66 1.64 1.63 1.63 1.63 1.65 1.68 1.71 
1.55 2.14 1.72 1.55 1.47 1.43 1.42 1.39 1.41 1.44 1.47 1.50 
1.71 1.78 1.45 1.43 1.41 1.41 1.43 1.46 1.50 1.52 1.56 1.58 
0.59 0.66 0.57 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.59 0.59 0.60 0.60 0.62 0.62 

USDA Long-term Projections, February 2015 
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BEFORE THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

7 CFR Part 1051 In the Matter of Milk in California; 
Notice of Hearing on a Proposal to 
Establish a Federal Milk Marketing 
Order 

Docket No.: AO-15-0071; 

AMS-DA-14-0095 

Clovis, California, September 22,2015 

Testimony of Dr. Eric Erba 

In Support of Proposal 1 of California Dairies, Inc., 

Dairy Farmers of America, Inc., and Land O'Lakes, Inc. 

Proposal to Establish a Federal Milk Marketing Order for the 

State of California 
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Introduction 

Good morning. My name is Eric Erba and I hold the position of Senior Vice President 

and Chief Strategy Officer for Califomia Dairies, Inc., whom I am representing today. I have 

worked for Califomia Dairies, Inc. since September 2006. Prior to that, I worked for the 

Califomia Department of Food and Agriculture for ten years, with eight of the ten years 

employed as a dairy economist for the Dairy Marketing Branch. Califomia Dairies is a full

service milk processing cooperative owned by 390 producer-members located throughout 

Califomia and collectively producing 18 billion pounds of milk per year, or 45% of the milk 

produced in Califomia. Our producer-members have invested over $500 million in large 

processing plants at six locations, which will produce about 385 million pounds of butter and 785 

million pounds of powdered milk products in 2015. 

I will be describing the history, structure, importance of the California quota program, 

and how we propose that the quota program be incorporated into the Califomia Federal Order as 

specified in the proposal submitted by the three California cooperatives. 

Introduction to the California Quota Program 

California maintains a two-tiered milk pricing program for producers where ownership of 

financial instrument (also recognized as an asset) termed "quota" entitles the producer to an 

incrementally higher milk price that is paid on the amount of milk covered by quota ownership. 

Conversely, milk production that is not covered by quota is subject to a lower regulated milk 

price; this is termed the "overbase" price. The concept of a tiered pricing system was developed 

in the late 1960s as the Califomia state milk marketing order was attempting to address a 

producer milk price equity issue. 



In an economic sense, quota fits the definition of an economic rent, that is, it represents 

an excess payment above that required to induce or provide for production or a payment for the 

services of an economic resource which is not necessary as an incentive for its production. 

Furthermore, quota is an asset that was created by a regulatory agency with the intent of 

constructing an official privilege over natural opportunities, a secondary descriptor of economic 

rents. 

Quota payments to producers are an important component of revenues to many California 

dairy operators. In fact, paramount to any consideration of a California federal milk marketing 

order (FMMO) was the assurance that the quota program would not in any way be diminished or 

affected. Congress recognized this and in the 2014 Fann Bill language dealing with the 

promulgation of an FMMO in California directed that the marketing order provisions allow for 

the continuation of the quota program in California. The 2014 Farm Bill (section 1410(d» 

references the 1996 Farm Bill (section 143(2», 

"Upon the petition and approval of California dairy producers in the manner 

provided in section 8c of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c), 

reenacted with amendments by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 

1937, the Secretary shall designate the State of California as a separate Federal 

milk marketing order. The order covering California shall have the right to 

reblend and distribute order receipts to recognize quota value." 

Quota has an extensive history and has had a significant role in the California dairy 

industry for over 45 years and was an integral part of the Milk Pooling Plan when it was 

introduced in 1969. The program has been modified since its creation, but the foundation of the 

program has remained intact since its introduction. Under the Pooling Plan, producers were no 
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longer paid directly in accordance with the class utilization ofthe handler that receives the 
J bClsel 

producer's milk. Instead, producers were paid on the basis of his or her allocated quot,i\and 

overbase at prices which reflect the pool wide utilization of all classes. Pool quota was 

established for each producer by milk fat and solids-not-fat on an average daily basis based on 
<And b(.,~C 

historic producti~n and Class 1 usage. Any production in excess of assigned quotFconstituted 

overbase production. Periodically, the California Department of Food and Agriculture (CD FA) 

has issued additional quota to producers but none since 1992. CDF A has issued about 2.2 million 

lbs. of quota solids-not-fat on a daily basis (about 66.2 million lbs. of solids-not-fat monthly). 

Quota enjoys a special status in that its existence is protected by state law. The 

importance of maintaining stability with the quota program was recognized by the California 

State Legislature. In fact, §62712 of the Food and Agricultural Code specifically states that all 

pool quota must be recognized and shall not be diminished in any way as long as the milk 

pooling plan is in effect. Thus, quota can only be eliminated by eliminating the entire milk 

pooling program. 

The proposal submitted by California Dairies, Inc., Dairy Farmers of America and Land 

O'Lakes ("the Cooperatives") recognizes the history of quota, the financial investment made by 

dairy producers in quota and the federal directive to recognize the value of California quota. 

Thus, the Cooperatives propose that the quota program be left intact without significant 

modifications and continue to be administered by CD F A through a memorandum of 

understanding with the United States Department of Agriculture. 

Before Ouota - An Overview of the California Dairv Industrv 

The milk marketing laws passed in the 1930s, especially the Young Act of 1935, helped 

to regulate the minimum price paid for milk by processors to producers by establishing classified 
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milk prices. Class 1 utilization, which was used for beverage products, usually commands the 

highest price. Progressively lower prices applied to milk devoted to the manufacturing classes of 

milk. 

However, establishing minimum prices did not address the concerns of equitable prices 

among producers for compositionally similar milk. Plants processed an array of products, and 

consequently, class utilization among plants varied. In addition, processing plants were well 

underway to becoming "specialized" by processing fewer products. Some plants processed 100 

percent of the milk received as Class I products, but other plants tended to specialize in 

manufactured products, processing little or no milk as Class I products. These characterizations 

represented the extremes, and it was more typical to find plants with moderate Class I 

utilizations. Nonetheless, a producer shipping to a plant with all Class 1 utilization fared well 

financially while a neighboring producer selling milk of like quality to a plant with low Class 1 

utilization typically received a considerably lower price. 

In the late 1950's and early 1960's, disparate prices among producers in the same region 

were a source offrustration and led to destructive marketing practices. Clearly, a producer's 

financial welfare was impacted by his or her ability to secure a contract with a handler with high 

Class 1 utilization. This placed producers in a weak position to bargain with handlers, and many 

would agree to excessive haul charges or make other concessions to obtain or retain the coveted 

sales to Class 1 handlers. The lack oflong-term commitments between producer and handler 

added to the instability in the milk market. Most contracts were subject to cancellation by either 

party upon thirty-days' notice. 

It was difficult for producers to obtain new contracts, especially with plants that 

maintained high Class I utilization year round. Not surprisingly, the loss of a contract to an 
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individual producer was a severe economic blow. Producers often accepted contracts with 

handlers that gave the handler the permission to divert milk shipments to manufacturing 

facilities. Besides receiving a significantly lower milk price, producers were also expected to pay 

for the additional cost of hauling their milk to the designated plant. An alternative was to locate 

another fluid milk plant that was accepting milk but this did not eliminate the high cost of 

shipping the milk from the dairy to a distant plant. The uncertainty of obtaining or continuing 

favorable contracts restricted many producers' future planning horizon and financing capability. 

During the early and mid-1960's, several events combined to place even more pressure on 

producers. Some dairy processors began to alter the traditional framework of the milk 

production sector by acquiring herds and supplying their own processing facilities with milk, 

thereby reducing the number and volume of Class I contracts available to existing producers. 

Producers realized the necessity of developing a system that would bring relief to their 

problems and provide a more equitable allocation of the revenues generated from Class 1 milk 

sales. Producers and producer organizations concluded that such a system could be brought about 

only through legislation and introduced a number of milk pooling bills into the California 

Legislature. These early efforts to establish a revenue distribution program were not successful 

because the producer community could not agree on the basic concepts of the program. 

In 1967, the Legislature passed the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act, and it was signed by the 

Governor into law on November 8, 1967. This act required the California State Secretary of 

Agriculture to formulate a Pooling Plan via the public hearing process. The Pooling Plan became 

active in November 1968 after an affirmative vote of eligible milk producers. Developing the 

mechanics of a pool price calculation delayed implementation until July 1969. The pool area 

covers the entire state. 
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Production Base and Pool Quota 

During the preliminary stages of formulating a plan, basic milk production data were 

gathered to establish two benchmarks for each eligible producer - a production base and pool 

quota. A producer's history was based on his or her milk production C"production base") and a 

producer's Class 1 usage during July 1966 through December 1966 or the 1967 calendar year 

became the benchmark to establish a producer's quota. Production base and pool quota were 

established for each producer by milk fat and solids-not-fat on an average daily basis. Pool 

quota was established at 110% of Class 1 usage, and the amount by which production base 

exceeded pool quota was designated as "base". 

With the implementation of the Pooling Plan, producers were no longer paid directly in 

accordance with the class utilization of the contracting handler. Instead, producers were paid on 

the basis of their allocated quota, base, and overbase at prices which reflect the poolwide 

utilization of all classes. The monthly quota and base quantities were computed for each 

producer to the extent he or she produced these quantities. The maximum monthly quantity of 

quota was determined by the cun-ent quota allocation. The maximum monthly quantity of base 

was the difference between production base and quota. Any production in excess of the total of 

these two figures constituted overbase production. 

Pool Value, Pool Prices and Pool Obligations 

Under the California regulatory structure, each handler submits to the Pooling Branch a 

monthly report detailing the amounts of milk purchased from producers and other handlers and 

the amounts used in the various classes, which is then used to determine each handler's pool 

obligation. The total value of each class is determined by multiplying the class utilization by its 
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appropriate class price as announced by CDF A. Summing these respective amounts across all 

pool handlers results in the pool value. 

The Department prepares and mails a statement for each handler on or before the 28th of 

each month showing the gross amount the handler owes each producer. The statement itemizes 

the handler's class utilization and the gross amount the handler is directed to pay producers for 

their quota, base, and overbase milk ("pool prices"). The statement does not include authorized 

deductions the handler may claim, e.g., milk hauling cost. If the total value of the milk used is 

greater than the amount the handler owes producers for their milk, the handler pays the 

difference into the pool equalization fund. On the other hand, if the amount owed producers is 

more than the value of the milk used, the handler draws the difference from the pool via the pool 

equalization fund. 

Determining Pool Prices 1969 - 1994 

Minimum prices for milk purchases are announced by CDFA each month. Prices are 

determined according to how the milk was used, meaning that milk that was made into cheese 

might have a different price than milk that was made into butter or into ice cream. Typically, 

although not always, classified prices follow a predictable and descending scale. In other words, 

the price for Class 1 (fluid milks) carries a higher price than Class 2 (yogurt, cottage cheese), 

which carries a higher price than Class 3 (ice cream and frozen dairy desserts), which carries a 

higher price than Class 4 (butter, milk powders and cheese). 

The Pooling Plan specified that the highest value milk was allocated to the quota pool 

first, then to the base pool and then finally to the overbase pool, in descending order of class 

value. The amount of components in each pool, i.e., quota, base, and overbase, was determined 

by the pounds available. Once pounds of components were determined, they were multiplied by 
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the applicable class component price to determine revenue contained in each pool. Pool revenue 

divided by pool pounds provided pool price per pound. The order of priority for fulfillment was 

quota fat/SNF, base fat/SNF and overbase fat/SNF. Thus, the Class I pounds offat were used to 

offset the quota fat obligation. If Class 1 fat pounds were insufficient to offset the obligation, 

then Class 2 fat pounds were used and so on until the quota fat needs were met. The same 

process was repeated for quota SNF, base fat and base SNF. All remaining milk sales revenue 

was assigned to the overbase pool. 

Determining Pool Prices After 1994 

By the late 1980s, overbase milk production had increased considerably in relation to 

quota milk production. There was also a growing concern among producers about low milk 

prices. The California dairy industry generally recognized that there was room for some milk 

price enhancement for Classes 1,2 and 3. However, because of the methods in place for 

distributing milk sales revenues from the pool, the difficulty of increasing prices for those classes 

was that nearly all of the price increase would be funneled into higher quota milk prices without 

materially affecting overbase prices. 

Following a directive from the California Legislature, CD FA appointed a committee of 

dairy producers in 1991 to conduct listening sessions throughout the state to receive comments 

and input on the milk pricing regulatory system. The stated goal of the committee was to 

strengthen the milk pooling and quota systems. During industry listening sessions held 

throughout the state, the committee concluded that overbase producers became uneasy when the 

spread between the quota price and the overbase price became too high (e.g., a difference of 

$2.00 per cwt. or more). Conversely, the quota producers were similarly troubled when the 

spread got too small or even became inverted. Several producers who testified at the listening 
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sessions proposed some type of 'known' spread between quota and overbase prices. Some 

proposed a floor and ceiling concept where the spread could fluctuate within a predetermined 

range, while others proposed a fixed spread. The committee favored the differential concept as a 

way of strengthening the quota system. The committee engaged in considerable discussion 

before settling on the fixed $1.70 per cw!. (for milk testing 3.5% fat and 8.7% SNF). At $1.70 

per cw!. level, the committee felt they could reasonably conclude that the overbase milk would 

not subsidize the quota milk, and the quota owner would receive a reasonable return for his 

investment. This also represented the approximate average spread between the quota and 

overbase prices for the prior five years. 

The committee submitted a fonnal report to the California Legislature that addressed 

several items, including the recommendation from the Committee to implement a fixed 

differential between the quota price and overbase price of $1.70 per cw!. Rather than implement 

the change using the regulatory public hearing process, the fixed differential was written into the 

California Food and Agricultural Code, i.e., state law. Consequently, as of January 1 1994, 

Chapter 3.5 of the California Food and Agricultural Code established the quota premium paid to 

producers who own quota at $0.195 per lb. of SNF for Southern California counties without 

Regional Quota Adjusters (RQAs are discussed in the next section) and at $0.195 per lb. of SNF 

minus the assigned RQA for all other California counties. The quota premium is discounted in all 

other counties of the state by the assigned RQA. The move to a fixed differential also changed 

the allocation of quota value by component in that all of the price differential above the overbase 

price was assigned to SNF, i.e., the price for quota fat was set equal to the price for overbase fat. 

Finally, Chapter 3.5 of the California Food and Agricultural Code also provided that the fixed 

differential would remain operative until the Secretary certifies that producers had voted via a 
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referendum to suspend the operation of the chapter. At that point, the fixed differential would be 

suspended, and quota milk price calculation would revert to the methods used prior to 1994. 

Quota premium payments are deducted from total pool revenues, and average between 

$12.5 million and $13.0 million per month, depending on days-in-month and eligible production 

marketed. RQAs, by construction, are a deduction from quota payments out of the pool, and, 

consequently, RQAs actually return revenue to the pool. After the appropriate deductions to the 

quota premium are taken via RQAs, the quota premium paid out of the pool amounts to a 

monthly cost of about $0.37 per cwt. on all pooled grade A milk marketed in California. 

Producer prices are paid on the basis of pounds of fat and pounds of SNF. The producer 

fat price per pound is equivalent for both quota and non-quota milk, a result of adding Chapter 

3.5 to the Food and Agricultural code in 1994. Consequently, the producer fat price for quota and 

non-quota milk is basically a weighted average of the individual per pound fat prices that were 

determined for each of the five classes of milk. Prior to the computation of the weighted average, 

small pool adjustments, such as plant gains, may be made. 

The calculation of quota and non-quota SNF prices is only slightly more involved than 

the calculation of quota and non-quota fat prices. After the quota premium is determined and set 

aside and pool adjustments for transportation allowances are made, an average of the remaining 

SNF revenues is computed, weighted by pounds associated with each class of milk. This 

becomes the overbase/base price per pound of SNF. The quota price for SNF is determined by 

adding $0.195 to the overbase/base SNF price per pound. 

Adjustments to Quota Value 

When pooling was instituted in 1969, location differentials were established to 

encourage the movement of quota milk to Class I plants. Location differentials were added to or 
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deducted from quota payments to producers and were determined by the location of the plant that 

first received the milk. Location differentials applied only to the hundredweight milk equivalent 

of quota. In following the traditional movement of milk from supply areas to deficit areas, the 

higher hauling cost tended to be offset by a more favorable location differential. Conversely, if 

milk was needed locally for Class I usage, a lower location differential tended to be offset by a 

lower haul cost. 

Over time, overbase milk became a larger and larger share of the milk produced by 

individual producers. Consequently, location differentials based solely on quota milk were no 

longer able to ensure that adequate milk supplies were made available to Class 1 plants. In June 

1983, location differentials were replaced by transportation allowances and RQAs. 

Transportation allowances partially compensate producers for the cost of hauling milk from a 

producer's ranch to qualified plants. These allowances apply to all market milk moving from 

dairy fanns to processing plants which process more than 50 percent oftheir production into 

Class I, Class 2, and/or Class 3 products. In addition, cooperative members receive 

transportation allowances on shipments to their plant if the plant is located in a deficit area and if 

the plant supplies 40 percent of its receipts for Class 1 usage. 

The purpose of RQAs is less transparent because they do not provide any direct incentive 

to move milk to Class I plants. They were developed to address equity issues arising out of the 

elimination of the location differentials and are deducted from the quota payments to producers. 

RQAs are determined by the geographical location of the producer's dairy fann (currently 

accomplished by designating RQAs by county of dairy farm location) and apply to the 

hundredweight milk equivalent of quota produced at 3.5% butterfat and 8.7% SNF. Presently, 

these rates range from O¢ per hundredweight for dairy farms located in Southern California 
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counties to a minus -27¢ per hundredweight for dairy farms located in Fresno, Kings, and Tulare 

counties (see Map at Exhibit 4.A hereto). 

Producer-Handlers and Exempt Quota 

A producer-distributor (PD; also called producer-handler) is characterized by 

simultaneous ownership of both the milk production and milk processing facilities. In 

California, there are two types of PDs. Fully exempt PDs (Option 66 PDs) do not account to the 

pool for any of their Class 1 production, but there are significant restrictions on production and 

sales: 

• The entity must own both the milk production and milk processing facilities; 

• The own-fann production must average less than 500 gallons per day for a 12-

month period; 

• Sales must average less than 500 gallons per day for 12-month period; 

• The entity may not receive more than 25% of total fluid milk sales from sources 

other than its own dairy farm; 

• The entity must have retail sales for his/her own account of not less than 50% of 

total Class 1 sales. 

Historically, very few Class 1 processors have qualified for this designation, and the 

amount of milk processed by fully exempt PDs has represented far less than I % of the Class 1 

milk in the state. 

The second type of PD, the option exempt PDs (Option 70 PDs), do not qualify for full 

exemption but have common ownership of production and processing enterprises. The option 

exempt PDs have no restrictions on retail sales or outside purchases and are subject to pool 

obligations, at least in part - they do not account to the pool for the Class 1 production that is 
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covered by exempt quota owned by the PO but they do account to the pool for all other 

production. There are four option exempt PDs operating in California, and their combined Class 

1 exemptions are 57,914Ibs. per day. That equates to about 5% of the Class 1 milk produced in 

the state. There is no opportunity to establish additional option exempt PDs without a change a 

state law. Furthermore, the exempt quota owned by the PDs is not transferrable without loss of 

the exemption. In other words, exempt quota converts to "regular" quota if it is transferred to 

another production entity. 

Prior to January 1, 1978, the option exempt PDs could deduct their original pool quota 

from their Class 1 obligations. Any purchased quota could not be deducted and was treated like 

quota owned by a producer. In 1994, the option exempt PDs were allowed to include the quota 

they had purchased after January 1, 1978 and before March 1, 1995 toward their Class 1 
fOI-

obligations. All four operating option exempt PDs qualify'l further daily deduction of 150 

pounds fat and 375 pounds solids-not-fat from Class 1 pool obligations because none have 

transferred production base and pool quota after February 9, 1977. 

By construct, exempt quota establishes an economic benefit beyond the value of standard 

quota. Standard quota entitles the owner to a higher price that is established at $0.195 per lb. of 

SNF per day. Exempt quota waives the obligation of the owner to account to the pool for the 

equivalent amount of Class 1 production. The additional benefit of exempt quota is, then, the 

difference between the announced Class 1 price and the announced RQA-adjusted quota price 

for the same month. From January 1970 to December 2014, the additional value to exempt quota 

owners averaged $0.58 per cwt. in Southern California (RQA of $0.00 per cwt.) . 
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Producer Responsibility 

Although producers have gained considerable independence they are still charged with 

responsible perfonnance standards. Quota payments apply to only milk produced on a dairy farm 

located in California. A producer must produce milk of the required quality standards or lose 

quota entitlement as a consequence. For each day milk is rejected for not meeting the quality 

standards specified in the contract, the monthly quota eligibility is reduced by one day's quota 

amount. Rejected milk is still eligible to be accounted for in the base pool. 

A producer may not have quota and simply hold it without producing milk. Failure to 

ship milk to a pool handler for a period of 60 days shall result in the forfeiture of all production 

base and pool quota. A proportionate amount of monthly quota entitlement will be lost for any 

milk shipped directly to a nonpool plant. 

Allocating New Quota 

One of the declared purposes of the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act is to equalize gradually 

the distribution of Class I and Class 2 utilization among California producers. Allocation of new 

quota based on Class I and Class 2 growth was a necessary provision instrumental in attaining 

this goal. Class I and Class 2 sales for the most recent 12-month period, September through 

August, is compared to that of the previous highest identical 12-month period to determine the 

amount of increase necessary. The resulting amount is made available for allocation as new 

quota. New quota allocation to existing producers is made effective January 1, following the 12-

month period during which the available new quota is determined. 

Prior to January 1, 1985, the amount of new quota to be allocated was determined by 

comparing Class 1 and Class 2 sales for the most recent September through August period to that 

of the preceding period. The increase was then adjusted for the estimated Class 1 and Class 2 
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requirements of the succeeding year, less such estimate made the prior year and further adjusted 

to add standby requirements. After January 1, 1985 the amount of new quota to be allocated was 

detennined by comparing Class 1 and Class 2 sales to the highest 12-month period (September 

through August) on record, which was 199011991. The last new quota became available in 

January 1992, and 80% of it was issued to existing producers. Because there were few new 

producers during that time, it took over four years to distribute the remaining 20% of the new 

quota. 

Prior to 1979, when new quota was issued, forty percent of the new quota available was 

allocated to producers holding unequalized production base and pool quota. Unequalized meant 

that the quota held by a producer was below 95 percent of the production base. The allocation 

was based on a formula that gave a higher percentage of new quota to those producers having 

low quota in relation to production base. No quota could be allocated to an unequalized 

producer that would be in excess of that needed to bring quota to the equalized level. Any such 

excess quota was reallocated to the qualifying producers still below the equalization point. 

The unequalized quota are those allocated to new producer entrants after the start of the 

pooling program. All of the original issue of production base and pool quota was brought to 

equalization effective July I, 1978 as directed by statutory amendment. This one-time direct 

issue of quota was not conditioned on any increase in Class 1 and Class 2 sales. 

After 1979, forty percent of available quota is allocated to equalized producers (those 

producers whose quota is 95 percent or more of production base) prorated according to the quota 

held by each. Forty percent is allocated to unequalized producers. 

Twenty percent of the new quota available is allocated to qualifying new producer 

applicants who do not have production base and pool quota. In order to apply for this allocation, 
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a new producer must have been in continuous production for one year, and on the date of 

application must be shipping market grade milk to a pool handler. Available quota is allocated to 

these producers on a priority basis, first priority being detennined on the basis of the date the 

application is received. Ties are broken by the longest period in continuous commercial 

production, and further ties are decided on the basis of the longest period in market grade 

production. In addition, any quota that has been forfeited after April 30, 1981, is allocated on a 

continuing basis to qualifying new producers. 

Allocations to New Producers 

The amount of quota to be allocated to new producers is based on the daily average of fat 

and solids-not-fat produced during the most recent three-month period from September through 

November. A maximum of 150 pounds of fat and 375 pounds of solids-not-fat can be 

considered. Allocation is made at either 95 percent of the qualifying production of each 

component, or 60 pounds of fat and 150 pounds of solids-not-fat, whichever is less. If a producer 

enters at the equalized 95 percent level, he or she is given the qualifying production as 

production base, and only qualifies for further quota allocation as an existing equalized producer. 

If the producer enters at less than the 95 percent level, production base is granted at 111 percent 

of the quota allocated. 

After holding this initial allocation for a minimum of one year, a new producer qualifies 

as an existing producer to participate in future allocation of new quota. In the subsequent 

allocations, the qualifying period production will be used in determining the amount of quota 

received. Additional production base will be allocated equal to 111 percent of the additional 

quota until the producer eventually has quota equal to 95 percent of the qualifying period 

production. At that point, the qualifying period production will be assigned as production base. 
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Prior to January I, 1977 the maximum allocated to new producers as production base was 

the average daily production during the 12-month period preceding the application, or 90 percent 

of the average production base of all existing producers, whichever was less. The maximum 

quota that was allocated was 20 percent of the allocated production base, or the lowest 

percentage of pool quota to production base of all existing producers, whichever was less. 

Transferability of Production Base and Pool Quota 

Subject to certain restrictions, production bases and pool quotas are transferable. The 

restrictions are imposed to prevent quota from becoming a commodity for speculation. For 

example, a quota owner must be a market milk ("Grade A") producer that ships to a pool plant at 

least once every sixty days. Also, a quota owner who buys quota may not sell any quota for two 

years, and a quota owner who sells quota may not buy any quota for two years. A producer may 

sell to another producer in the pool area, or change locations within the pool area and carry the 

quota to the new location. Quota that moves from one dairy location to another may be subject to 

a different RQA. All transfers must be approved by the Secretary of Agriculture before the 

transfer can be made effective, and all quota transfers are made effective on the first day of the 

month. 

The published average price per pound of quota solids-not-fat (without the inclusion of 

cows) reflects the true value of the quota sold. Although the price is expressed in terms of quota 

solids-not-fat, the transaction carries with it the related production base solids-not-fat, 

production base fat, and quota fat. 
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Pool quota has been transferred among producers continuously since quota was 

introduced in 1969 (see Exhibit 4 .B hereto) . In the first year alone, 342 producers sold at least 

some quota, 624 producers bought some quota, and 273 transactions dispersed 100% of a 

producer' s quota. In addition, 51,176Ibs. of quota fat and 127,S04Ibs. of quota SNF were 

transferred. Since 1969, there has been an average often quota sellers and thirteen quota buyers 

every month. 

Quota transactions continue to occur nearly every month, underscoring the importance 

and prevalence of quota to the California dairy industry. While transacted monthly sales volumes 

range widely (for example, from a minimum of 0 Ibs. of quota fat and SNF to a maximum of 

13,345 Ibs. of quota fat and 99,574 Ibs. of quota SNF), on average 2,668 Ibs. of quota fat and 

6,603 Ibs. of quota SNF are transferred each month. Over the 552 month period, which 

commences with August 1969, the average price for quota sold was $370 per lb. of quota SNF. 

Since the introduction of quota, the price has ranged from $236 to $570 per lb. of quota SNF (see 

"Average Selling Price for Quota" chart below). For the most recent 12-month period, quota has 

sold for an average of $525 per lb. of quota SNF. Thus, at current market prices, the total value 
I'\c-t fC\t 

of the 66.2 million lbs. of quota solids~wned by California dairy producers is $1.2 bill ion. 

Producer Review Board 

The Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act required the Director of CDFA to appoint a Producer 

Review Board consisting of 12 producer members. The function of this Board is to hear appeals 

of producers seeking hardship relief due to conditions beyond their control and make 

recommendations to the Director to either approve, disapprove, or modify the request. An 

example might be a producer who purchased quota and was subsequently impacted by fire or 
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flood and forced to liquidate his assets (including quota), thus violating the prohibition of selling 

quota before two full years of quota ownership. 

The Board, since 1978 consisting of 12 producer members and I public member, also 

gives counsel, assistance, and recommendations on administrative matters and problem areas of 

the pooling program. Since its formation, it has made numerous recommendations on producer 

appeals and administrative issues. 

Average Sell ing Price for Quota, 1969 to 2015 
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Verification of Records 

Personnel within the Milk Pooling Branch perform comprehensive audits of the records 

of handlers to detennine their compliance with the reporting and payment procedures required by 

the Milk Stabilization and Marketing Plans and the Pooling Plan. Monetary adjustments are 

made to a handler's account to correct discrepancies revealed by the audit with such adjustments 

being reflected in the quota price calculation. The payments to producers are also monitored to 

ensure that payments are made in the correct amount and at the proper intervals and that no 

unauthorized deductions are made. 

Quota Ownership 

At least some quota is owned by more than half of the dairy producers in Califomia. 

Conversely, about 42% of Califomia dairy farms own no quota. However, the percentage of 

dairies that own no quota has increased considerably in the last twenty years (see Table I below). 

In 1995, the distribution of quota ownership was relatively unifonn across all six categories. 

However, as the industry changed in terms of annual milk production (increased by 57%) and 

number of Grade A dairies (decreased by 35%), the distribution of quota ownership has changed 

as well. The most striking change is the percentage of Califomia dairy farms with no quota. Most 

of the other categories have not changed much in the last twenty years. 
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Table 1. Percentage of California Dairy Farms by Quota Ownership as 
of January of Each Year Listed 

(% of quota relative to milk production) 

Quota Ownershi12 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 
0% 17% 28% 35% 37% 42% 

1% to 20% 23% 23% 22% 21% 20% 
21% to 40% 19% 17% 15% 15% 13% 
41% to 60% 16% 14% 11% 11% 9% 
61% to 80% 13% 11% 9% 8% 7% 

Over 80% 11% 7% 8% 8% 9% 

No. of dairy farms 2,161 2,003 1,828 1,566 1,407 

No. of dairy fanns with 
quota 1,786 1,434 1,185 987 815 

Source: CDFA 

Milk production in California over the past 35 years has become more concentrated 

within the counties that make up the Central Valley (see Table 2 at Exhibit 4.C hereto). From 

1980 to 20 15 (estimated), milk production increases in the Central California counties listed 

ranged from 230% to 1,211 %. At the same time, milk production decreased in the counties 

representing Southern California and the North Coast (-I % to -53%). As the geographic footprint 

of milk production shrank (even as California's milk production increased), quota tended to 

follow dairies as they relocated to the Central Valley, particularly from Southern California. This 

is evident in Table 3 (see Exhibit 4.D hereto), which shows that from 1980 to 2015, quota 

holdings increased for all Central Valley counties listed but decreased for the counties 

representing Southern California and the North Coast. Thus, quota has tended to become more 

concentrated in a small number of counties, most of them located in the Central Valley. In fact, 

21 



the top ten counties for quota holdings account for over 92% of all quota allocated (see Table 3 

at Exhibit 4.D hereto). 

Continuation of Quota Program under a CA-FMMO 

The proposal from the Cooperatives describes several operative definitions that are 

necessary to carry out the administration of the quota program; these are found in § 1050.17 (a) 

through (d). 

"CD FA" refers to the California Department of Food and Agriculture, which is the 

agency of the State of California responsible for administration of the California dairy producer 

milk quota program as established in the California Food and Agricultural Code. 

"Quota premium" means the value established pursuant to the California Food and 

Agricultural Code §§ 62750 et seq. "Quota premium" and "quota premium value" mean the 

value per pound of nonfat solids, and include adjustments by the applicable RQAs. 

"Quota nonfat solids" means the pounds of nonfat solids of a producer, as determined and 

reported by CDFA, which qualify for the quota premium. "Non-quota milk" means pool milk not 

eligible for the quota premium. 

While the California dairy industry's state milk marketing order is unique in many 

respects, the California Food and Agricultural Code contains language that anticipates that the 

state order may be replaced by a FMMO eventually and specifies how to reconcile the two 

orders. From § 62726 of the California Food and Agricultural Code, the following discussion is 

found: 

Notwithstanding other laws to the contrary, in the event a milk marketing order 

under the jurisdiction of the United States Department of Agriculture or other 

appropriate federal agency, is created by referendum or under the applicable laws 
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and procedures relating thereto, in this state or in any geographical area within 

this state, the provisions of this chapter or any part thereof which is in conflict 

with such federal order, or which is unnecessary or is a duplication thereof, shall 

be suspended in the geographical area covered by and during the existence of 

such federal order. The director shall take such steps and procedures as are 

necessary to wind up and conclude the administration and enforcement of the 

provisions of this chapter, or any part thereof, prior to the suspension date. 

In effect, if a FMMO is approved by a referendum of California producers, those aspects 

of the California state statutes that are in conflict with the FMMO or are duplicative of the 

FMMO shall be suspended. Clearly, the quota program is not duplicative of any aspect of a 

FMMO. 

The California quota program is regarded as a valuable investment option by California 

dairy producers. Producers who have decided to invest more money in their dairy enterprises 

may, for example, increase cow numbers, remodel their facilities, buy more land for crop 

production or buy quota, which entitles owners to a higher milk price. As I mentioned earlier in 

my testimony, quota payments to producers are an important source ofrevenues for many 

California dairy operators, and preservation of the quota program to the greatest extent possible 

is an objective of the Cooperative's proposal. The objective is consistent with the Congressional 

language found in the 2014 Farm Bill language dealing with the promulgation of an FMMO in 

California. Specifically, section 1410(d) of the 2014 Farm Bill references the 1996 Farm Bill 

(section 143(2)), and states: 

"Upon the petition and approval of California dairy producers in the manner 

provided in section 8c of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c), 
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reenacted with amendments by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 

1937, the Secretary shall designate the State of California as a separate Federal 

milk marketing order. The order covering California shall have the right to 

reblend and distribute order receipts to recognize quota value." 

The language from Congress makes it clear that the quota program should have the right 

to exist within the framework of a FMMO. The Cooperatives' proposal recognizes the 

importance and sensitivity of maintaining the quota program virtually intact within the California 

FMMO. Recall from earlier discussions that over half of California dairy producers own at least 

some quota, and the total market value of all quota owned is nearly $1.2 billion. Thus, we 

propose that the continuation of the quota program be made possible through a joint effort with 

CDF A and USDA via a memorandum of understanding (MOU). Joint administrative 

apparatuses have been established previously between USDA and state agricultural agencies. 

USDA maintains MOUs with CDFA for data collection and dissemination. For example, an 

MOU exists between USDA-National Agricultural Statistics Service, CDFA and the California 

Agricultural Commissioners and Sealers Association to collect and share agricultural statistics 

for California counties. Furthermore, USDA has had established written agreements with the 
C()+e(" ('V'\11'l() U::;\\j 

States of New York and New Jersey to jointly administer Gelltcllllinoasiy the rules and orders for 

milk marketing areas in New York and New Jersey (see Exhibits 4.E and 4.F hereto, 

respectively) . The purpose of the agreements is captured succinctly in the New Jersey 

agreement: 

" ... the procedure outlined (in this document) is hereby adopted by the Secretary 

of Agriculture of the United States and the Director of the Office of Milk 

Industry, State of New Jersey, as the framework within which the parties hereto 
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will cooperate with each other in connection with milk orders applicable to the 

handling of milk in marketing areas located in the State of New Jersey." 

The expectation is that the MOU for CDF A and USDA would pursue a similar degree of 

cooperation and understanding. In effect, the CA-FMMO does not disturb the quota program. 

Instead, under the Cooperative' s proposal , the quota program becomes embedded within the CA-

FMMO with full information transfer between the two governmental agencies. Each month, 

CDFA will cornmunicate to the CA-FMMO market administrator (MA) all financial calculations 

relative to the net cost to the pool of quota payments. The MA would then take all steps to 

assure that quota values are deducted from pool revenues and paid to producers properly. Also, 

the MA would remit any necessary information regarding quota payments back to CDF A to 

allow ongoing administration of the quota program. Thus, the proposal leaves all jurisdiction 

over quota administration, calculations, record keeping, and regulatory changes to CDFA. As 

such, the laws, regulations and policies in operation at the time of adoption of the CA-FMMO 

would remain unchanged. There are no provisions in the Cooperative's proposal that would alter 

quota payments. The quota premium of$O. I 95 per lb. of quota SNF is maintained, as are the 

applicable RQAs. 
iU51 .CoI 

As a practical matter of providing the MA with the information specified in §IOSO.61 and 
IOCZ)i .~:l 

§HJ50.62, CDFA would have to determine, obtain and/or verify each month: 

• The active California dairy producers; 

• Amounts of quota owned by each producer after reviewing and applying quota 

transactions that occurred as of the 15th day of the prior month; 

• Location of each producer (to verify applicable RQA); 

• Number of days of eligible production; 
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• Individual producer quota payment after taking into consideration applicable 

RQAs and eligible milk production for the month. 

According to the handler reporting requirements contained in Section t056.36 of the 

Cooperatives' proposal, pool handlers shall report to the MA as of the 9th day after the end of the 

prior month the pounds of milk, butterfat, protein, and other nonfat solids contained in producer 

\051.31 
milk.' § ·1050.31 (a) and (a. I) also allow the MA the flexibility to require additional producer 

information as deemed necessary by the MA, including information pertaining to producer 
wi+-'n 

degraded milk for the month. This producer data is to be shared with CD FA alontthe applicable 

class prices (announced by the 5th day after the end of the month). The intention is that before the 

14th day after the end of the prior month, CDFA can determine and report to the MA of the CA-

FMMO the applicable individual producer quota payments. At the same time, CDF A shall 

report to the MA the quota pounds associated with the milk supply received by each handler, 

which will be used to determine possible payments into (or draws from) the producer-settlement 

fund. To be clear, only information is exchanged between the two regulatory agencies; no money 

will move between CD F A and the MA. 
io51 . loi 

§ ·Hl56.6! provides detailed steps describing how the MA shall determine producer 

component prices per pound of butterfat, protein and other solids. After combining all values into 

a single milk sales revenue pool and making the necessary adjustments to that revenue pool 
I () "S !.ldl 

(described in § j(')3\'l.68), the MA shall deduct from the revenue pool an amount equivalent to the 

quota premium as reported to the MA by CDFA prior to calculating any milk component prices. 
IO'5I~(,p Z 

As specified in §-j 85e . 6~ , the MA shall announce publicly the applicable quota premiums for 

, The dates referenced for reporting information to the MA have changed from the proposal 
submitted in February 2015. Three days has been added to each deadline to accommodate actual 
accounting practices for milk receipts and utilization. 
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SNF to be paid to quota holders on eligible milk production and the statistically uniform price for 

non-quota milk, as well as other relevant prices by the 14th day after the end ofthe prior month. 

The producer-settlement fund is established and used by the MA as the repository for all 

payments made by handlers and the fund from which payments are made within the federal 

order. Payments due any handler shall be offset by the payments owed by the handler. Payments 
iO'Si .+1 

into the fund by handlers shall follow the steps provided in § I 858.71 and reflect announced 

minimum prices and utilization of the components of milk. If any payments are due by a handler, 

they are to be received no later than the 16th day after the end of the prior month. The procedural 
\0".)1 ·1-2 

steps for payments due handlers from the producer-settlement fund are specified in §18S8.72. 

Payments from the producer-settlement fund reflect the monies due producers based on each 

handler's producer payroll, which closely follows procedures followed in other FMMOs. One 

significant difference for the California FMMO is that the additional value resulting from a 

handler receiving milk covered by quota is credited to the handler from the producer-settlement 

fund . This allows handlers to pay appropriate amounts for all milk received, no matter how the 

milk is used and no matter if the milk is covered by quota. Payments from the producer-

settlement fund, if any, shall be made by the 16th day after the end of the prior month. 

27 



Exhibits of Dr. Eric Erba 

In Support of Proposal! of California Dairies, Inc., 

Dairy Farmers of America, Inc., and Land O'Lakes, Inc. 

Proposal to Establish a Federal Milk Marketing Order for the 

State of California 

Exhi bit 4.A Regional Quota Adjusters (RQAs) in Cali fornia ( I page) 

Exhibit 4.B Pool Quota Transfers Table (19 pages) 

Ex hibit 4.C "Table 2." Milk Production by County (thousand pounds) (I page) 

Exhibit 4.0 "Table 3." Pounds of Quota SNF holdings by County 
(as of January of listed year) ( I page) 

EXHIBIT 

Exhibit 4.E Commissioner of New York and United States Secretary of Agriculture MOU 
Re: milk order admin istration (3 pages) 

Exhibit 4.1' Commissioner of New Jersey and United States Secretary of Agriculture MOU 
Re: milk order administration (2 pages) 
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15 

11 

J2 

12 

8 

11 

8 

No, of 

Buyers 

22 

15 

23 

16 

33 

27 

37 

13 

22 

19 

J6 

9 

12 

33 

26 

21 

9 

20 

10 

11 

22 

18 

21 

18 

33 

23 

22 

20 

21 

21 

)5 

12 

12 

No. 01 

Sales at 

100% 

7 $ 

6 $ 

10 $ 

10 $ 

16 $ 

12 $ 

17 $ 

10 $ 

14 $ 

8 $ 

14 $ 

8 $ 

8 $ 

13 $ 

12 $ 

14 $ 

7 $ 

16 $ 

7 $ 

10 $ 

10 $ 

16 $ 

12 $ 

11 $ 

9 $ 

13 $ 

12 $ 

8 $ 

11 $ 

10 $ 

6 $ 

10 $ 

6 $ 

Low 

Sales 

VVilllOut Cows 

I 
217 $ 

242 $ 

222 $ 

246 $ 

238 $ 

274 $ 

197 $ 

292 $ 

224 $ 

222 $ 

254 $ 

235 $ 

290 $ 

238 $ 

244 $ 

248 $ 

243 $ 

269 $ 

275 $ 

275 $ 

200 $ 

279 $ 

216 $ 

283 $ 

259 $ 

234 $ 

231 $ 

260 $ 

273 $ 

276 $ 

297 $ 

297 $ 

296 $ 

A'9 I 
234 $ 

272 $ 

266 $ 

268 $ 

264 $ 

292 $ 

299 $ 

296 $ 

289 $ 

268 $ 

284 $ 

256 $ 

299 $ 

274 $ 

287 $ 

287 $ 

290 $ 

312 $ 

310 $ 

299 $ 

278 $ 

344 $ 

293 $ 

332 $ 

299 $ 

286 $ 

306 $ 

293 $ 

305 $ 

299 $ 

306 $ 

304 $ 

339 $ 

High 

261 $ 

315 $ 

419 $ 

385 $ 

312 $ 

320 S 
369 $ 

318 S 
310 $ 

297 S 
381 S 
268 $ 

304 $ 

313 $ 

350 $ 

312 $ 

330 $ 

358 $ 

373 S 
338 $ 

326 $ 

407 S 
443 $ 

378 $ 

438 $ 

326 $ 

384 $ 

406 $ 

383 $ 

328 $ 

325 $ 

319 $ 

476 S 

Sales 

With Cows 

Low J 

3 

180 S 
254 S 
211 S 
238 S 
196 S 
180 $ 

238 $ 

235 S 
215 S 
257 $ 

184 S 
195 S 
179 S 
244 $ 

216 $ 

204 S 
215 S 
199 $ 

113 S 
192 S 
212 S 
177 S 
201 S 
194 S 
274 $ 

141 S 
281 S 
235 S 
289 $ 

229 $ 

286 S 
238 S 
300 $ 

Avg. 1 
224 $ 

282 $ 

264 $ 

258 S 
253 S 
248 $ 

271 $ 

262 S 
256 S 
281 $ 

260 $ 

267 S 
281 S 

279 S 
281 $ 

261 $ 

250 $ 

273 $ 

199 $ 

277 $ 

271 S 
253 S 
235 $ 

266 $ 

283 $ 

270 S 
310 $ 

303 $ 

310 S 
280 $ 

305 $ 

297 $ 

312 $ 

lligh 

282 

315 

309 

305 

322 

305 

326 

297 

299 

314 

311 

323 

307 

319 

327 

309 

286 

348 

285 

314 

325 

311 

259 

316 

300 

338 

389 

352 

321 

320 

312 

326 

330 

Total 

Pcode";oo B,,, 1 
Fat Transfered 

1721.59 

3116.39 

2903.91 

2557.73 

4584.59 

2672.39 

5358.55 

2640.93 

4955.44 

286201 

9047.42 

1393 33 

187521 

578039 

3526.04 

347.85 

1531.38 

4542.34 

1248.43 

192G.55 

2261.43 

4220.16 

3274.17 

2325.38 

3561.63 

3479.70 

2692.15 

2656.90 

3250.52 

5640.01 

1774.44 

3826.04 

200591 

1 atal Quota 

Fat lranslcrcd 

1911.11 

2629.12 

2323.95 

2276.03 

4031.94 

2556.95 

4823.04 

2150.76 

4922.01 

2358.36 

8177.99 

1205.14 

1826.28 

5116.29 

3306.52 

2790.07 

1157.35 

3240.87 

1336.75 

1745,20 

2008.90 

3032.03 

2428.11 

1807.51 

3334.46 

3517.78 

2124.57 

2359.73 

3203.52 

5885.97 

1570.04 

3483.51 

1618.78 

Total 

!'codechoe B'''lle''l Qe'" 

,SNF Transfcred SNF-lranslered 

3898.89 

7429.72 

6781.42 

5790.07 

11037.31 

6602.42 

12743.37 

5263.61 

1194491 

6648.76 

20593.91 

3441.80 

4311.28 

13801.52 

8004.44 

8210.84 

3430.44 

10504.93 

3214.72 

4590.83 

5439.81 

10466.42 

7720.36 

5308.57 

8763.34 

8612.76 

6649.78 

6094.77 

7372.15 

11704.87 

4219.14 

8248,82 

4959.00 

4620.56 

6413.86 

5654.18 

5520.28 

10125.98 

6219.57 

11863.45 

5335.20 

12079.20 

5777.83 

20757.66 

3060.81 

4485.53 

12419.74 

8213.11 

699600 

2731.17 

8196.21 

3335,48 

4158.43 

4824.85 

7725.08 

6004.44 

4652.19 

8087.04 

8502.64 

5360.75 

5734.21 

8166.51 

14133,38 

3911.70 

8696.99 

4069.26 

Exhibit 4.6 



I::ffectlve 

1st of the 

month 

197712 

197801 

197802 

197803 

197804 

197805 

197806 

197807 

197808 

197809 

197810 

197811 

197812 

197901 

197902 

197903 

197904 

197905 

197906 

197907 

197908 

197909 

197910 

197911 

197912 

198001 

198002 

198003 

198004 

198005 

198006 

198007 

198008 

No. 01 

Sellers 

6 

13 

15 

8 

13 

9 

15 

13 

14 

12 

10 

12 

13 

8 

13 

9 

11 

7 

8 

14 

7 

13 

10 

9 

5 

9 

3 

3 

7 

8 

7 

8 

8 

No. 01 

Buyers 

9 

22 

21 

12 

16 

10 

16 

16 

14 

13 

12 

12 

17 

10 

19 

10 

20 

9 

12 

16 

8 

15 

12 

10 

7 

10 

4 

13 

8 

17 

20 

15 

10 

No. of 

Sales at 

100% 

4 $ 

11 $ 

13 $ 

6 $ 

12 $ 

9 $ 

12 $ 

12 $ 

11 $ 

7 $ 

9 $ 

11 $ 

13 $ 

7 $ 

10 $ 

4 $ 

10 $ 

4 $ 

5 $ 

11 $ 

6 $ 

9 $ 

8 $ 

7 $ 

4 $ 

8 S 
2 $ 

1 $ 

5 $ 

7 S 
6 S 
6 $ 

4 S 

Low 

Sales 

Without Cows 

I 
348 $ 

206 $ 

267 S 
292 $ 

341 $ 

280 $ 

160 $ 

249 $ 

219 $ 

242 $ 

300 $ 

277 S 
279 $ 

260 $ 

183 $ 

261 $ 

249 $ 

265 S 
246 S 
188 $ 

238 S 
172 S 
263 S 
269 $ 

250 $ 

236 S 
272 $ 

240 $ 

252 S 
265 $ 

230 $ 

264 $ 

267 S 

A'g I 
416 $ 

313 $ 

337 $ 

310 $ 

362 S 
317 S 
341 S 
355 $ 

329 $ 

312 S 
332 S 
318 S 
320 $ 

292 S 
266 $ 

324 $ 

268 S 
289 $ 

272 $ 

269 5 

274 $ 

278 $ 

286 $ 

318 $ 

281 $ 

261 $ 

277 S 
263 $ 

286 $ 

274 $ 

258 $ 

304 $ 

292 $ 

High 

542 $ 

349 $ 

454 S 
348 $ 

45 $ 

404 S 
479 S 
499 $ 

484 $ 

409 $ 

410 $ 

451 $ 

476 S 
308 $ 

408 $ 

386 $ 

306 $ 

305 $ 

304 $ 

304 $ 

310 $ 

319 $ 

313 $ 

469 $ 

397 $ 

281 $ 

282 $ 

265 $ 

335 $ 

318 $ 

276 $ 

369 $ 

331 $ 

Sales 

With Cows 

Low I 

4 

289 $ 

273 S 
250 S 
254 S 
239 $ 

201 $ 

264 S 
232 $ 

235 S 
248 S 
275 $ 

228 $ 

239 $ 

255 $ 

137 $ 

259 $ 

199 $ 

231 S 
3J5 $ 

232 $ 

242 S 
224 S 
257 $ 

237 $ 

$ 

199 $ 

135 $ 

240 $ 

239 $ 

224 $ 

209 S 
203 $ 

227 S 

Avg. I High 

345 $ 386 

277 S 7.80 

315 $ 356 

294 $ 332 

285 $ 416 

265 $ 315 

307 $ 368 

251 $ 282 

276 $ 313 

248 $ 248 

310 S 329 

279 $ 341 

309 $ 419 

298 S 342 

217 S 300 

272 $ 295 

224 $ 249 

276 $ 36 

315 S 315 

273 $ 307 

263 $ 283 

257 S 319 

310 S 418 

276 $ 296 

$ 

249 $ 294 

193 $ 251 

240 $ 240 

252 S 265 

238 $ 247 

247 S 307 

284 S 424 

243 S 259 

Tot<11 

Pcodec"oo 80" I 
Fat Transfered 

1678.21 

2878.94 

3143.43 

1899.59 

2939.32 

1675.14 

2354.47 

2051.10 

1969.70 

2640.96 

2155.86 

4776.19 

4525.18 

2276.91 

2249.66 

1120.99 

2041.77 

1928.08 

1818.59 

2450.94 

1488.13 

3902.73 

1844.35 

1835.80 

1090.34 

1981.87 

402.20 

1670.74 

1441.19 

3207.55 

4101.12 

2184.25 

6042.86 

Total QllOW 

Fat Transfered 

1120.87 

2139.93 

2062.69 

1624.05 

2349.60 

1445.13 

2397.29 

1856.93 

1817.68 

2165.10 

2077.57 

4159.33 

4357.51 

2303.60 

2608.80 

935.51 

2198.84 

2013.12 

1743.93 

2437.37 

1453.55 

3687.90 

1631.32 

1813.31 

947.40 

189.18 

302.60 

1664.62 

1288.33 

3223.93 

4157.32 

1955.25 

6357.27 

folal 

Pcodec"oo Boo' I 1 otol Q"" 
SNf' Traosfered SNf' Traosfered 

4055.64 

6691.28 

7609.96 

4461.53 

7154.95 

3953.66 

5495.71 

4731.44 

4687.10 

6306.20 

4777.28 

11438.67 

10746.14 

5514.51 

5173.67 

2751.19 

4789.68 

4890.78 

4457.03 

5756.88 

3725.34 

8927.89 

431391 

4474.06 

2592.77 

4537.74 

922.00 

4215.87 

3509.39 

7800.77 

10010.75 

5211.40 

13973.88 

2866.60 

5182.45 

5123.92 

405562 

5648.49 

3496.5::' 

5851.75 

4778A4 

4362.06 

5212.13 

5194.90 

10204.80 

1048408 

5399.72 

6034.49 

2326.50 

5541.18 

4929.59 

4273.14 

5815.30 

3668.46 

9021. 76 

3878.50 

4377.08 

222J.20 

4524.85 

702.01 

4177.71 

3140.34 

8009.26 

10405.37 

4891.36 

15867.22 

Exhibit 4.B 



effective 

1 sf of the 

mOllth 

198009 

198010 

198011 

198012 

198101 

198102 

198103 

198104 

198105 

198105 

198107 

198108 

198109 

198110 

198111 

198112 

198201 

198202 

198203 

198204 

198205 

198206 

198207 

198208 

198209 

198210 

198211 

198212 

198301 

198302 

198303 

198304 

198305 

No 01 

Sellers 

5 

7 

7 

7 

20 

14 

14 

18 

11 

8 

4 

5 

3 

8 

6 

8 

14 

4 

3 

9 

6 

6 

7 

9 

9 

8 

9 

9 

14 

19 

22 

13 

19 

No of 

13uyers 

7 

7 

9 

8 

76 

14 

17 

18 

19 

16 

4 

9 

6 

10 

18 

9 

16 

4 

4 

10 

6 

8 

9 

23 

11 

8 

JO 

J8 

15 

21 

22 

16 

74 

No of 

;)dles al 

100% 

3 $ 

4 $ 

4 $ 

4 $ 

13 $ 

8 $ 

12 $ 

5 $ 

10 $ 

8 $ 

3 

5 $ 

2 $ 

5 $ 

3 $ 

5 $ 

10 $ 

2 $ 

3 $ 

5 $ 

4 $ 

5 $ 

5 $ 

3 $ 

5 $ 

6 $ 

5 $ 

7 $ 

10 $ 

6 S 
10 S 
11 S 

15 $ 

low 

Sales 

Without Cows 

I 
301 S 
293 $ 

216 $ 

316 S 
288 $ 

297 $ 

341 $ 

312 S 
300 $ 

228 $ 

335 $ 

303 $ 

235 $ 

309 $ 

309 $ 

295 $ 

317 $ 

286 $ 

169 $ 

308 $ 

314 $ 

335 $ 

317 $ 

300 $ 

317 $ 

317 $ 

292 $ 

293 $ 

207 $ 

226 $ 

283 $ 

276 $ 

fwg I 
310 $ 

309 $ 

292 $ 

326 $ 

321 $ 

309 $ 

341 $ 

347 $ 

326 $ 

323 $ 

344 $ 

334 $ 

321 $ 

328 $ 

332 $ 

318 $ 

319 $ 

298 $ 

390 $ 

331 $ 

318 $ 

349 $ 

352 $ 

344 $ 

338 $ 

338 $ 

307 $ 

317 $ 

293 $ 

295 $ 

305 $ 

308 $ 

High 

343 $ 

322 $ 

369 $ 

333 $ 

373 $ 

320 $ 

341 $ 

432 $ 

349 $ 

365 $ 

$ 

369 $ 

346 $ 

370 $ 

343 $ 

355 $ 

340 $ 

321 $ 

322 $ 

324 $ 

366 $ 

331 $ 

380 $ 

359 $ 

359 $ 

359 $ 

389 $ 

347 $ 

357 $ 

343 $ 

329 $ 

330 $ 

321 $ 

Sales 

Wlttl Cows 

Low 1 

5 

245 $ 

$ 

308 $ 

262 $ 

230 $ 

306 $ 

237 $ 

$ 

271 $ 

784 $ 

243 $ 

353 $ 

$ 

302 $ 

288 $ 

$ 

160 $ 

144 $ 

341 $ 

295 $ 

246 $ 

315 $ 

289 $ 

372 $ 

343 $ 

338 $ 

299 $ 

293 $ 

257 $ 

146 $ 

185 $ 

223 $ 

238 $ 

Avg 1 
266 $ 

$ 

336 $ 

293 $ 

311 $ 

323 $ 

312 $ 

$ 

307 $ 

314 $ 

274 $ 

377 $ 

$ 

332 $ 

324 $ 

$ 

247 $ 

161 $ 

341 $ 

351 $ 

315 $ 

327 $ 

296 $ 

372 $ 

343 $ 

338 S 

318 S 
322 $ 

294 $ 

292 S 
225 $ 

278 $ 

294 $ 

High 

287 

368 

327 

355 

34 

402 

351 

333 

329 

400 

355 

342 

336 

177 

341 

439 

383 

340 

301 

372 

343 

338 

336 

347 

340 

368 

265 

324 

314 

Tolal 

P"d,,,,"" 8'''1 
Fal Trans/ered 

3513.48 

865.55 

2214.29 

1570.77 

4881.95 

1252.79 

2374.02 

1828.25 

4071.41 

3332.93 

1754.41 

1917.00 

612.92 

1655.95 

2304.74 

1312.50 

2526.65 

940.87 

400.37 

4099.19 

3974.45 

3364.63 

3712.34 

1814.58 

3238.34 

1072.76 

1704.86 

4643.97 

3585.13 

3510.45 

3895.26 

2202.01 

2959.33 

1 alai Quota 

Felt Transfered 

3350.55 

830.66 

2077.31 

1746.56 

3540.01 

1266.87 

2433.67 

1686.98 

4158.57 

3076.90 

1523.00 

193160 

624.97 

1520.58 

2494.02 

1300.42 

2348.83 

905.16 

362.88 

3971.93 

3573.46 

3145.51 

3549.90 

1873.50 

.1195.19 

987.15 

1649.14 

4682.74 

3327.64 

3138.05 

3718.01 

2062.59 

3104.80 

Tafell 

I'md,",,,, 8'''1 To'" Qeo" 

SNF Transfered SNF Transfered 

7986.31 

2044.S7 

5476.68 

3829.96 

11307.55 

2888.53 

5653.49 

4189.99 

9644.58 

7037.50 

3952.00 

4547.91 

1446.63 

4523.86 

561913.00 

3098.23 

5743.36 

2383.20 

989.79 

9661.97 

9659.87 

8077.53 

8988.49 

4299.23 

7362.82 

2589.48 

4021.97 

11352.55 

6809.13 

8129.23 

9333.52 

5300.04 

1398.97 

7721.52 

1945.28 

5060.62 

4285.51 

12866.09 

3022.32 

5849.47 

3896.04 

10370.77 

7719.01 

3338.40 

4777.27 

1583.52 

4231.54 

6172.75 

3039.68 

5660.45 

2292.61 

893.65 

9419.56 

8867.10 

7574.69 

8603.24 

4663.46 

7876.59 

2')51.79 

4002.23 

11556.87 

7935.44 

7686.65 

9095.79 

5015.35 

741730 

Exhibit 4.B 



Effective 

1st of the 

month 

198306 

198307 

198308 

198309 

198310 

198311 

198312 

198401 

198402 

198403 

198404 

198405 

198406 

198407 

198408 

198409 

198410 

198411 

198412 

198501 

198502 

198503 

198504 

198505 

198506 

198507 

198508 

198509 

198510 

198511 

198512 

198601 

198602 

No. of 

Sellers 

20 

13 

9 

8 

8 

7 

5 

10 

87 

17 

14 

11 

10 

16 

7 

6 

9 

6 

4 

9 

9 

15 

17 

8 

12 

7 

10 

7 

16 

7 

9 

6 

8 

No of 

Buyers 

3 

19 

9 

11 

12 

11 

5 

10 

8 

41 

41 

21 

11 

24 

9 

8 

19 

7 

4 

13 

11 

22 

20 

15 

23 

7 

15 

8 

23 

8 

19 

13 

10 

No. of 

Sales at 

100% 

18 $ 

11 $ 

7 $ 

5 $ 

8 $ 

4 $ 

4 $ 

5 $ 

4 $ 

6 $ 

7 $ 

8 $ 

6 $ 

8 $ 

1 $ 

3 $ 

5 $ 

2 $ 

2 $ 

7 $ 

5 $ 

4 $ 

12 $ 

4 $ 

7 $ 

4 $ 

5 $ 

4 $ 

9 $ 

3 $ 

5 $ 

5 $ 

5 $ 

Low 

Sales 

WltholJt Cows 

I 
218 $ 

298 $ 

221 $ 

260 $ 

252 $ 

262 $ 

320 $ 

351 $ 

352 $ 

334 $ 

355 $ 

324 $ 

342 $ 

380 $ 

381 $ 

296 $ 

302 $ 

286 $ 

295 $ 

246 $ 

306 $ 

300 $ 

284 $ 

333 $ 

344 $ 

329 $ 

284 $ 

357 $ 

242 $ 

303 $ 

285 $ 

265 $ 

266 $ 

A"g I 
300 $ 

316 $ 

296 $ 

327 $ 

309 $ 

297 $ 

320 $ 

362 $ 

369 $ 

375 $ 

375 $ 

386 $ 

393 $ 

396 $ 

393 $ 

340 $ 

318 $ 

316 $ 

308 $ 

298 $ 

318 $ 

326 $ 

334 $ 

341 $ 

354 $ 

363 $ 

373 $ 

372 $ 

347 $ 

331 $ 

299 $ 

288 $ 

305 $ 

High 

326 $ 

326 $ 

321 $ 

381 $ 

326 $ 

333 $ 

320 $ 

377 $ 

377 $ 

432 $ 

415 $ 

408 $ 

420 $ 

420 $ 

405 $ 

360 $ 

349 $ 

370 $ 

320 $ 

325 $ 

340 $ 

348 $ 

371 $ 

371 $ 

387 $ 

387 $ 

413 $ 

381 $ 

412 $ 

363 $ 

313 $ 

303 $ 

359 $ 

Sales 

With CO\'lS 

Low 1 
218 $ 

241 $ 

99 $ 

309 $ 

$ 

320 $ 

316 $ 

212 $ 

261 $ 

262 $ 

320 $ 

325 $ 

319 $ 

3,472 $ 

359 $ 

333 $ 

317 $ 

296 $ 

342 $ 

240 $ 

308 $ 

302 $ 

291 $ 

316 $ 

6 

$ 

$ 

342 $ 

315 $ 

359 $ 

268 $ 

226 $ 

235 $ 

296 $ 

Avg I 
288 $ 

305 $ 

236 $ 

326 $ 

$ 

331 $ 

334 $ 

212 $ 

293 $ 

353 $ 

345 $ 

348 $ 

334 $ 

384 $ 

359 $ 

342 $ 

317 $ 

296 $ 

342 $ 

240 $ 

308 $ 

302 $ 

310 $ 

316 $ 

$ 

10 $ 

342 $ 

315 $ 

359 $ 

314 $ 

290 $ 

235 $ 

336 $ 

High 

385 

345 

306 

342 

354 

350 

212 

317 

396 

371 

389 

349 

426 

359 

354 

317 

296 

342 

240 

308 

302 

351 

316 

342 

315 

359 

359 

327 

235 

377 

Total 

p,,",,,,oo Bm I 
Fal fransfered 

5553.12 

410S.51 

2247.38 

889.58 

3768.90 

1848.42 

1632.27 

1729.05 

1756.58 

5095.36 

5057.65 

5134.37 

2017.04 

4132.80 

623.09 

1080.73 

2763.93 

897.80 

939.56 

2189.16 

1810.19 

5240.90 

3407.30 

1793.81 

2911.53 

893.30 

2266.58 

849.86 

3302.34 

1420.63 

2218.77 

2019.73 

910.57 

1 otal Quota 

Fal 'jlansfcred 

5223.75 

3864.64 

2052.11 

861.22 

3595.75 

1747.69 

2314.01 

1733.27 

1725.15 

5118.02 

5166.49 

5145.45 

1866.63 

3877.04 

628.54 

991.20 

2684.30 

1035.62 

916.07 

2345.30 

1833.30 

4904.39 

3491.81 

1922.55 

2689.49 

951.09 

2152.70 

818.19 

2921.90 

1395.74 

2354.91 

1957.21 

805.74 

Total 

Pmd,,,,", B", IT'''' 0"" 

SNI· 'j rallsfered SNF Transfered 

13536.05 

9704.80 

5215.83 

2180.75 

9224.5] 

4419.56 

4418.16 

4149.14 

4214.41 

12031.95 

12192.15 

11790.11 

4821.74 

9709.18 

1455.17 

2486.50 

6806.17 

1734.84 

2298.16 

5190.42 

4224.33 

12518.62 

7969.51 

4524.28 

6958.4 7 

2120.13 

5516.46 

2104.35 

7900.34 

3347.72 

552625 

5061.21 

2171.65 

12694.01 

9330.81 

4781.31 

2103.38 

8893.60 

4751.24 

5265.71 

4293.73 

4310.73 

12503.19 

12815.40 

1217980 

4577.99 

9347.41 

1531.87 

2365.18 

6615.54 

2509.48 

2244.64 

5702.31 

4700.04 

1197709 

859.87 

4654.89 

6564.45 

2199.07 

532027 

2023.26 

7052.60 

3340.54 

5826.97 

4936.53 

1944.82 

Exhibit 4.6 



Effective 

1st of the 

month 

198603 

198604 

198605 

198606 

198607 

198608 

198609 

198610 

198611 

198612 

198701 

198702 

198703 

198704 

198705 

198706 

198707 

198708 

198709 

198710 

198711 

198712 

198801 

198802 

198803 

198804 

198805 

198806 

198807 

198808 

198809 

198810 

198811 

No of 

Sellers 

11 

9 

33 

42 

42 

21 

17 

10 

20 

25 

16 

5 

4 

10 

8 

9 

14 

13 

10 

5 

3 

3 

4 

5 

8 

11 

8 

8 

5 

9 

10 

4 

No. of 

Buyers 

23 

11 

49 

53 

52 

36 

21 

16 

30 

32 

28 

5 

7 

10 

11 

21 

28 

16 

23 

5 

3 

3 

4 

5 

9 

21 

18 

14 

6 

9 

13 

7 

No. of 

Sales al 

100% 

9 $ 

8 $ 

27 $ 

36 $ 

36 $ 

16 $ 

11 $ 

10 $ 

13 $ 

22 $ 

15 $ 

3 $ 

4 $ 

8 $ 

5 $ 

5 $ 

11 $ 

11 $ 

8 $ 

4 $ 

3 $ 

2 $ 

1 

4 $ 

4 $ 

4 $ 

9 $ 

5 $ 

5 $ 

4 $ 

8 $ 

8 $ 

4 $ 

Low 

Sales 

Without COW5 

I 
264 $ 

250 $ 

240 $ 

214 $ 

198 $ 

269 $ 

265 $ 

295 $ 

253 $ 

280 $ 

299 $ 

298 $ 

276 $ 

298 $ 

245 $ 

332 $ 

326 $ 

277 $ 

298 $ 

315 $ 

328 $ 

200 $ 

335 $ 

369 $ 

360 $ 

383 $ 

405 $ 

398 S 
326 $ 

158 $ 

375 $ 

376 $ 

Avg. I 
279 $ 

282 S 
276 $ 

284 $ 

291 $ 

311 $ 

304 $ 

337 $ 

310 $ 

310 $ 

315 $ 

334 $ 

316 S 
325 $ 

317 $ 

358 $ 

344 S 
340 $ 

333 $ 

338 $ 

339 $ 

288 $ 

348 $ 

387 $ 

378 $ 

403 $ 

430 $ 

412 $ 

397 $ 

352 $ 

408 $ 

391 S 

High 

298 $ 

313 $ 

344 $ 

358 $ 

356 $ 

368 $ 

344 $ 

419 $ 

403 $ 

401 $ 

350 $ 

359 $ 

351 $ 

369 $ 

341 $ 

383 $ 

403 $ 

372 $ 

383 $ 

353 $ 

350 $ 

345 $ 

$ 

360 $ 

406 $ 

401 $ 

431 $ 

457 $ 

434 $ 

449 $ 

444 $ 

447 $ 

400 5 

Sales 

With COl'/5 

Low I 

7 

256 $ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

274 $ 

$ 

282 $ 

235 $ 

33 $ 

283 $ 

225 $ 

$ 

$ 

320 $ 

314 $ 

313 $ 

336 $ 

$ 

$ 

346 $ 

335 $ 

$ 

285 $ 

$ 

294 $ 

387 $ 

280 $ 

296 $ 

336 $ 

363 $ 

359 $ 

422 $ 

400 $ 

A'Q I Hlg~l 

269 $ 276 

$ 

$ 

$ 

285 $ 295 

S 
282 S 282 

263 S 319 

303 S 303 

316 $ 346 

225 5 225 

S 
$ 

320 $ 320 

336 S 357 

316 $ 319 

336 S 336 

$ 

$ 

346 S 346 

335 $ 335 

$ 

285 $ 

$ 

331 $ 

387 $ 

348 $ 

353 S 
372 $ 

399 $ 

396 $ 

438 $ 

400 $ 

285 

369 

387 

410 

411 

407 

434 

418 

453 

400 

Tot<11 

Pm' cd"" s," 1 
Fat Transfered 

4290.55 

1700.77 

1240623 

12705.15 

12421.73 

5473.11 

4113.69 

2370.81 

4360.56 

6570.67 

7072.48 

714.67 

946.11 

1480.71 

2614.08 

4164.48 

4202.99 

2579.27 

4814.72 

648.67 

517.37 

208.32 

212.22 

1680.51 

1003.93 

1231.59 

3612.20 

2477.28 

4617.00 

1234.03 

1938.34 

2882.96 

540.94 

Total Quota 

Fat Transfered 

4313.55 

1635.63 

13345.74 

12885.12 

12456.23 

5127.64 

4044.98 

2114.56 

4143.43 

6138.16 

7314.90 

720.72 

905.79 

1314.36 

2805.46 

4103.79 

4138.39 

2518.87 

4810.09 

636.41 

518.70 

202.72 

204.52 

1736.18 

933.50 

1161.59 

3334.78 

1987.00 

4614.13 

1195.74 

1939.02 

2863.59 

574.37 

Total 

Pm'cd,,, S,,, IT"'" Qc", 

SNF Transfered SNF 1 ransfercd 

10559.40 

3689.43 

29774.49 

30433.59 

29632.90 

13385.52 

9901.85 

5734.79 

10606.91 

15692.59 

16678.09 

1722.24 

2227.44 

3585.98 

9866.78 

9778.77 

6313.41 

11091.43 

1576.39 

1237.37 

483.37 

520.68 

3978.56 

2303.29 

2959.02 

8698.89 

6086.07 

10966.51 

3054.94 

4694.07 

686785 

1324.45 

10739.48 

3779.97 

32963.32 

3]486.12 

29992.03 

12664.39 

99574.87 

5244.16 

10036.91 

14472.75 

1759764 

1737.55 

2133.25 

3169.75 

6396.26 

1164.98 

99*01.74 

6246.29 

11446.12 

1550.70 

1239.99 

47S.71 

502.04 

4234.07 

2205.57 

2785.58 

8258.86 

5028.81 

11377.04 

2941.90 

4741.15 

6909.64 

137316 
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I::ffectlve 

lsI of Ihe 

month 

198812 

198901 

198902 

198903 

198904 

198905 

198906 

198907 

198908 

198909 

198910 

198911 

198912 

199001 

199002 

199003 

199004 

199005 

199006 

199007 

199008 

199009 

199010 

199011 

199012 

199101 

199102 

199103 

199104 

199105 

199106 

199107 

199108 

199109 

199110 

No_ of 

Seliels 

9 

4 

6 

11 

11 

9 

10 

14 

6 

8 

10 

4 

3 

4 

9 

4 

7 

6 

5 

6 

3 

4 

5 

7 

10 

2 

7 

8 

6 

11 

5 

11 

8 

5 

7 

No_ of 

Buyers 

12 

5 

9 

17 

12 

9 

13 

15 

7 

13 

11 

8 

4 

4 

14 

4 

9 

8 

6 

7 

3 

4 

10 

7 

12 

2 

9 

10 

8 

12 

6 

13 

8 

5 

8 

No of 

Sales at 

100% 

8 S 
4 S 
5 S 
7 S 
5 S 
7 S 
8 S 
7 S 
5 S 
5 S 

8 S 
2 S 
3 S 
4 S 
7 S 
4 S 

3 S 

5 S 
2 S 

3 S 
3 S 

2 S 

4 S 
7 S 
9 S 
1 S 
5 S 
5 S 
4 S 
8 S 
6 S 
9 S 
7 S 
1 S 
6 S 

Low 

Sales 

Without Cow~ 

I 
379 S 
385 S 
356 S 
275 $ 

314 S 
355 S 
331 S 
289 S 
354 S 
308 $ 

293 $ 

286 $ 

278 $ 

236 S 
277 S 
312 $ 

300 $ 

359 $ 

300 S 
318 S 
259 $ 

293 $ 

300 $ 
286 $ 
227 $ 
266 S 
277 $ 
300 $ 
321 $ 
320 $ 
349 $ 
375 S 
391 $ 
360 $ 
360 $ 

Avg I 
416 S 
399 S 
380 $ 

391 $ 

397 $ 

412 $ 

386 $ 

385 $ 

388 $ 

353 $ 

358 S 

316 S 
324 $ 

263 S 
329 $ 

337 S 
382 $ 

369 $ 

357 $ 

347 S 
330 $ 

322 $ 

315 $ 
301 S 
347 S 
271 S 
311 $ 
330 $ 
340 S 
365 $ 
386 $ 
406 S 
410 $ 
396 $ 
379 $ 

High 

490 $ 

411 S 
385 $ 

420 $ 

425 $ 

440 $ 

416 $ 

434 S 

427 S 
440 S 
394 S 
323 S 

370 S 

279 $ 

382 $ 

380 S 

411 S 
394 $ 

380 $ 

379 S 

395 $ 

351 $ 

340 S 
320 S 
392 $ 
276 $ 
355 $ 
374 S 
350 S 
410 $ 
416 $ 
434 $ 
433 $ 
440 $ 
390 $ 

Sales 

With Cows 

Low I 

8 

263 S 
339 $ 

332 $ 

340 $ 

466 $ 

365 S 
466 S 
401 S 
401 S 
405 S 
314 S 
302 $ 

243 $ 

304 $ 

$ 

$ 

375 $ 

405 $ 

386 $ 

270 $ 

$ 

293 $ 

S 
279 S 

S 
$ 

319 $ 
352 S 
354 $ 
280 S 
283 $ 
304 S 
340 $ 

$ 
S 

Avg I 
285 $ 

355 S 
349 S 
374 $ 

466 $ 

365 $ 

466 $ 

430 S 
405 S 

405 $ 

328 $ 

336 S 

306 S 

304 $ 

$ 

S 
387 S 
405 S 

386 $ 

312 S 

$ 

322 $ 

S 
279 S 

S 
S 

340 S 
353 S 
362 S 
347 S 
331 S 

374 S 
399 S 

S 
S 

High 

307 

381 

367 

420 

466 

365 

466 

474 

409 

405 

335 

403 

370 

304 

400 

405 

386 

353 

351 

279 

370 

355 

375 

367 

380 

420 

476 

Tolal 

p, COo''''o Boo' I 
Fat Transfered 

2946.73 

784.19 

1577.40 

2879.48 

2704.10 

1399.29 

2707.75 

4284.96 

1912.51 

2157.42 

3519.49 

2164.69 

3140.35 

1618.29 

2192_41 

1069.08 

1431.77 

909.51 

1165.37 

2747.47 

388.41 

728.78 

2511.01 

1922.25 

3665.11 

230.23 

2558.06 

3300.82 

1031.29 

2846.42 

760.46 

2366.72 

1225.48 

2036.19 

1453.62 

Tolal Quota 

~-at lram;/eled 

2933.45 

820.85 

1474.96 

2817.64 

2886.09 

1604.30 

2535.24 

4257.74 

1888.13 

2166.47 

3416.15 

2181.01 

3136.20 

1601.5 1 

2936.30 

964.00 

1774.75 

888.51 

1177.70 

3045.07 

339.17 

717,87 

2525.33 

1871.22 

3612.04 

228.07 

2724.13 

3265.87 

970.59 

2823_44 

611.99 

2042.73 

933.67 

2031.14 

1386.70 

Tolal 

Pmdoc"" B,,, I 10'" 00'" 

SNF Transfered SN~ l!ansfered 

7446.94 

1825.42 

3807.01 

6831.58 

5343.57 

3518.93 

6142.00 

10339.99 

4263.53 

5028.64 

8101.05 

488157 

7678_50 

3719.39 

678894 

2730.91 

3401.45 

2190.25 

2734.40 

6973.77 

968.83 

1795.58 

6394.52 

4195_47 

8708.14 

555_59 

6383.84 

7261.79 

2297.40 

6872.78 

1929.84 

5739_45 

2998.24 

4985.53 

3554.76 

7313.57 

2007.84 

3580.89 

69798.63 

7278.01 

3729.93 

5914.09 

10363.07 

4461.20 

5252.43 

8158.55 

S251.63 

7660.28 

3693.97 

7387.99 

2513.61 

4165.80 

2177.82 

2727.73 

7331.26 

838.80 

1751.66 

6231.47 

4213.08 

9084.51 

550.69 

6710.44 

8193.83 

2305.10 

7161.84 

1534_23 

4995.70 

2300.77 

499438 

3346.24 
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i:-fjectlve 

1s1 of tile 

month 

199111 

199112 

199201 

199202 

199203 

199204 

199205 

199205 

199207 

199208 

199209 

199210 

199211 

199212 

199301 

199302 

199303 

199304 

199305 

199306 

199307 

199308 

199309 

199310 

199311 

199312 
199401 

199402 
199403 
199404 

199405 
199406 
199407 

199408 
199409 

No. of 

Sellers 

10 

8 

9 

15 

7 

10 

12 

8 

2 

8 

5 

6 

6 

14 

4 

12 

11 

9 

7 

6 

6 

4 

6 

8 

4 

12 
8 

12 
8 

13 
13 
14 

6 
10 

No. of 

Buyers 

11 

12 

14 

16 

7 

12 

21 

10 

3 

2 

9 

6 

7 

11 

19 

4 

15 

16 

14 

8 

9 

8 

4 

7 

8 

4 

14 

13 
13 

9 

13 
13 

18 
6 

15 

No, oj 

Sales at 

100% 

8 $ 

4 $ 

6 $ 

10 $ 

4 $ 

4 $ 

9 $ 

6 $ 

$ 

$ 

5 $ 

3 $ 

5 S 
2 S 
9 $ 

2 $ 

9 $ 

8 S 
6 $ 

3 $ 

4 $ 

3 $ 

$ 

3 S 
3 $ 

3 $ 
8 $ 
7 $ 
8 S 
4 $ 

10 $ 

11 $ 
8 $ 
5 $ 
7 S 

Low 

Sales 

Wltnoul Cows 

I 
337 $ 

362 $ 

311 $ 

303 $ 

333 $ 

360 $ 

352 $ 

372 $ 

410 $ 

394 $ 

376 $ 

355 $ 

337 $ 

372 $ 

370 $ 

351 $ 

298 $ 

340 $ 

350 $ 

356 $ 

345 $ 

357 $ 

370 $ 

380 $ 

394 $ 

396 $ 
403 $ 
396 $ 
362 $ 
423 $ 
384 S 
356 S 
236 S 
354 $ 
415 $ 

Avq I 
388 $ 

384 $ 

371 $ 

368 $ 

389 $ 

400 $ 

398 $ 

416 $ 

420 $ 

394 $ 

395 $ 

381 $ 

409 $ 

386 $ 

398 $ 

398 $ 

377 $ 

373 $ 

390 $ 

363 $ 

372 $ 

357 $ 

382 $ 

389 $ 

400 $ 

413 $ 
411 $ 
422 $ 
428 $ 
436 $ 
422 $ 
422 $ 
413 $ 
417 $ 
433 $ 

High 

Sales 

W11I1Cm'lS 

I_ow I 
440 $ 314 $ 

401 $ 363 $ 

420 S 308 $ 

420 $ 374 $ 

440 $ 386 $ 

440 $ 405 $ 

440 $ 367 S 
456 $ 317 $ 

440 $ $ 

394 $ 372 $ 

438 $ 359 $ 

394 $ 363 $ 

450 $ 408 $ 

400 $ 363 $ 

440 $ 354 $ 

395 $ 

424 $ 

420 $ 

446 $ 

385 $ 

370 $ 

415 $ 

423 $ 

420 $ 

440 $ 

429 $ 
466 $ 
444 $ 
472 $ 
465 

470 
456 
450 $ 

460 $ 
446 $ 

9 

$ 

350 $ 

340 $ 

$ 

361 $ 

327 5 

367 $ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
418 S 
459 $ 
348 $ 

375 $ 
456 $ 
440 $ 

twg I 
358 $ 

373 $ 

308 $ 

38 $ 

391 $ 

405 S 

367 $ 

317 $ 

$ 

372 S 

384 $ 

363 $ 

408 $ 

376 $ 

377 $ 

$ 

350 $ 

351 $ 

$ 

396 $ 

329 S 
374 $ 

$ 

S 
$ 

$ 
435 S 
459 S 
348 S 

375 $ 
466 $ 
440 $ 

High 

401 

382 

308 

386 

396 

405 

3G7 

317 

372 

410 

363 

408 

389 

400 

350 

363 

432 

331 

380 

451 
459 
348 

375 
475 

440 

lolal 

Pmd,,"" 8", I 
f-at rransfcrcd 

2197.01 

1823.50 

427561 

2269.86 

3768.75 

1779.59 

4064.77 

1985.38 

252.43 

1056.79 

2071.39 

1457.54 

1433.75 

1602.84 

4,480,02 

783.07 

3,321.01 

3,472.59 

2,607.65 

1,851.38 

1,438.92 

3,210.25 

778.59 

2,038.77 

1,006.10 

613.84 

3,329.59 
2,718.41 
3,085.74 

2,095.01 
2,812.63 
1,995.75 
5,150.49 

1,623.73 
2/406,17 

Tolal QuOla 

Fat I ransforcd 

1934.32 

1760.91 

4413.92 

2179.40 

3734.11 

1685.34 

4288.50 

188469 

210.00 

1057.30 

2022.60 

1459.86 

1257.45 

1506.50 

4297.65 

7::19.54 

3,264.09 

3,898.16 

2,140.21 

1,821.57 

1,420.65 

3,246.70 

847,59 

1,965.54 

885.21 

S17.31 

3,296.86 
2,557.23 

3,011.38 
1,976.44 
2,929.47 

2.102.68 
5,032,11 

1,580.08 
2,430.09 

1 atOll 

Pmd"el,,, '",, I Tolo' QllOIo 

SNf- Transfcrcd SNf- fransfered 

5251.93 

4427.17 

1049038 

5402.95 

9506.96 

4383.79 

9352.03 

4892.86 

611,9 

253047 

5030.97 

3600.82 

3457.53 

3901.01 

10,916.31 

1,862.57 

7,995.71 

8,65l.25 

5,836.78 

4,288.44 

3,297.63 

7,609.49 

1,895.44 

4,894.10 

2,496.92 

1,502.16 
7,735.29 

6,446.82 
7,413.24 
5,098.61 
6,445.77 

4,437.17 
12,481.32 

3,990.88 
5,667.09 

4667.29 

4336.47 

10928.62 

5225.02 

9224.78 

412736 

10208.99 

4562.32 

497.34 

2548.65 

4849.55 

3752.66 

3247.19 

3680.79 

10,512.91 

1,959.61 

8,098.44 

9,545.72 

4,855.53 

4,320.00 

3,333.25 

8,279.18 

2,086.64 

4,784.43 

2,201.93 

1,279.40 

7,975.70 
6,292.84 
7,312.06 
4,863.94 

6,813.33 
5,126.71 

12,330.52 
3,880.98 

5,813.30 
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f-Jfectlve 

lsi of tile 

month 

199410 
199411 
199412 

199501 

199502 

199503 

199504 

199505 

199506 

199507 

199508 

199509 

199510 

199511 

199512 

199601 

199602 

199603 

199604 

199605 

199606 

199607 

199608 

199609 

199610 

199611 

199612 

199701 

199702 

199703 

199704 

199705 

199706 

199707 

199708 

199709 

199710 

199711 

199712 

199801 

No. of 

Sellers 

14 

14 
7 

10 

14 

12 

13 

11 

12 

12 

16 

8 

8 

12 

10 

7 

8 

15 

7 

18 

20 

20 

15 

10 

6 

4 

9 

8 

4 

9 

5 

9 

5 

8 

7 

4 

10 

12 

9 

12 

No. of 

1311yers , 
b 

14 

7 

10 

17 

17 

24 

16 

12 

14 

24 

10 

11 

13 

11 

13 

11 

17 

7 

15 

23 

20 

15 

9 

7 

2 

9 

8 

5 

9 

6 

9 

5 

10 

7 

4 

9 

10 

10 

10 

No. of 

Sales at 

100% 

10 $ 
7 $ 
5 $ 
8 $ 
9 $ 
8 $ 
7 $ 
6 $ 

11 $ 
9 $ 

10 $ 
4 $ 
5 $ 
5 $ 

8 $ 
4 $ 
5 $ 
9 $ 
6 $ 

15 $ 
14 $ 
18 $ 
12 $ 

7 $ 
2 S 
2 S 
8 S 
5 $ 
1 S 
8 S 
2 S 
7 S 
4 S 
5 S 
5 S 
3 S 
8 S 
9 S 
7 S 

11 S 

Lo\v 

Sales 

VVllholll Cows 

I 
417 S 
400 S 
409 S 
412 S 
382 S 
403 S 
412 S 
389 S 
381 S 
350 S 
299 S 
330 S 
322 S 
300 S 
300 S 
293 S 
310 S 
297 S 
300 S 
310 S 
275 S 
292 S 
290 $ 
290 S 
290 S 
300 S 
271 S 
280 S 
240 S 
290 S 
303 S 
249 S 
300 S 
280 S 
276 S 
292 S 
295 S 
300 S 
290 S 
292 S 

A"Q I 
433 S 
431 $ 
431 S 
425 S 
428 S 
423 S 
416 S 
408 S 
406 S 
388 S 
365 $ 
348 S 
344 S 
331 S 
318 S 
306 S 
318 S 
320 S 
323 S 
328 S 
321 S 
311 S 
314 S 
308 S 
302 S 
301 S 
307 S 
302 S 
298 $ 

308 S 
307 S 
292 S 
311 S 
301 S 
295 S 
302 S 
302 S 
309 S 
304 S 
307 S 

Hyll 

480 

457 S 
449 

440 S 
469 

444 

426 S 
439 

442 S 
430 S 
406 S 
366 S 
380 S 
376 

382 

320 

329 

334 S 
335 

350 

343 

346 

350 

345 

315 

303 

333 

310 

322 

354 

310 

325 

327 

323 S 
310 

310 

307 

330 

310 S 
315 

Sales 

With Cows 

Low I 
434 S 

343 S 

358 S 

330 S 
395 S 
344 S 
379 S 
360 S 

326 S 

310 S 

310 S 

10 

A"9 I 
434 S 

389 S 

358 S 

385 S 
395 S 
378 S 
389 S 
360 S 

326 S 

310 $ 

310 S 

Illgh 

434 

435 

358 

441 

395 

411 

400 

360 

326 

310 

310 

Total 

Ptcdcct", eO', I 
Fat Transfered 

4,403.14 

2,704.91 
1,499.32 

1,388.65 

3,200.86 

2,656.63 

5,680.59 

2,391.28 

2,287.11 

5,616.04 

5,868.14 

2,847.15 

2,422.20 

2,788.09 

1,177.11 

2,181.45 

2,114.26 

3,059.36 

927.96 

3,000.92 

4,403.18 

2,126.59 

4,299.85 

1,595.21 

1,556.67 

386.84 

2,239.40 

1,843.64 

1,205.37 

1,211.58 

658.12 

1,710.33 

1,164.50 

3,687.20 

696.48 

470.04 

2,650.24 

2,731.83 

3,449.42 

2,041.85 

Tolal Quota 

Fat Transfered 

4,204.67 
2,720.50 
1,774.58 

1,430.88 

3,153.14 

2,705.31 

5,893.42 

2,608.30 

2,287.14 

5,58426 

5,914.76 

2,965.90 

2,546.40 

2,775.95 

1,040.41 

2,443.78 

2,131.88 

3,311.63 

1,149.32 

2,970.29 

4,372.04 

2,168.88 

4,501.50 

1,551.56 

1,594.76 

384.30 

2,506.41 

1,643.84 

1,105.08 

1,221. 70 

663.92 

1,668.17 

1,183.04 

3,664.66 

724.69 

486.44 

2,674.40 

2,696.80 

3,559.11 

2,079.11 

Total 

('todc,lt" S,,, I T 01" Qcol' 

SNr Transfered SNF Traflsfered 

10,267.32 
6,596.32 

3,605.37 

3,13174 

7,55866 

6,560.22 

13,154.11 

5,844.90 

5,545.19 

13,310.37 

14,136.19 

6,966.53 

5,962.95 

6,740.25 

2,952.77 

5,405.62 

5,122.05 

7,990.45 

2,761.02 

6,983.91 

10,524.10 

5,118.23 

10,259.65 

3,846.14 

3,645.08 

93903 

5,877.97 

4,543.36 

2,981.19 

3,000.67 

1,657.49 

4,190.87 

2,829.96 

8,999.80 

1,685.72 

1,058.94 

6,459.42 

6,673.72 

7,918.22 

4,97.2 22 

9,920.21 

6,700.62 
3,571.42 

3,439.87 

7,503.16 

6,638.66 

14,422.86 

6,378.23 

5,538.73 

13,363.18 

14,470.06 

7,268.20 

6,198.21 

6,794.91 

2,612.27 

5,876.55 

5,176.02 

8,193.09 

2,764.78 

7,207.91 

10,653.43 

5,465.58 

11,132.36 

3,750.23 

3,945.69 

937.58 

6,101.86 

4,071.03 

2,827.3 7 

2,971.77 

1,667.25 

4,183.12 

2,880.74 

9,062.31 

1,780.43 

1,249.43 

6,570.90 

6,583.21 

8,394.33 

5,174.94 

Exhibit 4.B 



Effective 

1st of the 

month 

199802 

199803 

199804 

199805 

199806 

199807 

199808 

199809 

199810 

199811 

199812 

199901 

199902 

199903 

199904 

199905 

199906 

199907 

199908 

199909 

199910 

199911 

199912 

200001 

200002 

200003 

200004 

200005 

200006 

200007 

200008 

200009 

700010 

200011 

200012 

200101 

200102 

200103 

200104 

200105 

No. of 

Sellers 

3 

9 

5 
14 

13 

7 

10 

12 

9 

7 

6 

4 

1 

2 

4 

5 

4 

5 

3 

11 

10 

6 

8 

6 

6 

11 

8 

4 

7 

3 

8 

9 

7 

3 

11 

6 

1 

6 

5 

No 01 

Buyers 

3 

9 

6 

25 

13 

11 

17 

12 

13 

9 

9 

5 

1 

2 

4 

6 

3 

15 

3 

15 

7.2 

7 

10 

12 

1 

9 

12 

9 

6 

12 

10 

17 

11 

8 

3 

12 

9 

1 

10 

5 

No of 

Sales al 

100% 

3 $ 
8 $ 
3 $ 

10 $ 
10 $ 

6 $ 
8 $ 

10 $ 
8 $ 
4 $ 
5 $ 
3 $ 
1 $ 
2 $ 
3 $ 
3 $ 
4 $ 
4 $ 
3 $ 
9 $ 
8 $ 
4 $ 
7 $ 
5 $ 

1 $ 
2 $ 
8 $ 
6 $ 
3 $ 

6 $ 

2 $ 
6 $ 
7 $ 
6 $ 
3 $ 

10 $ 
2 $ 

5 
4 $ 
2 $ 

LolV 

Sale» 

Without Cows 

I 
313 $ 
300 $ 
310 $ 
294 $ 
330 $ 
310 $ 
320 $ 
313 $ 
329 $ 
327 $ 
290 $ 
332 $ 
404 $ 
335 $ 
300 $ 
367 $ 
336 $ 
400 $ 
391 $ 
386 $ 
395 $ 
410 $ 
390 $ 
384 $ 
392 $ 
415 $ 
390 $ 
395 $ 
330 $ 
391 $ 
400 $ 
400 $ 
400 $ 
389 $ 
410 $ 
387 $ 
400 $ 
421 $ 
392 $ 
410 $ 

A'Q I 
316 $ 
321 $ 
326 $ 
323 $ 
331 $ 
316 $ 
328 $ 
327 $ 
315 S 
328 $ 
333 S 
335 $ 
404 $ 
355 $ 
339 $ 
394 S 

360 $ 

402 $ 
408 $ 
391 $ 
414 $ 
421 $ 
411 $ 
420 $ 
392 $ 
421 $ 
414 $ 
406 $ 

402 $ 
405 $ 
411 $ 
416 $ 
413 $ 
404 $ 
420 $ 
398 $ 
415 $ 

421 $ 
410 $ 
410 $ 

Higil 

320 $ 
348 $ 
337 $ 
350 $ 
331 $ 
320 $ 
400 $ 
350 $ 
390 $ 
330 $ 
400 $ 
340 $ 
404 $ 
375 $ 
369 $ 
430 $ 
400 $ 
426 $ 
430 $ 
425 $ 
438 $ 
430 $ 
424 $ 
430 $ 

392 $ 
432 $ 
433 $ 
430 $ 
427 $ 
425 $ 
430 $ 
430 $ 
425 $ 
415 $ 
439 $ 
417 $ 
420 $ 
421 $ 
420 $ 
424 $ 

Sales 

\lI/Ilh COI'IS 

Low I 
320 $ 
320 $ 
305 $ 
309 $ 
315 $ 

S 
$ 

331 $ 
330 $ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

435 $ 
$ 

375 $ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

385 $ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

419 $ 
420 $ 
321 $ 

$ 
340 $ 

S 
$ 

418 $ 
$ 

11 

A'g I HIgh 

320 $ 320 

320 $ 320 

305 $ 305 

309 $ 309 

330 $ 345 

$ 
$ 

331 $ 331 

330 $ 330 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 
S 
$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

435 $ 435 

$ 

375 $ 375 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

385 S 385 

$ 

$ 

S 
422 S 425 

420 $ 420 

321 $ 321 

S 
340 $ 340 

$ 

S 
418 S 418 

$ 

Total 

Pmdcc"" B,,, I 
Fat 1 mnsfered 

671.32 

2.798.71 

1,785.25 

4,840.70 

1,487.07 

4,053.25 

3,491.81 

4,088.65 

1,479.49 

804.13 

2,583.27 

1,504.07 

296.24 

2,299.59 

2,581.39 

1,727.73 

394.02 

2,858.90 

948.70 

,,660.08 

7,144.42 

2,413.83 

2,178.55 

4,165.01 

86.51 

1,918.96 

3,793.09 

1,804.78 

1,333.68 

3,743.30 

1,717.83 

3,496.13 

4,228.81 

2,084.23 

727.05 

3,816.50 

2,563.04 

311.14 

1,997.10 

1,130.70 

Total Quota 

Fat 1 ransfered 

680.42 

2,745.67 

1,719.86 

4,821.28 

1,393.76 

4,506.10 

3,491.42 

4,450.71 

1,491.28 

827.82 

2,821.01 

1,515.84 

286.75 

2,367.50 

2,439.64 

1,725.13 

390.19 

3,204.55 

865.40 

6,247.32 

7,953.67 

2,441.66 

2,225.74 

4.156.43 

87.46 

1,923.95 

3,812.84 

1,793.69 

1,314.64 

4,063.85 

1,843.80 

3,475.45 

4,329.33 

2,074.21 

724.58 

3,905.41 

2,652.71 

311.92 

2,150.47 

1,214.18 

Total 

Pmdccli" ",,' I To'" Ocolo 

SNF Transfered SNF Tlansfered 

2,256.20 

7,000.23 

4,333,46 

11,502.55 

3,604.11 

10,260,76 

8,125.06 

9,679.19 

3,524.77 

1,902.63 

6,136.57 

3,66026 

695.63 

5,719.04 

5,492.96 

3,972.04 

1,009.98 

7,135.08 

2,240.47 

13,275.62 

15,090.08 

5,659.81 

5,025.97 

9,918.23 

220.02 

4,566.39 

8,962.13 

4,41062 

3,142.53 

8,976.35 

3,615.62 

8,245.84 

9,955.96 

4,930.24 

1,665.27 

8,945.12 

6,205.26 

744.05 

4,906.21 

2,883.32 

1,606.78 

7,235.52 

4,177.75 

11,641.19 

3,416.73 

11,299.93 

8,133.55 

10,931.27 

3,591.93 

2,014.21 

6,898.68 

3,722.56 

673.74 

5,884.00 

6,052.87 

3,982.19 

1,000.66 

7,908.74 

2,188.79 

15,297.83 

19,520.56 

5,828.14 

5,7.17.44 

9,965.64 

222.87 

4,588.92 

8,965.54 

4,410.58 

3,107.19 

9,594.90 

4,742.43 

8,575.18 

10,523.48 

4,888.97 

1,689.97 

9,271.27 

6,459.50 

747.13 

5,304.63 

2,991.35 

Exhibit 4.8 



f:tlec!ive 

lsI of the 

month 

200106 

200107 

200108 

200109 

200110 

200111 

200112 

200201 

200202 

200203 

200204 

200205 

200206 

200207 

200208 

200209 

200210 

200211 

200212 

200301 

200302 

200303 

200304 

200305 

200306 

200307 

200308 

200309 

200310 

200311 

200312 

200401 

200402 

200403 

200404 

200405 

200406 

200407 

200408 

200409 

No of 

Sellers 

5 

6 

5 

4 

4 

3 

2 

2 

3 

5 

3 

3 

4 

3 

11 

5 

6 

2 

6 

6 

7 

5 

10 

9 

11 

4 

4 

5 

9 

7 

3 

7 

6 

3 

4 

7 

7 

3 

8 

11 

No. of 

I-luyers 

12 

11 

16 

4 

5 

5 

2 

2 

3 

7 

5 

3 

10 

2 

13 

3 

6 

3 

7 

11 

13 

7 

10 

8 

14 

6 

4 

7 

11 

8 

4 

9 

7 

4 

4 

13 

23 

4 

12 

11 

No. of 

Sales at 

100% 

4 $ 
4 $ 
1 $ 
3 $ 
4 $ 
3 $ 
2 $ 
1 $ 
3 $ 
2 $ 
3 $ 

3 $ 

$ 
$ 

7 $ 
5 $ 
5 $ 
2 $ 

5 $ 
5 $ 
6 $ 

S 
4 S 
7 S 
8 S 

S 
3 S 
3 S 
8 S 
6 S 
1 $ 
6 $ 
5 $ 
3 $ 
3 $ 
7 $ 
7 $ 
3 $ 
6 $ 

9 $ 

l.ow 

Sales 

Without Cows 

I 
416 $ 
403 S 
420 $ 
410 $ 
425 S 
412 $ 
445 $ 
420 S 
438 $ 
427 $ 
450 $ 
454 S 
450 S 
515 S 
500 $ 
400 $ 
500 $ 
502 S 
525 S 
500 $ 
480 $ 
407 $ 
400 $ 
400 $ 
384 $ 
420 $ 
383 $ 
393 $ 
400 $ 
408 $ 
440 $ 
440 S 
450 S 
450 S 
426 $ 

377 S 
445 S 
450 $ 
400 S 
403 S 

A'9 I 
422 $ 
425 S 
422 S 
437 $ 
420 $ 
431 $ 
445 $ 
435 S 
450 S 
458 $ 
459 $ 
468 $ 
474 S 
516 S 
520 $ 
500 $ 
517 $ 
526 $ 
538 S 
525 $ 
507 $ 
495 $ 
469 $ 
443 $ 
413 $ 
455 $ 
414 S 

420 $ 
421 $ 
433 S 
460 $ 
448 $ 
460 $ 
450 $ 
444 $ 
454 $ 
472 $ 
473 S 
463 $ 
455 $ 

High 

430 $ 
445 S 
440 S 
465 $ 
430 S 
440 S 
445 $ 
451 $ 
461 $ 
468 S 
470 $ 
493 $ 
515 $ 
518 $ 
551 $ 
535 S 
550 $ 
550 $ 
550 $ 
550 $ 
534 S 
562 $ 
500 $ 

500 S 
490 $ 

460 $ 
430 S 
450 $ 
450 S 
450 $ 

4/4 $ 

475 $ 
470 $ 
450 $ 
455 $ 

475 $ 
475 $ 
480 S 
480 $ 
480 $ 

Sales 

With Cows 

Low I 
440 $ 

$ 
$ 
S 

426 S 
S 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

460 $ 

S 
$ 
S 
$ 

462 $ 
$ 
S 

551 S 
540 $ 

$ 
S 
$ 
$ 

435 $ 
S 
S 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
S 

450 S 
400 $ 
460 S 

$ 
455 $ 

$ 
S 
$ 

12 

A'9 I 
440 $ 

$ 
$ 

S 
431 $ 

$ 
$ 
S 
S 
S 

460 $ 
$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

462 $ 
$ 
$ 

551 $ 
540 $ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

435 S 
S 
$ 
$ 
$ 
S 
$ 
$ 

450 $ 
400 $ 
460 $ 

$ 

455 $ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

High 

440 

435 

460 

462 

551 

540 

435 

450 

400 

460 

455 

Tolal 

PmdoCl"" B", J. 
Fat Transfered 

4,562.27 

1,516.20 

2,544.92 

365.52 

837.58 

1,091.30 

726.64 

2,032.32 

2,294.44 

1,215.32 

733.12 

283.17 

2,622.97 

225.66 

1,870.53 

1,050.11 

2,221.29 

381.07 

3,161.18 

2,003.98 

4,953.49 

5,775.62 

3,790.44 

1,743.97 

4,114.72 

978.71 

1,406.87 

2,581.54 

5,944.43 

2,841.17 

793.50 

2,957.10 

1,734.25 

1,120.11 

1,620.49 

2,132.36 

7,036.71 

1,254.38 

5,848.28 

2,131.50 

1 otal Quota 

rat Transfered 

4,601.36 

1,524.b8 

2,728.40 

345.98 

866.60 

1,191.18 

685.77 

2,061.56 

2,026.53 

1,260.86 

741.35 

265.58 

2,726.12 

228.89 

1.848.76 

1,039.69 

2,263.52 

387.74 

3,098.26 

2,008.57 

5,357.28 

5,883.12 

3,823.51 

1,803.81 

4,177.19 

1,009.91 

1,417.63 

2,580.84 

5,954.58 

2,983.14 

917.50 

3,146.28 

1,917.08 

1,156.92 

1,728.41 

2,172.16 

7,660.98 

1,309.70 

5,973.70 

2,094.97 

TOlal 

Pw'o",,, eo" I To,"' Do"," 

SNI-' fransfered SNF Transfered 

11,154.30 

3,898.67 

6,140.75 

925.19 

2,063.30 

2,487.93 

1,814.84 

5,115.48 

5,28966 

2,683.73 

1,721.66 

702.44 

6,216.75 

539.60 

4,467.14 

2,488.78 

5,388.84 

933.52 

7,488.52 

4,703.44 

12,371.58 

14,017.37 

9,073.62 

4,016.32 

9,903.08 

2,313.94 

3,370.87 

6,238.33 

14,602.37 

6,867.57 

1,959.51 

6,749.60 

4,292.48 

2,665.30 

3,983.17 

5,311.55 

16,529.59 

3,074.17 

13,656.62 

4,961.76 

11,286.90 

3,938.70 

6,684.31 

873.75 

2,129.51 

2,923.95 

1,709.73 

5,212.12 

5,033.34 

2,842.05 

1,743.99 

657.08 

6,720.48 

591.81 

4,445.83 

2,465.68 

5,527.51 

956.86 

7,414.95 

4,834.50 

12,719.41 

14.420.10 

9,308.15 

4,289.40 

10,398.24 

2,527.61 

3,474.70 

6,336.29 

14,947.63 

7,656.74 

2,238.20 

8,016.65 

4,739.13 

2,815.44 

4,323.15 

5,352.64 

18,475.94 

3,106.98 

14,926.85 

4,859.17 
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Fffecllve 

1st 01 the 

month 

200410 

200411 

200412 

200501 

200502 

200503 

200504 

200505 

200506 

200507 

200508 

200509 

200510 

200511 

200512 

200601 

200602 

200603 

200604 

200605 

200606 

200607 

200608 

200609 

200610 

200611 

200612 

200701 

200702 

200703 

200704 

200705 

200706 

200707 

200708 

200709 

200710 

200711 

200712 

No. of 

Sellers 

9 

4 

3 

6 

4 

4 

8 

7 

4 

2 

4 

6 

7 

5 

3 

10 

2 

3 

o 
7 

7 

2 

5 

5 

4 

6 

6 

3 

4 

14 

13 

13 

5 

4 

4 

5 

2 

4 

No of 

Buyers 

12 

4 

5 

9 

2 

5 

12 

8 

4 

4 

5 

7 

7 

4 

7 

11 

5 

4 

o 
7 

9 

11 

1 

5 

8 

12 

6 

6 

6 

13 

15 

11 

5 

6 

11 

8 

2 

4 

No. of 

Safes at 

100% 

7 $ 
4 $ 
2 $ 
3 $ 

3 $ 
2 $ 
6 $ 
7 $ 
4 $ 
2 S 
3 $ 
4 $ 
3 $ 
5 $ 
6 $ 
9 $ 
2 $ 
1 $ 
o 
7 $ 
6 $ 
1 $ 
3 S 
1 S 
3 $ 
4 $ 
4 $ 
4 $ 
3 $ 
3 $ 

10 $ 
13 $ 
13 $ 

5 $ 
4 $ 

4 $ 
4 $ 
2 $ 
4 $ 

Low 

SOlles 

Without CO\'l5 

I 
440 $ 
458 $ 
468 $ 
464 $ 
460 $ 
465 $ 
465 $ 
475 $ 
457 $ 
475 S 
475 S 
412 S 
465 $ 
475 $ 
430 $ 
475 S 
475 S 
487 S 

487 $ 
495 $ 
490 S 
500 S 
515 S 
500 $ 
495 S 
490 $ 
491 S 
475 $ 
475 $ 
475 S 
483 S 
446 $ 
490 $ 
490 $ 
490 $ 
490 $ 
440 $ 
490 $ 

A'g I 
457 S 
472 $ 
474 $ 
471 $ 
472 $ 
473 $ 
475 $ 
488 $ 
472 $ 
475 $ 
486 $ 
470 $ 
484 $ 
484 $ 
490 $ 
494 $ 
495 $ 
491 $ 

500 $ 
499 $ 
505 S 
503 $ 

515 $ 
502 $ 
502 $ 
502 $ 
498 $ 
498 $ 
495 $ 
495 $ 
497 $ 
492 $ 
496 $ 
495 $ 
495 $ 
497 $ 
477 $ 
508 $ 

High 

475 $ 
480 $ 
475 $ 
475 $ 
480 $ 
475 $ 
487 $ 
527 $ 
483 $ 
475 $ 
491 $ 
485 $ 
507 $ 
510 $ 
500 $ 
543 $ 
500 $ 
495 $ 

$ 
524 $ 
500 $ 
520 $ 
510 $ 

515 $ 

507 $ 
508 $ 
520 $ 
520 $ 
515 $ 
500 $ 

500 $ 

525 $ 
500 $ 
500 $ 
502 $ 
500 $ 
510 $ 

513 $ 

530 S 

Sales 

Wllh Cows 

Low I 
$ 
$ 
$ 

455 $ 
$ 

475 $ 
$ 
$ 

475 $ 
$ 

460 $ 
462 $ 

$ 
459 $ 

$ 
462 $ 

$ 
$ 
S 

502 $ 
500 $ 

$ 
$ 
$ 

500 $ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
S 
S 
$ 
$ 

505 $ 
$ 
$ 
S 
$ 

$ 
S 

13 

A'9 I 
$ 
$ 
$ 

455 S 
S 

475 $ 

S 
$ 

475 S 
$ 

460 $ 
462 $ 

$ 
459 $ 

$ 

481 S 

$ 
$ 
S 

502 $ 

500 $ 
$ 

$ 

S 
500 S 

$ 

S 
$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 
S 

505 S 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
$ 

High 

455 

475 

475 

460 

462 

459 

491 

502 

500 

500 

505 

Total 

Peo'c",,,, S,,, I 
Fat Transfered 

1,979.26 

1,819.42 

586.97 

1,925.38 

1,325.01 

1,314.99 

7,228.12 

2,048.78 

1,383.82 

926.58 

1,815.99 

2,299.07 

930.31 

823.43 

2,299.20 

3,287.67 

1,815.65 

764.05 

1,096.92 

4,009.80 

1,405.03 

3,671.97 

195.79 

484.39 

3,356.56 

5,282.67 

5,076.47 

1,308.63 

870.33 

4,104.92 

4,883.39 

3,669.52 

1,559.84 

1,788.02 

2,067.60 
2,922,15 

151.31 

2,359.99 

1 otal Quota 

Fat Transfered 

1,871.95 

1,901.58 

646.18 

1,918.49 

1,347.57 

1,344.28 

7,465.01 

2,044.10 

1,348.40 

1,059.26 

1,832.28 

2,399.84 

936.72 

729.82 

2,288.76 

3,385.11 

1,845.77 

760.78 

1,110.56 

4,311.30 

1,426.77 

3,85877 

197.96 

470.86 

3,442.30 

5,296.41 

5,187.24 

1,323.99 

870.99 

4,099.71 

4,952.70 

3,622.29 

1,645.76 

1,889.91 

2,111.02 

2.748.09 

136.32 

2,471.79 

Total 

Peodcetioc S", I To'" Qco" 

SNF Transfered SNF Transfered 

4,837.69 

4,330.35 

1,400.03 

4,61205 

3,238.60 

3,177.94 

17,213.90 

4,781.57 

3,411.93 

2,131.82 

4,336.66 

5,514.92 

2,303.41 

2,050.20 

5,294.85 

7,743.77 

4,494.16 

1,804.87 

2,593.68 

9,399.39 

3,349.30 

8,419.01 

450.42 

1,154.19 

8,052.62 

12,664.49 

11,84860 

3,072.33 

2,044.12 

9,941.63 

11,825.98 

8,766.11 

3,335.16 

4,375.92 

5,021.98 

7,191.10 

382.91 

5,612.21 

4,638.42 

4,676.50 

1,567.52 

4,771.43 

3,361.17 

3,324.77 

18,212.97 

4,984.99 

3,361.02 

2,504.73 

4,405.04 

5,859.81 

2,291.88 

],859.86 

5,305.44 

8.020.75 

4,634.02 

1,823.94 

2,694.27 

9,993.59 

3,411.70 

9,500.75 

456.27 

1,140.16 

8,456.75 

13,116.69 

12,48548 

3,185.91 

2,217.28 

9,955.36 

12,052.67 

8,728.81 

3,959.70 

4,590.34 

S,163.59 

6,794.38 

344.97 

5,888.74 
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Effective 

1st of the 

mortth 

200801 

200802 

200803 

200804 

200805 

200806 

200807 

200808 

200809 

200810 

200811 

200812 

200901 

200902 

200903 

200904 

200905 

200906 

200907 

200908 

200909 

200910 

200911 

200912 

201001 

201002 

201003 

201004 

7.01005 

201006 

201007 

201008 

201009 

201010 

201011 

201012 

No. of 

Sellers 

3 

3 

4 

3 

6 

4 

4 

7 

4 

2 

7 

9 

13 

8 

8 

9 

9 

7 

13 

13 

4 

10 

4 

7 

4 

1 

1 

3 

4 

5 

10 

6 
7 

4 

3 

4 

No. of 

HLJyers 

2 

2 

6 

4 

6 

5 

8 

8 

5 

2 

7 

13 
12 

7 

6 

10 

9 

6 

12 

12 

6 

16 

5 

8 

5 

1 

3 

4 

4 

9 

7 

4 

2 

8 

No. of 

Sales at 

100% 

3 S 
3 S 
4 S 
3 S 
6 S 
4 S 
3 S 
6 S 
3 S 
2 S 
6 S 
8 S 

10 S 
7 S 
8 S 
7 S 
8 S 
4 S 

12 S 
12 S 

2 S 
8 S 
1 S 
5 S 
3 S 

S 
1 S 
2 S 
2 S 
2 S 
4 S 
5 S 
5 $ 
4 $ 
2 $ 
3 S 

Low 

Sales 

VliitMut Cows 

I 
490 $ 
515 $ 
500 S 
505 S 
510 S 
540 S 
530 $ 
540 $ 
540 $ 
535 $ 
530 $ 
520 $ 
524 $ 
465 $ 
440 $ 
400 $ 
400 $ 
400 $ 
375 $ 
350 $ 
350 $ 
325 $ 
350 $ 
350 $ 
350 $ 
400 $ 
400 $ 
400 $ 
395 S 
415 $ 
417 $ 
425 $ 
370 $ 
435 $ 
450 $ 

450 S 

Avg I 
502 $ 
527 S 
513 $ 
528 $ 
530 $ 
540 $ 
539 $ 
544 $ 

545 $ 
538 $ 
545 $ 

556 $ 
554 $ 
527 $ 
456 $ 
407 $ 
406 $ 
409 $ 
402 $ 
378 $ 
364 $ 
359 $ 
355 $ 
364 $ 
378 $ 
400 $ 
400 $ 
415 $ 
408 $ 
427 $ 
431 $ 
434 $ 
434 $ 
441 $ 
450 $ 
450 $ 

High 

520 $ 
535 $ 
520 $ 
538 $ 
540 S 
540 $ 
540 $ 
550 S 
550 $ 

540 $ 
570 $ 
570 $ 
570 $ 
570 $ 
470 $ 
440 $ 
415 $ 
420 $ 
425 $ 
480 $ 
402 $ 
403 $ 

370 $ 

380 $ 
390 $ 
400 $ 
400 $ 
425 $ 
435 S 
440 $ 

440 $ 

450 $ 

475 $ 
450 $ 
450 $ 
450 $ 

SClles 

VI/I ttl COI'15 

Low I 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

510 $ 
$ 
$ 

540 S 
540 S 

S 

14 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

S 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

S 
S 
S 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

A'g I 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

510 $ 

$ 

$ 
540 $ 
540 $ 

$ 
$ 

S 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

S 
S 
S 
S 
$ 

S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
S 
$ 
S 
S 
S 
$ 

S 
S 

High 

510 

540 

540 

lotal 

Peode","" S", I 
I-al fransfered 

3,091.44 

503.73 

3,136.23 

1,901.99 

2,814.87 

2,933.54 

2,652.93 

9,152.75 

1,509.15 

337.25 

5,281.93 

4,986.26 

1,752.10 

1,498.16 

3,797.52 

4,375.20 

4,653.60 

1,700.12 

5,538.22 

3,821.73 

1,651.42 

3,424.38 

1,202.65 

1,623.15 

1,251.67 

66.60 

124.07 

1,275.21 

1,084.22 

1,082.82 

1,777.64 

1,543.29 

5,192.45 

934.38 

1,285.43 

2,203.46 

Total Quota 

Fat Transfered 

3,128.07 

453.61 

3,448.60 

1,980.94 

3,682.51 

2,987.31 

2,746.51 

9,351.31 

1,562.22 

321.58 

5,30816 

5,45380 

1,847,86 

1,759.39 

3,815.91 

4,508.70 

4,720.60 

1,756.33 

5,681.01 

3,961.56 

1,880.24 

3,529,61 

1,336.91 

1,661.26 

1,215.68 

60.00 

111.82 

1,269.98 

1,190.71 

1,090.28 

1,861.23 

1,602.01 

5,201.32 

982.06 

1,116.43 

2,099.39 

TO\<31 

Pmd"",,, Bo", I ,,," Oeolo 

SNF Transfered SNI- Transfered 

7,66991 

1,214.78 

7,115.97 

4,363.96 

6,999.23 

6,731.65 

6,279.07 

22,337.70 

3,693.53 

762.50 

12,362.79 

11,972.35 

4,070.93 

3,922.07 

8,973.67 

10,727.18 

10,694.36 

3,813.51 

13,035.82 

9,154.09 

4,006.17 

8,008.29 

2,853.10 

3,795.46 

2,999.60 

166.50 

322.85 

3,081.84 

2,600.80 

2,628.87 

4,390.86 

3,684.38 

12,647.56 

2,306.79 

3,180.64 

5,391.23 

7,753.96 

1,123.57 

8,518.66 

4,6S8.80 

9,165.86 

7,331.14 

6,670.26 

23,072.13 

3,727.24 

726.86 

12,592.06 

13,314.10 

4,529.85 

4,327.72 

9,209.90 

11,124.10 

11,245.77 

4,464.06 

13,762.13 

9,420.14 

4,443.17 

8,449.57 

3,089.47 

3,912.22 

2,906.76 

150.00 

290.89 

3,092.77 

2,676.75 

2,675.11 

4,524.32 

3,987.53 

12,874.67 

2,484.74 

2,782.37 

5,207.76 
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Effecllve 

1s1 of Ihe 

month 

201101 

201102 

201103 

201104 

201105 

201106 

201107 

201108 

201109 

201110 

201111 

201112 

201201 

201202 

201203 

201204 

201205 

201206 

201207 

201208 

201209 

201210 

201211 

201212 

201301 

201302 

201303 

201304 

201305 

201306 

201307 

201308 

201309 

201310 

201311 

201312 

No. of 

Sellers 

3 

3 

4 

6 

2 

4 

6 

1 

2 

4 

4 

1 

G 

5 

6 

4 

7 

5 

6 

10 

13 

14 

7 

4 

7 

7 

5 

9 

12 

3 

8 

6 

7 

9 

5 

8 

No of 

Buyers 

7 

3 

7 

8 

3 

4 

11 

1 

2 

4 

4 

1 

6 

8 

6 

5 

18 

5 

10 

10 

9 

14 

15 

12 

10 

5 

5 

15 

16 

4 

13 

2 

9 

8 

9 

8 

No. of 

Sales al 

100% 

2 $ 
2 $ 
4 $ 
5 $ 
1 $ 
2 $ 
4 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
4 $ 
4 $ 
1 $ 
4 $ 
4 $ 
5 $ 
4 $ 
5 $ 
3 $ 
5 $ 

7 $ 
9 $ 

14 $ 
5 $ 
4 $ 
4 $ 
3 $ 
2 $ 
2 $ 
7 $ 
3 $ 
4 $ 
5 $ 
6 $ 
7 $ 
5 $ 
6 $ 

Low 

Sal('s 

VI/ilhout Cm','s 

I 
445 $ 
420 $ 
440 $ 
390 $ 
450 $ 
450 $ 
440 $ 
364 $ 
450 $ 
440 $ 
460 $ 
475 $ 
400 $ 
460 $ 
475 $ 
475 $ 
477 $ 
490 $ 
480 $ 
425 $ 
450 $ 
400 $ 
380 $ 
375 $ 
380 $ 
380 $ 
395 $ 
395 $ 
390 $ 
400 $ 
400 $ 
390 $ 
400 $ 
400 $ 
400 $ 
400 $ 

A"g I 
448 $ 
435 $ 
443 $ 
432 $ 
450 $ 
450 $ 
448 $ 
364 $ 
450 $ 
454 $ 
469 $ 
475 $ 
456 $ 
474 $ 
477 $ 
482 $ 
491 $ 

498 $ 
494 $ 
476 $ 
492 $ 
435 $ 
407 $ 
385 $ 
400 $ 
391 $ 
399 $ 
403 $ 
398 $ 
400 $ 
404 $ 
398 $ 
403 $ 
405 $ 
424 $ 
419 $ 

High 

450 $ 
445 $ 
450 $ 
440 $ 

450 $ 
450 $ 
450 $ 
364 $ 
450 $ 
475 $ 
475 $ 
475 $ 
475 $ 
483 $ 
480 $ 
500 $ 
500 $ 
500 $ 
500 $ 

500 $ 

500 $ 
500 $ 

440 $ 
400 $ 
438 $ 
400 $ 
400 $ 
413 $ 
413 $ 
400 $ 

413 $ 
400 $ 
410 $ 
410 $ 
470 $ 
450 $ 

Sales 

With Cows 

Low I 
$ 
$ 

370 $ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

469 $ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

400 $ 
$ 

15 

Avg I 
$ 

$ 

370 $ 

$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 
469 $ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

400 $ 

$ 

High 

370 

469 

400 

Tolal 

Pmd,,"'" B", I 
Fat 1 ransfered 

1,657.10 

1,343.21 

2.799.37 

2,299.42 

618.40 

568.65 

2,196.14 

393.04 

232.84 

2,133.57 

988.57 

6660 

2,337.14 

1,600.15 

2,996.62 

904.29 

6,172.14 

900.10 

4,295.01 

4,080.16 

5,920.84 

6,215.21 

5,533.47 

6,967.51 

3,590,97 

2,266.67 

1,507.94 

5,488.04 

5,48993 

5,671.57 

6,483.81 

4,268.61 

3,356.54 

2.703.19 

2,767.97 

2,247.55 

Totill Quota 

Fat I ransfered 

1,643.90 

1,338.23 

2,922.20 

2,278.30 

612.72 

567.04 

2,258.52 

336.02 

220.00 

2,042.54 

1,017.19 

60.00 

2,305.17 

1,845.07 

3,505.25 

966.17 

6,294.51 

978.72 

4,508.39 

4,105.14 

6,299.86 

6,341.15 

5,387.74 

7,314.80 

3,741.84 

2,233.87 

1,615.31 

6,134.15 

5,784.45 

5,739.12 

6,718.18 

4,447.29 

3,330.48 

2,725.17 

2,691.74 

2,338.07 

Tolal 

Pmd"""" 8,,, I 1 ",' D,,"" 
SNI- fransfcrcd SN~ lransfered 

3,952.93 

3,179.09 

6,644.93 

5,587.13 

1,467.03 

1,400.70 

5,301.71 

947.46 

56l.61 

5,184.13 

2,403.91 

166.50 

5,625.10 

3,882.47 

7,243.25 

2,151.23 

14,962.46 

2,156.96 

10,425.51 

9,940.24 

14,183.47 

15,222.39 

13,703.11 

16,043.01 

8,615.20 

5,602.32 

3,626.88 

13,468.55 

12,947.47 

13,828.92 

15,663.30 

10,248.35 

8,201.76 

6,616.72 

6,622.66 

5,303.73 

3,919.22 

3,187.74 

6,989.48 

5,587.98 

1,472.83 

1,400.47 

5,639.75 

864.99 

528.70 

5,017.03 

2,525.00 

150.00 

5,681.24 

4,603.08 

8,598.11 

2,328.34 

15,468.22 

2,412.15 

11,104.17 

10,148.24 

15,616.44 

15,569.18 

13,395.75 

17,653.54 

9,184.96 

5,517.76 

3,948.01 

15,130.39 

13,957.79 

14,168.22 

16,431.10 

10,911.07 

8,121.58 

6,746.14 

6,4/6.71 

5,435.78 
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Effective No.of Sales Sales Total lotal 

1st of tile No. of No, of Sales at Without Cows With Cows I'"dccl''' B", I Total Quota P"dccl,,, B", I To"'Oco" 

month Sellers Buyers 100% Low I A'g I I {Igh Low I A'Q I High Fat Transfered Fat Transfered SNF 1 ransfered SNr 1 ransfered 

201401 3 3 2 S 415 S 425 S 445 $ $ $ 1,147.59 1,159.64 2,663.36 2,696.23 
201402 5 6 2 S 430 S 445 $ 450 S 400 $ 400 S 400 2,792.67 2,856.08 6,744.52 6,928.88 
201403 3 3 1 S 420 S 440 $ 450 $ $ S 1,158.73 1,160.32 2,591.65 2,615.77 
201404 4 3 4 $ 450 S 460 $ 475 $ S S 748.75 737.37 1,822.45 1,796.13 
201405 2 3 1 $ 465 S 483 $ 500 $ S S 2,484.25 2,962.13 5,972.11 7,133.36 
201406 1 2 1 $ 525 S 525 $ 525 S S S 790.20 827.99 1,811.91 1,973.66 
201407 3 5 3 S 500 S 519 S 531 $ S S 3,910.01 4,535.28 9,197.42 11,06] .27 

201408 2 2 1 S 525 S 538 S 550 $ S S 115.65 112.35 283.25 275,00 

201409 6 8 5 S 500 $ 523 S 550 S $ S 9,536.11 10,075.52 22,986.56 24,615.80 
201410 3 3 1 S 525 S 525 $ 525 S $ S 1,920.26 ],961.46 4,681.74 4,808.78 
201411 3 5 3 $ 525 S 525 S 525 S S S 1,420.17 1,433.40 3,549.36 3,586.70 
201412 6 7 4 $ 512 S 522 $ 525 S $ S 3,714.08 3,721.34 8,758.69 8,934.74 
201501 1 4 1 S 525 S 525 S 525 S S $ 810.68 823.50 1,971.91 2,006.72 
201502 0 0 0 S $ S 
201503 1 S 525 S 525 S 525 S $ S 248.68 219.84 662.32 563.43 
201504 2 3 2 S 525 S 525 S 525 S S S 380.21 362.56 939.17 913.76 
201505 1 1 S 525 S 525 S 525 S S S 68.03 61.29 170.28 153.41 
201506 1 1 S 525 S 525 S 525 $ S $ 102.43 92.29 264.56 238.36 
201507 1 1 1 S 525 $ 525 S 525 1,240.72 1,229.05 2,906.48 2,882.14 
201508 2 2 1 S 525 S 528 $ 530 S S S 272.11 267.23 686,57 674.78 
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Table 2. AnnuLlI Milk Production by County lthollsand pounds) 

1980 19135 1990 19l):; 

Fresno 754,778 989,019 l,24B,9S9 1,'\79,425 

Kern 302,800 339,8(i2 438,930 743,627 

Kings 776,502 1,062,034 1,438,292 1.971,089 
[ .... 1erect! 1.144,815 1.664,617 2,221,508 3,020,620 

Riverside 1,341,118 1,740,805 2,2:HA71 2,378.490 

SZltl Bernardino 2,468,8'\9 2,86l),503 3,341.182 3,117,762 

San JOJCjuin 872,295 1,087,S77 1.344,698 l/i09,619 

Sonoma 466,205 503,700 576,415 586,902 

Stanislaus l,25U,741 1,618,537 2,137,2·l6 2.668,187 

Tulare 1.707.073 2.190,722 3,S07,5cH 4,945,997 

Totcll Milk Production 12,998,001 16.104,9.54 20,479,9'.)9 24,671.402 

Ten County Total 11.085,184 1,t,CJ66.376 18.489,2% 22.559.721 
Tell County % ofTot~1 85% 87%, 90% l) llVo 

Source: CDPA 

2000 200~; 2010 
1,743,869 2,362,547 2,{)28,741 

1,358,974 2,976,408 3,722,611 

2,590,033 3,225,09() 4,158,484 

4,222,716 4,%6,388 5,004,804 

2,349,126 1,202,152 '.)68,107 

3,387,694 2,395,60[) 1.562,%4 

2,026,659 2,223,457 2,092,195 

658,864 620.586 493,200 

3,263,183 3,035,65,\ ];l03183 

7,562,192 9,(d2,7 1'1 10,940,634 

31,826,556 J(},604,017 38,229,530 

2'.),163.:-$10 33,110,611 34,974,923 

92% 91% 91%\ 

2015 (est.) 
2,753,644 

3,971,107 

4,283,1 n 
6,IW),551 

88'U-l72 

1.1:)1.551 

2,385.642 

461,175 

U24,OB4 

11, 179,669 

40,833,790 

37.384,.1-67 
92(}[, 

Ch,mgc, 

1980 - 201S 

26S% 

1211°/r) 

452%\ 

111% 

-34% 
-531);(\ 

173% 
-tl}() 

230%) 
555().{\ 

214% 

u 

" 
.0 
.r: 
X 

W 



Table 3. Pounds of Quota SNF holdings by County (as of January of listed yc;)r) 

1980 1985 1990 1995 
Fresno 109,347 92,201 9,1,2'13 115,079 

Kern 61.892 41,096 35,452 62,tLU 

Kings 109,424- 108.852 116.221- 118,165 

l\'ierced 146.128 166,204- 197.237 20Y,608 

Riverside 255,434- 277,491 297,476 295,427 

San Bernardino 149.532 481,596 502.790 452,890 

San Joaquin 118.B45 127,968 132,232 132.774 

Sonoma 71.300 79,073 83.760 80,252 

Stanislaus 153.88'1 163.318 202,070 228.997 

Tulare 230.758 230,155 266,277 316,026 

Total Quota 1.976.297 2,02B.647 2.153.804 2,215,[J45 

Top Ten Counties 1,709,544 1,767.954 1,927.761 2,012,051 
Top Ten Counties. {Yo 87%) fl7°;(1 90% (JlIYo 

Source: CDFA 

2[]{){} 2005 2010 
117,142 124.297 122,975 

85.115 IBB.:nS 240,586 

110,676 134.406 156.418 
240.064 Z6B,2(H 289.386 

253,312 146.986 111.324 

375,795 271,246 17lJ.961 

144,378 159,658 157,956 

83.590 80,46:1 77,113 

269,151 296,217 296.125 
348,983 366,2SS '107.063 
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MEMORANDUM OF Tf!E PRINCIPLES OF COOPERA:lOi, TO BE 
pBSERVJi:D IN THE FORMULATIOlI AND ADllIKISTMTION 0:<' 
COl1PLEl1ENTARY ORDERS po" KILK FOR MA.'UffiTING AREAS 
LOCATED WITHIN 1'f!E STATE OF ND/ YORK TO BE ISSUED 
CONCUR.1lENTLY BY Tf!E SECRETARY OF J.GRICDLTUHE AND 
THE COMMISSIONER OF AGRICDLT\J'RE AND !I,ARKETSo 

In order that t he policies of cooperation embodied in Section 10(i) 
of Public Acto No o 10.9 7.3d Congress:> as amended and as reenacted by the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, and Sectiori 258~n of Article 
21 of the Agricultural and Harkets La», Stat~ of New York, may nave their 
fullent possible effect in spirit and in practice, the folloHing principles 
of procedure are hereby mutually approved 2.S the basis of cooperation :i.n 
marketinrr areas in the State of New York in which Federal and -State comple'" 
menta~ and concurrent orders~ rules~ or regulations may hereafter be issued o 

Joint Procedure 

It mall be the policy of the Secretary of Agriculture and the Commissioner 
to act jointly in the formulation and issuance of complementary and concurrent 
orders regulating the acquisition of milk by handlers and milk dealers »ho market 
or in any manner participate in the acquisition, processing~ or distribution of miJJc 
to' be marketed in such marketing areas as rr,ay be defined in such complementary and 
concurrent Federal and State orders fj and in pursuanze thereof to jointly arrange 
for cooperation in the conduct of preliminary investigations, to hold joint or 
concurrent hearings, to jointly consider the facts contained in the record of such 
hearings~ and to maintain a mutual exchange of views conducive to co~non agreement 
upon all essential provision5 prior to the issuance of either ordera The same 
policy of joint action shall be followed >Tith respect to modifications of Dr 
amendments to such or ders (> 

Uniform Provisions 

The Secretary of Agriculture and the Co~~~ssioner shall~ in their respective 
complementary and concurrent orders for marketing area:=:; within the state of l'lew 
York, establish (a) identical classifications of milk to which' comparable prices,
inclusive of authorized assessments~ fees, adjustments~ or deductions9 shall apply, 
and (b) identical differentials or other terms Qr conditions of purchase and 
acquisition and payment to the extent authorized by the respective Federal a..'ld St"-te 
statutesc In the event any method of payment to prod~cers or associations of 
producers is prescribed by both orde~s applicable to the same marketings area, 
pro,~sions for such method shall be so drawn in the respective Federal and State 
complementary and concurrent orders that the plan of uniformity for all prcrlucers 
or associations of producers supplying the market >Till not be altered in any »ay 
by the fact that the acquioition of such milk Dr the payment therefor i.s deemed 
to be governed by either order c The contents of any such order issued by the 
Secretary of Agriculture or by the Commissioner shall be limited to terms, con
ditions, and prices relative to the acquisition of milk by handlers and milk 
dealer~, and acco~~ting and settlement therefor, and the administration thereofc 

Exchange of Information 

It shall be the policy of the Secretary of Agriculture and the Commissioner 
to excha..'lge all information essential to the proper amninistration of their 
respective complementary and concurrent orders and relative to transactions 
wi thin the regulatory jurisdiction of such authori tie::; (> The confidential nature 

of information so· exChanged shall be subject to the requirements of Section 
lOCi) of Public No o 10, 73d Congress, as amended and reenact.ed by the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, and, on the part of the Secretary of Agriculture, 
to the prOVisions of the Agriculture and Harkets La-vl;,> State of New York!) and in 
either case subject to such rules and regulations as may be issued under the 
respective Federal and State statutes. 
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Administrative Agency 

The Secretary of Agriculture and the Commissioner shall utilize one 
and the same agency for the administration of each respective complementary 
and concurrent order, which shall be .a market adrrintstratoY; who is. approved 
and designated as such by both the Secretary of Agriculture and the Commissioner. 
The duties of the market administrator shall be confined t.o the administration of 
the orders pursuant to "Which he has been designated and, while serving in such 
capacity, the market administrator and such personnel as may be employed by him 
shall not be utilized by either the Secretary of Agric-.ilture or the Commissioner, 
during the period of employment~ in the administration of :::.ny other order~ or' of 
the terms or conditions in any other orders not comtnon to botho All employees 
shill be under the exclUsive direction of the market· administrator and may be 
utilized to carry out any of his duties 0 Nothing herein "hall be deemed to prevent 
the Secretary of Agriculture or the Corrnnissioner from designating the same person 
as the market administrator of complementary and concurrent orders is~ued for eacb 
of two or more marketing areas within>the State of New York<! 

Finances 

Expenses incurred in the maintenance of the market a~iJinistrator~s office shall 
be paid by assessments or,ooductions made and collected l for this purpose pursuant 
to the respective complement~ and concurrent orders applicable to the 8affie 

marketing area. Disbursements from the funds so collected shall be at the direction 
of the market administrator, subject to the audit of both Federal and State authoritie: 
Such asse:ssments or deduction:§ shall be identical in rate ar_d shall be made in such 
a way that uniformity under the Federal and State orders in returns to producers 
and gross cost to handlers or milk dealers., inclusive of such assessments or deauc_ 
tions, as the case may be~ shall not be affecteq by the manner of makin.g the asse:ss ... 
rnent or deduction under the respective order~o 

Administrative expenses shall constitute only those expenses incurred j.n the 
performance of the duties of the market a~istrator as set forth in the respective 
complementary and concurrent orders applicable to a given marketing area a~ 
di:stinguished frem overhead incurred by the Federal or state govermnents in the 
administration~ supervision~ and enforcement of such o~der~o 

Administration 

The jI1arket administrator designated under complementary and concurrent orders 
shall UiSe a uniform system in securing periodical reports from handlers and milk 
dealers~ in auditing and verifYlng the same and in making any and all necess~ 
corrections or adjustments o The general policy of cooperation shall be understood 
to extend to the ,interpretation or application of uni':orm or similar provisions 0 

It is also understood that Hhatever periodical reports are required to be made by 
the market administrator to the respective central offices of the Federal and 
State governments, shall be uniform, Likewise the books, records, and accounts 
of the market administrator shall be open for inspection and audit t'O both the 
Secretary of Agriculture and the Commissioner. 

Enforcelllent 

The failure of any person to comply Hith arr;r of the pronslOns of a comple
mentary and concurrent order shall be regarded a5 of mutual concern~ and the 
respective goverTh~ental authorities shall be kept fully advised in regard thereto 
so that a cooperative effort may be made to decide upon a proper course of action. 
In all matter. affecting enforcement of their respective complemepct.ary and con
current orders applicable to the same marketing area,') the Secretary of Agr'iculture 
and the Commissioner Hill undert~,e, both severally and jointly, to utilize all 
means at their disposal for the effective enforcemcnt of such order~. 
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~,"_"l. _:l'l:!:'~211..lt1DUH 01<' ,\G'ltEErMIH' l.\~~r'I')EEN 'II-IE U!'III1'.!::!J :.J'l'J\'l't.D :-';E.CJLJ~'ULHY OF fl.GlI.ICULTUIl2: AllD ',,'HE 
nnn::CTOR OF 1'11£ OFFICe: CF mLK IN[US'I'11'i Ole TJU~ STATE or,' Nlcl; JE't:..ibY FtlR THE FO!U·.VLA
TIO~r AND j',l'mNISTi'{ATl0N OF' ;l.C.L~S MW [llWW:S i"OJ/. :·U:LK FOil hi\ii:K!~'i'.ErG /utEAS .Hi U~,;r,} 

--~----------~-.~-----.--~-~---.-.-

In onie~> tnat tLc polici.cs of cooptLl'ation embodied in Pu'ulic Act llo. 10, 
73;:d Congress, as an~cndcd <.mel 23 reenacted by- the At;l'icLutural £1.ar'ketilIE fL(~I'CG:r'Em"';, 

. Ad of 19.37 (7 U.S.C. 601 f~t sec) heroinafter l'efe:rred to as the Federal act and 
SC<Jtion C;4:12A~25, Chapter274p. L. 1941, <is <1rnended by CiJap~er' 447 P. L. 19LO, as 
a.'Tl8!1ded by Chaptcl' ::'59 P. 1. 195?J State of hieH Jer8cy, .LepartlT:ient of ilc;ri(.;ult'.ll'~} 
Oliie8 of l'lilk IndustrYJ !~('r8inafter referred to as the State <let D'.2.Y be effectuated 
in a praGtical HaYJ the procedure c'J.i...lined belm: i5 hereby 2Qoptcd by tbc Secretary 
of Ar';I'iculture of the Cnited States and the Director of the Office of l'hlk Industry) 
StClt~ of New Jerse~" as c;he frcur,eHork l"ithin Hhieh thc parties hereto ',Jill coopc'lr"aLc 
with each other in con::leetion Hi th milk orders applicable to the har,dling of mille ill 
marketing are3.O located in the State of Nmi Jerse~r. 

L The Secretary of AGriculture and the Director of the Office of }lHk In
dustry shall Hark together in Inattcrs pert.J.ining to the re§;ulatio!1J a:;; provided in 
thc Federal act, of the pro:::urement of milk by hilncHers and milk de alert; Hho market 
or in any rla.nner participate in the procurement, processinG) or distribution of mille 
produced to be ma.rkct8d in such marketing area or CU'eas &,5 :Jhall be defined in Buch 
order or' orders, Such collaboration is deemed to include 'Dut is not limited to; 
prelimina!'y investiEation, arranrsement for and cond".lct of public rule nuking proceed
inGs ill tho manner, and to the extent permitted under the Federal act) Rul8S and Re
::;ul2tior1s i5SU~d thereunder and tha Administr2.:tive l'!'ocedure Act, appraisal of n~cord 
ev:idcnce, con3ultati.on in an effort to reach agree:r;l~nt on all essential p!'ovisioILc 
suppurted by Gvidln1cU in the re::::ord, prior to the issuar:cc of any compler:cn'GD.ry or 
conClUTfmt order or an amendJ:len'~ thereto. 

II. In the event that complementary and concurrent Federal and StClte 01'

uers, rlLLes or regulati.cns pro'/8 to be ie<lsible, the follo'vllng st"-1Hldrc'~, or practices 
Hill be observed. 

Uniform lJr.ovi5ions: The SGerctary of AE;'ricUl ture and the Dir:Jctor of the Orfice of 
l"1'ilk Industry shall, in t.hc::'r respective comp:;"cl'tcnt2ry and con

current. orders for marketing @.Teas within tho State of New Jersey) establish iden"'~i

cal rec-ciato:t'y provisions tothe extent authorized by the respective Federal and State 
acts, Not':lithstanding the fact that the Director of the Office of Hilk Industry may 
r.ave authority ~nder state law to regulate milk or the handling thereof in ways other 
than is autho:::-ized by the above cited Federal statu'(,e, the state order herein des
cribed shall be limited to the Game terms and conditions as may be ir:.cluded in the 
r~ederal Hilk Order. 

Administrative Agency: The Sccrctar;y of AgricultU!'8 HiE consult Hith t~0 Director 
of the Office of Hilk Industry prior !,o the designation of 

the <1~cricy to administer the Fed~ral order and the Director of t.he Office of "lili\: In
dustry will utilize tho same agoncy for the administration of the concurrent state 
order', Nhich 3hall be a me:.rket administrator. Except as othen-fise aE;'reed to in Nrit
inE bet"reen the parties here:'o, the dut.ies of the market administrator shall ce cor.
fined to the administration of tr.e orders p'.r!'suant to which he hcs been designal..8ci 
and, ,·rc,ilo serving in such capacitYJ the market adrrd.nistrator and such uersonm,} as 
may 0<2 employed by him ::;r.all not be utilized by either the Federal or State authori
ties during the period of employment, in the ailirinistration of any other orders not 
common to both authorities. All employees shall be under the exclusive direction of 
the m;'J.rket administrator and may be utili<:ed to carry out any of his duties. :~othing 
in this arrangement shall be deemed to change the respo~sibility of the ~~rket ad~in
istrator to the Secretary of Agriculture or to cr.ange the status of the market admin
istrator or that of any of his employees as persons engagod in 'the ad'Tlinistration of 
il Federal nQlk order or as affec~ing or modifying in any way such rights} duties or 
privilC[;c:s as may exist by reason thereof. The Secretary of Agric'll ture und the Di
~8ctor of the Office of :''lilk Industry may also designate the same person as the mar
y.et adrrQnistrator of other comple~cntary ar.d concurrent orders • 

.hcquisitioc 2.r'.d Use of Information: In vie,., of the; us.:; o£' a single agency 1.0 admin-
ister such compJ.cmen'Lary and cor.current o;'durs 

and the i!r.pra.cticability or impossibility of identifying information tlls.t mOlY be con
sidered as having been received pursuant to one order a8 distinouislJed frDm the other 
all information r8ceived by such ugcncy puysuant to :such orderG 'shall bo consiciercd 
as received under both orders insQi'J.r [is tlle provbio;ls of 7 U.S.C. 605d of the 
Feder~l Act and Section C.4:l2A-25 of the Stste Act rer,flrd:'ng the confidentia.lity of 
such lniorr:!f'..tion arc applic2ble. Therefore

J 
in acc()rdanco 1,'1ith the requirements of 

7 U. S. c 610(i) of the Federal Act, the Dir~ctor of tho Office of Milk Industr'T 
aerees that any and all infornut~, 'In nr.ouirflti from the common agency administeri-;'cr 
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,"; .... :r , "!lu~h ol'del's will be kept.. I,:onfidential by himself and by all persons u:J:;!ociated Hith 
him Hho h:tv~ ncc~os t(l 01' usc it in thu coor~ of thl;!ir ol't'jcial dul.ies , in .:.. IllannQl' 
~d..illil:ll' tC' thn t. \'0.:]uircd or F(~ll~~l'ill offictH':'! amI t.:1I\ploy{·!e~ under ttll; provisi.ons of 
'I U. S . c. GOD(d) (2) . 

;;·i.n~n\!es: E::;:)\!H:1C ~ inclU'r~J 1.n th~ JlmintuJt:l.I1C!.3 u1' thA !narkw t arunillj 2 tra tor I:J office 
and in the ~xc.-l'cl~.3 of hit; :.ipecif.led po.sars nnd duties ~hall be fJaid .for " 9\1 

!"'::'Ol'l flUljs coll~ctad .for this pm'pose pursuant to the r~~pc'!ctive cOlnplementary and 
CO!1CUlTent or.{~l'S ap)licable to the SUUle mal'lceting a.rea . Di:;bu;rsclnents from the 
runds :30 ('ollected shall ba at th~ dil'l.:ctioll of tho market adlllinistrntol', fJubject to 
sup~l'\rision by the Secretary of Agriculture and to audit by both Federal and State 
altthori ties. 

Awninistrativc eA~enses shall constitute OIUY those expenses incurred in 
the performance of the duties of tht3 inaJ,'ket awninistrator as sei; forth in the resp<.::c
tive complementary and concurr ent orders ap?licable to a given mq,"r:kcting area as dis
tinguished from expenses incurred by the Federal or State governments in the adminia
tration of their respective statutes, or in the enforc~nt of such orders. 

Administration : The market administrator designated un1er complementary and concur-
r ent orders shall use a uniform system in securing per iodical re

ports from handlers and milk dealers, in auditing and ve.l'ifying the same and in mak
ing any and all necessary corrections or adjustments . Tl~ general policy of the co
op~ration shall be ~~derstood to ex~end to the interpretation or application of uni 
form or similar provisions . The books ... records, and accolmts of the market adminis
trator shall be open for inspection and audit to the Secretary of Agriculture and the 
Director of the Office of Milk Industry. 

Enforcement : The failure of any person to comply with any of the provisions of a 
complementary and concurrent order shall be r egarded as of mutual con

cern, and the respective governmental authorities shall be kept f~lly advised in re
gard thereto. 

In all matters affecting enforcement of their respective complementary and 
concurrent orders applicable to the same marketing area, the Secretary of Agriculture 
and the Director of the Office of Milk Industry will undertake to utilize all means 
at their ~isposal for the effective enforcement of such orders . 

III . The failure of the Secretary of Agr iculture and the Director of the 
Offi ce of Bilk Industry to agree with respect to any aspect of the r egulatory pro
grams which are the subject matter of this agreement shall not in any Hay r estr ict " 
the parties hereto from independenUy exercising their respecti.ve authorities under 
the Federal Act or the State Act . I~ the ev~nt of the issuance of complementary or 
concurrent or ders or amend~nts thereto, it is not intended that such issuances s~ill 
make the orders dependent in whole or in part upon each other for their validity or 

':'~ " legal force and effect. . 

. IV. This Memorandum of Agreement shall be operative and effective when 
si~ned by the Secretary of Agriculture and by the Direc tor of the Office of Milk In
dustry and can be terminated on notice by either party. 

Certified. to be a true, correct, 
and compared eopy! 

/s/ Aenes B. Clarke 
Hearing Clerk 

Unit~d States Cepartment of Agriculture 

Done at Washington, D. C., this 30th 
day of June, 1955 

/s/ Earl L. Butz 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture 

Done at Trenton, Nel-l JerseYJ this 
day of May 31, 1955 

/5/ Floyd R. Horfman 
Director, Of£ico 01' the Mill<: Industry 
State of New JGrs~y 
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November I I. 2009 

Mr. David lkari. ChicI' 
Dairy Marketing Branch 
California Department of Food and Agriculture 
560 J Street, Suite 150 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

RE: November 9110 Class 1,2,3, 4a and 4b I'learing -- Post I\earing Brief 

Dear Mr. Ikari and Members urthe Hearing Panel: 

i EXHIBIT 

; Y-Lt 
I 

California Dairies, Inc. appreciates the opportunity to submit the following post-hearing brief to 
amplify portions of our testimony presented in Sacramento on Novcmber 9,2009. We will also 
attempt to address some of the questions brought up by mcmbers of the Hearing Panel and 
statements made by other hearing witnesses. 

NASS "s. CWAP - In eflcct, this question has been asked and answered already. This matter was 
discussed and debated in 2007. both bclore and at the August hearing. In its dcliberative process 
following the hearing. the Department considered individually and rejected most ofthe aspects and 
features embodied in the NASS N FDM price series. The result urthe hearing was to make only two 
changes to the CWAP reporting procedures - excluding organic NFDM and limiting reportable 
fixed contract sales to 150 days. Substituting the NASS price series for the CWAP would institute a 
set o f reporting requirements that arc contradictory to t he Depart ment' s findings just two years ago . 
The proposal to substitute the NASS NrDM price series for CWAP should be denied . 

Why Not ["crease Class 4a allt14h Price."? - One Panel ist asked fo r an explunat ion as to why Class 
4a and 4b prices should not be increased to give producers morc revenue. Another question was 
asked as to why the Class 4a and 4b price;; should not he raised to be equal to the Icderal class III 
(md class IV prices. While the questions were not asked of me. I would like to amplify the 
explanation provided in my testimony. rirst, Class 4a and 4b arc market- clearing classes of milk. 
and process 75%. of the milk produced in Calif(Hnia. The products from these plants compete in 
national and intemational markets where priee is a dominant consideration lor buyers. The 
Califo rnia dairy industry is wholly dependent on the continued operation o f its manuf~lcturing 
Ihcilities. To burden these plants with higher minimum prices that cannot be extractecl from the 
market. even lor a brier period, wo uld have potentially devastating consequences. From o ur own 
perspective, higher minimum prices for Class 4a would put Cali lornia Dairies at an immediate 
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disadvantage in trying to sell products domestically and internationally, Icaving us no option but to 
sell products at a loss. In addition, because nearly all bUller and powder processing facilities are 
owned by producers, a Class 4a pricc increase only functions to redistribute money inequitably 
among different producer factions. Money would simply flow from the producers who have madc 
investments in processing facilities to those producers who have nol. 

Hi~10ry of Emergency Hearing Results - Pages 9 and 10 of the Department's Background Material 
for the hearing summarizes past findings from hearings called on an emergency basis. There was no 
lOcus on the documents at the hearing, but closcr scrutiny reveals some enlightening facts. First, 
since 1988 only six such hearings have been called. Second, in only two ofthe hearings were the 
minimum prices for the manufacturing classes of milk impacted at all, with the most recent being 
thirteen years ago. Third, the largest impact on minimum prices was an increase of$0.13 per CWl., 

much lower than what was proposed at the November 2009 hearing. Fourth, Class 4a and 4b 
accounted for 65% of the milk produced in the state in 1995-1996, which was the last timc 
emergency action was taken. In 1989, the only other time emergency price relief action was taken, 
the combined utilization was just over 50% of the milk produced. Although not mentioned as part of 
the exhibit, proprietary ownership ofbuttcr-powder plants has luded dramatically in thc last thirteen 
years, leaving only producer-owned butter-powder plants. Again, a Class 4a price increase only 
functions to redistribute money inequitably among different producer factions. Those producers 
with investments in plants will be penalized, and those with no investment will be rewarded. 

Temporary v ..... Permallellt- While not clearly stated at the hearing, there secmed to be a notion that 
because this hearing was called on an emergency basis that no permanent change to the milk pricing 
formulas should be considered. For cxample, the proposal by the Alliance of Westcrn Milk 
Producers, becausc it sought permanent changes, ought to be rejected on its face simply because it 
was not a temporary change. We simply point out that the call of the hearing docs not place such 
limits on the matters to be considered at the hearing. The hearing notice clearly statcs that, "The 
hearing will ... consider any other temporary or permanent changcs to the Class I, 2, 3, 4a and 4b 
pricing formulas to address emergency conditions ... ". It seems unfair and unjust to issue a hearing 
notice that contains few, ifany, limitations on what will be considered and then frown upon 
proposals that are not temporary in nature. While we would tend to agree that some of the more 
complex matters brought forth might be bettcr argued in a different setting, the Department needs to 
recognize that the call of the hearing dictated the breadth of proposals presented. 

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to submit this post-hearing brief 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Eric M. Erba 
Sr. VP Producer and Government Relations 
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lour operation in the increased cost, even the Dairy 

2 Institute's proposal. We think it's too high, the scale is 

3 too high in it. We prefer the status quo. 

4 

5 

MR. EASTMAN: That's it. 

HEARING OFFICER SUTHER: Thank you for your 

6 testimony, Mr. Paris. 

7 Dr. Erba, you are up next. 

8 Dr. Erba, could you please state your full name, 

9 spell your last name and state your affiliation for the 

10 record, please. 

11 DR. ERBA: Dr. Eric M. Erba, the last name is E-R-

12 B-A, and I am representing California Dairies, Inc. 

13 Whereupon, 

14 ERIC ERBA 

15 Was duly sworn. 

16 HEARING OFFICER SUTHER: Do you have any other 

17 written statements other than the ones you brought up that 

18 you would like entered as an exhibit? 

19 DR. ERBA: I do not. You have the one that I 

20 have. 

21 HEARING OFFICER SUTHER: Thank you. Dr. Erba's 

22 exhibit will be Exhibit number 42. 

23 (Exhibit 42 was entered into the record.) 

24 

25 

HEARING OFFICER SUTHER: You may proceed. 

DR. ERBA: Mr. Hearing Officer and Members of the 

ALL AMERICAN REPORTING, INC. 
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1 Panel: 

2 Good morning. My name is Eric Erba and I hold the 

3 position of Senior Vice President and Chief Strategy Officer 

4 for California Dairies, Inc., whom I am here representing 

5 today. California Dairies is a full-service milk processing 

6 cooperative owned by 400 producer-members located throughout 

7 California and collectively producing 18 billion pounds of 

8 milk per year, or 45 percent of the milk produced in 

9 California. Our producer-members have invested over $500 

10 million in large processing plants at six locations in 

11 California, which will produce approximately 385 million 

12 pounds of butter and 785 million pounds of powdered milk 

13 products in 2015. The Board of Directors for California 

14 Dairies approved the concepts contained in my testimony that 

15 I will be presenting today at their May 26, 2015 board 

16 meeting. 

17 We thank the Secretary for calling this hearing on 

18 her own motion and keeping the relevant topics narrowly 

19 defined such that only alternative methods for valuing whey 

20 in the Class 4b milk pricing formula are being considered. 

21 Over the past four years, we have pointed out that the 

22 disparity between the whey valuation in federal milk 

23 marketing orders and in California remains too large to 

24 ignore and continues to have far too great of an impact on 

25 our member-owners' milk price. The effect on our member 
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1 owners of the undervaluing of whey has been addressed 

2 several times in hearings similar to today's proceedings but 

3 the same old inequities continue to persist. And the reason 

4 is simple; the glaring problem in the Class 4b pricing 

5 formula has not yet been corrected. 

6 Today's hearing affords us the opportunity to show 

7 our support for an improved means to value the whey portion 

8 of the Class 4b pricing formula. California Dairies fully 

9 supports the alternative proposal submitted by Western 

10 United Dairymen, Milk Producers Council and California Dairy 

11 Campaign to modify the sliding scale within the Class 4b 

12 milk pricing formula that generates values for dry whey. 

13 While it is outside the scope of the hearing 

14 today, California Dairies also supports the regular review 

15 of manufacturing cost allowances relative to the 

16 Department's annual manufacturing cost exhibits. 

17 I will speak now to the alternative proposal from 

18 Western United Dairymen, Milk Producers Council and 

19 California Dairy Campaign. 

20 The milk pricing proposal that California Dairies 

21 supports has a foundation based on economics, logic and 

22 consistency with the California federal milk marketing order 

23 effort that is being actively pursued. The proposal is 

24 meant to address the singular issue of fair compensation to 

25 dairy producers for milk and its components purchased by 
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1 processors. The current means for valuing whey in the Class 

2 4b formula has been in palace since August 1, 2012. It is 

3 clear that it fails to track within a reasonable range of 

4 the benchmark for whey valuation as established by the 

5 federal Class III pricing formula. In fact, since January 

6 2012, the California Class 4b pricing formula has averaged 

7 $1.95 per hundredweight less than the federal Class III 

8 price, almost entirely because of the inferior mechanism 

9 being used to capture the value of whey. The proposal from 

10 the three producer trade associations corrects the 

11 deficiency by implementing an expanded dry whey value look-

12 up table that mirrors the whey values achieved in federal 

13 milk marketing orders. Within the current operating range 

14 of market prices for dry whey, the proposed changes would 

15 have a large impact on producer milk prices. At dry whey 

16 prices of $.40 per pound, the Class 4b price would be $1.25 

17 per hundredweight higher. And likewise, at dry whey prices 

18 of $.60 per pound the Class 4b price would be $2.50 per 

19 hundredweight higher. A graphical comparison of the 

20 proposed look-up table and the current look-up table are 

21 shown in the document submitted into the hearing record. 

22 An acceptable level of price difference exists for 

23 most of the classes of milk when comparing California milk 

24 prices to federal order milk prices. The exception is Class 

25 4b and it is past the time for the appropriate adjustment to 
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1 occur. We believe a modification to the method for valuing 

2 whey in the Class 4b formula would not only restore equity 

3 in what our manufacturers pay for milk relative to 

4 comparable manufacturers around the country, but would also 

5 generate much-needed additional revenue for dairy farmers, 

6 who are facing some of the lowest milk prices seen since 

7 2010. 

8 The California dairy industry is the leading 

9 agriculture industry in California and milk and dairy 

10 products have generated the most value of any of the 

11 agricultural commodities produced in California - over $6 

12 billion in each of the last five years and a record of 

13 nearly $10 billion in sales in 2014. In 2015 the California 

14 Milk Advisory Board study of the economic impact of the 

15 dairy industry estimates that $65 billion in direct and 

16 indirect sales is attributable to the dairy industry, as are 

17 190,000 jobs statewide. 

18 However, as hard as it may be to comprehend given 

19 the dairy industry's legendary status in California, there 

20 are signs that the producer side is not faring well at all. 

21 Simply, the billions of dollars cited in milk sales do not 

22 translate directly to dairy farm profitability, and the lack 

23 of profitability has a predictable effect on dairy farm 

24 operations. Over 480 dairies have exited the dairy industry 

25 since 2007. From California Dairies' own perspective, we 
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1 now have 165 fewer dairies in operation than we did in 2007. 

2 That trend has not abated but has continued into 2013, 2014 

3 and 2015. Over the last two years, the past 24 months, 

4 California dairies has lost more than 50 dairy farms that 

5 were producing a combined 2.7 million pounds of milk per 

6 day. Most of these dairies were sold at auction and are 

7 completely out of production today. 

8 The direction that the industry is headed is not 

9 sustainable without suffering widespread consequences. 

10 Banks, vendors, suppliers, feed companies, milk hauling 

11 companies, and milk processing plants are mindful of the 

12 conditions being faced by their dairy customers. They also 

13 know the dairy industry well enough to understand what it 

14 means when dairy farms exit the industry. These affiliated 

15 business partners are dependent on the health of dairy 

16 farming operations, and a collapse on the milk production 

17 side of the dairy industry has grave consequences for the 

18 survivability of their own operations. 

19 The regions of the state where the dairy industry 

20 has flourished have also been the leading areas of 

21 unemployment. These counties have been reporting high 

22 unemployment numbers relative to the state average for the 

23 last several years. Further increases in unemployment rates 

24 can be expected as dairies continue to exit the business. 

25 And I will run through some of these. These are 
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1 based on April 201S information obtained from the U.S. 

2 Bureau of Labor Statistics. The California average for 

3 unemployment is 6.S percent, Fresno County, 11.2 percent, 

4 Kern County, 11.1 percent, Kings County, 11.9 percent, 

S Madera County, 11.S percent, Merced County, 12.9 percent, 

6 Stanislaus County, 10.4 percent. And the leading dairy 

113 

7 county in California, Tulare County, 13.2 percent. That's 

8 April 201S information. 

9 It is well-known that California is facing the 

10 worst drought in over a century. Calendar year 2014 was 

11 California's driest year dating back to the 1800s and four 

12 consecutive dry years have left millions of acre-feet of 

13 empty space in reservoirs across California. On April 1, 

14 2015 California Governor Brown directed the first ever 

IS statewide mandatory water reductions. Not surprisingly, the 

16 drought has had and will continue to have significant 

17 implications for dairy farms in California. 

18 To chronicle the negative impact of the drought, I 

19 have asked members of California Dairies about their 

20 decisions for growing feed for their dairies. I am 

21 including just three of these in my testimony today as 

22 substantiation of the impact of the California drought on 

23 dairy farming. 

24 Dairy 1 farms 780 acres. In a year with normal 

2S rainfall, the dairy grows 120 acres of alfalfa and 660 acres 
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1 of corn. However, the drought has altered the planting 

2 decision to include zero acres of alfalfa, 320 acres of corn 

3 and 460 acres of sorghum. Alfalfa and corn take substantial 

4 amounts of water and cannot tolerate stress well. While 

5 sorghum takes less water than corn and is more stress-

6 tolerant, sorghum does not have the same nutritional 

7 qualities of corn, which will force Dairy 1, as well as all 

8 other similarly situated dairy producers, to buy 

9 supplemental feed for their dairy rations. 

10 Dairy 2 farms 1,200 acres. In a year with normal 

11 rainfall, the dairy grows 300 acres of alfalfa, 400 acres of 

12 corn and 500 acres of sorghum. This year, the dairy will 

13 farm zero acres of alfalfa and 900 acres of sorghum. The 

14 remaining 300 acres will be unfarmed. 

15 My last example, Dairy 3, farms 1,300 acres. In a 

16 year with normal rainfall, the dairy grows 300 acres of 

17 alfalfa, 700 acres of corn and 300 acres of sorghum. This 

18 year, the dairy will farm, again as the other ones did, zero 

19 acres of alfalfa, 250 acres of corn and 400 acres of 

20 sorghum. There will be 650 acres left unfarmed on Dairy 3. 

21 Many of our dairymen are reducing the amount of 

22 corn silage used in their dairy rations. They typically 

23 supplement the rations with more alfalfa hay, which must be 

24 brought in from out of state. The Department's Cost of Milk 

25 Production 2014 Annual verifies that dairy-quality alfalfa 
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1 hay is an expensive supplemental feed and averaged over $300 

2 per ton in 2014. Current prices in 2015 are no different; 

3 delivered costs range between $300 and $325 per ton for 

4 dairy-quality alfalfa hay. 

5 We recognize that attempting to establish a milk 

6 price high enough to erase the historical financial losses 

7 sustained by producers as a result of years of inappropriate 

8 whey valuation is problematic. As stated in my testimony, 

9 the proposal that we support is meant to address the 

10 singular issue of fair compensation to dairy producers for 

11 the milk and its components provided to processors. Said 

12 another way, producers are entitled to be compensated fairly 

13 for the product they produce. 

14 I am going to answer a question that Mr. Eastman 

15 asked earlier in my testimony, which I was very pleased 

16 about, by the way. 

17 There seems to be a common theme underlying past 

18 hearing decisions by the Department, and that is to say, if 

19 there is sufficient milk supply to service milk processing 

20 plants then there is no need to increase the milk price. A 

21 corollary to this basic notion is that establishing a higher 

22 minimum price will only lead to more milk production. It 

23 does not take much of an analyst or a historian to conclude 

24 that managing the state's milk supply by adjusting minimum 

25 pricing formulas only occasionally is ineffective and 
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1 inefficient. All of the major cooperative and some of the 

2 proprietary plants arrived at that same conclusion years ago 

3 and adopted programs that allocate milk production shares to 

4 producers based on the ability of the entity to handle its 

5 milk supply. These programs are actively managed and can 

6 adjust with market condition much faster than the Department 

7 can call hearings and institute milk pricing changes. 

8 California Dairies supports the whey valuation 

9 proposal submitted by Western United Dairymen, Milk 

10 Producers Council and California Dairy Campaign. It is 

11 logical, has an economic basis and is consistent with the 

12 producer-led effort to pursue a federal milk marketing order 

13 in California. We urge the Department to adopt the proposal 

14 as a means to bridge the financial gap from where California 

15 milk prices are today and where they need to be to prevent 

16 further attrition on the producer side of the California 

17 dairy industry. 

18 Thank you for your attention. I am happy to 

19 answer any questions you have and I do request the option to 

20 file a post-hearing brief if necessary. 

21 HEARING OFFICER SUTHER: Dr. Erba, your request to 

22 file a post-hearing brief has been accepted. 

23 Any questions from the panel? 

24 

25 

MR. EASTMAN: I guess I'm back first again. 

On page four of your testimony you talked a little 
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1 bit about the drought's effect on a few dairy farms that 

2 grow some of their own feed. Do you have any sense of the 

3 cost comparison between them having to buy supplemental 

4 feed, sort of the transition from farming their own or a 

5 portion of their own feed to what it will cost to have to 

6 buy supplemental feed or whatever change that they are going 

7 to make? 

8 DR. ERBA: I would just -- I will estimate - I'll 

9 have to verify this and get back to you - but a 20 to 25 

10 percent higher cost to purchase and bring in from out-of-

11 state -- kind of the kicker there is it doesn't grow 

12 locally. 

13 MR. EASTMAN: Right. 

14 DR. ERBA: Compared to what they could do if they 

15 had the resources themselves. It's clearly better for them 

16 to be able to grow their own forages. And I think you 

17 probably know that California dairy farmers get into real 

18 trouble when they can't produce enough forage to feed their 

19 own dairies. When they have to bring in forage from out-of-

20 state it gets to be very expensive very quickly. So I'll 

21 check on that but 20 to 25 percent is about what I would 

22 say. 

23 MR. EASTMAN: Great. If you could just provide 

24 some information to sort of illustrate that sort of cost 

25 comparison that would be great. 
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1 And then I had a question regarding the answer to 

2 the question I didn't have to ask you so I appreciate that, 

3 saves us a minute or so. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

DR. ERBA: And we are all about saving time. 

MR. EASTMAN: I had a question 

DR. ERBA: We're all about saving time. 

MR. EASTMAN: That's great. So you mentioned how 

8 the cooperatives have their production basis and can utilize 

9 that to respond to whatever milk supply balance there is 

10 with regards to plant capacity. How do you view that 

11 changing under sort of a hypothetical situation? Already we 

12 have received some testimony, we might hear more, that would 

13 suggest that any increases to the 4b price could inevitably 

14 cause some small or medium sized cheese plants to go out of 

15 business, which would represent some portion of the milk 

16 supply. What that is, probably neither one of us know. 

17 But if that were to actually happen and that 

18 represents 1, 2, 3 percent of the state's milk supply, do 

19 you view that you, as the cooperatives who handle most of 

20 the milk supply, you would be able to handle that within 

21 just the scope of your production basis? Would you feel 

22 you would ship some milk out of state? Is there any sort of 

23 concern about that happening, sort of in the current 

24 framework with which we are operating right now? 

25 DR. ERBA: I think it would be callous and 

ALL AMERICAN REPORTING, INC. 
(916) 362-n~5 



119 

1 careless to say that we don't care about the industry beyond 

2 our own members. We absolutely do and we would absolutely 

3 do anything to prevent that from happening. But I will give 

4 you a flip side, Mr. Eastman, and that is: we have lost a 

5 lot of dairies over the past few years and that doesn't seem 

6 to get a lot of recognition or attention; but that continues 

7 to happen even today. Even last year when we had 

8 extraordinary milk prices and extremely high margins we 

9 still lost dairies. Obviously not as many but we did lose 

10 dairies. So we are concerned about the general health of 

11 the dairy industry but we want that balance and that's why 

12 we are supporting the proposal that we are. 

13 As far as the milk supply and how you might 

14 allocate that. Our view is that the milk supply -- and you 

15 heard it earlier today from some of the other witnesses. 

16 The milk supply, the pressure to produce more milk in this 

17 environment is extraordinary. There are so many factors at 

18 work against increasing milk supply today we didn't have 

19 five years ago or ten years ago. I just can't see that we 

20 would ever return to those levels and stay there. There's a 

21 lot of competing competition for the resources that dairy 

22 farms use. Land and water are huge ones now. It would be 

23 very difficult to say that the dairy industry is going to 

24 return to those golden years that we have had in the past, I 

25 just don't see that happening. 
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1 I think the likelihood of milk supply going down 

2 is much higher than it going up, and how you allocate that 

3 milk among the buyers is going to be a challenge in the 

4 coming years. Now I'm not saying that it doesn't matter if 

5 we lose a few processors. Again, we very much care about 

6 the health of the overall dairy industry, but I am not so 

7 sure that that is going to be a problem that we are going to 

8 have difficulty managing. We will pull milk out of our own 

9 plants if we have to. That's the advantage we have for 

10 having the setup we have with six processing plants. 

11 MR. EASTMAN: So in summary, you would argue that 

12 over the last five to ten years, per se, besides the 

13 regulatory milk pricing sort of issues that we have been 

14 continually talking about for a number of years now, you 

15 view that currently the other sort of factors that affect 

16 milk production like you mention, but it's water, land use, 

17 competition, regulatory costs and implications of those. 

18 Even if the proposal from the trade associations were to be 

19 adopted, you would still think that those other factors 

20 would impede us from getting back to sort what we 

21 experienced maybe 5, 10, 15 years ago. Was that an accurate 

22 statement? 

23 DR. ERBA: I think so. We have maintained our own 

24 supply management program, capacity allocation program is a 

25 better way of saying it from our point of view. 
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1 been in place since 2008 and we have never taken it out of 

2 place. The last time we had to charge back our members was 

3 three years ago. I think the days of that being a major 

4 concern are probably past us. 

5 MR. EASTMAN: Thank you. I think that's what I 

6 had. 

7 MR. SHIPPELHOUTE: In your reading you mentioned 

8 the hay prices for 2015. Could you repeat those for me, 

9 please? 

10 DR. ERBA: Sure. I actually just talked with one 

11 of our folks this morning and asked what the current price 

12 was and he quoted me $300 to $325 a ton delivered. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

MR. SHIPPELHOUTE: And that's for supreme? 

DR. ERBA: Yes, dairy-quality. 

MR. SHIPPELHOUTE: No more questions. 

MR. LEE: Regarding the proposal by the Dairy 

17 Institute using the different way of determining the whey 

18 factor? Do you have an opinion as to the new methodology? 

19 DR. ERBA: Actually, Dr. Schiek and I talked about 

20 this before the hearing was called. We were actually in 

21 good conversation about this idea of bringing something 

22 other than dry whey as the basing point for determining the 

23 whey price and there is some validity for that, I don't 

24 argue that one bit. 

25 The area where we departed in agreement, 
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1 unfortunately, Dr. Schiek, was the price levels. So no 

2 matter how you determine, no matter what you use to 

3 determine the price level, that's where we found there is a 

4 deficiency. Whether it's dry whey, WPC or some other 

5 product. If the price level is right I don't think we would 

6 really have much of an argument for why you should or should 

7 not use WPC relative to dry whey. Our main concern is the 

8 price level. 

9 MR. LEE: Do you think the concept, the 

10 recognition in California particularly, the concept of using 

11 that pricing mechanism, would that be more -- I don't want 

12 to say it would be better but more reflective of what goes 

13 on in California? 

14 DR. ERBA: Even in the days when I was here 

15 working at the Department we had difficulty getting 

16 information on dry whey. It just isn't really done here so 

17 I do not argue that that's necessarily the best way. Then 

18 again, you could look at all of the commodities we have for 

19 each one of those milk prices and say, is that really the 

20 best commodity to be used to set the milk price? I think 

21 it's all, it's all debatable. 

22 We produce a lot of Italian-type cheeses in 

23 California. That doesn't appear anywhere in the formula. 

24 Is that really -- the way we do it with cheddar cheese, is 

25 that really the best way? I don't know. I think you could 
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1 make an argument that says, maybe there are different ways 

2 of doing it. But no matter what the methods are, the price 

3 level to me is what's the most critical and I think that's 

4 where we have a departure of agreement on. It is not 

5 necessarily the methods, it's where you end up price-wise. 

6 

7 

8 the panel? 

MR. LEE: Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER SUTHER: Any other questions from 

9 Thank you for your testimony, Dr. Erba. 

10 Mr. Dryer, you are up next. 

11 Mr. Dryer, will you please state your full name, 

12 spell your last name and state your affiliation for the 

13 record, please. 

14 MR. DRYER: Actually my full name is Ray Gregory 

15 Dryer. My father insisted I be named after him and then my 

16 mother made sure I was never known by any name other than 

17 the one that she chose, which is Greg, so it's Greg Dryer. 

18 (Laughter.) 

19 

20 

MR. EASTMAN: We'll call you "Greg" then. 

HEARING OFFICER SUTHER: Could you state your 

21 affiliation, please. 

22 

23 

MR. DRYER: The last name is Dryer, D-R-Y-E-R. 

HEARING OFFICER SUTHER: Can you state your 

24 affiliation too, please, for us. 

25 MR. DRYER: I work for Saputo Cheese USA, 
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1 Mr. Hearing Officer, this concludes my 

2 testimony. 

3 HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Thank you. Are there 

4 -- are there any questions of the witness before she 

: escapes us? 

E (No audible response.) 

7 HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Hearing none, thank 

8 you very much. 

S MS. RANKIN: Thank you. 

10 HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: At this time I'd like 

1 to call the first Petitioner, California Dairies 

12 Incorporated. Petitioner will have 45 minutes to 

13 submit testimony. You will notice that we have a time 

14 clock, again to my right, to help you time your 

15 testimony. 

1E Thank you, sir. Thank you. For the record 

17 would you state your full name and spell your last 

18 name. 

1S DR. ERBA: My name is Eric Matthew Erba. 

2C Last name's spelled E-R-B-A. 

2 HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: You distributed a 

22 document to us. Is that a copy of your written 

23 testimony for this morning? 

24 DR. ERBA: Yes, it is. 

25 HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Would you like that 
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1 document entered as a hearing exhibit? 

2 

C 

4 

5 

E 

7 

8 

c 

lC 

DR. ERBA: Yes, I would. Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: All right. 

exhibit will be entered as Exhibit number 49. 

(Thereupon, Exhibit 49 

The 

was received and entered into evidence.) 

Whereupon, 

DR. ERIC MATTHEW ERBA 

was sworn and duly testified as follows: 

DR. ERBA: Good morning Mr. Hearing Officer 

11 and members of the panel. My name is Eric Erba. I 

12 hold the position of Senior Vice President of 

13 Administrative Affairs for California Dairies, Inc., 

14 

15 

IE 

17 

18 

IS 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

whom I am representing here today. 

California Dairies is a full-service milk 

processing cooperative owned by approximately 450 

producer-members located throughout the State of 

California. They collectively produce almost 17-

billion pounds of milk per year, or 42 percent of the 

milk produced in California. Our producer-members have 

invested of $500-million in large processing plants at 

six locations, which are projected to produce about 

350-million pounds of butter and 725-million pounds of 

powdered milk products in 2011. 

On June 23rd, 2011, the Board of Directors 
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for California Dairies unanimously approved the 

2 position that I will be presenting here today. 

c We thank the Department for calling this 

4 hearing and allowing us the opportunity to explain our 

5 proposal and the reasons for submitting the petition 

E for the hearing. The testimony that I will present 

7 

8 

, 
lC 

11 

12 

l' 

14 

15 

today will be consistent with the idea of maintaining 

current plant capacity in California by adjusting the 

manufacturing cost allowances appropriately. 

We recognize that many of the factors that 

companies consider before investing in new facilities 

or expanding current facilities will not be influenced 

by the Department's decision. However, the results of 

this hearing do determination whether or not plan 

margins are adequate to ensure each plant's continued 

lE operation. The California dairy industry is not far 

17 

18 

1, 
2C 

21 

removed from a critical tipping point where milk 

production outpaces processing capacity. While we have 

not reached the crisis that we experienced in 2008, we 

do see pockets of imbalance. Since the spring of this 

year we have verified with processing facilities 

22 outside of California that some California milk is, in 

23 fact, moving out of California to other states for 

24 processing. It seems clear that California cannot 

25 afford to lose any more of its processing capacity. 
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1 For decades California has established 

2 minimum milk prices through the use of end product 

3 pricing formulas. End product pricing formulas depend 

4 on a variety of factors including established 

5 manufacturing cost allowances. The Department has long 

E 

7 

8 

S 

1e 

11 

held that those manufacturing cost allowances need to 

be representative of verified processing costs 

incur rent by California processing plans. Fortunately, 

the Department has conducted cost studies of California 

manufacturing plans for years, and the published 

studies allow for regular review and discussion of 

12 manufacturing costs by the industry. More recently, 

1J the Department has collected and published information 

14 on the prices actually received by cheddar cheese 

15 manufacturers and butter manufacturers in California so 

IE that a comparison to the average prices at the Chicago 

17 Mercantile Exchange can be made. The results of these 

18 

1S 

2C 

21 

comparisons are manifested in the pricing formulas as 

f.o.b. price adjusters. We fully support the regular 

review and updating of cheese and butter f.o.b. price 

adjusters based on the most current information 

22 available. 

2c The latest cost studies conducted by the 

24 Department were released in November 2010 and they 

25 indicate that adjustments are warranted and justified 
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1 for the manufacturing cost allowances and f.o.b. price 

2 adjusters. That is to say they do not continue to 

3 reflect the current marketing conditions in 

4 California's dairy manufacturing sector. As you are 

5 aware, the manufacturing cost allowance and f.o.b. 

E price adjusters for Class 4A have not been adjusted 

7 since December of 2007 and the amendments to the 

S pricing formulas according to the record that time were 

C based on data from, 2006, and the early part of 2007. 

1C The proposed Class 4A pricing formula: 

11 California Dairies proposed that the following formula 

12 for Class 4A milk be adopted. 

1 On the Fat price the CME AA butter price, 

14 minus 4.S5 cents for the f.o.b. price adjuster, minus 

15 11 -- or it should be lS.ll cents for the manufacturing 

1E cost allowance, multiplied by a yield factor of 1.2. 

17 On the Solids-Not-Fats side a California weighted 

lS average nonfat dried milk price less the manufacturing 

19 cost allowance of 19.84 cents multiplied by a yield 

20 factor of one. 

21 The proposal simply amends the Class 4A 

22 pricing formula to increase -- by increasing the butter 

23 and nonfat dry milk manufacturing cost allowance to the 

24 weighted average cost for both commodities, as 

25 published in the November 2010 Manufacturing Cost 
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1 Exhibit. The Department's data verified that the cost 

2 of manufacture butter is 18.11 cents per pound, and 

3 increase of 2.51 cents per pound over the current 

4 manufacturing cost allowance for butter. Similarly, 

5 the cost exhibit verifies that the cost to produce 

E nonfat dry milk is 19.84 cents per pound, an increase 

7 of 2.86 per pound over the current manufacturing cost 

8 allowance for nonfat dry milk. 

S California Dairies' plants handle large 

Ie volumes of milk and are well managed and operate 

11 efficiently. More importantly, all of our plants 

12 operate every day because of our commitment and 

1 responsibility to balance most of the state's milk 

14 supply We make our proposal with full understanding 

15 

IE 

17 

18 

1S 

2C 

21 

22 

2 c 

24 

25 

that our proposed manufacturing cost allowances will 

leave some of our manufacturing plants uncovered. 

However, we think it is appropriate that the 

manufacturing cost allowance be set so that our largest 

and most efficient plants are covered. It is axiomatic 

that establishing manufacturing cost allowance that do 

not cover the costs incurred by the largest and most 

efficient plants has grave ramifications for processing 

capacity in the state. 

To be consistent with past practices, the 

Department should also consider adjustments to the 
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1 f.o.b. price adjuster for butter at the same time that 

2 it is considering changes to the manufacturing cost 

3 allowances contained in the Class 4A pricing formula. 

4 The Department's data shows that the difference is 4.85 

5 cents per pound for the 24-month period ended June 

E 2010, an increase of 1.76 per pound over the current 

7 f.o.b. price adjuster. The Department has a long 

8 

, 

1C 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

1E 

17 

18 

l' 

history of using the results of a 24-month of pricing 

data collected, published every year, and the 

Department itself has stated that the method for a 

recent 24-month period provides the most objective 

information available on California cheddar cheese and 

Grade AA butter sales. 

Changes in the Class 4A manufacturing cost 

allowances that do not allow the results of the 

Department's do not follow the results of the 

Department's cost studies, that is to say increasing 

them by less than what is justified, reduces the value 

of the investment in milk processing facilities made by 

20 our member-owners. It would also differentially 

21 benefit those producers in California who do not have 

22 investments in butter and nonfat dry milk processing 

23 facilities and, therefore, carry no responsibility of 

24 costs in balancing and stabilizing the state's enormous 

25 milk supply. 
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On the percent of volume covered, prior panel 

2 reports have typically references the volume of product 

3 in the cost studies that would have been covered at a 

4 given level of manufacturing cost allowance. The 

5 

E 

7 

8 

, 
1e 

11 

12 

Department has repeatedly stated in its panel reports 

that the level of volume covered is not predetermined 

and has attempted to choose manufacturing cost 

allowances such that 50 to 80 percent of cost study 

product volume is covered. Reporting the percentage of 

volume covered is not at issue here today. However, 

selecting manufacturing cost allowances using a 

percentage of volume covered as a guiding principle is 

13 at issue because the process is problematic, in part 

14 because of small number of plants involved in the cost 

15 studies. 

1E Using the percent of volume covered as a 

17 guideline, even one as loose the Department has used in 

18 the past, has a built-in circularity to it. Let me 

IS 

2C 

provide you with an example. Say initially that the 

manufacturing cost allowance is set to cover 70 percent 

21 of the volume of product produced. In subsequent cost 

22 studies the plants that were less efficient and had 

23 higher costs may have exited the business, leaving only 

24 those plants that were considered to be the most 

25 efficient plants in the study. If the percent of 
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1 volume covered guideline is applied to this group in 

2 subsequent cost studies, a plant -- a plant once 

3 considered to be efficient will then be deemed to be a 

4 higher cost plant or cost inefficient. This result is 

5 simply because the percent of volume covered guideline, 

E by construct, draws a line under which some of the 

7 plants will necessarily have to fall. 

8 The obvious question is, what then should the 

S Department consider as an alternative to the volume 

10 covered rule of thumb. Eliminating the percent of 

volume covered guideline will shift a great deal of 

responsibility to the Department's staff for knowing 

intimately the plants in the cost study. If the higher 

cost plans in the cost study do, in fact, drop out and 

there are only efficient plants left, which can be 

verified by Department staff, then setting the 

manufacturing cost allowance to cover all of the 

18 volume, or most of it, would be an acceptable and 

IS correct decision, and far preferred to blindly striking 

2C a line at 60 percent, or 70 percent, or 80 percent of 

21 the volume covered. Consequently, the panel should 

22 give serious consideration to eliminating the percent 

23 of volume covered guideline as a criteria to be used in 

24 the decision-making process. 

25 Other proposals that are under consideration: 
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1 administrative amendments by CDFA. The Department 

2 submitted an alternative proposal for administrative 

c changes to the Class 4A and Class 4B pricing formulas. 

4 The intent is to include language to implement the 

5 collection of securing charges provided by the Milk 

E Products Security Trust Fund and to eliminate the 

7 conflicting language contained in the Stabilization and 

8 Marketing Plans relative to the Food and Agricultural 

S Code. We recognize the need to keep regulations 

1C aligned with state laws and support those changes 

11 needed to maintain that consistency. 

12 On the Class 4B proposals, manufacturing cost 

1c allowance and f.o.b. price adjuster, Land O'Lakes 

14 submitted a proposal to adjust the manufacturing cost 

15 allowance for cheese and the f.o.b. price adjuster for 

1E cheese in accord with the Department's cost studies 

17 that were released in November of 2010. We note that 

18 the approach used by Land O'Lakes in their proposal 

lS mirrors what California Dairies has proposed for the 

20 Class A formula. The method of relying on the 

21 Department's cost studies to update the pricing 

22 formulas is understandable, reasonable, and 

23 justifiable, and we support those changes to the Class 

24 4B pricing formula. 

25 Class 4B proposals, whey factor: It should 
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1 be clear that the fixed factor of 25 cents per 

2 hundredweight to represent the value of whey in the 

3 Class 4B pricing formula was never intended to be 

4 permanent. The fixed factor was not a proposal from 

5 the dairy industry; it was a placeholder set in place 

E by the Department to give the industry the time and 

7 opportunity to work out a mutually agreeable solution. 

S A solution was not arrived at by the industry despite 

C the considerable time and effort put forth by the 

10 Department and many key representatives of the dairy 

11 industry. Consequently, as the market price for dry 

12 whey has increased, California producers have seen the 

13 spread between the prices generated by the Class 4B and 

14 federal Class III pricing formulas grow over the past 

15 two years, largely the result of the difference in the 

IE manner in which whey is valued. I personally 

l7 

18 

IS 

2C 

21 

participated in several discussions that began months 

that favored a sliding scale for the whey contribution 

to the Class 4B formula. The mechanism is easily 

understood. When the market price for whey increases, 

the contribution to the Class 4B formula increases as 

22 well. I point out that there are proposals from both 

23 producer representatives and processor representatives 

24 under consideration that follow this exact same sliding 

25 scale concept. 
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l We recognize that cheese processors of all 

2 sizes would be impacted by all the proposals that have 

3 been submitted to the Department. The Alliance of 

4 Western Milk Products, of whom California Dairies is a 

5 member, attempted to introduce a concept of dry whey 

E credit for smaller cheese plans in 2007, but the 

7 Department steadfastly refused to accept the concept, 

8 citing lack of authorities in the Food and Agriculture 

S Code. We remain convinced that no specific 

1C authorization is required to implement and administer a 

11 dry whey credit for smaller cheese plants. Both the 

12 Stabilization and Marketing Act and the Milk Pooling 

13 Act give the Secretary broad discretion regarding 

14 pricing and related matters. The Acts are intended as 

15 broad policy guidelines and not every detail as to how 

1E to administer the dairy programs must be spelled out in 

17 the Food and Agricultural Code. 

18 It is unfortunate that no resolution to this 

lS general disagreement on Departmental authority has 

20 surfaced. However, the issue of the whey contribution 

21 to the Class 4B pricing formula and the subsequent 

22 value to produce as a whole cannot be ignored any 

2c longer. 

24 Therefore, we support the Land O'Lakes 

25 proposal on the sliding scale for the whey factor in 
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the Class 4B formula. 

2 Concluding remarks: As the largest supplier 

3 of milk to California dairy processing plants, 

4 California Dairies balances milk on a daily basis. Any 

5 change in our producer-owners' milk production or in 

E our customers' orders must be accommodated by using the 

7 

8 

c 

lC 

11 

12 

capacity in our plants 24 hours a day, seven days a 

week, and 365 days a year. We also help to balance 

milk supplies for other cooperatives and other 

processing plants on nearly a daily basis. 

It is critical that the Department's decision 

maintain standby balancing capacity in California, 

1 particularly when we, as an industry, are looking at 

14 

15 

lE 

17 

18 

is 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2= 

relatively stagnant plant processing capacities in the 

near future. To do so, the Department must follow its 

own cost studies and make the adjustment to the 

manufacturing cost allowances and f.o.b. prices 

adjusters whenever the data are available. California 

Dairies' proposal does just that for the Class 4A 

formula, and we support the same method being applied 

to the Class 4B formula as proposed by Land O'Lakes. 

We also support the Land O'Lakes proposal of using a 

sliding scale to value whey in the Class 4B pricing 

formula as a replacement for the fixed factor that 

exists currently. 
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1 Thank you for your attention. 

2 answer any questions that you may have. 

I'm happy to 

I request the 

3 

4 

: 

E 

7 

opportunity to file a post-hearing brief. 

HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Thank you, Dr. Erba. 

Your request for a post-hearing brief is granted. 

Are there any questions from the panel? 

MS. GATES: Dr. Erba, on page one of your 

8 testimony you speak to the California dairy industry is 

C not far removed from a critical tipping point where 

Ie milk production is outpacing the processing capacity. 

11 And you speak to -- that you verified that with 

12 processing facilities outside California. Do you know 

13 what volume of milk we're moving at this point out? 

14 DR. ERBA: Well, it's variable. I think you 

I: can understand that and it's going to probably go down 

IE as the future months come. I can get the actual 

17 

18 

1, 

20 

21 

22 

2 

24 

25 

numbers for you in a post-hearing brief if you wish, 

but it's probably on the order of a million pounds a 

day at its peak. 

MS. GATES: Okay. Yeah, I'd appreciate that, 

thank you. 

Kind of speaking to that issue, compared to 

2007, you know, at that time when we had the hearing 

there were certain landscapes that the dairy industry 

looked at at that time with regards to production, 
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1 plant capacity, milk movement. You know, at that point 

2 in time we had -- we were short on plant capacity, 

3 production was high. What do we see different today or 

4 is everything the same? It's kind of speaking to that 

5 same issue. 

E DR. ERBA: Well, I don't think that much has 

7 changed, Ms. Gates. We took a little bit of a downturn 

8 in production over the last couple of years but, if you 

C look at milk production in the last 12 months in 

10 California, especially the last few months, it's been a 

1 very strong increase. Cow numbers are up. We really 

12 didn't go down that far in milk production in the last 

13 couple of years compared with what the capacity is. 

14 We're continuing in danger of losing processing 

15 capacity in the state and part of that is going to be 

1E supported by the manufacturing cost allowance and where 

17 that -- where that level is set. So even though we're 

18 maybe not at the danger zone where we were a couple 

1 years ago, we're really not that far removed. 

20 And I think the example that I provided of 

21 milk moving out-of-state verifies that we are, we're 

22 already close. And spring has already passed, we're 

23 into hot weather now, we should be in okay shape 

24 through the rest of the year. The hard fact that we 

25 had milk in California moving out-of-state to get 
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1 processed this year indicates that we are close to that 

2 tipping point again. 

MS. GATES: What percentage of capacity is 

4 CDI at at this point? Are you guys at capacity, 

: processing at capacity? 

E 

7 

8 

9 

1C 

DR. ERBA: Capacity's kind of a funny 

question. We've discussed this quite a bit internally. 

It's you don't receive milk continually on the same 

uniform volume every day, day end and day out. You 

have peaks and valleys. You may be under capacity 

l' during the week and over capacity on the weekends. So, 

12 I mean, overall we probably have a little bit of room 

13 right now but again it's peaks and valleys. We're one 

14 

1= 

1E 

17 

18 

1~ 

2C 

21 

breakdown away from a plant on our customer, our own 

plants, affecting a fairly major crisis. We're that 

tight. 

MS. GATES: Okay. CDI has significant year-

end payouts -- was retained to the end of 2010. How 

did that affect the Board's decision to call for an 

adjustment to the pricing formulas? 

DR. ERBA: I don't think it was related at 

22 all. We looked at the historical information provided 

2c by the Department of the cost studies. It is a pretty 

24 well held belief that we should have these kinds of 

25 hearings on a regular basis. As soon as the cost 
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1 studies come out, a hearing ought to be called to 

2 discuss it. And it could be an adjustment up, it could 

be an adjustment down. The fact that we haven't had a 

4 hearing to address this for several years, to me 

5 personally, is a little bit alarming because the 

E numbers have gotten quite a ways away from the cost of 

7 where they are today, quite a ways away from what the 

8 manufacturing -- our cost allowances are in the 

( formula. 

10 So I don't think they're related at all. I 

11 think it's always been in my mind that we should have 

12 had this hearing, despite how well or how poorly we did 

13 as a company. 

14 

15 

MS. GATES: Thank you. 

MS. REED: Okay, I have a couple of questions 

IE for you and this is going to be more related to the --

17 your costs, manufacturing costs, since you talk about 

18 that quite a bit. 

19 How do you feel that your startup expenses 

20 and lower production have impacted the cost for your 

21 plants? 

22 DR. ERBA: Well, there's going to be some of 

2: that, to be sure. Startup costs, we had some of that 

24 with our first plant in Visalia. Had less of it in the 

25 second plant because we had some experience of how that 
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1 equipment was going to run. But those costs are going 

2 to be there, the volumes are going to be lower, and 

eventually those are going to wash out over time. 

4 Those plants started up in -- one started in 

5 2008 and one started in 2009. So at some point those 

E will wash out of the costs as we perfect how those 

7 plants are running. 

8 

S 

1C 

MS. REED: Okay. So basically -- I was going 

to ask you another question, but I guess that sort of 

answers this. Basically when you feel that those 

11 plants have reached full production, full capacity or 

12 whatever, that will then wash out and basically lower 

13 your costs is what you're saying. 

14 more even. 

They will become 

15 DR. ERBA: Right, right. But I do point out 

IE that both those plants were very expensive to build, 

17 much higher costs than any of our other plants by a 

18 huge margin. And, no matter what, the depreciation 

Ie costs, the interest cost, because of the higher cost of 

2C building it, that's going to be in there no matter 

2 

22 

what. You're not going to be able to wash those out. 

MS. REED: Exactly. And that -- yeah, it's 

23 because those would affect a couple of areas within the 

24 cost study --

25 DR. ERBA: Right. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

MS. REED: -- but not all of the areas that 

are being affected at this point. 

DR. ERBA: Right. I would expect that some 

of those costs would come down over time, but I would 

5 not expect those to be huge numbers. Those costs were 

E expensive, those plants were expensive to build and 

7 

8 

S 

Ie 

11 

12 

13 

14 

1= 

IE 

17 

18 

IS 

2C 

21 

22 

23 

those costs are embedded in there. 

MS. REED: Right, and I agree with that. I 

think that, you know, you're right that the costs will 

be there but I think as the production increases then 

that's what will sort of wash those out and make it 

more, you know, more uniform. 

DR. ERBA: Sure. And we've already seen that 

in the first of the two Visalia plants. 

MS. REED: 

one final question. 

Exactly, yes. Okay. Also just 

How do you feel that the costs in 

the Department's 2009 exhibit represent the costs for 

your plants? 

DR. ERBA: Well, seeing as we make up most of 

the plants in the study anyway, I would say they're 

very representative. 

MS. REED: Okay, yeah. They're 

representative but you have to take into consideration 

24 there are others also, so it's not going to be an exact 

2c number but --
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1 

2 

4 

5 

E 

7 

8 

c 

1C 

11 

12 

13 

14 

DR. ERBA: That's true. 

MS. REED: -- you think it's falling in the 

ballpark for where -- the weight of that, which is 

falling in the ballpark, you're thinking. 

DR. ERBA: Right. And the plants that we 

have in the cost of these, we've got plants that are 

above the weighted average and below the weighted 

average. 

MS. REED: Okay, thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Mr. Eastman? 

MR. EASTMAN: Yes, I have a couple of 

questions for you, Dr. Erba. 

DR. ERBA: Sure. 

MR. EASTMAN: You mentioned that in 2011 milk 

1: production has been increasing, especially over the 

1E last couple of months. There's obviously more cows 

17 that are coming on, milk prices over the last number of 

18 months have been increasing, and so prices paid to 

1, dairy producers have gone up. How would you expect, 

2C say, your membership to react to this? Do you think 

21 they're going to be adding more cows to increase 

22 production as we go throughout the summer and the rest 

23 of the year? What would you estimate or guess that to 

24 be knowing that, obviously, we don't have a crystal 

25 ball and we can't predict the future, but what would 
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1 you anticipate? 

2 DR. ERBA: That's a good question and a fair 

3 question. (Indiscernible) brought 450 members and I 

4 expect that that decision will range A to z. We'll 

5 have some members that are going to have a tough time 

E making it even with these kind of milk prices because 

7 their costs are higher. Our costs, as you well know, 

8 are extraordinary at this point. And we've got some 

, members who are probably a little bit better off in the 

Ie way they planned ahead, contracted for feed. And those 

11 contracts are going to expire at some point, but at 

12 this point, for this year, they're situated pretty 

1 well. And we've got folks all the way in between. 

14 So I don't know that I can give you a great 

15 answer there because of the size of the co-op, the 

16 diversity, kind of members we've got are, I think, 

17 you'll see all kinds. You'll see some that are 

18 trending toward the expansion mode and some that are 

19 just trying to hold on. 

20 MR. EASTMAN: Okay. So let's suppose that 

2' over the next foreseeable few months or the rest of the 

22 year, on average COl's milk production of all of your 

23 members in aggregate tend to start increasing now. Do 

24 you think that's going to (indiscernible) issues of 

25 handling milk? You mentioned before that you felt 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

these were times or were just demand going down, being 

in crisis mode. Do you feel like even at milk plants 

where they go down, do you think we could reach that 

tipping point again? 

DR. ERBA: Well, we have -- we have our own 

E supply management program at CDI. It's still in place. 

7 It was put in back in 2008. And so we do have some 

8 mechanism for monitoring and adjusting our milk supply 

S within our own co-op. I don't think we're in any 

Ie danger of getting past our theoretical handling 

11 capacity, but that remains to be seen. As I told 

12 Ms. Gates, we're one breakdown at a plant away from 

13 having a fairly large disaster on our hands. 

14 But back to your question, I don't think 

15 we're going to have any real issues with that because 

IE we do have a supply management program that's already 

17 in place at CDI. 

18 

IS 

2C 

21 

22 

MR. EASTMAN: If maybe you could refresh my 

memory. So with your supply management, your 

production-based program, if you get too much 

production and have problems placing that milk and, 

say, you have to ship it out of state at discounts or 

23 -- except, if I remember correctly, you charge them. 

24 There's some sort of surcharge, a (indiscernible), or 

25 something that's placed on those producers who have 
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1 grown. 

2 

3 

DR. ERBA: That's right. 

MR. EASTMAN: And so have you been, over the 

4 last few months or lately at all, have you had to 

5 implement any of those surcharges on your members? 

E 

7 2009. 

8 

DR. ERBA: We haven't had to do that since 

MR. EASTMAN: Okay. So it's been a couple of 

S years. But from what you're stating now, if you were 

Ie to start creeping to that tipping point, so to speak, 

11 you would implement those surcharges and try and have 

12 your production base then function the way it's 

13 supposed to with regards to limiting production then. 

14 DR. ERBA: That's correct. The same 

15 mechanism that we had available to us as a co-op in 

IE 2009 we still have available to us. 

l7 MR. EASTMAN: I think that's all the 

18 questions I had. 

HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Any other questions? 

(No audible response.) 

HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: Thank you, Dr. Erba. 

DR. ERBA: Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER MAXIE: I'd like now to call 

24 the second Petitioner, Land O'Lakes. Land O'Lakes will 

25 also have a period of 45 minutes to present testimony. 
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DEPosmON 
EXHIBIT 

July I I. 2011 

Ms. Candace Gates. Chief 
Dairy Market ing Branch 
California Departmcnt of Food and Agriculture 
560 J Strcct. Suitc 150 
Sacramento. C A 95R 14 

RE: Post Hcaring Bricf for thc .'unc JO'" - July 1" Class 4a and 4h Hearing 

Dear Ms. Gates and Members of the Hearing Panel: 

Calilornia Dairies. Inc. (CDI) appreciates the opportunity to submit the f() lIo \\'ing post-hearing 
brief to amplily portions of our testimony presented in Sacramento on June 30t

". ~Oll and to 
attempt to address the questions posed by members of the I learing Panel. 

The Ilearill]: Process al1t1 tlte Cost Studies 

The Department o f Food and Agriculture (Department) has been hcavily in vo lved in dairy 
regulation and. mlln: speeilieally. milk pricing. fo r decades. The appropriate kl'Cl "fmilk price 
has been asked and answered on multiple occasions ovcr that timc pcriod . Each administration 
that has been asked to address th\i appropriate level of milk price has done so with the best 
resources availahk. At the lo rdi'o ll! of the inl(JI'Illation availablc is the manuilleturing cost 
stud ics conducted by the Department. whid, havc bccnthe cornerstone ofCalif()rnia's milk 
pricing lo undation . The cost studies ha ve provided unparalleled credibility to the milk pricing 
system in Calilomia. and their impol1allec to the mi lk pricing proccss is unqucstioned. 

4"1 

The procedure used to conduct milk pricing hearings has CI'ol\'cd Ol'er timc. and slig ht 
adjustments to that process ha\'c been made as issues have arisen. A few years ago. thc 
Department inst ituted pre-hearing workshops heeause of the tendency lo r hearing partic ipants to 
not share ideas. concepts or data with other parties (includ ing D"p'U1ment start) prior to the 
hearing. whieh served to add a lay"r () f chans to an already complex process. The Department ' s 
introduction nfth", pre-hearing workshops provided an appropriate lorum f(lr industry discuss ion 
and dialogLH:. It is critical to note that I1dllll'r disclissiollllor dialog Ue! con he uccoml}/is /tl'd in 1I 

./il/'lllal h""rillg s('lIillg. At that ,amI: tim",. the Department also instituted a pol icy that ideas or 
concepts that \\'cre not made available Illl' questions and discuss ion at the pre-hearing \\'orkshop 
and that were subsequently presentcd at the hearing lVo uld be discounted signilit.:antly. 
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Post //c'ar;nl! Brief 
H.ErJm 

It was alarming and dismaying to hear the negative and counterproductive comments made by 
some hearing participants about the Department's manufacturing cost studies on the day (!f the 
hearing. The emphasis is necessary for precisely this reason; there are far beth.'!" and more 
appropriate venues for making comments or highlighting concerns. The most obvious, of course, 
is the pre-hearing workshop, which I will address shortly. However, in the case of the 
manufacturing cost studies, there have been other opportunities for questions, comments, 
discussion, and debate. These are highlighted below. 

• All companies that operate processing plants and participate in the cost studies meet with 
Department staff for an exit interview at thc oonclusion of the cost studies. These are 
typically scheduled during August, September and October, prior to the release of the 
cost studies. There were no concerns from participants noted in the cost studies when 
they were released in November 2010, which would logically indicate that all 
participating companies were satisfied with the methods used and even the results 
themselves. 

• Any party that did not have a plant involved in the cost studies had the opportunity to 
bring to the attention of the Department staff any issues discovered as soon as the cost 
studies were released. Again, no such concerns were voiced. 

• Finally, after the Department called a hearing speeifically to consider adjustments to the 
manufacturing cost allowances based on the Department's cost studies, the pre-hearing 
workshop would have made an ideal forum to discuss any concerns about the cost 
studies. The pre-hearing workshop allows and encourages open dialogue so that any 
participant has the opportunity to present his or her point of view. Similarly, other 
participants have an equal opportunity to address any questions or concerns brought 
forth. And again, there was not one question about the conduct of the cost studies, the 
evaluation process used by the Department's staff or the results of the cost studies. 

No party should be in a position to make unconfirmed claims on the day ofthe hearing about 
Departmental evidence in an attempt to invalidate that entire body of work. This applies 
particularly to those who are less familiar with the procedures used in the cost studies, to those 
who have had no direct involvement in the cost studies, and to those who have never participated 
in the exit interview process. And yet, on the day ofthe hearing, several parties attempted to cast 
doubt upon the cost study results (including the [o.b. price adjusters) by simply including 
inaccurate, inflammatory and unsubstantiated comments in their testimony. At no time was there 
any quantitative evidence introduced into the hearing record by any party to validate the 
concerns about the cost studies. For example, in an apparent collaborative effort, several parties 
suggested that the butter and powder manufacturing costs were inflated because of "start up" 
costs and ''running at less than full capacity". The comments indicate that those parties were 
speaking from an uninformed position and have no direct knowledge ofthe anatomy ofa cost 
study, particularly the cost study that was completed using 2009 data. A detailed discussion 
follows. 

Start Up Costs 

There is no line item for "start up" costs in a cost study; those costs of operation are inextricably 
linked to all other costs for operating a plant. Simply put, those costs cannot be identified and 
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cannot be disentangled from all other costs. Because the "start up" costs are not discemib Ie in the 
cost studies, there is no logical or defensible means of adjusting the cost study results because of 
them Had the matter been brought to light in an appropriate venue, what constitutes "start up" 
costs and whether or not they should be treated differently than operating costs could have been 
discussed. 

From CD!'s perspective, the first phase ofthe Visalia location started operation in February 
2008; clearly that plant was running as an established plant in 2009, i.e., the plant had no "start 
up" costs in 2009. Visalia's second plant started trial runs of powder production in Decembcr 
2009 (i.e., the volume of product processed was very small). On a weighted average basis, the 
costs associated with the powder production from the second plant had minimal impact on the 
cost study results. It is also a fact that Visalia's second plant was not capitalized until January 
2010 so that the largest individual component for operating costs associated with this plant 
(depreciation) was not included in the 2009 cost data. That is to say, the costs for Visalia's 
second plant used in the 2009 cost study underestimate the plant's underlying costs because 
depreciation was not included. Moreover, the butter operation in Visalia's second plant had zero 
production in 2009. Again, all of these facts could have been presented at the pre-hearing 
workshop or at another appropriate venue ifthe parties who attempted to undermine the 
credibility of the cost studies in their testimony had asked their questions or voiced their 
concerns prior to the day ofthe hearing. 

Plant Processing Capacities 

Plant processing capacities fluctuate day to day, week to week, month to month, and season to 
season. There is no single preferred or ideal level of capacity at which every plant should operate 
because so many other situational factors must be considered - plant location, equipment age and 
capability, energy consumption, plant loss, cost of transportation, labor expertise and availability, 
types of products for which there are sales, etc. It is absurd to suggest that the only applicable 
processing costs that should be considered are those that are incurred when a plant is running at 
"full capacity". 

Perhaps the most logical and defensible statement about the cost studies is that the manufacturing 
costs captured in the cost studies are the best representation ofthe true manufacturing costs. and 
they must be considered as they were published. Rightly so, the Department has never attempted 
to adjust cost study results because such factors as "start up" costs and "running at less than full 
capacity". The Department staff who are involved in the cost studies recognize that making 
adjustments to the cost study results without a defensible method runs the risk of being arbitrary 
and capricious. It is appalling that any hearing participants would ask the Department to damage 
the credibility ofthe cost studies in an effort to achieve a result that furthers their own individual 
agenda. 

CDJ's Petition for a Hearillg 

There seemed to be some question as to why CD! filed a petition for a hearing to consider 
adjustments to the Class 4a manufacturing cost allowances and butter f.o.b. price adjuster. 
Anyone who has questions does not need to look any further than the results of the last two 
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manufacturing cost studies published by the Department. Both cost studies showed 
unequivocally that the principal components ofthe Class 4a formula, i.e., the manufacturing cost 
allowanccs and buttcr [o.b. price adjuster, are not in any kind of reasonable relationship with the 
Department's own findings. The cost studies released in November 2010 underscorc a simple 
tact - the current manufacturing cost allowances for butter and powder and the [o.b. price 
adjuster for butter do not continue to reflect the current conditions in California's dairy 
manufacturing sector. This should surprise no one. The manufacturing cost allowance and [o.b. 
price adjusters for Class 4a have not been adjusted since Deccmber 2007, and the amendments to 
the pricing formulas at that timc were based on data from 2005, 2006 and the early part of2007. 

The representatives from Challenge Dairy Products, Inc. and DairYAmerica, Inc. providcd 
additional reasons why manufacturing costs for butter and powder were higher in 2009 based on 
their first-hand marketing expericnces. Without duplicating their testimony, they both stated that 
as California transitions into a larger and more consistent supplier of dairy products to 
international customers, the specifications on the products being marketed are toughcr and more 
costly to meet. International customers require expanded product testing and have different 
packaging requirements than domestic customers, and meeting those customcr demands comes at 
a cost to California processors. Fortunately, the Department's cost studies provide an ideal tool 
for tracking those additional costs and allowing for a comparison to the manufacturing costs 
allowances in the pricing formulas. As stated at the hearing, CD! fully supports the regular 
review and updating of manufacturing costs allowances and [o.b. price adjusters based on the 
most current information available. 

Milk SIIipped Out of Cali/OFIlia 

During my testimony, I made the following statement: 

"The California dairy industry is not far removed from a critical tipping point 
where milk production outpaces processing capacity. While we have not reached 
the crisis of2008, we do scc pockets of imbalance. Sincc the spring ofthis year, 
we have verified with processing facilities outside of California that some 
California milk is, in fact, moving out of California to other states for processing." 

I was asked to estimate the volume of milk that has been moved out of state for processing by the 
Panel. I contacted the processor outside of California that stated in the month of June, they had 
f<.'·ceived 81 loads of milk and 12 loads of condensed milk from California. This was described as 
distressed milk by the out-of-state processor, not milk that was fulfilling a contract as a regular 
sale. I make this distinction because some hearing participants appeared to be confused about 
what milk is actually moving out of state and for what reason. I believe these facts dispel the 
notion that California processing capacity is more than adequate, as claimed by some hearing 
participants, and that California milk can always find a home in-state. 

COllcludli'g Remarks 

Milk pricing hearings in California have a historical tradition of allowing for participation by 
anyone. They also have a noble goal of identifying and adopting policy changes that are fair and 
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reasonable lor all. Howe\"er, that docs not mean that the Department should ignore its 
liHlndational work and respond to popular opinion" First and ")remost. the Dcpartment needs to 
trust in its own manulilCturing cost studies that Wl:rc conducted by its own auditlHs and 
completcd in accord with its time-tested methuds. Thc Departmcnt has ncvcr disrcgardcd or even 
straycd t~II' tTom thc rcsults of its most reccnt manll"lcturing cost studics whenevcr a hearing has 
bcen called to address those specitic issues. Second. unsuhstantiated testimony ahuut plant "start 
III''' eusts. undcrutilization ui'plants and evcn plant protits (OR losses') has lli't evcr had any 
hearing on the Dcpal1mcnt's dccisiLln. nur should it eycr. Testimony submitted ,,"ithout a shred of 
quantitative evidence or Cllni"lrmation should not he allowed to cloud thc unmistakahle and 
inarguable fact that huttl:r and powder manutllcturing costs have increased signiJicalllly since 
2007. Finally. thc Dcpartmcnt should not establish a pour prcccdent by acknowledging and 
responding to the last-minutc conccll1s brought Illrth hy numerolls hearing participants about the 
manufacturing cost studics. Such action by thc Dcpartmcnt would be prejUdicial against thosc 
who are atTccted by the inaccurate statements because thcre is no possibility of addressing those 
statcmcnts adequately. It should be dcar that there was ample time and many possible venues 
over the last s,-,,,ral vcars I(lr concerned parties to address any issues publicly ami well in 
advance of the date of the hearing. Delaying or altering a decision by the Department because of 
uneonlirmcd statements made in testimony on thcitay oftl1.ejlearint! would not only sci an 
untenable prccedent. it would also unra\"e1 years of d'1<lrt pul !<lrth by the Dcpartmcnt to 
establish proper public hearing decorum. 

Thcrcfi)rc. it seems pcriCctly clcar and consistcnt with past Departmental practiccs to reject any 
nf the unsubstantiated cnllcerns ahout the cost studies. hll1hermorc. any testimony that 
rccommended adopting cost study results dilkrcntially (i,c .. supp0I1ing I;\vorable results and 
opposing less tavorable results) (kspite the 1;lct that cost study mcthods were applicd 
consistently across all products that were eyaluat"d should be lirmly rejected. The Ikpartmcnt 
should procecd. as it always has. with a decision that relies heavily on all thc cost study results as 
th" most accurate and credible means tllr determining the true undcrlying costs ofmanul;lcturing 
d:liry products in Calil(lrt1ia. To do less would damage the sterling rcputation that the cost studies 
han: achieved o\"er sc\"cral decades. 

Thank you t(n allowing liS the opportunity to submit this post-hearing brier 

Sincerely. 

/~~:~ t:. ____ 

Dr. Eric M. E rba 
Sr. \'P Administratiye:\ Ibirs 
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Dear Honorable Secretary Karen Ross & Members of the Future Dairy Task Force, 

As the details of the proposed Future Dairy Task Force Hybrid CDFA CA Milk Pool plans are 
discussed considered and drafted, California PO ( Producer-Distributors) request the 
following privileges and exemptions as provided under the all of the Federal Milk Pool Orders. 
The inclusion ofthis request will align the proposed CA Hybrid plan with all the Federal Orders 
with respect to exemptions provided to vertically integrated Producer Distributors that own 
their own milk and utilize their own source of milk in their own plants. 

As a Producer Distributor under the Federal Milk Pool orders, each PO is provided a monthly 
Milk Pool exemption of up to 3 million pounds of milk as provided by his own production. As 
the CA Future Dairy Task Force considers a hybrid plan to evolve the CA Milk Pool, we jointly 
request that an exemption similar to the Federal Milk Pool exemption be included in the CA 
Hybrid Plan. The PO exemption under the Federal Orders has been upheld by the courts and is 
now settled law. We believe that an exemption for Producer Distributors in CA is the right thing 
to do, it supports individual innovation, value added branding, new local product creation, 
sustainability, keeps financial resources on the farm where they are needed, and creates jobs. 
Although this letter is signed by just four CA PO, many others strongly support this amendment 
and proposal. 

Most kind regards, 

(},J/v 
Noel Rosa 
Rosa Brothers 
Tulare CA 

~e~ 
Mark McAfee 
Organic Pas 
Fresno CA 

&-\;CiA.9 r('cv~h'\ 

:::::'~"~ f! e? 
Dairy Goddess Top of the Morn 
lemoore CA Tulare CA 



Letter of Support for Change to Federal Milk Pool Order 

Deputy Administrator 

USDA/ AMS Dairy Programs 

STOP 0231, Room 2971 

1400 Independence Ave. SW 

Washington, DC 20250-0225 

RE: Disorderly & Unfair California Milk Pool Conditions for PD's and Support for change to 
Federal Milk Pool System. 

February 18, 2015, 

Dear USDA, 

The current California Milk Pool system is highly unjust at many levels. The CDFA Milk Pool 
requirement that negatively effects the vertically integrated Producer-Distributors ( PD ) is 
particularly unjust, unfair and economically oppressive. As a PD, we utilize our own milk from 
our own dairy and cows, yet we are required to pay into the CA milk pool for utilizing our own 
milk. It is our best guess that our payments are then sent to large cheese producers or 
processors as a subsidy. The CA Milk Pool refuses to reveal to us where our payment funds are 
actually paid citing privacy rights for those that receive payments from the pool. 

As a USDA certified organic PD producer payments into the conventional milk pool is 
particularly unjust. The payment subsidies that organic PD's pay into the pool support use of 
GMO, antibiotics, hormones and CAFO systems. None of these systems are part of the organic 
philosophy or markets. In December 2014, our pasture based organic dairy paid $55,000 
dollars into the CDFA milk pool, when using our own milk, to make our own products, at our 



on form creamery facilities, that were carried to market in our own trucks and sold under our 
family brand! 

Other organic and also conventional California PO operators also endorse the change to the 
Federal Milk Pool system. As you know the Federal Milk Pool orders provide for an exemption 
for up to 11,000 gallons per day from a PO's own production. "Organic Pastures Dairy 
Company" Fresno CA, "Dairy Goddess" Hanford CA, "Top 0 the Morn" Tulare CA, "Rosa 
Brothers" Tulare CA, "Straus Family" Marin County CA, "Rock View" los Angeles CA, are all CA 
PO's and all support the change to the Federal Milk Pool system. 

We all find great comfort in knowing that the USDA federal milk pool orders provide for an 
exemption for PO's that includes an 11,000 gallon per day exclusion. We all strongly support the 
move for California to enter the Federal Milk Pool System as soon as possible. 

Mark McAfee 

CEOOPDC 

7221 So, Jameson Ave Fresno, CA 93706 

559-846-9732 office 559-970-5581 cell 

www.mark@organicpastures.com 

This letter also represents this list of PO's under a consortium agreement: Top of the Morn, 
Dairy Goddess, Rosa Brothers, & OPDC 

-
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Thank you for the opportunity to speak today on behalf of National Farmers Union and our 
200,000 members. NFU is a grassroots organization that is guided by a policy handbook written 

and approved entirely by our members. The mission ofNFU's staff is to advocate for the policy 

prescriptions contained within that handbook. 

This hearing is of particular importance to our California members, but also to our organization 

as a whole. As part of our 20 I 5 policy, members set expectations over the federal order system. 
NFU believes that the orders should be maintained and expanded to include all areas within the 
continental United States. A national milk marketing order and pricing reform should emphasize 
maximum return to producers. Our policy also holds that the establishment of a federal milk 

marketing order should include California so that California dairy producer prices are brought in 
line with prices paid in the federal order, which will benefit all dairy producers nationwide. We 
support the proposal put forward by California Dairies, Inc., Dairy Farmers of America, Inc., and 

Land O'Lakes, Inc. to establish a federal rnilk marketing order in California. 

As I mentioned, this is an important issue for our California members, but I would like to stress 

that this is also important to our members outside of the state. Our organization has a strong 
presence in Minnesota and Wisconsin, major dairy producing regions and a continually growing 
presence in New England, a historical, but still significant dairy producing region. In each case, 

those members support the efforts of dairy farmers here today. 

As many here are aware, since 20 I 0 certain California and FMMO classified milk prices have 

shown a much wider divergence that has resulted in lower prices to California manufacturers, 
thereby providing a cost advantage for their business, while at the same time producers have seen 

drops in farm gate prices. Dairy producers in California have seen the cost of purchased feeds 
for their operations increase dramatically. Lower milk prices and higher purchased feed costs 

have combined to pinch dairy margins in the state and have contributed to the closure of dairies 
across the state. In the last five years that has totaled over 400 operations. 

The significance of California dairies is well known. As the top producer in a number of 
products it is the most important region that is not part of the federal order system. In recent 
years we have witnessed changes in US milk markets and as such FMMO regulations have 
evolved to fit those changes. The system in California cannot say the same thing. It has become 
more and more difficult for California dairies to operate under the California system. In fact, a 

recent submission by CA cooperatives to USDA AMS shows that California's failure to establish 
minimum prices to producers, which reflect national values for classified milk, has cost the states 
dairy farmers more than $1.5 billion since 2010. 

As you all know the differences between the federal system and the California system has 
resulted in disorderly marketing; the inverse goal of the federal system. The most pronounced 

problem is CDFA's Class 4b pricing system as it relates to FMMO Class III pricing formula. 4b 



and Class III have rarely been equal and in recent years have created a delta that is negatively 
impacting producers. The difference in that average continues to this day. 

As a general farm organization we count dairy producers from all the major dairy producing 
regions as members. A member in Wisconsin or Minnesota experiences vastly different 
regulatory minimum prices for milk used to produce cheese and whey products than that of 
members in California. That's reflected whenever there are significant downward pressures 

within dairy pricing. It is our California members that are always calling us first because their 

income over feed cost margins are the thinnest. These producers need a system that prevents, or 
at least softens, this harsh cycle. 

This cycle has in part played a role in the shuttering of dairies across the state. In 2005 this state 
was home to 2043 dairies. Today, according to CDFA, California has 1435 dairy farms. While 
correlation does not imply causation, California's dairy pricing structure deserves substantial 

blame for its role in these closures. We can be certain that the drought's impact has played a 
significant role. After all, producers without water are paying for additional wells to be drilled or 

are paying astronomical sums for water to be delivered. Feed costs continue to increase as more 
land has to be fallowed, which previously grew alfalfa and more and more feed grain comes in 
from out of state. The cost of production, which would be challenged by these increases in a 

normal scenario are made all the worse because producers have been underpaid for their 

products. Years of underpayment have left producers much more susceptible to the impact of 
drought and lower prices due to recent slumping demand. 

The latest cost of production data available from CDFA is the second quarter of2015 which 
reports the average cost to produce milk in the state totaled $18.74 per cw!. The California 

mailbox price for May was $14.72 per cw!, indicating that income that month was nearly 25 

percent below average production costs. Since then prices paid to producers have continued to 
remain substantially below production costs. 

The federal government, through the 2014 Farm Bill, continued to alter the dairy safety net. As 
such dairy farmers are increasingly utilizing risk management strategies as a critical component 

of survival. As producers gathered here today know, the dairy safety net is not very thick. Each 

tool is of the utmost importance and ensuring that each tool is available to every producer across 
the country is critical. Unfortunately, due to the divergence of Class III and Class 4b, 
California's ability to utilize the futures market to hedge is severely impaired. The difference in 

settling prices do not offset on a one-to-one basis, making this tool's effectiveness questionable. 

Its questionable use only takes a tool out of a toolbox that is already weakly stocked. 

California dairies are in a much less competitive position to bid for land, cattle, feed, labor, and 
other services than those operating within the federal system. This led our California members 
to work with us and the Senate and House Agriculture Committees beginning in 2011 as we 
worked to craft the legislation that ultimately became the 2014 Farm Bill. 

, 

• 



The 113 th Congress saw the introduction of two standalone bills. One bill in the House of 

Representatives and one bill in the Senate, which would allow California to enter into, after a 
referendum, the federal order system. These bills enjoyed wide and bipartisan support from the 
state's congressional delegation. The standalone bills were ultimately rolled into the 2014 farm 
Bill which reinstituted the following language, first passed in 1996, authorizing a California 
Federal Milk Marketing Order: 

"Upon the petition and approval of California dairy producers 

in the manner provided in section 8c of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act (7 U.S.c. 608c), reenacted with amendments by 
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, the 

Secretary shall designate the State of California as a separate 
Federal milk marketing order. The order covering California 
shall have the right to reblend and distribute order receipts to 
recognize quota value." 

NFU was proud to support this legislation and the process it established, which brought us all 
here today. NFU is thankful for the opportunity to testifY today. We would urge voting members 
of the referendum to vote in favor of joining the federal system for the benefit of the state's dairy 
producers. We believe this step will increase minimum prices paid to producers, which in the 
end could prevent the ongoing closures of dairies that we have seen over the last ten years in this 
state. 

Figure 2 
California milk production and prices received, 2013-2015 
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony today at this critical hearing impacting not 
only today's California dairy families, but the generations to come. My name is Rob 
Vandenheuvel and I am the General Manager of Milk Producers Council (MPC), a producer
funded nonprofit trade association that has been representing the interests of our member dairy 
families since 1949. Our membership is currently made up of approximately 120 dairies 
throughout California, accounting for about 10 percent ofthe State's milking herd. The positions 
I am testifying to today have been affirmed by our Board of Directors. 

My experience in this industry goes back to my childhood, growing up on a dairy farm in Chino, 
California. I worked on my family's dairy as I attended college, obtaining my Bachelor's 
Degree in Business Administration from California State Polytechnic University in Pomona. 
Upon graduating from college, I moved to Washington, DC, where I worked from 2002-2007 in 
the U.S. House of Representatives Ways and Means Committee, most recently serving as Press 
Secretary. In 2007, I moved back to California and took over as General Manager ofMPC, 
where I have been the past eight years. 

In my role at MPC, I have been closely involved in the issues surrounding California's milk 
marketing order. I have testified on behalf of MPC in everyone of the minimum price hearings 
held by the California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) during my tenure, and have 
participated in either authoring or co-authoring multiple proposals and alternative proposals. 

Need for a Federal Milk Marketing Order 

In the notice of hearing, USDA identified the purpose of this hearing, including a determination 
of whether there is need for a marketing agreement or order regulating the handling of milk in 
the area. Mr. Elvin Hollon from Dairy Farmers of Arnericar! has laid out the expansive data 
demonstrating a clear lack of orderly milk marketing in California. While USDA's "Preliminary 
Regulatory Impact Analysis of Proposals to Establish a California Federal Milk Marketing 
Order" is a forward-looking analysis, the figures represented in that report also speak volumes as 
to the financial impact on California milk producers of continuing to operate under the current 
State order compared to the proposed Federal Milk Marketing Order. 

In additional to the lack of orderly milk marketing within the State of California, this hearing 
also has great importance to the orderly marketing of milk throughout the country. Contrary to 
the characterization Mr. English made in his opening that the "only reason" we are holding this 
hearing is related to a dry whey factor disparity in recent years, the market disrupting problems 
of operating a separate California State Order have long been identified. 
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Nearly thirty years ago, pursuant to the 1985 Farm Bill, USDA established the "National 
Commission on Dairy Policy." This Commission, which was made up of 18 dairy producers 
from around the United States - including two producers from California - was directed to 
"study and make recommendations concerning the future operation of the Federal program 
established to support the price of milk marketed by producers in the United States" (from the 
legislative language ofthe 1985 Farm Bill, Public Law 99- I 98). In its final report and 
recommendations submitted to then-Secretary Richard Lyng - which was unanimously endorsed 
by the participating producers - the Commission specifically noted the market-disrupting issues 
related to having a separate California state milk marketing order, going so far as to recommend 
that "Federal law should prohibit California or any other state from using a greater allowance to 
establish a grade A price for milk for manufacturing butter, nonfat dry milk and cheese." 

My point in bringing this up is that the issue of operating a California State Marketing Order that 
discounts the regulated price of milk relative to comparable regulated prices used in Federal Milk 
Marketing Orders - whether due to make allowances, or any other feature of the various end
product pricing formulas - is a long-standing concern by dairy farmers in California and 
throughout the United States. 

Having said that, it is true that California dairy producers - through their cooperatives and trade 
associations - have aggressively pursued remedies in recent years to address the significant 
deficiencies of the California State Marketing Order that have been outlined in testimony during 
this hearing. Included in those efforts were numerous administrative hearings before the 
California Department of Food and Agriculture. Below is a list ofthose hearings from the past 
five years: 

Administrative Hearings Held in the Past Five Years 
1. June 30-July 1, 2011- Hearing on Class 4aJ4b Minimum Milk Pricing Formulas 
2. May 31-June 1, 2012 - Hearing on Class 4b Minimum Milk Pricing Formula 
3. December 21, 2012 - Hearing on Temporary Adjustments to Minimum Milk Pricing 

Formulas for All Classes 
4. April 4, 2013 - Hearing on Transportation Credits and Allowances 
5. May 20,2013 - Hearing on Temporary Adjustments to Minimum Milk Pricing Formulas 

for All Classes 
6. September 12, 2013 - Hearing on Temporary Adjustments to Minimum Milk Pricing 

Formulas for All Classes, and Proposals on the Whey Component of the Class 4b 
Minimum Milk Pricing Formula 

7. June 3, 2015 - Hearing on Temporary Adjustments to Class 4b Minimum Milk Pricing 
Formula 

Of the seven hearings listed above, six included significant testimony and discussion on 
minimum milk price formulas, with producer testimony focused on bringing closer alignment 
between California's monthly minimum prices and those armounced in the Federal Milk 
Marketing Orders. This list does not include the six hearings that were requested and denied 
during that same period. 
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Despite the extensive time and effort invested over the years in aggressively pursuing 
meaningful change to the minimum price formulas, 2014 actually saw the widest gap in recent 
history between California's Class 4b minimum price (which accounts for the largest volume of 
milk among the five classes: approximately 45 percent of milk produced and sold within 
California) and the Federal Order Class III price - an average gap of$2.41 per hundredweight 
throughout the year. To put it bluntly, the efforts by producers and their representatives have 
failed, and after exhausting our options over the years to address this with CDFA, we are excited 
to have the opportunity to present testimony in support of a California Federal Milk Marketing 
Order. 

MPC Supports Proposal #1 - Cooperative Proposal 

The Board of Directors for Milk Producers Council, on behalf of the dairy families we represent, 
voted to fully support the Proposal for a California Federal Milk Marketing Order submitted by 
California Dairies, Inc., Dairy Farmers of America and Land O'Lakes - referred to as Proposal 
# 1 in the hearing notice. 

This endorsement came after analyzing the details of the proposal. My testimony today will 
outline some of the key components of that proposal that led MPC to take this strong position of 
support. 

First, Proposal #1 establishes orderly milk marketing in California. 

Proposal #1 would result in California handlers being required to pay regulated minimum prices 
in alignment with regulated minimum prices paid throughout the other ten Federal Milk 
Marketing Order areas. While the estimated impacts are indeed significant - such as the 
projection by USDA economists that California's All-Milk Price would increase by an average 
of$l.03 per hundredweight over the baseline from 2017-2024 under the Cooperative Proposal
that really merely highlights just how significant the California State Order has discounted the 
regulated minimum prices in California. 

It is worth noting - as this will likely get lost in future testimony given in this hearing - that 
nothing in Proposal #1 suggests establishing California minimum prices above those regulated 
prices used in the other ten Federal Milk Marketing Orders, but rather that prices be established 
equal to those used in the other Federal Milk Marketing Orders. 

In addition, Proposal # I restores orderly milk marketing in California by using the 
Constitutionally-given authority to regulate interstate commerce. California's State Marketing 
Order is simply incapable of establishing regulations that apply to transactions outside of 
California, even if those transactions result in unequal raw product costs among handlers 
competing for markets within California. Proposal #1 directly addresses this shortcoming by 
establishing definitions of a "pool plant" that apply to any handler distributing dairy products in 
California markets, regardless of what state that plant is located. 

Testimony of Rob Vandenheuvel Page 3 of6 
General Manager. Milk Producers Council 
Hearing on Establishing a California Milk Marketing Order 



Second, Proposal #1 respects and retains unique elements of California's dairy industry 

California's dairy industry -like any dairy industry around the country - has certain unique 
characteristics. Proposal #1 prioritizes several of those items of importance to our producer 
members. 

1. California's quota program 

Since market-wide pooling was introduced in California in the 1960's, the California Department 
of Food and Agriculture has maintained a quota program. This program has undergone various 
modifications over the years, but in its current form - which has been stable since 1994 - the 
program provides a fixed premium payment for specific volumes of milk sold by producers who 
own this quota. Approximately $12 million of pooled revenues are devoted to paying the 
premiums associated with California's quota program. 

It is important to note that the quota program is essentially an agreement amongst the family of 
California producers on how our monthly pooled revenues are distributed. It has no impact on 
the minimum prices paid for raw milk by California handlers. The quota holders receive the first 
roughly $12 million per month from the pooled revenues. After that, the monies needed to fund 
the transportation subsidy system - which I will discuss in more detail later - are accounted for. 
The remaining dollars are reblended across all milk in the pool. To put that $12 million into 
perspective, in the first seven months of 2015, the total pooled revenue in California has 
averaged a little more than $497 million per month. 

While it is true that the quota program has no impact on the minimum prices paid by handlers, I 
would actually argue that the program has a positive impact on supporting a reliable, local milk 
supply for some of our handlers in areas that might otherwise be uncompetitive for a modem 
dairy. For instance, the historic milkshed of the Chino Valley -located approximately 40 miles 
east of Los Angeles - continues to be the home of a shrinking but significant milk supply. Those 
dairies, which were built decades ago, do not allow for expansions needed to capture economies 
of scale. They are also unable to produce much, if any, of their forage and grain needs locally. 
One way in which those dairies have coped with the competitive disadvantage that they might 
otherwise face is by purchasing and owning quota, thereby increasing revenues to their dairy 
without expanding their operation. This is just one example of how handlers in those regions 
that need milk are actually benefiting from the convenience and lower cost of a local milk supply 
due to a program that is producer-run and producer-funded. 

Furthermore, the provisions of the 2014 Farm Bill specifically give USDA the "right to reblend 
and distribute order receipts to recognize quota value." MPC worked with our California 
Congressional Representatives to secure that opportunity, and are strongly supportive of its 
inclusion in Proposal # I. 

2. Strong pooling regulations 

California's State Marketing Order requires that handlers pay classified minimum prices for all 
Grade A milk that is purchased. This is not a requirement to buy all Grade A milk that is 
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produced, but whatever Grade A milk a handler chooses to purchase must receive the minimum 
classified price, regardless of pool participation. MPC strongly supports the provisions of 
Proposal #1 that define California plants that purchase California Grade A milk as pool plants, in 
addition to the other categories of pool plants. 

MPC recognizes that other Federal Milk Marketing Orders have varying requirements for 
handlers to be classified as pool plants, and we support the rights of the producers in those orders 
to vote in favor of that language. Milk Producers Council believes that the goal of orderl y milk 
marketing in California is best served by a system of stable participation in the pool. Voluntary 
depooling on a month-to-month basis as is being proposed in Proposal #2 by the Dairy Institute 
of California is potentially destabilizing and threatens the comprehensive approach towards 
orderly marketing taken by the cooperatives in Proposal #1. 

3. California's uniform blend prices for all producers 

Earlier I spoke about the basic accounting of the monthly pooled revenues under the California 
State Marketing Order, with the monies needed to fund the quota and transportation subsidy 
programs accounted for, and the remaining dollars reblended across all pooled milk sold that 
month. The prices calculated after that reblending is called "base" and "overbase milk." Under 
the current regulations, both of these prices are identical, and they both apply equally to every 
producer selling pooled milk, regardless of where the dairy is located or where the milk is first 
delivered. 

MPC supports a continuation of this policy, as outlined in the cooperatives' Proposal #1. We 
recognize that other Federal Milk Marketing Orders have elected to establish producer location 
differentials, which aid in facilitating the movement of milk to deficit areas through higher 
differentials. However, as I will discuss momentarily, Proposal #1 takes a much more direct 
approach in facilitating that movement of milk, in the form ofa focused, producer-funded 
transportation subsidy program. In the interest of orderly milk marketing, MPC believes that is a 
much more efficient policy for a California Federal Milk Marketing Order. 

4. Transportation subsidies to facilitate movement of milk into California's deficit markets 

As California's milk production has shifted away from urban regions into the Central Valley, 
we've seen significant milk deficits in the areas of Los Angeles, San Diego and the Bay Area. In 
order to facilitate the movement of milk for Class 1, 2 and 3 use in these regions, California 
producers have historically supported a system of Transportation Allowances that provides pool
funded direct subsidies to producers and cooperatives who serve the qualifying Class 1, 2 and 3 
plants in these areas. While MPC has advocated in recent CDF A hearings to have a surcharge 
added to the Class I minimum price in order to partially fund this transportation subsidy 
program, we nonetheless have supported its use as a focused and efficient method of facilitating 
the movement of milk into deficit regions, and agree with the cooperatives' decision to include a 
very similar system in Proposal # 1. 
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5. California's enhanced standards for fluid milk products 

California's enhanced standards for the fluid milk products sold in the State were established by 
the California Legislature and are protected by Section 144 of the 1996 Farm Bill (7 USC 7254). 
While the issue of California's authority to maintain these separate standards is outside the scope 
of this hearing, it is still a very relevant topic as the current State Marketing Order - as well as 
both the cooperatives' Proposal #1 and the Dairy Institute of California's Proposal #2 - include a 
"fortification credit" in the calculation of a fluid milk handler's pool obligation, providing a 
partial offset for the cost of purchasing the condensed skim or nonfat dry milk needed to meet 
the enhanced standard. MPC supports the inclusion of this credit in a California Federal Milk 
Marketing Order. 

A comprehensive approach 

In summarizing MPC's support for Proposal #1, I believe the five points above are a glimpse at 
what MPC would describe as a sound comprehensive approach for a California Federal Milk 
Marketing Order. The items do not stand on their own, but rather represent various interrelated 
pieces of an overall approach to achieve specific policy objectives. In the case ofMPC, our 
policy objectives include (in no particular order): 

• Integrity of the California marketwide pool; 
• A level playing field for producers - minimum milk prices that are aligned with national 

prices for comparable milk; 
• A level playing field for processors - equal raw product costs within classes, nationally 

competitive minimum prices, and support for producer-funded initiatives to assist 
processors in securing an adequate milk supply; and 

• Protection of California's historical quota program. 

MPC believes Proposal #1 put forth by California Dairies, Inc., Dairy Farmers of America and 
Land O'Lakes uniquely meets all these objectives, resulting in orderly marketing of milk in 
California. 
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DAIRY SITUATION AND OUTLOOK 2010 

Eric M. Erba I 

ABSTRACT 
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Just a few years ago, there was much discussion of the U.S. dairy industry reaching a crossroads, 
with government programs of the past being re·examined, increased discussion of real and 
committed participation in international markets, and debates about the significance and 
implications of higher and more volatile feed prices for dairy producers. Those questions are still 
relevant today but the lack of sustainable dairy farm profitability has shifted the focus away from 
longer term changes in policy and in direction and toward short-term needs for survival. With its 
reliance on a dairying business model that depends on sources oflow cost feed, California has 
become the reference standard and the barometer across the U.S. for determining the survivability 
of large-scale, feedlot-style dairy farms. As the California dairy industry grapples with the 
challenges of reshaping itself, several challenges have emerged - limited milk processing plant 
capacity, implementation of milk supply management programs, higher and more volatile feed 
costs, and obtaining financing for dairy farms under the new requirements adopted by lending 
institutions. This paper discusses these major challenges in the context ofthe situation faced since 
2008 and then provides a brief assessment of how they will impact the dairy industry outlook for the 
remainder of2010 and into 2011. 

Keywords: dairy industry outlook, milk processing capacity, supply management, feed costs, dairy 
fmancing 

INTRODUCTION 

It is truly a time of transition in the California dairy industry. For years, the milk production growth 
in California was nothing short of remarkable and the talk of the dairy world. Low cost of milk 
production was the key to dairy farm profitability, and good returns to producers led to further rapid 
expansion of production facilities. It was a simple business model that held up for 25 years with the 
key being low input costs and excess milk processing capacity within the State. Only recently have 
the vulnerabilities of this business model been exposed - milk plant processing capacity became a 
limiting factor, the cost of feed skyrocketed and milk prices plummeted. The simultaneous 
appearance of these game-changing factors has left the dairy industry struggling to understand how 
milk production capabilities, milk processing capacity, dairy product demand and milk prices . 
interact. The focus of this paper is to review the recent history of events that has led to the current 
business environment for the California dairy industry, identify some of the major challenges that 
have been faced in the last five years and then conclude with some thoughts on the outlook for the 
remainder of 20 I 0 and into the first few quarters 20 II. 

I Eric Erba (eerba@caljforniadairies com), Sr. VP Administrative Affairs, California Dairies, Inc. 2000 N Plaza Dr., Visalia, CA 
93291 . IN Proceedings, 2010 California Alfalfa & Forage Symposium and Com/Cereal Silage Mini-Symposium, Visalia, CA, 1-2 
December,2010. UC Cooperative Extension, Plant Sciences Departmenl, University of California, Davis, CA 95616. (See 
http://alfalfa .ucdavis.edu for this and other alfalfa symposium Proceedings) 



BASELINE: A HISTORIC PERSPECTIVE 

Past events of the dairy industry are certainly not indicators of what may happen in the future, as 
will be demonstrated repeatedly in this paper. Nonetheless, establishing a baseline using simple 
industry statistics is instructive in any regard. Although this paper will primarily focus on the 
California dairy industry, it will be clear that California does not stand isolated in the dairy industry. 
The factors that impact California also impact other dairy producing regions in the U.S., but not 
necessarily in the same way nor to the same degree. 

The most basic measures 
used in the dairy industry 
to describe its situation 
are milk production and 
milk price. For either 
measure, the data are the 
data, and simple graphs 
are adequate to portray 
the data. As such, the 
data collected and 
published are rarely 
debated. It is the 

200,000 

180,000 

160,000 

140,000 

.; 120,000 
£l 
§ 100,000 

~ 80,000 

60,000 

40,000 

interpretation of the data 20,000 

that leads to discussion 0 

and debates. This section 
will focus mostly on 

~ 

1973 

Figure 1. U.S. Milk Production, 1973 to 2009 

. ---_._------_ .. --------

~ 
.nood 

I 
~·v I 

I 
I 
I 

It\. nnual A veragel 
I Growth +1.4% I 

, 
I 

1978 1983 1988 1993 1998 2003 2008 

presenting the data and will only delve minimally into interpretations of the "tea leaves" presented 
by the data. Figure I shows the trend in U.S. milk production since 1973. On a year-over-year basis, 
milk production has been mostly positive with the total increase approaching 65% and averaging 
1.4% per year. The change in milk production has been remarkably close to linear despite the 
myriad of conditions in which milk was produced. Evidently, national dairy policy changes, 
weather, feed quality and availability, technological advances, farm managerial changes and a host 
of other potentially 
influencing factors do not 
have a large or sustainable 
impact on milk 
production. 

The change in California 
milk supply has been 
similarly positive in most 
years (Figure 2). 
However, it is the rate of 
milk production increases 
that has been simply 
extraordinary. California 
milk production has 
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increasing by nearly 300% over the last 25 years. Year-over-year growth has been negative only 
twice in the last 26 years and has averaged 3.7% since 1973 (significantly higher that the U.S. 
average). Until 2009, the prior ten years of milk production were solidly over 4% per year. While 
California continues to be the nation's leading dairy state, producing 20% of the total U.S. milk 
supply, it is the enormous downward movement in the milk production chart in 2009 that has 
sparked many debates. Before moving toward a discussion and an explanation of this phenomenon, 
one more comparison bears 
mentioning. At the same 
time that California was 
dropping off in milk 
production like never before, 
three Upper Midwest states 
(Minnesota, Michigan and 
Wisconsin) were increasing 
their milk outpu( at a far 
greater rate than had been 
seen historically. Figure 3 
shows that in 2008 the milk 
output of California was 
about equal to the milk 
output of the three Upper 
Midwest states. In 2009, 
California's milk production 
plummeted while the milk 

Figure 3. Milk Production Comparison: CA vs. Upper Midwest 

2008: 41 .0 billion Ibs. 
2009: 42.2 billion Ibs. 
Change: +2 .9% 

output in the three Upper Midwest states soared. 

Milk supply has been migrating from the Northeast and Upper Midwest regions to the West for 
many years so a movement in the reverse direction does raise some eyebrows and garner some 
attention. But no matter how much milk supply shifts regionally, it is no comparison at all to the 
one aspect of the dairy industry that has become the subject of nearly every workshop, seminar, 
conference or meeting - milk price volatility. Figure 4 shows two data series - the government 
support price for milk (blue triangles), and the basic formula price for milk, a well-recognized index 
for all milk prices (green circles). While California milk prices do not follow federal milk prices 
precisely for a variety of reasons, the milk price environment to which all dairy producers are 
exposed knows no bounds. Hence, the situation that is captured in Figure 4 is virtually the same for 
all U.S. dairy producers. Without getting into the details of the federal government price support 
program, Figure 4 verifies that progressive reductions in the level of milk price support has given 
rise to more turbulent, less stable and less predictable milk prices. Interestingly, during this same 
time period of increased milk price volatility, milk prices have generally increased even as the price 
support from the federal government has been ratcheted back. 

Perhaps it is easiest to sum up the tenor of the discussions that have developed with a simple 
question - is what happened to California in 2009 part of a long term trend? Put another (and more 
colorful) way, is this a sign that the sun is setting on the Golden State's dairy industry? A few years 
ago, these questions would be laughable, and even now some dairy industry participants would say 
that the rumors of California's demise are greatly exaggerated. True, the dairy industry in California 
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is not likely to return to where it once was with milk production increasing an average of 4% every 
year - too many things have changed and too few things have changed to allow for that to happen. 
It is fairer and more accurate to say that the dairy industry in California has matured, but that is not 
to say it is dying off. California dairies are no longer the low-cost leader for milk production. 
Dairies in Idaho, Texas, Illinois and Indiana have adopted the model of operating large-scale dairies 
but with enough land to grow a high percentage of the feed required. Dairies in these states are also 
closer to the east coast markets and have huge freight advantages over California dairies for 
shipping both milk and dairy products into those markets. 

The stage has been set for a "new dairy world" in California that will present some familiar 
challenges as well as some new ones. Dairies in California must adapt do a different way of 
conducting business where rapid growth in milk production is not the main foundation for 
profitability. 

CHALLENGES IN THE FUTURE 

The previous section provides a backdrop for discussing some emerging factors that will shape the 
California dairy industry for years to come. Four readily identifiable factors are considered to be the 
major factors characterizing and influencing the dairy industry in 2010 and 2011 -limited milk 
processing plant capacity, maintenance of in-state (not national) milk supply management 
programs, higher and more volatile feed costs, and obtaining financing for dairy farms. Looking 



forward, it appears that these four factors will continue to shape the California dairy industry in the 
near-term and perhaps for several years beyond. 

Processing Plant Capacity 

About five years ago, the California dairy industry began to recognize that a problem was brewing -
gains in milk production were far outstripping gains in milk processing capacity. While it is difficult 
to point to an exact time when the disadvantages of locating a plant in California began to outweigh 
the advantages, it is clear that there was a change in sentiment of processors. California has often 
been an "also-ran", i.e., it was considered as a possible location but ultimately California was not 
the location of a new plant or planned expansion of an existing plant. 

The reasons why are all too familiar - higher cost of construction, higher cost of operating the plant 
(for example, labor, energy, insurance, workers' compensation, etc.), difficulty in obtaining permits 
for constructing a processing plant in California, cost of compliance with air and water quality 
standards head up the list. Furthermore, other states have been much more active in recruiting both 
dairy farms and milk processing facilities by using tax incentives and grants. California has not 
followed suit, and is not likely to any time soon. 

Unfortunately, the problem of processing plant capacity is not limited to the lack of construction of 
new facilities. Closures of existing milk processing facilities in California have had enormous 
implications for the amount of milk that can be processed in the state. In the last five years, 
California has had its processing capacity reduced by 12% because of plant closures. Fortunately, 
plant expansions and one new plant have offset that lost processing capacity. Figure 5 is an estimate 
of the processing capacity available in California by type of product produced. Relative to milk 
production, the 
chart suggests that 
there is only 5% to 
10% idle 
processing capacity 
in the state on 
average. Given that 
seasonal 
fluctuations in milk 
supply do occur in 
California, this puts 
California 
production during 
the spring flush 
months of March, 
April and May very 
close to the State's 
processing 
capacity. 
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There are no short-term fixes available to increase processing capacity, although some preliminary 
work has started to re-energize milk processors about locating in California. 

California Supply Management 

In the last year, several programs have been suggested for national supply management. The goal of 
reduced milk production via a governmental program may be about the only characteristic that the 
programs share, as they differ wildly in their complexity and scope. Thus far, only the Dairy Price 
Stabilization Act has been introduced into Congress (H.R. 5288 and S. 3531) but it does not appear 
that the legislation will be acted on this year. Although there has been some movement to bring the 
variety of proposals together into a single program, the evolution continues to take place even 
today. It is likely that if a program can garner the support ofthe producer community, it will likely 
be included in the 2012 Farm Bill and not addressed as a stand-alone change in dairy policy. With 
the continued changes affecting a national supply management program, further discussion here is 
unlikely to be productive. Instead, this section focuses on the measures that the California dairy 
industry has taken to align milk production with milk processing capacity. 

Dairy producers, particularly those in western states, have a long track record for opposing to 
policies that might impose limits on how much milk they can produce. However, rapid gains in 
California's milk supply during 2007 and 2008 combined with only incremental changes in 
California's milk processing capacity led to an imbalance of milk supply and milk processing 
capacity. It did not take long for a proliferation of milk supply management programs to emerge 
across California. While the programs differ in the details, they all share a common purpose - to 
reduce the amount of milk shipped from California dairy farms to a level that could be handled by 
the State's processing plants. 

The combined effect of the supply management programs is plainly evident in Figure 6. California 
milk production was a steady rise prior to the implementation of supply management programs, but 
started to fall off 
significantly after 
March 2008. Milk 
production has been 
on a slow downward 
movement since the 
peak, averaging about 
-0.2% lower over the 
last 30 months. 
Referring back to 
Figure 2, the trend of 
milk production 
decreases is 
unprecedented but not 
unexplainable. 
Curiously, while it 
appears that the 
widespread use of 
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supply management policies in California curtailed milk production to a level that can be managed 
collectively by both proprietary and cooperative processors, the programs are not limiting factors 
currently. Most if not all of these programs remain in place, but penalties are not being 
administered. Other factors have surfaced in the last two years that have effectively limited milk 
production in California as would any of the supply management programs, namely profitability. 

Survival Mode: Beyond Increased Production Costs 

Starting in 2008, a severe weakness was revealed for the hallmark of California dairying - feedlot
style dairying. In such a system, dairy producers buy feed in bulk quantities instead of growing the 
feed on or near the dairy. Feedlot-style dairying follows in concert with the "cheap food" policies 
that have characterized the U.S. for decades, and relies heavily on inexpensive feed that can be 
shipped in from the Midwest. However, the dairy industry has found out what can happen when 
unanticipated influences and subtle shifts in national policy come to pass - the focus on ethanol as a 
fuel alternative in response to the federal government's mandated Renewable Fuel Standard, a weak 
dollar and high demand for grains from other countries. Quite clearly, the reasons for the higher 
feed prices were beyond the control of dairy producers, and there are few tools or strategies readily 
available to protect dairy producers from higher costs offeed, which represents almost 60% ofthe 
cost of producing milk in California. 

The Department of Food and Agriculture (Department) collects and publishes cost offeed data 
obtained from California dairy producers. Figure 7 reveals that California dairy producers are 
paying 45% more for corn than they did in 2006. The chart also shows that the corn price reached 
dizzyingly high levels in 2008 and appears to be poised reach $250 per ton in the near future. With 
dairy cow diets being based largely on corn, these recent upward price movements for corn are not 
encouraging. The price 
paid by California 
dairy producers for 
alfalfa hay is near the 
low point over the last 
four years but has 
increased by more 
than 20% in just the 
last nine months. 

The cost of feed 
situation that has cast a 
long shadow over 
California since 2007 
has encouraged 
producers to seek 
alternative feed 
rations. Although it 
may be tempting to 
think that nutritionists 
have been able to 

Figure 7. Corn and Alfalfa Hay Prices Paid by California Dairy 
Producers. 
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develop landmark feed ration changes through rebalancing, the reality is that feeding practices have 
not changed very much at all. Bear in mind that prices for almost all feeds have increased 
simultaneously, the so-called "sympathetic" price increases that are evident across all feedstuffs 
when the price of one major commodity increases suddenly. This effect limits the ability of dairy 
producers to substitute away from higher priced feeds. Even substituting more lower-priced 
roughage for concentrates may have the unwanted consequence oflowering milk output and 
altering milk component levels. In other words, there may be no change in profitability if the feed 
substitutes that appear to be less expensive result in decreased milk production or decreased milk 
components or both. 

The Department's 
calculations show that 
the cost of production 
has remained above 
income from milk sales 
since Q I 2008 (Figure 
8). As might be expected 
from the discussion 
above, the chart reveals 
all too clearly the 
predictable impact on 
dairy farm profitability 
when feed prices 
outdistance prices 
received for milk sold. 

What do these recent 

Figure 8. Cost of Production Relative to Milk Income for California 
Dairy Farms 
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developments mean for California dairy producers? Primarily, the focus has switched over to the 
impact on obtaining financing. After the devastation of 2009, many of the lending institutions in 
California have re-examined their portfolios with a keen eye on dairies. Some banks are focused on 
re-establishing the equity that was eroded away in 2009, while others are making an effort to 
rebalance their portfolios away from dairy loans. Those banks that have stayed with their dairy 
loans have adopted new policies for loans to dairy producers, such as imposing higher interest rates, 
implementing six-month reviews and requiring dairy producers to pursue risk management 
strategies. 

CONCLUDING REMARKS AND A LOOK TOWARD 2011 

Unfortunately, the issues discussed above have little chance of being resolved anytime soon; these 
are guidelines that will come to define the California dairy industry. There have been no major 
developments that might provide an increase in plant processing capacity, nor are there expected to 
be. For the near future, it appears that dairy farm profitability will be the largest factor that limits 
milk output. 

The national policy to favor fuel over food does not appear to be losing any of its momentum., 
despite the evidence that the policies to put animal agriculture at tremendous risk for higher 



production costs with no guarantee of higher prices for product produced. As such, feed prices 
cannot be counted on to return to stable and predictable levels. This has presented a new chalIenge 
for dairy producers - developing some proficiency with hedging and forward contracting in markets 
that are characterized by extreme price volatility. Needless to say, inexperience and lack of 
knowledge when making decisions in these kinds of markets are principal ingredients for disastrous 
results. But there is no avoiding the issue, and dairy producers will need to develop the skills 
necessary to navigate through unpredictable feed markets. 

Finally, milk prices have been in recovery mode for more than a year with the usual ups and downs 
along the way. But as prices have recovered, so has milk production. Currently, an abundance of 
milk across the U.S., particularly in western states, has led to a softening in prices for the major 
dairy commodities - butter, nonfat dry milk and cheddar cheese. Dairy product buyers have shown 
themselves to be patient and resourceful and are content to wait to see where commodity prices are 
headed before committing to large volume purchases. On the flipside, no buyer wants to build 
inventory with high-priced dairy products. Production of storable dairy products will have to show 
signs of reduced outputs to encourage buyer to return to the market. As a result, many dairy market 
analysts are predicting that dairy commodity prices will remain only fair through at least the first 
quarter of2011 before starting to trend upward slowly for the remainder of the year. 



ARTESIA 

June 16, 2014 

Ms. Karen Ross, Secretary 
California Department of Food and Agricu lture 
1220 N Street 
Sacramento, CA 958 14 

RE: Petition for Class 4a Hearing 

Dear Secretary Ross: 

EXHIBIT 

On behalf of its producer-members, California Dairies, Inc. (COl) respectfully submits this 
petition for public hearing to consider changes to the Class 4a pricing formula. We note that 
the manufacturing cost a ll owances for butter and powder and the butter f.o.b. price 
adjuster were last changed September 1st, 2011. However, al l of the manufacturing cost 
data collected and published by the California Department of Food and Agriculture 
(Department) since then indicates that the trend is toward higher costs, a nd further 
adjustments to the butter and powder manufacturing cost allowances are both warranted 
and justified . 

We appreCiate the work being done by the Dairy Future Task Force (Task Force) and the 
ambitious goal of exami ning the milk pricing and regulatory systems with the intent of 
developing a foundation to ensure a better future for the California dairy industry. COl has 
been an active partiCipant on several fronts since the creation of the Task Force in 2012, 
and we continue to devote time and resources to the efforts . While we fully support the 
work and intent of the Task Force, we must request that the Department consider updating 
the butter and nonfat dry milk manufacturing costs as the Task Force contin ues to look for 
new and innovative so lutions to pr ice milk. As the largest butter and milk powder 
manufacturer in the state, we cannot simply ignore the fact that our processing costs are 
higher than the manufacturing cost a llowances in the Class 4a pricing formula migh t 
suggest. We also cannot overlook the implications that static manufacturing cost 
al lowances have on a ll Ca li fornia Class 4a and 4b operatio ns. 

Proposed Class 40 Pricing Formula 

COl proposes that the following fo rmu la for Class 4a mil k be adopted: 

Fat = (CM E AA Butter Price - $0.0485 - $0.1688) x 1.2 

SNF = (California NFDM Price - $0.1999) x 1.0 
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COl's proposal amends the Class 4a pricing formula by increasing the butter and nonfat dry 
milk manufacturing cost allowances to the weighted average cost for both commodities, as 
published in the November 2013 cost Manufacturing Cost Exhibit, which represent the 
most recent data to which we have access. The Department's data verifies that the cost to 
manufacture butter is $0.1688 per pound, an increase of 0.53¢ per pound over the current 
manufacturing cost allowance for butter. Similarly, the cost exhibit verifies that the cost to 
produce nonfat dry milk is $0.1999 per pound, an increase of2.36¢ per pound over the 
current manufacturing cost allowance for nonfat dry milk. 

COl's proposed changes are consistent with the objectives stated in previous hearings
the Class 4a formula should reflect the most currently available cost-justified changes. This 
applies to not only the manufacturing cost allowances for butter and nonfat dry milk but to 
the f.o.b. price adjuster for butter as well. Simply, the manufacturing cost allowances 
should be consistent with actual costs for processing, and the butter commodity price 
should be adjusted by a factor that reflects what California plants actually receive for the 
products they market Unfortunately, we have no current information on the f.o.b. price 
adjuster for butter and have consequently left the adjuster unmodified. Furthermore, we 
understand that a new round of cost studies is underway, but we do not expect the 
Department to release published results for another five months. We do not feel we can 
wait until November to address the shortfalls in the manufacturing cost allowances. We ask 
that our petition be granted and that a hearing date be chosen as soon as possible. 

The attached extracts from the current Stabilization and Marketing Plans for Northern 
California and Southern California (the sections for the Class 4a pricing formula are 
identical for both Plans) reflect COl's proposed amendments. 

Thank you for your consideration of COl's petition. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Eric M. Erba 
Sr. VP & Chief Strategy Officer 



Proposed Changes to Article 1I/, Section 300.0 of the Stabilization and Marketing Plans for 
Northern California (Plan 60) and Southern California (Plan 75): 

(D) The minimum prices to be paid for components used for Class 4a shall be computed as 
follows: 

(1) For all milk fat, not less than the price per pound computed by the formula using 
the butter price, less an f.o.b. California price adjuster offour and eighty-five 
hundredths cents ($0.0485), less a manufacturing cost allowance of sixteeR aRe 
tllirty Rve IllmereetRs (eRts ($Il.IG35) sixteen and eighty-eight hundredths 
cents ($0.1688), and the result multiplied by a yield factor of one and two-tenths 
(1.2). 

(2) For all milk solids-not-fat, not less than the price per pound computed by the 
formula using the nonfat dry milk price, less a manufacturing cost allowance of 
seveRteeR aRe sillty three hllRereeilis (eRts ($().17GJ) nineteen and ninety-nine 
hundredths cents ($0.1999), multiplied by a yield factor of one (1.0). 



• EXHIBIT 

I ~3 

i 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 

DAIRY MARKETING BRANCH 

CONSOLIDATED PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER 

TEMPORARY AMENDMENTS TO THE STABILIZATION 

AND MARKETING PLANS FOR MARKET MILK FOR THE 

NORTHERN AND SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA MARKETING AREAS 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FOOD & AGRICULTURE 

DEPARTMENT AUDITORIUM 

1220 N STREET 

SACRAMENTO , CALIFORNIA 

MONDAY , MAY 20 , 2013 

8 : 00 A. M. 

ALL AMERICAN REPORTING , INC . 
(9 16) 362-2345 



1 affected your operations in your competitive marketing of 

2 your products? 
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3 MR. DRYER: You know, we have seen our costs over 

4 the course of the last few years increase about $O.80/cwt. 

5 Which is small from the perspective of the issues facing the 

6 dairy producers but it's a big burden to a cheese 

7 manufacturer dealing in a very low margin business. So, you 

8 know, in cheese that represents $0.08 a pound, which is a --

9 it's a big, it's a big number to us. 

10 MR. EASTMAN: So in terms of marketing your cheese 

11 then, is there still a margin available for you to manage 

12 through that as indicated by the fact that you want to 

13 extend the temporary price increases or are you leveraging 

14 your national and international presence to make that work? 

15 MR. DRYER: The reason we're supporting it is 

16 because the Dairy Institute, which represents us, in 

17 discussions with the Legislature made the commitment to do 

18 that, so we are willing to stand behind that commitment. 

19 HEARING OFFICER SUTHER: Thank you for your 

20 testimony, Mr. Dryer. 

21 

22 

MR. DRYER: Thank you, sir. 

HEARING OFFICER SUTHER: Mr. Erba. 

23 To clarify for the record, Western United is 

24 Exhibit 38, Mr. Stueve's testimony is Exhibit 39, 

25 Mr. Dryer's testimony is Exhibit 40 and Mr. Erba's testimony 
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1 will be Exhibit 41. 

2 (Exhibits 39-41 were received into evidence.) 

3 HEARING OFFICER SUTHER: Please state your full 

4 name, spell your last name and state your affiliation for 

5 the record, please. 

6 DR. ERBA: My name is Eric Erba, the last name is 

7 spelled E-R-B-A. I am representing California Dairies, Inc. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

HEARING OFFICER SUTHER: You may proceed. 

DR. ERBA: Thank you. 

Mr. Hearing Officer and members of the Panel: 

Good morning. My name is Eric Erba and. I hold the 

12 position of Senior Vice President and Chief Strategy Officer 

13 for California Dairies, Inc., whom I am representing here 

14 today. California Dairies is a full-service milk processing 

15 cooperative owned by 430 producer-members located throughout 

16 the state of California and collectively producing almost 18 

17 billion pounds of milk per year, or 47% of the milk produced 

18 in California. Our producer-members have invested over $500 

19 million in large processing plants at six locations, which 

20 will produce about 400 million pounds of butter and 800 

21 million pounds of powdered milk products in 2013. On May 

22 15, 2013 the Board of Directors for California Dairies 

23 approved the concepts contained in the testimony that I will 

24 be presenting here today. California Dairies' proposal is 

25 consistent with the guidelines given in the Food and 
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1 Agricultural Code, Division 21, Part 3, Chapter 2, starting 

2 with Article 1 and including Article 9 that discusses 

3 establishment of minimum prices. 

4 We thank the Department for calling this hearing, 

5 this milk pricing hearing and allowing us the opportunity to 

6 present our proposal to change the Class 4b milk pricing 

7 formula. Our proposal will bring equity to the price of 

8 milk used in cheese processing and will also provide 

9 California dairy producers the relief that they need. 

10 Several witnesses testified at a hearing held just 

11 five months ago that California dairy families were under a 

12 great deal of financial stress, with some unable to achieve 

13 a margin sufficient enough to remain in business. This 

14 situation has not changed. Feed costs remain high and dairy 

15 farm margins hover near historic lows. What has also not 

16 changed is the disparity between the California Class 4b 

17 price and the federal Class III price. Figure 1 shows the 

18 result of subtracting the Class III from the Class 4b price 

19 over the past five years. For comparison and reference the 

20 market price for dry whey is overlaid on the graph. The 

21 trend is clear enough - since the Department abandoned the 

22 end product pricing approach used to value whey in the Class 

23 4b formula, the difference in the two class pricing series 

24 has grown. The class price difference has averaged 

25 $1.13/cwt. since January 2007 and has averaged $1.22/cwt. 

ALL AMERICAN REPORTING, INC. 
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1 since December 2007 when the Department instituted a $0.25 

2 fixed factor in place of the end product pricing formula 

3 used to capture the value of whey in the Class 4b formula. 

4 On the chart the dashed vertical line indicates this data. 
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5 As might be expected, the financial pressures are 

6 having an effect on milk production. We can verify that 

7 California Dairies has experienced a drop of 5% in member 

8 milk production compared to last year. This is not a huge 

9 surprise after losing 32 dairies in 2012 and hitting our 

10 lowest daily average since 2005, an ignominious benchmark 

11 reached in September of 2012. For a full-service milk 

12 marketing cooperative with customers throughout the world, 

13 these milk production statistics are unnerving. We are 

14 beginning to question how well we will be able to follow our 

15 various milk and dairy product marketing plans if milk 

16 production continues to fall well below our projections. 

17 We recognize that attempting to achieve a milk 

18 price high enough to erase the financial losses sustained by 

19 producers as a result of inappropriate whey valuation and 

20 high feed costs is problematic for both producers and 

21 processors in California. We have chosen not to take that 

22 course of action. Instead, we are proposing what we believe 

23 represents a solution to the milk pricing inequity that can 

24 be justified based on milk prices in surrounding states and 

25 the market conditions facing the dairy industry. We also 
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1 note that our proposal is very closely aligned with AB 31, 

2 the legislation that is being considered that would increase 

3 the whey portion of the Class 4b price to be no less than 

4 80% of the federal milk marketing order value for whey. 

5 Proposal from California Dairies: 

6 The hearing notice issued May 1st set forth the 

7 guidelines for proposals that will be considered at this 

8 hearing. California Dairies' proposal was designed to 

9 follow the format found in Article III, Section 300, 

10 paragraph (H) of the Stabilization and Marketing Plans for 

11 Market Milk for the Northern California and Southern 

12 California Marketing Areas. The language found in paragraph 

13 (H) shall be replaced in its entirety with the following 

14 language: 

15 "The minimum prices for Class 4b milk solids-

16 

17 

18 

19 

not-fat, as set forth in Paragraph (E) of this 

Section shall be increased by thirteen and eight

tenths cents ($0.138) per pound." 

As proposed, the projected effect would be to 

20 increase the Class 4b price by about $1.20/cwt. The 

21 proposal was also projected to increase pool prices by 

22 approximately $0.52/cwt., if adopted and implemented. 

23 The Class 4b component bears the entire milk price 

24 increase for two major reasons. First, a primary objective 

25 was to present a proposal that is consistent with the 
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1 message that has been brought forward by the introduction 

2 and subsequent discussion of AB 31. That legislation would 

3 increase the whey portion of the Class 4b price to be no 

4 less than 80% of the federal milk marketing order value for 

5 whey, which is approximately $1.20/cwt. 

6 Second, when making class-by-class comparisons of 

7 California milk prices with those in other milk marketing 

8 orders, only one class of milk stands out in the comparison 

9 as not being at all close to its federal counterpart and 

10 that's Class 4b. While California prices do not have to 

11 match milk prices found in other milk marketing orders, the 

12 prices ought to be reasonably close. Allow me to run 

13 through some of the differences. 

14 For milk that is used to produce butter and milk 

15 powders, the California price has averaged $0.27/cwt. less 

16 than the federally announced price since 2011. 

17 For milk that is used for fluid purposes, the 

18 Southern California prices averaged $0.52/cwt. less than the 

19 Arizona Order's announced price and the Northern California 

20 price has averaged $0.34/cwt. less than the Pacific 

21 Northwest Order's announced price. 

22 The Southern California Class 2 price has averaged 

23 $0.42/cwt. less than the federal Class II price, and the 

24 California Class 3 price has averaged $0.70/cwt. less than 

25 the federal Class II price. 
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1 I suggest that for those price comparison, an 

2 acceptable level of price difference between California 

3 prices and federal order prices is demonstrated. However, 

4 when comparing the announced price for milk used to make 

5 cheese, the California Class 4b price has averaged 
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6 $1.96/cwt. less than the federal Class III price for the 27 

7 month comparison period. The reason for the enormous 

8 difference is easily identified. A simple statistical 

9 analysis reveals that almost 80% of the change in the 

10 difference in the two milk price series is explained by the 

11 change in the value of dry whey. This phenomenon is a 

12 function of milk pricing formula construct regarding the 

13 valuation of whey and can be remedied easily by adopting 

14 California Dairies' proposal. 

15 I will make one final point in support of 

16 California Dairies' proposal. Recently, California Dairies 

17 received the results of a study that reviewed the potential 

18 impacts of a federal milk marketing order in California. 

19 We, along with Diary Farmers of America and Land O'Lakes, 

20 co-funded the study conducted by Drs. Mark Stephenson and 

21 Chuck Nicholson. The study identified the large Class 4b-

22 Class III price spread as being problematic and suggested 

23 that a manufacturing differential on the Class III price 

24 could resolve the problem of higher milk prices while 

25 simultaneously encouraging pool participation by cheese 
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1 plants. The level of the differential is about $0.70/cwt. 

2 In other words, the study suggested that the California 

3 price for milk used for cheese ought to be $0.70/cwt. less 

4 than the federal price. That $0.70 differential is 

5 approximately the same as what was represented in AB 31 and 

6 is about the same as the $1.20/cwt. increase in the Class 4b 

7 price that we are proposing today. 

8 Concerns About Increasing the Class 4a Price: 

9 At the December 2012 hearing, I explained why 

10 increasing the Class 4a price as a means of achieving a 

11 higher price was fraught with problems. And yet, in the 

12 Department's decision, both 4a and Class 4b were increased 

13 by the same amount at $0.30/cwt. I feel compelled to 

14 reiterate the caution for increasing the Class 4a price and 

15 will provide a numerical example that uses the December 2012 

16 hearing results to underscore the point. 

17 Because nearly all butter and powder processing 

18 facilities are owned by producers and not by proprietary 

19 companies, increasing the Class 4a price only functions to 

20 redistribute money from the producers who have made 

21 investments in butter and milk powder processing facilities 

22 to those producers who have not. This is entirely counter 

23 to the concept of increasing milk prices to provide 

24 equitable milk price assistance to all producers. The 

25 higher the increase in the Class 4a milk price the less 
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1 equitable the milk price assistance becomes. From the 

2 perspective of a COl member, this caution appeared to be 

3 largely ignored when the Department issued its decision. 

4 Basically, COl members will net only about $0.07/cwt. more 

5 in their milk price as a result of the December 2012 milk 
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6 price hearing. The reason is that COl members will have had 

7 to give back about $0.18/cwt. of the $0.25/cwt. in the form 

8 of higher prices paid by their cooperative for milk 

9 processed into butter and milk powders. In contrast, a 

10 producer who does not belong to a processing cooperative and 

11 has no investment in processing capacity will receive the 

12 full $0.25/cwt. price increase. 

13 Our Negotiated Offer to Cheese Processors. 

14 At some point during the discussions and 

15 negotiations that have taken place over the last three 

16 weeks, there was mention of the benefits of negotiating a 

17 compromise between the producers and processors to be 

18 presented jointly at this hearing. Using information passed 

19 along to us, California Dairies made a good-faith effort 

20 last week to develop a proposal that achieved middle ground 

21 in the discussions, that is to say, one that recognized and 

22 satisfied the positions of both producers and processors but 

23 required concessions from both sides. 

24 The proposal had basically two tenets. First, all 

25 of the pool value increase from the December 2012 hearing 

ALL AMERICAN REPORTING, INC. 
(916) 362-2345 



58 

1 decision would be borne entirely by Class 4b. This would 

2 mean that the Class 4b price would need to increase by about 

3 $0.60/cwt. Second, the sliding scale used to value whey in 

4 the Class 4b formula would be restructured to result in a 

5 new ceiling of $1.00/cwt. contributed to Class 4b, 

6 achievable at current market prices for whey. In 

7 combination, the changes would increase the Class 4b price 

8 by about $0.80/cwt. and pool prices would increase by about 

9 $0.35/cwt. Clearly, this proposal represented a significant 

10 concession from the position we have adopted for today's 

11 hearing. The fact that this proposal is not being presented 

12 jointly by producer and processor representatives tells the 

13 story - our proposal to find middle ground was not accepted. 

14 Consequently, California Dairies' proposal is aligned with 

15 the proposals being made today by other producer groups. 

16 Some Concluding Remarks. 

17 At a time when so many California dairy farmers 

18 are struggling to survive, the widely advertised disparity 

19 between whey valuation in federally regulated milk marketing 

20 orders and in California is difficult to understand and even 

21 more difficult to accept. We are mindful of the industry's 

22 efforts to create a foundation for a stronger and more 

23 viable dairy industry through the work of the Dairy Future 

24 Task Force. Dairy producers and California Dairies 

25 understand their obligation to be engaged in the process. 
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1 However, dairy producers, including members of California 

2 Dairies, need to survive in the short-term first. Our 

3 proposal mirrors the Class 4b pricing formula adjustment 

4 found in AB 31. We believe our proposal provides a 

5 reasonable and actionable method to achieve milk price 
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6 equity and to bridge the financial gap from where California 

7 milk prices are today and where they will need to be in the 

8 future to prevent further attrition on the producer side of 

9 the California dairy industry. 

10 Thank you for your attention. I am happy to 

11 answer any questions you might have. 

12 MR. EASTMAN: I have a few questions for you, 

13 Dr. Erba. On page four of your testimony you mentioned a 

14 study that was -- that is being conducted by Drs. Stephenson 

15 and Nicholson that is reviewing the California industry. 

16 You make some mention of some of what their thoughts are as 

17 a result of the study. I don't see the study attached to 

18 your testimony; is that study eventually going to become 

19 publicly available? Is that something that is going to be 

20 kept close to the vest or how do you see that? 

21 DR. ERBA: That study was co-funded by the three 

22 co-ops. At this point there is no talk of releasing the 

23 results of that study publicly. I've mentioned just one of 

24 the small things that they found from that study. I suspect 

25 that over time we will be able to discuss that more 
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1 publicly, but for now we are not planning to release that in 

2 any public setting. 

3 MR. EASTMAN: Are there any other conclusions that 

4 they made that would be more comprehensive? I guess one of 

5 the concerns I would have is by not seeing any of the 

6 results of what their study shows, you've picked out one 

7 part of it, I am just curious if -- or concerned there could 

8 be other aspects that are -- more conclusions they have 

9 reached that are more comprehensive that kind of point to 

10 the entire industry compared to just one portion of it or 

11 one point that you are making here in your testimony. 

12 DR. ERBA: Right. You pointed out that the study 

13 is very comprehensive and obviously this was not the point 

14 of the study. The study was focused on something entirely 

15 different, this was something that came out of the study. 

16 At this point I think I'll just leave the conclusions as 

17 what I've said here in the testimony. 

18 MR. EASTMAN: Okay. Obviously last year, I have a 

19 similar question of one I asked the representative from DFA. 

20 Milk production is obviously down this year compared to 

21 last year because last year we had such strong production 

22 during the spring flush, the first half of the year. But it 

23 appears, based on the data available, our milk production 

24 through the first few months of this year actually exceeds 

25 slightly what we were experiencing in 2011. If I remember 
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1 correctly, you had some concerns back in 2011 with regards 

2 to the amount of milk we were producing. You felt that 
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3 although you were able to handle it more or less you felt we 

4 were close to a tipping point or close to having concerns, 

5 you were close to having concerns. How do you view the 

6 current milk supply right now, the way you're handling it? 

7 Are any of your production bases in force, et cetera? 

8 DR. ERBA: Our production base never goes out, 

9 it's always in, it's just a matter of are there any 

10 penalties assessed or not; we didn't assess any penalties 

11 this year. As Mr. Stueve said, it's a challenge every year, 

12 every spring, to get through that spring flush period and be 

13 able to handle the milk without having any significant 

14 problems. We were able to do that this year. We have gone 

15 past our peak and are starting to come down, it's through 

16 the good efforts of the folks that we work with. 

17 And I want to also recognize the customers that we 

18 have, their ability to run their plants efficiently as well. 

19 Without them we would have problems. If they weren't 

20 running well we would necessarily have problems. We did not 

21 have problems this year that would result in penalties. And 

22 that's not to say it wasn't difficult. It is difficult, 

23 it's a challenge every year, but we didn't have problems 

24 where we had to result in penalties being assessed this 

25 year. 
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1 MR. EASTMAN: Based on what you're seeing, how do 

2 you view the situation going into the summer and the fall in 

3 terms of milk supply or the amount of milk that you'll have 

4 available? 

5 DR. ERBA: Our projection right now is to have 

6 approximately -- it sounds kind of funny -- an average year, 

7 whatever that is. We expect to be higher than we were last 

8 year by a significant amount because we did experience such 

9 a huge drop-off last year. We hit our lowest point in 

10 September last year since 2005. I don't expect we're going 

11 to have that kind of an issue again. 

12 But I expect that we are going to have more milk 

13 to deal with this year than we did last year for a number of 

14 different reasons. We did pick up a number of new producers 

15 as of January 1st this year that we didn't have last year 

16 and that adds to the milk supply that we have. I don't 

17 expect we're going to have milk handling problems for the 

18 rest of this year. 

19 MR. EASTMAN: And then on page four of your 

20 testimony also you talk about how the temporary price 

21 increase that affected Class 4a prices affected your 

22 operation. Obviously COl is a large butter/powder 

23 manufacturer in the state. You mention that the pool is a 

24 revenue sharing mechanism where regardless of where a 

25 producer will ship his or her milk, the revenue from that 
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1 would be shared through the pool. Obviously your producer-

2 members have invested money in your manufacturing plants but 

3 can that be said of all the manufacturing plants in the 

4 state, that there's definitely been investments by certain 

5 entities, organizations, that producers in general are able 

6 to take advantage of, even though you may not have shared in 

7 the investment in such manufacturing facilities? 

8 DR. ERBA: I suppose you could make that argument, 

9 although there should really be a distinct difference 

10 between what a cooperative is and how it functions and what 

11 a proprietary plant is. And when you have price increases, 

12 as you saw from the December 2012 hearing, and it hits the 

13 4a classes primarily owned by producers, there's a 

14 differential impact on the producers as far as the pricing 

15 received out of the pool and I think that needs to be 

16 recognized. 

17 In the many years that I spent here we always 

18 recognized that Class 4a was something that definitely had 

19 issues with in terms of how much of an increase you could 

20 put on it because it had that differential effect. I was 

21 really surprised to see the results of the 2012 hearing 

22 because we had never had that kind of an issue where we'd 

23 say that the Class 4a and 4b ought to be treated the same. 

24 In my time they never were treated the same. And it was 

25 recognized that was because they were largely owned by the 

ALL AMERICAN REPORTING, INC. 
(916) 362-2345 



64 

1 producers that were putting milk and money into that effort. 

2 MR. EASTMAN: So if dairy producers are producer 

3 cooperatives that invest in either 4a or Class 4b plants do 

4 you feel that maybe those plants shouldn't participate in 

5 the pool because, obviously, they are producer-owned and 

6 that would be a way to --

7 DR. ERBA: That would be a major departure from 

8 the laws that we have today. 

9 MR. EASTMAN: Sure. But you mention here in your 

10 testimony that the concept of increasing milk prices for 

11 equity is to all producers. So if there are certain 

12 producer-cooperative members or producers that have invested 

13 in whatever manufacturing capacity is available, by 

14 definition of the concept of pooling, they are always going 

15 to have to end up during times contributing to the pool. 

16 Any sort of increase would always be less than the producers 

17 that haven't. And so is there is it seems that there is 

18 no way to really fix that issue as long as there's producers 

19 who have invested in manufacturing facilities. 

20 DR. ERBA: That may be, as I said, difficult to 

21 fix because of the way that the state laws are written for 

22 milk pricing and milk regulation in California. You 

23 wouldn't necessarily have those same kind of constraints 

24 outside of California because cooperatives are viewed 

25 differently outside California than they are within the 
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1 state. But I am going to bring you back to where we are 

2 today, Mr. Eastman, this hearing is not focused on that at 

3 all, unfortunately. 
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4 MR. EASTMAN: Okay. And then the final question I 

5 have is you mentioned you, obviously, there's been a lot of 

6 negotiations with regards to finding a compromise through AB 

7 31 and the legislation that is currently being worked on 

8 across the street. At this point your proposal mimics what 

9 the language of AB 31 was. Do you feel that if that bill 

10 were to be passed with some other sort of language, some 

11 other level of increase, do you feel that at that point 

12 that's what our pricing should revert to? For example, if 

13 the Secretary were to actually implement the proposal that 

14 we have here today and AB 31 eventually passes with some 

15 sort of different language or numbers do you think that's 

16 when do you think that would be adequate? Whatever is 

17 determined at the Legislature should be then what is then 

18 incorporated? 

19 DR. ERBA: There needs to be some consistency 

20 there. I would suggest that with all of the things that are 

21 happening outside of this hearing, the legislation being 

22 discussed, the task force, the working groups, the easiest 

23 thing to do in that list of things to be done is to call 

24 another hearing again, remove some section of the 

25 Stabilization Plan or make it revert to something else. 
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1 That's a fairly simple process and can be done pretty 

2 easily. The other things we're working on are far more 

3 complicated and time consuming. 

4 MR. MASUHARA: Dr. Erba, setting aside the 

5 discussion on the impacts of 4a on the equity and to the 

6 asset owner base, can you share anything about how it 
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7 affected your ability to compete in your end product for the 

8 past few months with the previous increase that you are 

9 proposing to repeal now? 

10 DR. ERBA: Well, without going into a lot of 

11 detail about the actual costs to the cooperative I'd suffice 

12 it to say with our kind of processing capacity, with our 

13 kind of ability to handle milk through our butter/powder 

14 plants it's millions of dollars a month that we are not 

15 going to be able to count towards cooperative profits that 

16 we would have otherwise. 

17 MR. MASUHARA: Is there any way you could just in 

18 a summary sense, was it a severe impact the past few months, 

19 was it a moderate impact, was it relatively innocuous? 

20 DR. ERBA: I would say it's tending toward severe 

21 and if it were in place for more than four months it would 

22 be a significant impact to the profitability of the 

23 cooperative. 

24 MR. MASUHARA: And then I may have missed it but 

25 in your proposal did you guys state a specific time line or 
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1 are you aligned with until something comes out of AB 31 or 

2 some other situation or event occurs? 

3 DR. ERBA: Right. And I did not put anything 

4 specifically in the testimony that looked like a time line 
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5 for the same reasons I spoke with Mr. Eastman about. Of all 

6 the things we're working on outside this hearing the easiest 

7 thing we have to do is to call another hearing to simply 

8 remove some language from the Stabilization Plan. What I am 

9 suggesting today as a proposal ought to be in place until 

10 something else comes along and causes us to have another 

11 hearing called to remove it. And it's the same approach 

12 we'd have for any hearing. All decisiqns are temporary 

13 until they are changed again. 

14 MR. MASUHARA: And then also since being a 

15 cooperative you are more in tuned to the producer 

16 experience. Can you make any comments on how a 50 percent 

17 increase to the overbase price is going to address the 

18 current situation being experienced by producers with the 

19 high feed costs and the erosion of equity? 

20 DR. ERBA: As I said in the testimony, the $.50 we 

21 feel is already a concession and it is not going to fix all 

22 of the issues that we've had to this point. If we were to 

23 get some producers here to speak their mind I'd think we'd 

24 probably be tending closer to $l/cwt., which is what they 

25 need to get fixed and we realize that that's out of the 
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1 realm of possibilities. We figured that the $0.50 

2 represents some kind of middle ground and it's definitely a 

3 concession on the part of the producers to get back to where 

4 they need to be. 

5 

6 

MR. MASUHARA: That's all I have. 

HEARING OFFICER SUTHER: Thank you for your 

7 testimony, Mr. Erba. 

8 

9 

DR. ERBA: Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER SUTHER: Mr. Schiek. 

10 Please state your full name, spell your last name 

11 and state your affiliation for the record, please. 

12 DR. SCHIEK: Yes. My name is William Schiek, 

13 that's S-C-H-I-E-K, and I'm with the Dairy Institute of 

14 California. 

15 Whereupon, 

16 DR. WILLIAM SCHIEK 

17 Was duly sworn. 

18 HEARING OFFICER SUTHER: I would like to enter 

19 Exhibit 42 into the record. 

20 (Exhibit 42 was received into evidence.) 

21 

22 

HEARING OFFICER SUTHER: You may proceed. 

DR. SCHIEK: Thank you. Mr. Hearing Officer and 

23 members of the Hearing Panel: 

24 My name is William Schiek and I am Economist for 

25 the Dairy Institute of California. I am testifying on the 
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The Economic Importance of the California 
Dairy Quota Program 
AN I LUABLE SSE C, HE DAIRY FARMER AND THE 
STATE 

My name is Lon Hatamiya. I am the President and CEO of The Hatamiya Group, an economics 

and strategic advisory consulting firm located in Davis, California. I was retained by California 

Dairies, Inc. , Dairy Farmers of America, Inc., and Land 0 ' Lakes, Inc. ("Cooperatives") to 

provide an independent and objective economic analysis of the dairy industry to the state of 

California and to examine the economic value of California's dairy quota program. 

The dairy industry in California is an important and vital component to the economy of the state 

of California. At the end of 20 14, California's economy had grow n to over $2.3 trillion in Gross 

Domestic Product ("GDP"). ' If California w ere a country, it w ould have the eighth-largest 

economy in the world ,' slightly behind Brazil and strongly ahead of Italy, India, Russia and 

Canada. Moreover, the agricultural industry is a major component of the Californ ia economy 

providing over $56.2 billion in economic output in 20 14. J This mult i-billion dollar industry is 

arguably the backbone of California's globally-aligned economy, w ith a long-established 

international network of producers, consumers, and service providers. 

20 15. 
2 World Development Indicators. World Bank. April 14, 20 I S. 
) 

• downloaded September 7. 

• downloaded September 7. 20 15. 
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More specifically, dairy products are the number one agricultural commodity in California w ith 

over $9.3 billion in farm receipts in 2014, making up 17.3% of all California farm receipts ' The 

state of California is also the largest dairy producing state in the country with over 20% of 

national production. In addition, California is the leading exporter of dairy products with nearly 

$1.3 billion in 2013 . By any measure, the dairy industry is an important contributor to the 

overall and agricultural economy of the state of Cal ifornia. 

Through my extensive professional experience and expertise, I believe I bring a unique 

perspective to this analysis. From 1993 to 1997, I served as Administrator of the Agricultural 

Marketing Service of the United States Department of Agriculture ("USDA") , where I oversaw 

over 50 federal programs, including the Federal Milk Marketing Order ("FMMO") system. I also 

served as Administrator of the Foreign Agricultural Service at USDA from 1997- 1999, and then 

returned to my native California to serve as Secretary of the Technology, Trade and Commerce 

Agency from 1999-2003, where I oversaw the promotion of statew ide economic development, 

job creation, and business retention. 

Prior to my service at USDA, I practiced law and worked with my three-generation family farm 

in Yuba and Butte counties. Since 2003, I have been a consulting economist, analyzing local, 

regional , state, national and international economic impacts, trends, and economic development 

opportunities on various industries including agriculture, energy, high technology, real estate, 

retail , professional sports, transportation, tour ism, and higher education. I have also extensive 

expertise in determining economic valuations of various industries from agriculture to 

biotechnology, and alternative energy to medical device companies, utilizing appropriate 

valuation methodologies. I have testified over a hundred times before the World Trade 

Organization, U.S. Congress, California State Legislature, and federal, state and local courts, 

boards, and commissions on a wide variety of relevant issues. 

4 Ibid. 
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In addition, as an academic, I previously served as Executive-in-Residence and Adjunct Professor 

at the UC Davis Graduate School of Management, and was also selected as a Senior Fellow at 

the UCLA Luskin School of Public Affairs . I also currently serve as a part-time lecturer at the 

International Masters in Law Program at the UC Davis School of Law, and as a Senior Fellow at 

the University of Denver International Career Advancement Program. I received my BA in 

Economics from Harvard University; my M.BA from the Anderson Graduate School of 

Management at UCLA; and my J.D. from the UCLA School of Law. Please also find attached my 

full CV for your reference. 

Throughout my professional career, I have acquired and maintained an international , national, 

regional as well as a statewide and local perspective with regard to agriculture and its pertinent 

economic impact upon all communities. For this analysis, I have relied upon that experience to 

determine the economic importance of the dairy industry to California, and most specifically, the 

unique economic value of dairy quota. 

II Ollerllie dl f riD Iry Ouot 

The state of California has operated a Dairy Quota Program since adopting a Milk Pooling Plan in 

1969. The Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act , California Food and Agricultural Code Section 62700, et 

seq., authorizes the Secretary of the California Department of Food and Agriculture ("CD FA") 

to operate a statewide pooling system under specified guidelines. These statutes provide for the 

formulation and adoption of Milk Pooling Plans for Market Milk (Pool Plan). Under the California 

Pooling Plan for Market Milk, the producer is paid based upon his or her allocated quota, base, 

and overbase at prices that reflect the pool-wide usage of all classes. The monthly quota and 

base amounts are computed for each producer to the extent these amounts are produced . The 

maximum monthly quota amount is determined by the current quota allocation, and the 
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maximum monthly base is determined by the difference between production base and quota. 

Any production that exceeds these two figures constitutes overbase production S 

Revenue from processors is distributed to dairy farmers via quota, base, and overbase prices. 

Since the CDFA Milk Pooling Branch's inception in 1969 until 1993, the quota price was 

primarily impacted by Class I, 2, and 3 farm prices, while the overbase price was primarily 

impacted by the Class 4a and 4b farm prices. This was changed by statute enacted in 1993 and 

made permanent in 1994. Beginning in January 1994, a fixed differential was established so that 

the quota price is always $1.70 per hundredweight greater than the base and overbase prices. 

Historically from 1969 through 1993, the difference between the announced quota and overbase 

farm prices ranged from $1 .06 to $2.26 per hundredweight on an annual average basis. 

Currently, revenue above that needed to maintain the $1 .70 differential is shared equally among 

quota, base, and overbase production. The announced quota price is adjusted based on farm 

location by regional quota adjusters (RQA's) . Prices paid to an individual producer depends 

upon his or her farm location and blend of quota, base, and overbase holdings. For 

computational purposes, the whole $1.70 is assigned to the solids-not-fat ("SNF") price. Thus, 

the announced quota SNF price is set at $0. 195 per pound above the base and overbase SNF 

prices. Because of RQA's, the actual quota SNF price received by individual farmers may be 

adjusted downward by up to $0.27 per hundredweight based on farm location. The fat prices 

for quota, base, and overbase are identical.' Periodically, CDFA has issued additional quota to 

producers from an original allocation, but none since 1991. CDFA has issued 2,215,978 pounds 

of quota SNF on a daily basis (about 66.2 million pounds of SNF monthly) . CDFA also considers 

milk pool quota as a tradeable asset that is transferred between California Grade A dairy 

producers. Transfers occur monthly and must be processed by the CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 

as highlighted below: 

, "The California Dairy Industry - A Historical Review," California Department of Food and Agriculture, July, 
2008. 

• "The California Dairy Industry - A Historical Review," California Department of Food and Agriculture, July, 
2008. 
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Month Sellers 

Table I: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 
SUMMARY OF TRANSFE RS. 201 5 

SALES BASED ON QUOTA SOLIDS-NOT-FAT 

Buyers Sa les Avg. Avg. Total Total Tota l Tota l 
at Sa les Sales Production Quota Fat Production QuotaSNF 

100% Price Price Base Fat Transferred Base SNF Transferred 
w/o with Transferred Transferred 

Cows Cows 
January 1 4 1 $525 0 810.68 823.50 1,971.91 2006.72 

February 0 0 0 0 0 - - - -

March 1 1 1 $525 0 248.68 219.84 662.32 563.43 

April 2 3 2 $525 0 380.21 362.56 939.17 913.76 

May 1 1 1 $525 0 68.03 61.29 170.28 153.41 

June 1 1 1 $525 0 102.43 92.29 264.56 238.36 

July 1 1 1 0 $525 1,240.72 1,229.05 2,906.48 2,882.14 

August 2 2 1 $528 0 272.11 267.23 686.57 674.78 

September 5 5 4 $528 0 2,066.51 2,093 .95 5,252,29 5,271.48 

Based upon the current average price of $525 per pound of quota SN F (as noted in the table 

above) multiplied by the 2.215,978 pounds of quota SNF issued by CDFA. results in the total 

aggregate quota value owned by California dairy producers of nearly $1 .164 billion. This is a 

significant economic asset with enormous value to both dairy producers and communities across 

California, 

As described above. the state of California maintains a premium payment on the milk produced 

and covered by quota which plays an important and vital role in the California dairy industry. 

Quota payments are an integral part of revenues to many California dairy farmers. In fact. 

paramount to any consideration of a California federal milk marketing order (FMMO) was the 

assurance that the quota program would not in any way be diminished or affected . Congress 
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recognized this and in the 2014 Farm Bill language dealing with the promulgation of a FMMO in 

California directed that the marketing order provisions allow for the continuation of the quota 

program in California. The 2014 Farm Bill (section 1410(d)) references the 1996 Farm Bill 

(section 143(2)), 

"Upon the petition and approval of California dairy producers in the manner provided in 

section 8c of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.s.c. 608c), reenacted with 

amendments by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, the Secretary shall 

designate the State of California as a separate Federal milk marketing order. The order 

covering California shall have the right to reblend and distribute order receipts t o 

recognize quota value." (Emphasis added) 

A. In order to best "Recognize Quota Value," the full economic value must 

be determined and maintained 

"Economic Value" is defined in several ways, but is commonly recognized as the value of an 

asset calculated according to its ability to produce income in the future. Value is linked to 

price through the mechanism of exchange. When one observes an exchange, two important 

value functions are revealed: those of the buyer and seller. Just as the buyer reveals what he 

is willing to pay for a certain amount of a good, so too does the seller reveal w hat it costs 

him to give up the good . This definition describes Californ ia's dairy quota most 

appropriately as it is a marketable and transferable asset that can be bought, sold, and results 

in an assured source of cash flow for the owner of that quota. 

As a result, in order to best determine the economic value of dairy quota, we must examine 

the common practices in which quota is utilized, traded, and accounted for in the market 

place. To best achieve this I surveyed a range of California accounting firms that speCialize in 
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dairies' ; a range of financial institutions that are major dairy lenders;8 and a range of dairy 

farmers of varying sizes and operations from across the state: 

I. Characterization of Dairy Quota Holdings by Accounting Firms that 

service dairies across California 

a. Quota value is universally accounted at the cost the dairy paid for it and booked 

at its historical value. Therefore, all accounting firms carry quota value on their 

dairy clients' balance sheets as a "Cost Basis". 

b. Quota value is recognized as an investment and transferable intangible asset. 

c. CPA's characterize quota value under current assets, intangible assets, and/or 

long-term assets. 

d. Most importantly, should the California Dairy Quota Program be eliminated, 

massive write-offs of losses would be taken. For example, several CPA's noted 

that many of their client's write-offs would be in the millions of dollars for 

individual dairies. 

2. Characte rization of Dairy Quota Holdings by Lending Financial 

Institutions in California 

a. In making lending decisions and reviewing debt-to-asset and other relevant ratios, 

all financial institutions place a value on quota ownership and consider it an asset, 

which is unencumbered and marketable. 

' Including Adair & Evans; Genske, Mulder & Co., LLP; M. Green and Company LLP; and Moss Adams, LLP. 
8 Including Citizens Business Bank, Farm Credit West, Five Star Bank, Rabobank, and Wells Fargo. 
9 Including cooperative member dairies of California Dairies , Inc., Dairy Farmers of America, Inc. and Land 

0 ' Lakes, Inc. 
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I. Each bank (and even within each bank) utilizes different formulas 

characterizing "quota ownership value." 

2. For Uniform Commercial Code ("UCC") reporting requirements, financial 

institutions refer to quota ownership as either a tangible or intangible asset, 

placing great emphasis on: 

i. Liquidity quota ownership provides; 

ii. Steady source of assured cash flow and revenues/income; 

iii. Quota ownership as controllable asset; 

iv. Value of quota on dairy's balance sheet affects a bank's perceived risk. 

The level of quota ownership either lessens or increases the dairy's 

borrowing leverage - e.g. the more quota ownership, the better the 

leverage; 

v. When considered a tangible asset, quota ownership is also treated as a 

form of collateral with an abundance of caution and reported as 

chattel (any article of tangible property other than land, buildings, and 

other things annexed to land) under the UCC (not all banks take this 

approach) ; 

vi . Other banks do not consider quota ownership as collateral , but it is 

considered something very close ("the next best thing") ; 

b. Financial institutions do not lend just on quota ownership value, but recognize 

the value of regular cash flows as a factor in lending decisions and deem quota 

ownership as "always a benefit, useful asset tool, if deployed correctly on a 

case-by-case basis". 
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c. Moreover, the financial institutions noted that should the California Dairy 

Quota Program be eliminated or eroded, a major financial asset would be 

destroyed leaving dairies one less invaluable tool (an assured source of 

revenue) to obtain necessary financing. 

3. Characte rization of Dairy Quota H oldings by Dairy Farmers in 

California 

a. Dairy farmers of all sizes across California consider quota ownership an 

invaluable liquid asset that is essential to their monthly cash flow and to meet 

the increasing cost of operations. 

b. During difficult and challenging economic periods, quota ownership and the 

assured source of cash flow have helped dairy farmers meet the increasing 

pressures of the higher cost of production, e.g. feed , labor, energy, water. 

This is especially relevant, but not exclusive, to smaller dairies with quota 

ownership. 

c. All dairy farmers that own quota have bought and sold quota over the years 

and consider it a solid financial investment because, unlike other assets, "it 

does not require maintenance or a veterinarian over time." Its transferability, 

marketabililty, and long-term assured value has been a hallmark of the dairy 

quota's existence. 

d. Buying additional dairy quota is considered a better return on investment for 

many dairy farmers who are being priced out of the increasingly exorbitant 

land prices across the state. 
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e. For many California dairy farmers, quota ownership has allowed them to 

continue in the dairy business, retain their family's dairy "culture", and survive 

in an increasingly competitive global marketplace. 

f. Lastly, should the California Dairy Quota Program be eliminated, diminished, 

or changed from its current status, many dairy farmers would suffer 

irreparable damage with massive write-offs of their significant quota 

investment. 

B. Make-up of Quota Ownership Across the State 

Quota ownership has changed over time. As quota has been bought, sold and traded over 

the years, and with increasing milk production, the percentage of California dairies owning 

quota has shifted. 

Table 2: Percent of California Dairy Farms by Quota Ownership'· 
(% of quota relative to milk production) 

17% 28% 35% 37% 42% 

23% 23% 22% 21% 20% 

19% 17% 15% 15% 13% 

16% 14% 11% 11% 9% 

13% 11% 9% 8% 7% 

11% 7% 8% 8% 9% 

83% 72% 65% 63% 58% 

2,161 2,003 1,828 1,566 1,434 

10 Data provided by California Department of Food and Agriculture, Dairy Marketing Branch. 
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1,794 1,442 1,1 88 987 832 

Currently, 58% of all California dairy farms own some percentage of quota (approximately 

832 dairies). 

For purposes of my foregoing data analysis, I also reviewed the current (as of January, 201 5) 

geographical distribut ion of quota ownership across California as noted in the Table 3 below. 

I was also able to approximately calculate the percentage of a county's milk production 

covered by quota by utilizing the geographical distribution of quota ownership and the CDFA 

reported monthly milk product ion dat a. " 

County 

Table 3: Dairy Quota by County, as of January 2015'2 
(Pounds of Quota Solids-Nat-Fat) 

417,068.87 

339,155.08 

309,732.61 

232,899.24 

155,208.96 

145,495. 15 

143,075.64 

120,660.25 

113 ,675 .33 

Percent of Total Quota 
Allocated 

18.82% 

15.30% 

13 .98% 

10.51 % 

7.00% 

6.57% 

6.46% 

5.45% 

5. 13% 

II The percentage of a county's milk production covered by quota was approximately calculated by 
multiplying the daily quota holdings (qSN F) by county by the days in the month (31 for January 2015) to get a 
monthly total. I then divided the monthly qSN F County total by the total pounds of SNF produced in the County 
for the month to determine the overall percentage of quota. 

12 Most recent available data provided by California Department of Food and Agriculture, Dairy Marketing 
Branch. 
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75,905.25 3.45% 

69,460.5 I 3.14% 

27,145.08 1.23% 

21,238.58 0.95% 

18,327.87 0.83% 

8,722.98 0.39% 

8,584.25 0.39% 

7,610.14 0.34% 

1,458.77 0.06% 

557.70 0.03% 

2,215,977.26 100.00% 

The top ten quota holding counties/areas make up over 90% of all quota ownership. The 

largest quota ownership by volume is in Tulare, Merced-Monterey, Stanislaus, and Kern - Los 

Angeles - Santa Barbara Counties. However, the highest concentration of milk production 

covered by quota is in many smaller producing counties such as San D iego with nearly 74%, 

Marin with over 63%, Riverside with over 62%, and Sonoma with nearly 61 %. This 

compares with Tulare County at 14.8%, Stanislaus County at 30. I % , San Joaquin County at 

nearly 27%, and Kings County at just over 13% . 

C. Economic Value of Quota to the Dairy Farmer and Dairy Industry 

With the current (qSNF as of January 20 I 5) distribution of dairy quota across California, I 

have calculated the total economic value of quota by county/area and the entire state as 

follows : 

Table 4: Total Dairy Quota Value by County and State, 2015 
(calculated at the current average market rate af$525/pound) 
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• • , • I 

417,068.87 

339,155.08 

309,732.61 

232,899.24 

155,208.96 

145,495.15 

143,075.64 

120,660.25 

113,675 .33 

75,905.25 

69,460.51 

27,145.08 

21,238.58 

18,327.87 

8,722.98 

8,584.25 

7,610.14 

1,458.77 

557.70 

2,215,977.26 

18.82% 

15.30% 

13.98% 

10.51% 

7.00% 

6.57% 

6.46% 

5.45% 

5.13% 

3.45% 

3.14% 

1.23% 

0.95% 

0.83% 

0.39% 

0.39% 

0.34% 

0.06% 

0.03% 

100.00% 

• ., f • 

$218,985,531.75 

$178,056,417.00 

$162,609,620.25 

$122,272. 101.00 

$81 ,484,704.00 

$76,384,953 .75 

$75 , 114,711.00 

$63 ,346,631 .25 

$59,679,548.25 

$39,850,256.25 

$36,466,767.75 

$14,251,167.00 

$11 ,150,254.50 

$9,622,131. 75 

$4,579,564,50 

$4,506,731.25 

$3 ,995,323.50 

$765,854.25 

$292,792.50 

$1,163,388,061.50 

As noted before, at the current average market rate of $525 per pound, total economic 

value of quota owned is approximately $ 1 .1 64 billion. By any measure , this is a substantial 

financial investment made by California dairy farmers . More specifically, dairy farmers from 

all corners of the state have an enormous investment and an invaluable asset at stake - from 
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nearly $220 mill ion in Tulare County, $178 million in Merced and Monterey Counties, and 

over $162 million in Stanislaus County to over $36 million in Mendocino and Sonoma 

Counties, $1 1.1 million in Marin County, and nearly $4 million in San Diego County. 

Additionally, utilizing statewide Quota Premiums less Regional Quota Adjusters ("RQA") per 

month as provided by the California Department of Food and Agriculture for 2014 (most 

recent calendar year available), I have further calculated the annual total quota payments per 

county/area as follows: 

Table 5: Total Quota Payments per California County, 2014 

$28,800,240.88 

$23,453 ,813. 19 

$21 ,416,349.34 

$16,1 00,560.20 

$10,723,493 .95 

$10,064,765 .03 

$9,896,252.98 

$8,349,006.00 

$7,858,789.13 

$5,246,852.40 

$4,802,593 .36 

$1 ,884,271.08 

$.031034 

$.012644 

$.012644 

$.023563 

$.012644 

$.031034 

$.031034 

$.012644 

$.005747 

$.012644 

$4,724,253.45 

$1 ,565,221 .04 

$1 ,429,434.58 

$1 ,591 ,385.99 

$716,298.66 

$1,620,676.44 

$1,366,768.12 

$350,307.28 

$145,704.19 

$125,276.17 

$24,075,987.43 

$21 ,888,592.14 

$ 19,986,9 14.76 

$14,509,174.21 

$10,007,195.28 

$10,064,765.03 

$8,275 ,576.55 

$6,982,237.88 

$7,858,789. 13 

$4,896,545 .11 

$4,656,889.17 

$1 ,758,994.91 
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$ 1,455,3 31.32 $.005747 $44,551 .21 $ 1,4 10,780.11 

$ 1,266,904.2 1 $.0 12644 $84,584.22 $ 1, 182,3 19.99 

$603 ,579.52 $.005747 $ 18,297.80 $585,281 .71 

$592,856.02 $.0 12644 $39,61 6.83 $553 ,239.19 

$525,45 1.20 $525 ,45 1.20 

$91 ,915.66 $.0 12644 $6,73 2.3 1 $85 ,1 83 .35 

$30,638.55 $.023563 $4,796.50 $25,842.06 

$139,329,759.23 

The total annual quota payments, or more appropriately - the Total Annual Return on Quota 

Investment to dairy farmers across California for 2014 - was over $139.3 mill ion. These 

total annual returns on quota investments are significant across the state and from county to 

county, and are important in determining the total economic impact upon the state and local 

communities that dairy production and quota ownership exists across California. 

A. Economic Impact that Quota has upon the State, Region , County, and 

Dairy Community 

To better determine the total economic impact of the Dairy Quota Program upon the state 

of California and the various dairy-producing counties across the state, I have utilized a 

generally recognized economic impact analysiS model. Economic Impact Analysis refers to 

any number of processes that trace how changes in spending, such as industry or 

government spending, business closures, new industrial or infrastructural developments, 

and/or natural disasters move through an economy. An impact study measures the 

cumulative effects of that spending on a defined geographic region. 
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Economic Impact Analysis can also provide information about the effects of policy and 

employment changes such as reports on job creation estimates related to the American 

Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, to the effects of a local business' opening or closing, 

the impacts of job exportation to other countries, or the tax revenue associated to certain 

policy decisions made by local, state or federal governments. Typically, whenever the 

phrase the "estimated impact on the economy/community is that X jobs are created" is used, 

these are the results of an economic impact analysis report. 

Identification and quantification of direct, indirect, and induced economic contributions of 

dairy quota payments was accomplished by analyzing the most recently available Dairy 

Quota Premium less Regional Quota Adjusters (from calendar year 2014) 13 and applying that 

data to the appropriate economic input-output model. The model utilized in this study is 

called Impact Analysis for Planning ("IMPLAN") . Economic input-output models like 

IMPLAN are the primary tool to measure the total economic impact of a policy or event-in 

this case the annual payment of dairy quota. The theory behind economic impact analysis is 

that the total economic impact of an existing entity within a geographic region is not merely 

limited to the number of employees the entity hires or lays off, the payroll associated with 

these employees, or the operational or capital expenditures it annually makes. The total 

economic impact also includes additional, multiplicative impacts. Additional impacts occur as 

the entity foregoes spending money on goods and services and as the wages of their 

employees find their way through the local and regional economy or conversely as an entity 

fails to spend and the impact that this lack of spending has upon the economy. 

Input-output accounting describes commodity flows from producers to intermediate and 

final consumers. The total industry purchases of commodities, services, employment 

compensation, value added, and imports are equal to the value of the commodities 

" Monthly totals from January, 2009 through July. 20 I 5, w ere provided by the California Department of 
Food and Agriculture, Dairy Marketing Branch, 9/18/20 I S. However, for puposes of this analysis, I relied upo n 
data from calendar year 2014. 
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produced. Purchases for final use (final demand) drive the IMPLAN model. Industries 

produce goods and services for final demand and purchase goods and services from other 

producers. These other producers, in turn, purchase goods and services. This buying of 

goods and services (indirect purchases) continues until leakages from the region (imports and 

value added) stop the cycle. Moreover, any direct expenditure associated with an entity will 

have " ripple" effects throughout the economy. In other words, each dollar of direct 

expenditure generates more than one dollar in the economy, thus the resulting multiplier 

effect. 

For purposes of this analysis, the direct impacts are the direct result of dairy expenditures as 

a result of dairy quota payments. The indirect impacts are generated from expenditures of 

the persons who benefit from the direct impact (suppliers, contractors, service providers to 

the dairies, etc.) . The induced impacts are the result of increased household income and 

related spending which is driven by the direct and indirect impacts. From these inputs, the 

IMPLAN model was used to calculate direct, indirect , and induced changes to employment, 

gross domestic product (output), and state and local tax revenues. I measured all of these 

impacts based upon their economic gains to the various dairy producing counties and regions 

of California. Additionally, I have analyzed the economic impacts of the California Dairy 

Quota Program upon the entire state of California. The following Table 6 summarizes my 

findings. 

Table 6: Economic Impact of Annual Return on Dairy Quota Investments 
for California and the various Counties, 2014 

. " 

14 Output represents the value of industry production. In IMPLAN these are annual production estimates for 
the year of the data set and are in producer prices. For manufacturers this would be sales plus/minus change in 
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$139,358,870 $278,901 ,24 1,269 $11,087,718 $16,729,65 1.98 2.44 

0 1 

$24,233,092 $34,048,012 149 $ 1,130,949 $1 ,980,851 1.35 2.07 

$22,031 ,423 $30,506,174 144 $ 1,075,984 $1,864,007 1.38 1.86 

$19,986,916 $27,730.950 168 $959,060 $1 ,719,402 1.38 1.60 

$ 14,603 ,851 $22,684,786 109 $864,929 $1 ,421,943 1.54 2.11 

$10,072,495 $13,661,637 69 $477.724 $841 ,870 1.35 1.91 

$10,064,765 $13,959,369 87 $482 ,500 $830,912 1.38 1.72 

$8,275,577 $1 1,048,204 43 $335,379 $605,842 1.33 1.85 

$6 ,982,238 $10,053,922 50 $370,634 $631,854 1.43 2.11 

$7,858,789 $10,243,720 60 $346.343 $642,802 1.30 1.60 

$4,896,545 $6,441 ,722 29 $205,827 $365,241 1.30 1.89 

$4,656,889 $7,2 13,668 36 $259,286 $421 ,372 1.54 2.02 

$1,758,995 $2,466,939 14 $93,077 $145,312 1.39 1.68 

$1,410,780 $ 1,848,804 10 $64,463 $1 12,802 1.30 1.61 

$1,182,320 $ 1,593,457 9 $51,111 $89,282 1.34 1.55 

$585,282 $811 ,743 4 $28,804 $45,016 1.38 1.69 

$553,239 $722,279 5 $24,323 $40,545 1.30 1.47 

$525,451 $751,322 6 $28,949 $48,069 1.42 1.45 

$85, 183 $107,858 $3,343 $6,404 1.26 1.25 

$25,842 $35,252 0 $1 ,1 51 $2 ,01 6 1.36 1.87 

The Total Annual Return on Quota Investment to dairy farmers across California for 2014 of 

$139,358,870 has a dramatic impact upon the state's economy. The cumulative effect of 

that expenditure alone results in $278,901,240 to the state's Gross Domestic Product 

("GD P"). Moreover, just dairy quota payments alone result in the creation of 1,269 jobs, 

with over $11 million added to local and state coffers, and over $16,7 million paid to the 

inventory. For service sectors production = sales. For Retail and wholesale trade, output = gross margin and 
not gross sales. More generally, Output is also considered in real terms, Gross Domestic Product. 
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federal government. Simply put, for every dollar of return on quota investment in California, 

another $2 is added to the total GOP (multiplier of 1.98). In addition, for every job created 

by quota investment return , another 2.5 jobs are created across the State. Dairy quota 

payments also add signifcantly to the state, local, and federal tax base. 

The economic impact of total annual quota payments is no less significant to individual 

counties and regions across California. For example, the dairy quota owners in Tulare 

County (approximately 42 dairies) " add solely from their annual quota payments over $34 

million to the county's GOP, 149 additional jobs, over $1.1 million to local and state tax 

revenues, and nearly $2 million to the federal government. A smaller producing county with 

a higher percentage of quota ownership, Marin (with 63% quota ownership = 

approximately 16 dairies), adds over $1.8 million to the county's GOP, 10 additional jobs, 

over $64,000 to the local and state governments, and $1 12,800 to the federal government. 

By every measure, California's Dairy Quota Program has a positive impact upon the state 

and local economies. 

B. Impact of Changing the Califoria Quota Program via the Federal 

Regulatory Process and the Conversion to a Federal Milk Marketing 

Order (FMMO) 

Based upon my economic valuation and economic impact analysis of the California Dairy 

Quota Program as I have just presented, I submit the following observations on the potential 

impact of changing the Quota Program: 

I. To the extent that the FMMO maintains the current quota system and recognizes its 

full value as directed by CongreSSional language, dairy quota ownership continues to 

have the same significant and pOSitive role in the California dairy farm economy. 

IS Derived from my previous calculation of total milk production covered by quota ( 14.80/0) and the number 
of total dairies in Tulare County (281 ) as reported by CDFA. California Dairy Statist ics Annual. 2014 Annual Data . 
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2. Any tinkering with the quota terms will create regulatory uncertainty which will 

diminish the economic value of quota, thereby eroding the invaluable financial 

investments that dairy farmers across the state have previously made. 

3. To the extent that any regulatory action would threaten the value of quota or directly 

diminish its value, it would be materially disruptive to the individual quota owners, 

and to the producer side of the industry more broadly. Writing off over $1.16 billion 

in quota value would be disastrous for not only the individual dairy farmer, but also to 

the state and local economies. 

lo l'P r till 1'< Iys c Q lOt hl'twE r MMO Pr I osal, 

Once again, based upon my economic valuation and economic impact analysis of the California 

Dairy Quota Program as well as my review and analysis of the Agricultural Marketing Service's 

Preliminary Economic Impact Analysis, I submit the following comparative observations between 

FMMO Proposals: 

A , The Dairy Institute's Proposal does not recognize the economic value of 

quota, but quickly diminishes the economic and financial value to the 

dairy farmer, wreaking substantial economic losses and financial harm 

To determine that the Dairy Institute's FMMO proposal does not recognize the economic 

value of quota, I need not go further than AMS' Preliminary Economic Impact Analysis which 

dearly states: 16 

16 "Preliminary Regulatory Impact Analysis of Proposals to Establish a Cal ifornia Federal Milk Marketing 
Order," pg. 21 , United States Department of Agriculture, Agricultural Marketing Service, Dairy Division, August 
2015 . 
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Under the Institutes' proposal, the CDFA administered quota program would 

continue to exist, although participation would be optional. 

In order to determine the potential impact of optional quota program participation 

under the Institute's proposal, the volume of milk that would potentially not 

participate in the California quota program, and the point at which the decision 

would be made to participate, had to be determined. To do so, this analysis relies 

on current CDFA quota ownership data, CA FMMO blend prices forecasted 

starting in 2017, the CA quota price and the CA overbase price. The analysis 

assumes that quota holders will compare their weighted quota blend price against 

the CA FMMO blend price and will choose to receive whichever is higher. 

Since the CA FMMO blend price would be higher than the weighted quota blend 

price, if a producer only owns small amounts of quota, they would most likely 

choose to not participate in the quota pool. Under the (Dairy Institute's) proposal, 

the decision would be irrevocable. As more quota holders permanently exit, the 

value of the quota pool decreases leading to larger quota holders choosing the CA 

FMMO blend price over their weighted quota blend price. 

The analysis observed that after the I st decision point (which could be considered 

one month), quota holders with less than or equal to 25 percent of their 

production under quota will choose the California FMMO blend. After the 2nd 

decision point, quota holders with less than or equal to 85 percent of their 

production under quota will choose the California FMMO blend. After the 3rd 

decision point, the analysis predicts that all California producers would choose the 

California FMMO blend price over the weighted quota blend price. 
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As the AMS analysis undoubtedly predicts, the Dairy Institute's proposal would quickly 

diminish, then completely destroy the quota program and its long-held value. Within a short 

period of time, dairy farms with quota ownership would experience massive write-offs not 

only on their balance sheets, but would sustain distrastrous losses to their invaluable 

investment. The devaluation and ultimate elimination of their liquid asset would have 

negative impacts upon lending decisions, their access to capital, and their ability to purchase 

inputs for production such as feed , labor, energy and water. As I stated before, writing off 

over $1.16 billion in quota value would be disastrous for not only the individual dairy farmer, 

but also to the state and local economies. This is not a recognition of the value of quota, but 

simply a repudiation of any value. 

B. The Cooperative's Proposal fully honors the authorizing Congressional 

legislation to "recognize quota value" 

In stark contrast, the proposal submitted by California Dairies, Inc., Dairy Farmers of 

America and Land O'Lakes fully recognizes the history of quota, the financial investment 

made by dairy producers in quota, and the federal directive to preserve California's quota 

program. Therefore, the Cooperatives propose that the quota program be left intact 

without significant modifications and continue to be administered by the California 

Department of Food and Agriculture through a memorandum of understanding with the 

United States Department of Agriculture. 

The Cooperative's FMMO proposal recognizes the significant value that California dairy 

farmers have invested in their quota ownership over the years. Over 800 dairy farmers from 

across the state own over $1 . 16 billion in quota value, that benefits their operations, and 

contributes to the overall state and local economies. Moreover, the Coops' FMMO proposal 

fully honors the authorizing Congressional legislation by maintaining the status quo in the 

California Dairy Quota Program. Full quota value can only be recognized with this approach. 
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VI Con,lus 0'1 

The dairy industry is an important and vital contributor to the agricultural and overall economy 

of the great state of California. ,As my economic analysis of the California Dairy Quota Program 

has shown. quota ownership is an invaluable. liquid asset that is a long-term financial investment 

in the viability of the California dairy industry. Not only has quota ownership allowed dairy 

farmers to continue in the dairy business and survive in an increasingly competitive global 

marketplace. but annual return on quota ownership investment has also resulted in positive 

economic impacts and contributions to the state and local economies through increases to the 

GDP. job creation. and tax revenue generation. 

Page 24 



The Hatamiya Group 

Lon Hatamiya 
President and CEO 

The Hatamiya Group 
5322 Rogers Street 
Davis, CA 95616·7203 
Tel: 530.756.7424 office 
Tel: 530.304.3396 mobile 
Fax: 530.750.3676 

lon@halamiyagroup.com 
http://www.hatamiyagroup.com 

Professional History 

• President and CEO, The Hatamiya Group 
Director. Naviganl Consulting 

• Director, LECG, lLC. 
• Secretary, California Technology, Trade 

and Commerce Agency 
• Administrator, Foreign Agricultural SeNice, 

United Slates Department of Agriculture 

• Administrator, Agricultural Marketing 
Service, United States Department of 
Agriculture 

Founder and President, BHP Associates, 
Inc. 
Attorney, Orrick, Herrington & Sutcliffe 

Marketing Analyst, Sony Corporation 
Purchasing Manager, The Procter and 
Gamble Company 

Education 

• B.A., Economics , Harvard University 

M.B.A., Entrepreneurial Studies and 
International Business, UCLA Anderson 
Graduate School of Management 
J.D., UCLA School of Law 

Professional Associations 

• State Bar of California 

• American Bar Association 
International Input-Output Association 

Honors and Fellowships 

• United States Department of Defense, 
Joint Civilian Orientation Conference, 
Class 64 

• California Agricultural Leadership Program, 
Class XXII 

UCLA School of Public Policy, Senior 
Fellow 

Lon S. Hatamiya 

Lon S. Hatamiya is the President and Chief Executive Officer of The Hatamiya 
Group in Davis, Cali fornia. As an economist, Hatamiya specializes in 
agriculture, banking and financial institutions, Lnternational, nationa l and 
regional economic analysis, econometrics, intellectual property valuation, 
government and public policy, entertainment and sports, and litigation support. 
He assists businesses and public agencies analyze existing and proposed 
government policies, develop strategic policy alternatives and communicate the 
results to decision-makers. He has testified over a hundred times before the 
World Trade Organization, U.s. Congress, California State Legislature, and 
federal, state and loca l courts, boards, and commissions on a wide va riety of 
issues. He is also an accomplished public speaker, havLng been invited to 
address hundreds of gatherings around the world. 

ill addition, he has extensive govern ment management experience serving at 
both the state and federal levels. He served as Secreta ry of the California 
Technology, Trade and Commerce Agency, the state's primary promoter of 
economic development, job creation, and business retention efforts. In that 
capaci ty, he also served as Chairman of the Califo1'1l in Il'ljrnstl'lfct1lre a/ld Econolllic 
Development Balik, as we.1I as O,ainnan of the Califorllia Travel and TOllrislII 
COlllllliss ioll , the Cnllforl/ia Defellse Reten tioll COl/neil, and Tealll California. 

He also served as Administrator of the Foreign Agricultural Service at the 
United States Department of Agriculture ("USDA"), where he administered a 
worldwide agency of nearly 1,000 employees, including over 200 Foreign 
Service officers, and a budget of over $7 billion that fosters the growth of 
exports of American agricultu ral, fish, and forest products. He was responsible 
for USDA's obligations in international trade agreements, negotiations, and 
trade policy development and oversaw reporting of global agricultural 
production and trade and admini stered various export development and 
assistance programs, including the Market Access Program, Foreign Market 
Development Program, Emerging Markets Program, GSM-102 and ·"103 export 
credit programs, and Public Law 480 Title I. As Adminsistrator, he also 
coordinated USDA's role in international food aid programs, such as Food for 
Progress, and provided linkages to worldwide technologies and resources that 
can benefit U.s. agriCUlture. 

Hatamiya also served as Administrator of the Agricultural Marketing Service at 

USDA, where he oversaw over 50 federal programs including dairy and fruit 
and vegetable marketing orders; various commodity research and promotion 
programs; grading and inspection of numerous commodities, including meat, 
poultry, dairy, tobacco, cotton, and fruits and vegetables; collection and 
dissem_ination of market price and supply information; commodity 

Page 1 



Lon S. Hatamiya 

procurement for school lunch and other Feder;:!! feeding programs; pesticide data collection Jnd record keeping; 
development of convention;]] iJnd orgzmic standards; and agricultural direct marketing and transportation. He 
worked closely with members of Congress to preserve the Perisliable AsriclIitllra/ (olll/lloditics Act, \vhich protects 

growers from unfair trade practices, and he developed and impkmented the Agency's first strategic plan to 
improve customer service and expand agricultural exports Z1S well JS promote diversity and the quality of work 
life. He initiated work to eliminate 2,164 pages of federal regulations, the largest reduction in the federiJl 
government. In this process, he \NJS Jwzlf(.ied three "flIl1/1II1t'/' AZ(lI7rd::;" from Vice President Core's National 
Performance I~evic\v in recognition of increased management efficiency zlI1d cost-sz1\'ings \vithin J government 
progrznn. During his time at AMS, I-lJtamiya also served as Chair of the USDA Task Force on Farmers' Markets, 
as member of the USDA/Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities ("HACU ') Leadership Board, and as 
an advisor to the Asian Pacific American Network in Agriculture ("A PAN A"). 

I latamiya was also founder and President of BHP Associates, Inc., an international management consulting firm, 
prJcticed law with the internJtional firm of Orrick, Herrington and Sutcliffe, Jnd worked for both The Procter 
and Gamble Company in Cincinnati, Ohio, and The Sony Corporation in Tokyo, Japan. He also farmed and 
managed a peach inspection ~tation on his family-owned 11.13. Orchards, Inc. in YubJ and ButtE.' Counties, CA. 

As an academic, he previously served as Executive-in-Residence zmd Adjunct Professor Jt the UC Davis Craduate 
School of Management, wherl' he taught a course on org<:lIlizatiollal change. fie \vas also selected as a Senior 
Fellow at the UCLA School of Public Policy. I k' currently serves a~ ,1 lecturer at the International Masters in Linv 

Program at the UC D<lvis School of Law, and as a Sl~nior Fcllmv at the University of Denver Intl'rnational Career 

Advancement Program. He has been <.1 visiting lecturer <It Harvard University, Stanford University, UCLA, USC, 
UC San Diego, Golden Cate University, San Diego State, San Francisco State, CSU Chico, CSU Sacr<lmento, and 
Cal Poly Pomona. 

In addition, he currently serves on the Advisory Boards of US Bank and the Central V,dley Fund. He served on 
the Board of the Directors for the Environmental Power Corporation, an alternative elll'rgy, renewable biogas 
company, where he WJS also the Chair of the Compensation Committee, ,md a member of the Audit Committee. 
He also previously served as Vice Chair of the Goard of Directors for SunTherm Fr1l'rgy, <.1 provider of innovativL' 
thermal collectors, created thwugh tl'Chno!ogy dcveloped at UC l'vlerced. 

Professional Experience 

Hatamiya has advised numerous banks zmd financial institutions on various economic and strategic initiatives. 
These have included economic forecasting, demographic and market analyses, and econometric impact studies. 
In addition, he has extensive experience in advising Fortune 100 compzmics, real estatl' development firms, trade 
associations, and regional and local governments on their economic development and growth strategies. He has 
performed economic impact studies for agriculture, retail, professional sports, energy, higher education, and 
transportation industry clients, measuring and analyzing their respective contributions to the local and regional 
economy. He has also conducted substantia! economic <1I1d statistical analysis of government budgets to 

determine their compliance with m<lndates and program effectiveness, as well as extensive experience \vith public 
finance. Hatamiya has further examined the agricultural infrastructure of the northern Central Valley counties of 
Yolo, Sacramento, El Dorado, Placer, Yuba and Sutter, to determine applicable long-term strategies. He has also 
eXJmined the food system and future agriculturiJ! economic strategies for Contra Costa County. 

Page 2 



Lon S. Hatamiya 

Hatamiya has also assisted life sciences and medical device companies in the valuation of start-up firms and new 
technologies. He has also computed option values and IRS Section 409A analyses for privately-held 
biotechnology, alte rnative energy, insurance, and medi cal device companies. 

He is al so well versed in litigati on matters, including comme rcial damages, intellectual property, valuation, trade 
secre ts, labor and employment, and sports, touri sm, and entertainment. He has provided expert witness 
testimony at trial and deposition. 

Selected Publications, Reports and Studies 

"Contra Costa County Food System Analysis and Economi c Strategy," March, 2015. 

SACOG Regional Agriculturallnfras tructure Project: "PO LICY BRIEF: Analysis of Food Hub Trends and 
Characte ristics," with Applied Development Economi cs, Inc., May, 2014. 

"Comparati ve Anal ysis of Taxable Retail Sa les and Retail Bus iness Permits ibn Cali fo rni a Communities
Compnriso ll a/Cnll/o rll ia COll I1l lll1l ities with Wal lll nrt Slipercenters versus Those Without," January 2014. 

SACOG Regional Agricultural Infrastructure Project: "Initial Cost Estimate Analysis: Sacramento Valley Food 
Hub," with Appli ced Development Economics, Inc., October 2013. 

"The Economic Impact of the University of Miami on Miami-Dade County and the South Florida Tri-County 
Region - Pos itive Economic Contributions to the Local COlllllllm it ies, the Region, ami the State of Florida," Augu st 2012. 

"An Lnnovati ve Economic Development Strategy fo r the City of Salinas, California - Fresh Network with Global 
Ramifications," March 2012. 

"Los benefi cios dellibre comercio (The Benefits of Free Trade)," with Harold Lantan. EI Diario De Hoy, EI 
Periodico de EI Salvador 26 March 2008:23. 

"Economic Outlook Report 2007 -- U.s., Ca liforni a, and Selected Counties: Fresno, Madera, Merced, Sacramento, 
San joaquin, and Stanislaus," with Tapan Munroe and Mark Westwind, December 2006. 

"Decons truction o f Structures: An Overview of Economic Issues," with Tapan Munroe and Mark Westw ind. 
Intemational JOI/mal of Environmental Technology and Management II jETM), Vol. 6, No. 3/4, 2006. 

"Evaluation of Competing Rate Projections in SMUD's Proposed Annexation within Yolo County," with William 
Hamm, April , 2006. 

"Economic Outlook Report 2006 - U.s. Cali fo rnia, and Selected Counties: Fresno, Madera, Merced, Sacramento, 
San joaquin, and Stanislaus, "with Tapan Munroe, january 2006. 

"Economic Outlook Report 2005 - U.s. California, and Selected Counties: Fresno, Madera, Merced, Sacramento, 
San joaquin, and Stanislaus, "with Tapan Munroe, january 2005. 

Page 3 



Lon S. Hatamiya 

"The Shafter Advantage: The California Integrated Logistics Center," with Tapan Munroe, November 2004. 

"California Fast Facts 2003, 2002, 2001 , 2000, and 1999: Statewide and Regional Tou rism Facts and Figures," 2003· 
1999. 

"Cal ifo rnia Workforce Development: A Policy Framework for Economic Growth," with Delaine Eastin, Grantland 
Johnson, and Thomas Nussbaum, 2000. 

Page 4 



MONTH #1: 

• 

MONTH #2: 

Illustration of Dairy Institute's Proposed Quota Program 

DEPosmON 
EXHIBIT 
55 



Hypothetical Quota Choices on Ol's Proposal 

MONTH #3: • 
6 farmers who 

already opted out are 

joined by 2 farmers 

w/less than 85% 

quota who opt out 

and receive $80 out of 

pool 

MONTH #4: 

8 farmers who already 

opted out are joined 

by 1 farmer w/less 

than 90% quota who 

opt out and receive 

$90 out of pool 



l()1612015 

_-r-.-'- ....... .-...,-. - .., Ne\v Posts 

Specious In Seattle ~ Fcrbes 

Most Popuhu" Lists Video 

i : DEPOSIT/ON 
EXHIBIT 
5<., 

• ~ '~.. J" ___ ...... 

+-1 posts this hour Dorst')' Named Twitter CI: MLil's o-' C1"llolid Pla)lc1"s Richest Poopl ... 'n America i 
The little Black Book of Billionaire Secrets 

Does your plan for someday help you live 
your life today? ~'f1 il V.mguard IRA· 

Matt Woolsey 

6/ 25/20080 2:35PM 

Specious In Seattle 
The city of Seattle is in federal court trying to keep new team owner 
Clay Bennett from moving the SuperSonies basketball team to 
Oklahoma City. In the ongoing trial, the city has called witnesses 
ranging from economists to superfans to talk about the financial 
and emotional impact of the Sonies leaving Seattle. 

Pity for the fans that Seattle's based so much of its case on the 
dubious math of economist Lon S. Hatamiya-former California 
secretary of trade and commerce under Gray Davis. 

At the heart of Hatamiya's claims-and the case against moving-is 
that the Sonies support 1,200 to 1,300 jobs in Seattle and are 
responsible for $188 million in local economic activity. This looms 
large, both in the current trial and in future litigation that would 
determine damages to the city should the team leave. The city 
claims the Sonies have to honor the two remaining years of their 
lease because Seattle paid $74 million in renovations to the arena 
over the last 10 years. 
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But when you dig into the numbers, you see Hatamiya's tossed an 0 
air ball. Let's start with the jobs claim. An NBA season has only 41 
home games. The average basketball game lasts two and a half 
hours, so including time the arena is open before, during and after 
the game, that's seven hours per game. Even if an usher, hot dog vendor or 
ticket seller worked every game-which is uncommon-it comes out to only 
seven full workweeks a year. 

Based on research from University of Washington professor William Beyers 
and GMA Research, a Bellevue Wash., marketing firm, KeyArena businesses 
directly employ 385 part-time workers, who would lose seven weeks' salary 
over the course of a year. Given that Seattle's metro area unemployment is 
3.7%, according to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statisties, flat from a 3.7% mark 
at this time in 2007, it's highly likely that those 385 people will be able to find 
seven weeks of work should the Sonics leave. 

That leaves 206 full-time KeyArena employees who would be affected by the 
Sonics leaving, assuming that KeyArena doesn't book more concerts, events 
or alternate sports during the 41 days they lose as the result of a Sonies move. 
For the 206 full-time employees to all lose their jobs because of a Sonies 
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move, KeyArena would have to completely shut down. 

As a barometer of scale and economic impact, the average Wal-Mart store 
employs 350 people, and the part-time employees work 20-hour weeks year 
round. 

To get to 1,200 or 1,300 jobs, Hatamiya, who declined to comment for this 
article, has to count every person who sold a bottle of water to a Sonies fan 
during a game or a beer to a fan after a game, and even then you're just 
talking about a few hours a week-hardly the difference between an existing or 
nonexisting job. There can be no doubt that if the Sonies leave, bars and 
restaurants around KeyArena will suffer on the 41 nights the Sonies would 
have played in their neighborhood, but it's hard to see how the city stands to 
lose $188 million, as Hatamiya claims. 

The existence of the Sonies does not change disposable family income in 
Seattle. Residents of the city and the surrounding suburbs will still have 
money to spend. They might spend it on groceries or a Seattle Mariners game, 
on a new suit or a few more movies a year. Seattle residents will spend the 
same amount of money with or without the Sonics; it'll just be in different 
parts of town. 

The theory of disposable income as a zero sum game with regards to sports 
has been proved empirically, again and again, in peer-reviewed economic 
studies-most notably by Andrew Zimbalist, an economist at Smith College, 
and Roger Noll, an economist at Stanford. 

Close to 650,000 Sonies fans attended games last year. The only question is 
whether the minority of them who came from outside Seattle, and indeed 
outside of King County-which includes more than 50 suburbs-will decide to 
stop spending their cash on businesses and entertainment in Seattle or King 
County because their basketball team left. 

That's a tough slog, and it hasn't been proved true in any American city. It'd 
be tragic for sports for the Sonies to leave their loyal fan base, but there's no 
economic argument to keep them. 

Of course, the joke is really on Oklahoma City. While Bennett's economist 
Brad Humphreys, from the University of Alberta, argued down the Zimbalist 
and Noll line that a team doesn't add jobs or have a significant economic 
impact, Bennett convinced Oklahoma City to drop $120 million in public 
money on an arena. The rationale? You guessed it: economic impact. As far as 
corporate welfare goes, that's not a bad trick. 
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My name is Paul Christ. I have been involved in the Federal milk marketing order 

program (FMMO) since February, 1961. I have worked for the government in the administration 

of Federal milk orders, and in the private sector for Land O'Lakes, Inc., where I was responsible 

for complying with Federal milk order regulations. The range of my experience is outlined in 

my resume, which is o±Iered as an exhibit. 

I appear here in support of the Proposal No. I, offered by three cooperatives, to adopt a 

new FMMO for California. This proposal includes some new and unique features that may raise 

questions among interested parties. My goal is to bring an historical perspective to these 

questions, to relieve doubts about these features, and to demonstrate that they are appropriate, 

based on law and/or precedent. 

Primary Goals of Federal Milk Marketing Orders 

I have read the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937 (the Act) several times 

during my career, including twice during the last few months. Here I paraphrase Section 602 of 

the Act which states its purposes: 

(I) Establish and maintain parity prices to farmers. Parity 
prices refer to the purchasing power offann prices during the 
1910-1914 period; 
(2) Protect consumers by gradually approaching parity prices; 
(3) Establish and maintain orderly marketing conditions to 
promote an orderly flow of product to the Market. 

Section 608(c)(l8) of the Act is more explicit about milk pricing: 

The Secretary of Agriculture, prior to prescribing any term in any 
Marketing agreement or order, or amendment thereto, relating to 
milk or its products, if such term is to fix minimum prices to be 
paid to producers or associations of producers, or prior to 
modifying the price fixed in any such term, shall ascertain the 
parity prices of such commodities. The Prices which it is declared 
to be the policy of Congress to establish in section 602 of this title 
shall, for the purposes of such agreement, order, or amendment, be 
adjusted to reflect the price of feeds, the available supplies of 
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feeds, and other economic conditions which affect market supply 
and demand for milk or its products in the marketing area to which 
the contemplated marketing agreement, order, or amendment 
relates. Whenever the Secretary finds, upon the basis of the 
evidence adduced at the hearing required by section 608b of this 
title or this section, as the case may be, that the parity prices of 
such commodities are not reasonable in view of the price of feeds , 
and other economic conditions which affect market supply and 
demand for milk and its products in the marketing area to which 
the contemplated agreement, order, or amendment relates, he shall 
fix such prices as he finds will reflect such factors, insure a 
sufficient quantity of pure and wholesome milk, and be in the 
public interest. 

These themes are recited in the preamble to every Federal milk order decision I have 

read. My interpretation of the plain language of these sections is that the primary purpose of the 

Act is to enhance producer prices, with parity price as the goal. Congress also recognized the 

need to modify prices as market realities dictate, but did not modify its explicit intent to enhance 

prices to producers. 

Proposal No. I for the California order does that, without harming consumers, and 

without disrupting the orderly flow of milk and dairy products to the market. 

Federal Orders Can Apply to Any and/or All Dairy Products 

The Act mentions "milk" seventy-two times. It never specifies "Grade A milk," so the 

implication is that an order can be issued for manufacturing milk, Grade A milk, or all milk. 

Among the references to "milk," nine refer to "milk and its products," and six refer to "milk or 

its products." Again, the plain reading of the language in the Act leads me to conclude that a 

FMMO can be adopted to regulate the purchase and handling of any subset of the milk supply, or 

of any derivatives or products of milk. 

There is evidence of this flexibility. 
Atj 6c\"\ \ t-\A ((A \ 

Shortly after the implementation of the AgIicalEHre 

Adjustment Act of 1933 (a predecessor Act to the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 

3 



1937, which included much of the same FMMO language as the 1937 Act), the Secretary of 

Agriculture issued a "Marketing Agreement" applying to the evaporated milk industry (Baker, 

Burton A., and Rudolph K. Froker, "The Evaporated Milk Industry under Federal Marketing 

Agreements", Research Bulletin 158, University of Wisconsin, September 1945). This 

regulation operated under three legal constructs, including Marketing Agreement No.7, 

Marketing Agreement No. 60, and License No.1 00. It regulated manufacturers of evaporated 

milk across the United States (including those in California), required the payment of minimum 

prices to (presumably manufacturing grade) milk producers, established minimum and maximum 

wholesale prices for evaporated milk, and regulated trade practices. The Evaporated Milk 

License 100, was mandatory, and applied to all processors of evaporated milk in the United 

States. It was in effect at the time the above referenced bulletin was issued, and continued in 

effcct through 1947. 

The Evaporated Milk agreements and license illustrated that both manufacturing grade 

milk, and a "product of milk" could be regulated under the Act. 

Another example of this flexibility is the 1939 version of the Dubuque, IA FMMO. The 

definition of a "producer" as a "person ... who produces milk which is received at a plant of a 

handler from which milk is disposed of in the marketing area ... " does not distinguish Grade A 

milk from manufacturing milk. Neither does the handler definition, which specifies that a 

'''handler' means any person who engages in such handling of milk, which is disposed of as milk 

or cream in the marketing area." Again, there is no reference to Grade A milk or health 

inspection. 

From this background, it is reasonable to conclude that regulation of all plants purchasing 

milk in California and all milk purchased by them from California producers would fall within 
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the scope of the law. The cooperatives' proposal would regulate only the purchase of Grade A 

milk. 

The focus of existing fMMOs is regulating the purchase and handling of Grade A milk, 

which is presumably available for Class I usc. This has been the history of the program. In the 

beginning, many orders operated individual handler pools, meaning that the primary uses of 

producer milk were for fluid milk and cream products. Producers received a "base" price and/or 

a uniform price derived primarily from those uses. Orders with market-wide pools exhibited 

these same characteristics. A producer participated in the pool only if he shipped to a fluid milk 

processor. 

Over time, conflicts arose between Grade A producers who shipped to a fluid processor, 

and Grade A (or potential Grade A) producers who wanted access to the higher pool price. The 

dairy program administration gradually adapted by accommodating supply plants, relaxing pool 

qualification standards, and eliminating individual handler pools. This process, in effect, 

accomplished the regulation of nearly all Grade A milk used for manufacturing within the 

FMMO system. 

The Cooperatives' proposal goes one step further. It essentially provides for the pooling 

of all Grade A milk produced and marketed within the state of California. That means that 

Grade A milk, no matter what product it is used to produce is included. This is well within the 

range of possibilities under the law. 

The Need to Regulate all Grade A Milk 

The Cooperatives propose that all Grade A milk produced and marketed within the state 

be price regulated. This is necessary to assure that so-called "de-pooling" is minimized. There 

occur times when the "uniform" price falls below Class II, Class III, or Class IV prices. The 
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frequency of this phenomenon increased with the introduction of advanced pricing under 

FMMOs. At times this may create incentives to disassociate milk used in those classes from the 

pool. FMMOs have adopted rules to reduce the incidence of de-pooling. The California State 

Order currently prices essentially all Grade A milk, so a handler gains no advantage from de

pooling milk. It is still possible for individual producers to withdraw from the pool on an annual 

basis by foregoing Grade A status. 

De-pooling can do greater damage in California than elsewhere because of the priority 

claim of quota milk to pool revenues. As is the case now under California regulation, quota milk 

is paid first, and the residual pool revenues accrue to all regulated milk. If de-pooling were to 

occur, it would reduce revenues from higher valued manufacturing uses, and reduce the uniform 

price for milk remaining in the pool. The Cooperatives' proposal would maintain the California 

practice of pooling all Grade A milk produced and purchased in the state to minimize the 

potential fluctuation in pay price among Grade A producers. Thus, greater uniformity and 

stability of actual pay prices to producers would result. 

De-pooling would also promote instability in the uniform price. In anyone month, one 

or more of the Class II, Class III and Class IV prices could be above the likely uniform price, 

providing an incentive for de-pooling. Thus, the amount of milk for which there is an incentive 

to de-pool can vary greatly from month-to-month. This could result in greater volatility in pay 

prices to producers. 

Uniformity of Prices Among Producers 

The Act requires that prices to produccrs in marketwide pools be uniform as to all 

producers "irrespective of the uses made of such milk by the individual handler to whom it is 

delivered; subject ... only to adjustments for (a) volume, market, and production differentials 
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customarily applied by the handlers subject to such order, (b) the grade or quality of the milk 

delivered, (c) the locations at which delivery of such milk is made to such handlers, and (d) a 

further adjustment ... among producers and associations of producers, on the basis of their 

marketings of milk during a representative period of time ... " The Cooperatives' proposal 

fulfills these requirements. 

The question of "unifonnity" has been interpreted in many ways in the history of the 

FMMO program. In the days of individual handler pools, producers were paid uniformly by 

each handler. However, there was little or no uniformity of prices between handlers because of 

different utilization. Some FMMOs, such as the Washington, D.C. order, did not set prices for 

"surplus" milk, but pooled whatever revenue the handler in question received for his "surplus" 

milk, with the caveat that it not be less than the offering price of the Maryland and Virginia Milk 

Producers Cooperative Association. Thus, the manufacturing portion of the "uniform" price 

could differ for each handler. In addition many early FMMOs included what were refen-ed to as 

"base" plans that assigned a higher value distribution to each producer who earned "base." Some 

producers had more "base" than others, so they were paid more. Another variation came from 

seasonal incentive plans, such as the so-called Louisville Plan, where some pool money was 

withheld in the spring months and paid out in the fall months in an effort to reduce seasonality of 

milk production. Also, new producers in many orders were paid a lower price until they became 

established in the market. So, historically, there have been many instances of variations in prices 

paid to producers. 

These variations in pay prices were gradually reduced as individual handler pools were 

eliminated, "base" plans grew out of favor, and minimum class prices were harmonized across 

orders. 
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The Cooperatives' proposal does include some of its own variations in producer prices. 

The first is the distribution of pool revenues to "quota" and "over-quota" milk. Owners of 

California quota have a priority claim to pool revenues, just as "base" producers did in the past. 

This priority distribution is required by California law. The1996 and 2014 Farm Bills support 

this practice by authorizing any California FMMO to "recognize quota value." The residual pool 

revenues accrue uniformlv to all other producers whose production is not fully covered by quota. 

This uniformity is greater than exists in other Federal orders because there would be no producer 

location adjustments. 

Will Manufacturing Milk Prices in California Be Too High? 

Under the Cooperatives' proposal some of the prices for manufacturing milk in California 

will be higher than they have been in the past. Will they be too high? The prices proposed are 

the same prices that are paid by other handlers in other FMMOs. Some of the handlers atTected 

by these prices, today, are located in the western region of the U.S., and are subject to similar 

economic forces as California handlers. Western cheese makers located outside of California 

and Idaho (both states outside the FMMO system) have grown at a faster rate than California 

cheese makers (see the table below). 

Cheese Production, California and Other Western States (Less Idaho). 2000 and 2014 

2000 

2014 

% Change 

California Western States. Less CA and ID 

(million pounds) 

1,494 

2.444 

64 

852 

1,634 

92 

Source: Dairy Products, Annual Summary, 2000 and 2014 
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These data imply that FMMO Class III prices have not been detrimental to the growth of the 

cheese industry in other western states. 

Evidence exists that the minimum prices paid by handlers outside of California are not 

too high, as exhibited by their ability and willingness to pay producers substantially more than 

minimum blend prices. Several years ago, I asked the FMMO 30 Market Administrator to 

compare actual gross pay prices to producers, to minimum blend prices in each county, sorted by 

degree of competition in the county. He did this first for F.O. 30, and later for all markets. The 

results for all "competitive" counties are shown on "Table 2," a document prepared by thc 

Market Administrator's Office for the months of May and December, 2008 through 2011. 10fTer 

this document as an exhibit. 

Each "competitive" counly listed in "Table 2" has sufficient competition by regulated 

handlers to render a HHI (Hertindahl- Hirschman Index) 01',33 or less. I chose the HHI index 

represented in the table. 

The price ditlerence reported in the last column is the gross pay price to each producer, 

compared to the minimum FMMO price, at lcst for the same producer. Hauling charges were not 

deducted from either price. 

Here are the extreme differences for each state: 

State 

Iowa 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Kentucky 

Smallest Overpayment 

$0.25 

$0.49 

$(0.44) 

$0.39 

9 

Largest Overpayment 

$3.90 

$1.21 

$1.28 

$2.19 



State Smallest Overpayment Largest Overpayment (continued) 

Maryland $0.06 $0.48 

Michigan $(0.43) $2.29 

Minnesota $0.81 $1.75 

North Carolina $0.11 $3.90 

New York $0.61 $1.61 

Ohio $(0.67) $3.73 

Pennsylvania $0.49 $2.21 

Tennessee $0.72 $1.74 

Texas $(0.72) $1.19 

Virginia $(0.10) $208 

Wisconsin $0.19 $2.21 

In some competitive areas, such as the Upper Midwest, farm-to-plant hauling costs are 

subsidized by the handler. Such a subsidy would increase the apparent overpayment relative to 

the FMMO minimum prices. 

Factors other than competition also affect a handler's ability to pay. One is economies of 

scale. The milk in California is processed into butter, powdered milk, cheese and whey in larger 

plants than is the case for the rest of the country. Here is a comparison for cheese and butter: 

Production Per Plant of Cheese and Butter in California and the Rest of the U.S., 2014 

Production 
No. of plants 
Production/plant 

Cheese 

CA 
2,313 
64 
36.1 

US-CA 
8,789 
466 
18.9 

Source: Dairy Products, Annual Summary, 2014 
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CA 
634 
14 
45.3 

US-CA 
1,229 
72 
17.1 

(Million Pounds) 



A third factor is the provision of producer services, such as field service, producer record 

keep.ing, communications, milk testing, and producer milk transportation . Here is some data: 

Average Milk Production Per Producer, U.S. and California, 2&t+ 201'+ 

United States: 

California 

4.5 Million Pounds 

28 .5 Million Pounds 

Source: Milk Production, USDA, February 2015 

Larger producers mean lower costs of these services per hundredweight of milk. 

A fourth factor is the cost of balancing services for the fluid market. Since the 

seasonality of fluid demand does not harmonize with the seasonality of milk production, the 

handlers that service the fluid market suffer a loss of plant capacity utilization. The California 

market has a lower Class I utilization than any FMMO market, other than maybe the Upper 

Midwest, so there is less "give-up" cost incurred by California milk manufacturing plants. 

A fifth factor is California's proximity to Asian export markets . When export prices for 

dairy products rise above domestic prices, California (and other West Coast) processors can use 

their geographic proximity to serve those markets. They may capture higher prices, which may 

only be partly reflected in national average dairy product prices that are used in FMMO class 

price formulas. Their revenue opportunities rise more than their manufacturing class prices. 

A sixth factor is that manufacturing class prices are based on basic commodity products: 

bulk butter, bulk cheddar cheese, bulk dry whey and bulk nonfat dry milk. These are typically 

lower valued products, and their prices are viewed as indicators of national supply and demand 

conditions. However, dairy manufacturers have a choice of making these products, or of 

producing higher valued products, such as retail butter, specialty cheeses, whey protein 
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concentrate, and customized milk powders. These represent opportunities for manufacturers to 

enhance their revenue stream, without increasing milk costs through regulated milk prices. 

Thus, it is not likely that the proposed prices for manufacturing milk will be too high. 

Class I Differentials 

The level of Class I differentials proposed will be discussed by another witness. I will 

comment only on the purpose and function of Class I differentials. In the early days of FMMOs, 

especially with individual handler pools, Class I differentials provided revenue for creating an 

incentive for the production of Grade A milk, and for delivering it to a fluid processing plant. 

First, a plant with a relatively high Class I utilization could justify paying more than other plants. 

Second, the extra revenue created by the differential would offset the added costs of maintaining 

Grade A production status of the dairy facility, and third, location adjustments encouraged the 

delivery of milk to urban areas where most fluid milk plants were located. 

However, with the adoption of market-wide pools, there was a lesser incentive to ship to 

the highest utilization plant; but producers only needed to ship milk to a regulated plant, whether 

it be a manufacturing plant or a fluid plant. It was up to the manufacturing plant operator to 

satisfy pooling standards, and remain an attractive market for Grade A milk. The Class I 

differential was no longer sufficient to attract milk to fluid plants. However, its contribution to 

the uniform price usually remained sufficient to attract more and more Grade A milk to the 

market. 
c1\f+~~~Y\~\ Q.\.~ 

So, the level of the Class I eifferelttial is not the primary determinant for assuring that 

milk gets to the fluid plants that need it. A producer gets the uniform price no matter what 

product his milk is used to produce. 
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Proposal No. I imitates the California program with regard to shipping requirements. 

There are none. However, the California program has a latent call provision, which could 

require reluctant suppliers to sell milk to fluid processing plants. In my experience, this 

provision was never invoked. 

Other factors contribute to an orderly supply of milk for Class I use. Most important are 

the contractual relationships between suppliers and Class I buyers, both of whom may operate on 

a regional or national basis. They agree to sell and/or buy milk for Class I use on terms that 

satisfy their business needs. These contracts exist outside the FMMO system, but provide 

assurance that milk will be available for Class I use. 

In the California system, and in the Cooperatives' proposal, the Class I differential is the 

most lucrative source of funds to pay dairy fanners. Higher Class I differentials mean that quota 

and transportation credits will be paid and a higher residual uniform price will be available to 

producers, and lower Class I differentials mean a lower residual uniform price. 

As argued above, Class I differentials do not provide an adequate incentive for attracting 

milk to a fluid processing plant. In the Cooperatives' proposal, transportation credits are an 

important mechanism for facilitating the movement of milk to fluid processing plants located in 

urban areas. Milk shipped from the farm to a qualifying fluid processor is eligible to receive a 

partial reimbursement from the pool for the cost of the haul. 

If, for whatever reason, f1uid processors have difficulty attracting enough Grade A milk, 

they can pay more than minimum FMMO prices for it, which is a customary practice throughout 

the FMMO system. 
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Orderlv Marketing Conditions 

One of the primary goals specified in the Act is to "establish and maintain orderly 

marketing conditions." "Orderly marketing" is not specifically defined in the Act; furthermore, 

the term "disorderly marketing" does not appear in the law. However, the Act does explicitly 

give the Secretary of Agriculture tools to create "orderly marketing conditions" in FMMOs. 

I will try to offer some perspectives on these terms. One aspect of orderly marketing conditions 

is stability. To me that means that the economic environment under which producers and 

handlers transact business does not vary as an artifact of regulation. For example, evidence will 

be introduced that the cost of milk for manufacturing varies widely between the California state 

program and the Federal program. That means that sometimes it may be more profitable to 

process milk under one regulatory program than the other. Firms regulated under both programs 

compete in the same national input markets (with the exception of raw milk), and output 

markets. The economic environment may be distorted merely by differences in the regulations. 

Orderly marketing can be improved for California producers. They compete in the national 

market for farm inputs, but experience significantly different prices for milk due to regulation. 

Another aspect of orderly marketing is efficiency. By this I mean, "Does the regulatory program 

simulate a competitive economic environment?" If it does, transportation and transaction costs 

will be lower; the most favorably located producers will associate with the most favorably 

located plants. Furthermore, the appropriate amount of milk will go to the most valuable uses. 

Whether or not a competitive economic environment is fostered is a difficult question to answer. 

But we can strive to achieve efficiency in developing regulations. I believe the Cooperatives' 

proposal for a FMMO in California will embody both stability and efficiency. 
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Paul G. Christ 

Resume 

Education: 

1960: B.S., Agricultural Education, Southern Illinois University 

1962: M.S. Agricultural Economics, Southern Illinois University 
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1966 - 1970: Additional training in Agricultural Economics, Kansas State University 

Dairy Professional work experience: 
1961-1964: Federal Milk Market Administrator's Office, Detroit, MI. 

(interrupted by two vears in the Armv). 
Learned and executed many of the functions of Federal milk order administration, 
including pool calculation, milk testing, auditing handlers' records, evaluating 
hearing records, and compiling regulatory data for publication. 

1964-1966: Program Analvsis Branch, Dairy Division, AMS, USDA, Washington, D.C. 
Helped supervise the collection, compilation and publication of National Federal 
milk order data. 
Compiled the first summary of major Federal Milk Order provisions. 
Compiled and reported the "Midwest Condensery Price" for regulatory use. 
Drafted responses to requests for information and data from the public, and elected 
and administration officials. 
Prepared the weekly report of Dairy Division activities for use of USDA officials. 

1966-1970: Part time with the Federal Milk Market Administrator's Office, 
Kansas City, MO. 

Provided statistical analysis to Federal Order Service Unit #1, in validating 
techniques for testing milk protein. 
Conducted dairy marketing research supported by the Dairy Division at Kansas 
State University. 

1966-1970: Part time graduate student and researcher at Kansas State University. 
Participated in dairy marketing research as part of the North Central regional 
research group. 
Provided economic analytical support for the 60-cooperative Associated Milk 
Producers' study group. 
Conducted research on aggregating milk supply regions in the U.S. 
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Conducted research on the determinants of milk supply by region in the U.S. 
Prepared several extension publications on dairy marketing issues. 

1970-1974: Senior Agricultural Economist, Dairy Division, AMS, USDA. 
Supervised internal dairy marketing research. 
Supervised external dairy marketing research sponsored by the Dairy Division. 
Evaluated the economic merits of numerous dairy policy initiatives. 
Monitored dairy marketing research done by academic researchers. 
Served on internal USDA inter-agency economic and statistical committees. 

Drafted responses to dairy marketing inquiries from the public, and elected and 
administrative officials. 
Served as a staff membcr for the National Commission on Productivity. 
Servcd as a temporary staff member for the Cost of Living Council, monitoring 
price control compliance in the dairy and fruits and vegetables industries, and 
monitoring government purchases of food. 

1974-1978: Marketing Specialist, Land O'Lakes, Inc., Minneapolis, MN. 
Negotiated plans for consolidating the four Federal milk orders in Minnesota. 
Negotiated plans for consolidating the four Federal milk orders in Iowa. 
Participated in administrative hearings to achieve the above consolidations. 
Represented Land O'Lakes in several industry groups. 
Evaluated new dairy marketing policy proposals and advised management on their 
merits. 

Evaluated several internal capital projects and advised management on their merits. 
Participated in numerous internal and external dairy farmer and industry meetings. 

1978-2000: Vice President, Land O'Lakes, Inc., Arden Hills, MN. 

Supervised 16 Midwest dairy manufacturing plants (1978-1982). 
Supervised the procurement of milk in the Midwest (1978-1982). 
Supervised the marketing of Grade A milk. 
Represented Land O'Lakes in several dairy and agricultural organizations. 

Regular participation in internal and external dairy farmer and industry meetings. 
Lobbied the Minnesota legislature on a variety of dairy issues. 
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Participated in many formal and informal dairy policy initiatives both locally and 
nationally. 

Helped organize the Upper Midwest Marketing Agency. 
Supervised the development of a comprehensive producer payroll system. 
Supervised compliance with Federal milk marketing regulations. 
Participated in numerous Fcderal milk order hearings. 
Monitored dairy markets and provided forecasts to members and the Board of 
Directors. 
Supervised the development ofthe Land O'Lakes dairy risk management program. 

Etc. 

Teaching 

1993-2000: Metro State University, St. Paul, MN 
Taught undergraduate Microeconomics and Macroeconomics. 

2000-2003: St. Thomas University, St. Paul, MN 
Taught International Economics to graduate students. 

Taught Microeconomics to executive MBA students. 
Taught internationally in Canada, Taiwan, and Greece. 

2003-2008: St. Marv's University of Minnesota 
Taught Microeconomics, Macroeconomics, Economics of Strategy and Managerial 
Economics to MBA students. 

Post Retirement Consulting Activities 
Provided dairy outlook to a foreign industry group 
Advised a dairy firm on compliance with Federal milk orders. 
Wrote a white paper for an industry group recommending reforms to FMMO 

administrative procedures. 
Participated as a witness in the producer-handler hearing. 

Participated as a witness in two de-pooling hearings. 
Devcloped a proposal for using competitive pay prices for milk to establish Federal 

milk order prices, and advocated for its adoption. 

Etc. 
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International (dates mav not be accurate) 
1983-1984: Venezuela 

Met with all dairy interest groups to develop strategies for expanding milk 
production in the country. Made appropriate recommendations. 
Presented a two-day seminar on cooperative philosophy, development and strategy. 

1987,2003,2007: Russia 
1987: Evaluate the potential for forming an independent farmer-owned milk 
processing and marketing cooperative in Russia. 
2003: Recommend free-market economic incentives to develop the dairy industry in 
Siberia. 
2007: Present seminars on cooperative development to faculty and students at two 
universities. 

1994, 2000: Bulgaria 
Met with all dairy interest groups in the country, and recommended a process for 
forming a National Dairy Association. 

2000-2002: Montenegro 
Three projects to (1) evaluate the legal environment for the dairy industry, (2) 

recommend to the government changes in policy and administration that would 
make the industry more efficient and competitive, and (3) recommend actions by 

farmers, processors and regulators to implement these changes. 

2002: Nigeria 
Met with small farmers' organizations in northern Nigeria to learn their activities 

and hopes, and recommend actions and strategies for developing a regional 
federation of farmers' organizations. 

2003: Macedonia 
Interact with the Dairy Processors Organization and the Meat Processors 
Organization to coach them on advocating to the Parliament and the government 
for policy changes desired by their industries. 

2004-2005: China (Two projects) 
(1) Meet with farmers, village leaders, and public officials to determine the 

potential for developing cooperatives among yak milk producers, and 
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(2) Develop organizational and business plans for potential yak farmer 

cooperatives. 

2004-2005: Albania (Two projects) 

(1) Evaluate the milk quality infrastructure in the country and recommend 

improvements; 

(2) Help the Ministry of Agriculture harmonize Albanian dairy law with dairy law 

in the European Union. 

2005: Indonesia 

Met with dairy and cooperative leaders to develop recommendations for expanding 

milk production in the country. 

2005: Afghanistan 

Met with govcrnment officials, dairy industry representatives, village leaders, other 

donor organizations, and merchants to determine the potential for expanding the 

commercial market for milk and dairy products. 

2006: Rwanda 

Met with government officials and dairy industry leaders to develop 

recommendations for the formation of a national dairy association. 

2007 - 2008: Kosovo: (Two projects) 

(1) Developed recommendations for the government to respond to subsidized dairy 
imports, and 

(2) Recommended changes to and revision of the existing cooperative statute. 

2010: Ugandan(enya 

Met with dairy cooperative leaders to identify successful procuremcnt, processing, 

marketing and organizational strategies. 
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State 

Table 2 
Difference by Competitive County 

May and December of 2008 through 2011 

Abbreviation County Name Year Month 

IA BUCHANAN 2008 5 

IA BUCHANAN 2008 12 

IA BUCHANAN 2009 5 

IA BUCHANAN 2009 12 

IA BUCHANAN 2010 5 

IA BUCHANAN 2010 12 

IA BUCHANAN 2011 5 

IA BUCHANAN 2011 12 

IA CEDAR 2008 5 

IA CEDAR 2008 12 

IA CEDAR 2009 5 

IA CEDAR 2009 12 

IA CEDAR 2010 5 

IA CEDAR 2010 12 

IA CEDAR 2011 5 

IA CEDAR 2011 12 

IA CHICKASAW 2008 5 

IA CHICKASAW 2008 12 

IA CHICKASAW 2009 5 

IA CHICKASAW 2009 12 

IA CHICKASAW 2010 5 

IA CHICKASAW 2010 12 

IA CHICKASAW 2011 5 

IA CHICKASAW 2011 12 

IA CLAYTON 2008 5 

IA CLAYTON 2008 12 

IA CLAYTON 2009 5 

IA CLAYTON 2009 12 

IA CLAYTON 2010 5 

IA CLAYTON 2010 12 

IA CLAYTON 2011 5 

IA CLAYTON 2011 12 

IA DUBUQUE 2008 5 

IA DUBUQU E 2008 12 
IA DUBUQU E 2009 5 

IA DUBUQUE 2009 12 

IA DUBUQUE 2010 5 

Difference! 

$0.96 

$1.27 

$1.08 

$1.11 

$1.21 

$1.04 

$1.52 

$0.72 

$1.07 

$1.29 

$0.73 

$1.08 

$0.57 

$0.77 

$0.40 

$0.84 

$0.54 

$1.12 

$1.20 

$1.06 

$1.35 

$0.98 

$0.86 

$0.33 

$0.57 

$0.25 

$1.37 

$1.04 

$1.42 

$1.19 

$1.06 

$0.55 

$0.61 

$0.45 

$1.12 

$1.07 

$1.16 

DEPOSITION 
EXHIBIT 
(00 

1 The difference, per cwt. , is the result of subtracting the individual minimum order price at test and le.cation from the gross pay price. The 
difference is then weighted using the producers' pooled pounds of milk to arrive at a county average. 
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Table 2 
Difference by Competitive County 

May and December of 2008 through 2011 

State 

I Year I Month I Difference' Abbreviation County Name 

IA DUBUQUE 2010 12 $1.03 

IA DUBUQUE 2011 5 $1.39 

IA DUBUQUE 2011 12 $0.59 

IA JACKSON 2008 5 $0.62 

IA JACKSON 2008 12 $0.51 

IA JACKSON 2009 5 $1.23 

IA JACKSON 2009 12 $1.10 

IA JACKSON 2010 5 $1.12 

IA JACKSON 2010 12 $1.14 

IA JACKSON 2011 5 $1.13 

IA JACKSON 2011 12 $0.59 

IA JOHNSON 2008 5 $2.29 

IA JOHNSON 2008 12 $2 .94 

IA JOHNSON 2009 5 $3.90 

IA JOHNSON 2009 12 $3.71 

IA JOHNSON 2010 5 $1.72 

IA JOHNSON 2010 12 $3.23 

IA JOHNSON 2011 5 $2.09 

IA JOHNSON 2011 12 $1.11 

IA SIOUX 2008 5 $1.43 

IA SIOUX 2008 12 $1.96 

IA SIOUX 2009 5 $1.62 

IA SIOUX 2009 12 $1.39 

IA SIOUX 2010 5 $1.38 

IA SIOUX 2010 12 $1.59 

IA SIOUX 2011 5 $1.33 

IA SIOUX 2011 12 $1.10 

IL WHITESIDE 2008 5 $0.56 

IL WHITESIDE 2008 12 $1.21 

IL WHITESIDE 2009 5 $0.82 

IL WHITESIDE 2009 12 $0.54 

IL WHITESIDE 2010 5 $0.57 

IL WHITESIDE 2010 12 $0.49 

IL WHITESIDE 2011 5 $0.83 

IL WHITESIDE 2011 12 $0.93 

IN ELKHART 2008 5 $0.40 

IN ELKHART 2008 12 $0.59 

IN ELKHART 2009 5 $0.39 

IN ELKHART 2009 12 $0.27 

IN ELKHART 2010 5 $0.12 

IN ELKHART 2010 12 ($0.06) 
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Table 2 

Difference by Competitive County 

May and December of 2008 through 2011 

. 

Abbreviation County Name Year Month 

IN ELKHART 2011 5 

IN ELKHART 2011 12 

IN NOBLE 2008 5 

IN NOBLE 2008 12 

IN NOBLE 2009 5 

IN NOBLE 2009 12 

IN NOBLE 2010 5 

IN NOBLE 2010 12 

IN NOBLE 2011 5 

IN NOBLE 2011 12 

IN WAYNE 2008 5 

IN WAYNE 2008 12 

IN WAYNE 2009 5 

IN WAYNE 2009 12 

IN WAYNE 2010 5 

IN WAYNE 2010 12 

IN WAYNE 2011 5 

IN WAYNE 2011 12 

KY ADAIR 2008 5 

KY ADAIR 2008 12 

KY ADAIR 2009 5 

KY ADAIR 2009 12 

KY ADAIR 2010 5 

KY ADAIR 2010 12 

KY ADAIR 2011 5 

KY ADAIR 2011 12 

KY BARREN 2008 5 

KY BARREN 2008 12 

KY BARREN 2009 5 

KY BARREN 2009 12 

KY BARREN 2010 5 

KY BARREN 2010 12 

KY BARREN 2011 5 

KY BARREN 2011 12 

KY CHRISTIAN 2008 5 

KY CHRISTIAN 2008 12 

KY CHRISTIAN 2009 5 

KY CHRISTIAN 2009 12 

KY CHRISTIAN 2010 5 

KY CHRISTIAN 2010 12 

KY CHRISTIAN 2011 5 

3 

Difference' 

($0.02) 

($0.44) 

$0.42 

$0.87 

$0.60 

$0.03 

$0.55 

$1.12 

$0.86 

$0.05 

$1.13 

$1.00 

$1.32 

$0.91 

$1.28 

$1.24 

$1.13 

$0.86 

$0.93 

$0.58 

$0.92 

$0.91 

$0.98 

$1.06 

$0.50 

$1.12 

$1.79 

$1.31 

$1.95 

$1.91 

$1.90 

$2.19 

$1.87 

$1.87 

$1.10 

$0.98 

$1.29 

$1.39 

$1.35 

$1.70 

$0.39 



State 

Table 2 

Difference by Competitive County 

May and December of 2008 t hrough 2011 

Abbreviation County Name Year Month 

KY CHRISTIAN 2011 12 

KY GREEN 2008 5 
KY GREEN 2008 12 
KY GREEN 2009 5 

KY GR EEN 2009 12 

KY GREEN 2010 5 

KY GREEN 2010 12 

KY GREEN 2011 5 

KY GREEN 2011 12 

KY HART 2008 5 

KY HART 2008 12 

KY HART 2009 5 

KY HART 2009 12 

KY HART 2010 5 

KY HART 2010 12 

KY HART 2011 5 

KY HART 2011 12 

KY METCALFE 2008 5 

KY METCALFE 2008 12 

KY METCALFE 2009 5 

KY METCALFE 2009 12 

KY METCALFE 2010 5 

KY METCALFE 2010 12 

KY METCALFE 2011 5 

KY METCALFE 2011 12 

MD GARREn 2008 5 

MD GARREn 2008 12 

MD GARREn 2009 5 

MD GARREn 2009 12 

MD GARREn 2010 5 

MD GARREn 2010 12 

MD GARREn 2011 5 

MD GARREn 2011 12 

MI ALLEGAN 2008 5 

MI ALLEGAN 2008 12 

MI ALLEGAN 2009 5 

MI ALLEGAN 2009 12 

MI ALLEGAN 2010 5 

MI ALLEGAN 2010 12 

MI ALLEGAN 2011 5 

MI ALLEGAN 2011 12 

4 

Difference' 

$1.13 

$1.06 

$0.55 

$0.91 

$0.75 

$0.98 

$1.19 

$0.72 

$0.87 

$1.34 

$0.88 

$1.50 

$1.50 

$1.78 

$1.93 

$1.42 

$1.53 

$1.33 

$0.71 

$1.16 

$1.36 

$1.24 

$1.44 

$1.31 

$1.04 

$0.06 

$0.24 

$0.14 

$0.16 

$0.25 

$0.48 

$0.34 

$0.08 

$2.00 

$0.59 

$0.74 

$0.89 

$1.08 

$1.15 

$0.99 

$0.64 



Tab le 2 
Difference by Competitive County 

May and December of 2008 through 2011 

State I 
Abbreviation County Name Year Month 

MI BARRY 2008 S 

MI BARRY 2008 12 

MI BARRY 2009 S 

MI BARRY 2009 12 

MI BARRY 2010 5 

MI BARRY 2010 12 

MI BARRY 2011 5 

MI BARRY 2011 12 

MI IONIA 2008 5 

MI IONIA 2008 12 

MI IONIA 2009 5 

MI IONIA 2009 12 
MI IONIA 2010 5 

MI IONIA 2010 12 

MI IONIA 2011 5 

MI IONIA 2011 12 

MI KALAMAZOO 2008 5 

MI KALAMAZOO 2008 12 

MI KALAMAZOO 2009 5 

MI KALAMAZOO 2009 12 

MI KALAMAZOO 2010 5 

MI KALAMAZOO 2010 12 

MI KALAMAZOO 2011 5 

MI KALAMAZOO 2011 12 

MI MONTCALM 2008 5 

MI MONTCALM 2008 12 

MI MONTCALM 2009 5 

MI MONTCALM 2009 12 

MI MONTCALM 2010 5 

MI MONTCALM 2010 12 

MI MONTCALM 2011 5 

MI MONTCALM 2011 12 

MI OGEMAW 2008 5 

MI OGEMAW 2008 12 

MI OGEMAW 2009 5 

MI OGEMAW 2009 12 

MI OGEMAW 2010 5 

MI OGEMAW 2010 12 

MI OGEMAW 2011 5 

MI OGEMAW 2011 12 
MN PIPESTONE 2008 5 

5 

Difference' 

$0.12 

$0.38 

$0.76 

$0.30 

$0.38 

$0.37 

$0.17 

($0.43) 

$1.74 

$0.81 

$1.29 

$1.31 

$1.62 

$1.21 

$2.29 

$1.21 

$1.13 

$0.57 

$1.25 

$0.91 

$1.13 

$1.01 

$1.44 

($0.30) 

$0.44 

$0.57 

$0.59 

$0.60 

$0.71 

$0.66 

$0.77 

$0.28 

$0.38 

$1.82 

$0.68 

$0.74 

$0.79 

$0.55 

$0.79 

$0.17 

$1.67 



Table 2 

Difference by Competitive County 

May and December of 2008 through 2011 

State 

Abbreviation County Name 

MN PIPESTONE $1.65 

MN PIPESTONE 2009 5 $1.75 

MN PIPESTONE 2009 12 $1.65 

MN PIPESTONE 2010 5 $1.10 

MN PIPESTONE 2010 12 $0.81 

MN PIPESTONE 2011 5 $1.11 

MN PIPESTONE 2011 12 $1.56 

NC ALLEGHANY 2008 5 $1.09 

NC ALLEGHANY 2008 12 $0.96 

NC ALLEGHANY 2009 5 $0.65 

NC ALLEGHANY 2009 12 $1.25 

NC ALLEGHANY 2010 5 $0.81 

NC ALLEGHANY 2010 12 $1.10 

NC ALLEGHANY 2011 5 $0.71 

NC ALLEGHANY 2011 12 $1.09 

NC DAVIE 2008 5 $1.06 

NC DAVIE 2008 12 $0.73 

NC DAVIE 2009 5 $0.30 

NC DAVIE 2009 12 $0.85 

NC DAVIE 2010 5 $0.54 

NC DAVIE 2010 12 $0.12 

NC DAVIE 2011 5 ($0.11) 

NC DAVIE 2011 12 $0.27 

NC IREDELL 2008 5 $1.92 

NC IREDELL 2008 12 $1.24 

NC IREDELL 2009 5 $0.97 

NC IREDELL 2009 12 $1.04 

NC IREDELL 2010 5 $0.25 

NC IREDELL 2010 12 $0.67 

NC IREDELL 2011 5 ($0.10) 

NC IREDELL 2011 12 $1.01 

NC ROWAN 2008 5 $2.91 

NC ROWAN 2008 12 $2.41 

NC ROWAN 2009 5 $3.28 

NC ROWAN 2009 12 $3.90 

NC ROWAN 2010 5 $1.21 

NC ROWAN 2010 12 $1.60 

NC ROWAN 2011 5 $0.04 

NC ROWAN 2011 12 $0.44 

NY HERKIMER 2008 5 $0.86 

NY HERKIMER 2008 12 $1.61 
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Table 2 

Difference by Competitive County 

May and December of 2008 through 2011 

State 
Abbreviation County Name Difference' 

NY HERKIMER 2009 $1.30 

NY HERKIMER 2009 12 $103 

NY HERKIMER 2010 5 $1.14 

NY HERKIMER 2010 12 $1.21 

NY HERKIMER 2011 5 $0.89 

NY HERKIMER 2011 12 $1.27 

NY LIVINGSTON 2008 5 $0.74 

NY LIVINGSTON 2008 12 $0.94 

NY LIVINGSTON 2009 5 $1.01 

NY LIVINGSTON 2009 12 $0.84 

NY LIVINGSTON 2010 5 $0.97 

NY LIVINGSTON 2010 12 $0.98 

NY LIVINGSTON 2011 5 $0.98 

NY LIVINGSTON 2011 12 $0.75 

NY MONTGOMERY 2008 5 $0.98 

NY MONTGOMERY 2008 12 $1.59 

NY MONTGOMERY 2009 5 $1.29 

NY MONTGOMERY 2009 12 $1.19 

NY MONTGOMERY 2010 5 $1.17 

NY MONTGOMERY 2010 12 $1.10 

NY MONTGOMERY 2011 5 $0.95 

NY MONTGOMERY 2011 12 $1.21 

NY WAYNE 2008 5 $0.61 

NY WAYNE 2008 12 $1.12 

NY WAYNE 2009 5 $0.56 

NY WAYNE 2009 12 $0.90 

NY WAYNE 2010 5 $1.08 

NY WAYNE 2010 12 $1.00 

NY WAYNE 2011 5 $0.97 

NY WAYNE 2011 12 $1.01 

NY WYOMI NG 2008 5 $0.33 

NY WYOMI NG 2008 12 $0.65 

NY WYOMING 2009 5 $0.70 

NY WYOMING 2009 12 $0.37 

NY WYOMING 2010 5 $0.73 

NY WYOMING 2010 12 $0.78 

NY WYOMING 2011 5 $1.04 

NY WYOMING 2011 12 $0.68 

OH CARROLL 2008 5 $0.99 

OH CARROLL 2008 12 $0.88 

OH CARROLL 2009 5 $127 

7 



State 

Table 2 

Difference by Competitive County 

May and December of 2008 through 2011 

Abbreviation County Name Year Month I Difference' I 
OH CARROLL 2009 12 $1.05 

OH CARROLL 2010 5 $0.78 

OH CARROLL 2010 12 $1.22 

OH CARROLL 2011 5 $1.63 

OH CARROLL 2011 12 $0.62 

OH COLUMBIANA 2008 5 $0.53 

OH COLUMBIANA 2008 12 $1.01 

OH COLUMBIANA 2009 5 $1.16 

OH COLUMBIANA 2009 12 $0.94 

OH COLUMBIANA 2010 5 $1.33 

OH COLUMBIANA 2010 12 $1.27 

OH COLUMBIANA 2011 5 $1.45 

OH COLUMBIANA 2011 12 $1.01 

OH HIGHLAND 2008 5 $0.92 

OH HIGHLAND 2008 12 $0.57 

OH HIGHLAND 2009 5 $0.94 

OH HIGHLAND 2009 12 $1.85 

OH HIGHLAND 2010 5 $2 .27 

OH HIGHLAND 2010 12 $2.40 

OH HIGHLAND 2011 5 $2 .36 

OH HIGHLAND 2011 12 $3.73 

OH HOLMES 2008 5 $1.43 

OH HOLMES 2008 12 $1.91 

OH HOLMES 2009 5 $1.65 

OH HOLMES 2009 12 $1.12 

OH HOLMES 2010 5 $1 .60 

OH HOLMES 2010 12 $1.60 

OH HOLMES 2011 5 $1.31 

OH HOLMES 2011 12 $0.73 

OH HURON 2008 5 $0.98 

OH HURON 2008 12 $1.24 

OH HURON 2009 5 $0.88 

OH HURON 2009 12 $1 .02 

OH HURON 2010 5 $1.38 

OH HURON 2010 12 $1.35 

OH HURON 2011 5 $2 .27 

OH HURON 2011 12 $0.85 

OH KNOX 2008 5 $0.98 

OH KNOX 2008 12 $2 .24 

OH KNOX 2009 5 $0.95 

OH KNOX 2009 12 $0.76 

8 



State 

Table 2 
Difference by Competitive County 

May and December of 2008 through 2011 

. 

Abbreviation County Name Year Month 

OH KNOX 2010 5 

OH KNOX 2010 12 

OH KNOX 2011 5 

OH KNOX 2011 12 

OH MAHON ING 2008 5 

OH MAHONING 2008 12 

OH MAHONING 2009 5 

OH MAHONING 2009 12 

OH MAHONING 2010 5 

OH MAHONING 2010 12 

OH MAHONING 2011 5 

OH MAHONING 2011 12 

OH PAULDING 2008 5 

OH PAULDING 2008 12 

OH PAULDING 2009 5 

OH PAULDING 2009 12 

OH PAULDING 2010 5 

OH PAULDING 2010 12 

OH PAULDING 2011 5 

OH PAULDING 2011 12 

OH RICHLAND 2008 5 

OH RICHLAND 2008 12 

OH RICHLAND 2009 5 

OH RICHLAND 2009 12 

OH RICHLAND 2010 5 

OH RICHLAND 2010 12 

OH RICHLAND 2011 5 

OH RICHLAND 2011 12 

OH STARK 2008 5 

OH STARK 2008 12 

OH STARK 2009 S 

OH STARK 2009 12 

OH STARK 2010 5 

OH STARK 2010 12 

OH STARK 2011 5 

OH STARK 2011 12 

OH TUSCARAWAS 2008 5 

OH TUSCARAWAS 2008 12 

OH TUSCARAWAS 2009 5 

OH TUSCARAWAS 2009 12 

OH TUSCARAWAS 2010 5 

9 

Difference' 

$0.71 

$0.73 

$0.80 

$0.43 

$1.29 

$1.22 

$0.97 

$1.07 

$1.05 

$0.84 

$3.22 

$1.17 

$0.05 

$1.52 

($0.67) 

$1.41 

$1.04 

$1.08 

$1.17 

$0.80 

$1.35 

$1.11 

$1.06 

$0.86 

$1.07 

$0.97 

$1.13 

$0.91 

$0.84 

$1.27 

$2.07 

$1.66 

$1.27 

$1.60 

$2 .58 

$0.71 

$0.76 

$1.44 

$1.34 

$0.63 

$0.81 



State 

Table 2 

Difference by Competitive County 

May and December of 2008 through 2011 

.0 

Abbreviation County Name Year Month 

OH TUSCARAWAS 2010 12 

OH TUSCARAWAS 2011 S 

OH TUSCARAWAS 2011 12 

PA ARMSTRONG 2008 5 

PA ARMSTRONG 2008 12 

PA ARMSTRONG 2009 5 

PA ARMSTRONG 2009 12 

PA ARMSTRONG 2010 5 

PA ARMSTRONG 2010 12 

PA ARMSTRONG 2011 5 

PA ARMSTRONG 2011 12 

PA BERKS 2008 5 

PA BERKS 2008 12 

PA BERKS 2009 5 

PA BERKS 2009 12 

PA BERKS 2010 5 

PA BERKS 2010 12 

PA BERKS 2011 5 

PA BERKS 2011 12 

PA BRADFORD 2008 5 

PA BRADFORD 2008 12 
PA BRADFORD 2009 5 

PA BRADFORD 2009 12 

PA BRADFORD 2010 5 

PA BRADFORD 2010 12 

PA BRADFORD 2011 5 

PA BRADFORD 2011 12 
PA BUTLER 2008 5 

PA BUTLER 2008 12 

PA BUTLER 2009 5 

PA BUTLER 2009 12 
PA BUTLER 2010 5 

PA BUTLER 2010 12 
PA BUTLER 2011 5 

PA BUTLER 2011 12 

PA CHESTER 2008 5 

PA CHESTER 2008 12 
PA CHESTER 2009 5 

PA CHESTER 2009 12 

PA CHESTER 2010 5 

PA CHESTER 2010 12 

10 

Difference' 

($0.12) 

$0.44 

($0.25) 

$1.23 

$1.21 

$1.42 

$1.74 

$1.56 

$1.32 

$1.55 

$1.81 

$1.23 

$1.04 

$1.40 

$1.31 

$1.36 

$1.22 

$1.21 

$1. 19 

$0.96 

$1.51 

$1.34 

$1.26 

$1.26 

$1.23 

$1.10 

$1.09 

$0.90 

$1.46 

$0.81 

$1.06 

$1 .16 

$0.99 

$1.69 

$0.99 

$0.95 

$1.03 

$1.69 

$1.42 

$1.28 

$1.31 



State 

Table 2 

Difference by Competitive County 

May and December of 2008 through 2011 

Abbreviation County Name Year Month 

PA CHESTER 2011 5 

PA CHESTER 2011 12 

PA CUMBERLAND 2008 5 

PA CUMBERLAND 2008 12 

PA CUMBERLAND 2009 5 

PA CUMBERLAND 2009 12 

PA CUMBERLAND 2010 5 

PA CUMBERLAND 2010 12 

PA CUMBERLAND 2011 5 

PA CUMBERLAND 2011 12 

PA FAYETIE 2008 5 

PA FAYETIE 2008 12 

PA FAYETIE 2009 5 

PA FAYETIE 2009 12 

PA FAYETIE 2010 5 

PA FAYETIE 2010 12 

PA FAYETIE 2011 5 

PA FAYETIE 2011 12 

PA JUNIATA 2008 5 

PA JUNIATA 2008 12 

PA JUNIATA 2009 5 

PA JUNIATA 2009 12 

PA JUNIATA 2010 5 

PA JUNIATA 2010 12 

PA JUNIATA 2011 5 

PA JUNIATA 2011 12 

PA LANCASTER 2008 5 

PA LANCASTER 2008 12 

PA LANCASTER 2009 5 

PA LANCASTER 2009 12 

PA LANCASTER 2010 5 

PA LANCASTER 2010 12 

PA LANCASTER 2011 5 

PA LANCASTER 2011 12 

PA LAWRENCE 2008 5 

PA LAWRENCE 2008 12 

PA LAWRENCE 2009 5 

PA LAWRENCE 2009 12 

PA LAWRENCE 2010 5 

PA LAWRENCE 2010 12 

PA LAWRENCE 2011 5 

11 

Difference' 

$0.88 

$1.18 

$0.76 

$1.33 

$0.89 

$0.89 

$0.94 

$0.79 

$1.20 

$0.90 

$0.82 

$1.57 

$0.86 

$1.13 

$0.78 

$0.91 

$0.75 

$0.78 

$1.17 

$2.21 

$1.40 

$1 .64 

$1.38 

$1.38 

$1.10 

$1.52 

$1.14 

$0.92 

$1.40 

$1.26 

$1.25 

$1.17 

$1.01 

$1.15 

$0 .94 

$1 .13 

$0.85 

$0.85 

$1.26 

$0.97 

$0.94 



Table 2 

Difference by Competitive County 

May and December of 2008 th rough 2011 

State 

Abb reviation County Name Difference' 

PA LAWRENCE $0.59 

PA MERCER $1.21 

PA MERCER 2008 12 $1.23 

PA MERCER 2009 5 $1.29 

PA MERCER 2009 12 $1.41 

PA MERCER 2010 5 $1.52 

PA MERCER 2010 12 $1.13 

PA MERCER 2011 5 $1.49 

PA MERCER 2011 12 $1.42 

PA PERRY 2008 5 $0.80 

PA PERRY 2008 12 $1.11 

PA PERRY 2009 5 $1.28 

PA PERRY 2009 12 $0.99 

PA PERRY 2010 5 $1.02 

PA PERRY 2010 12 $0.98 

PA PERRY 2011 5 $0.81 

PA PERRY 2011 12 $0.81 

PA SOMERSET 2008 5 $0.78 

PA SOMERSET 2008 12 $1.46 

PA SOMERSET 2009 5 $1.12 

PA SOMERSET 2009 12 $1.07 

PA SOMERSET 2010 5 $0.99 

PA SOMERSET 2010 12 $0.96 

PA SOMERSET 2011 5 $0.66 

PA SOMERSET 2011 12 $0.49 

PA SUSQUEHANNA 2008 5 $0.83 

PA SUSQUEHANNA 2008 12 $1.46 

PA SUSQUEHANNA 2009 5 $1.16 

PA SUSQUEHANNA 2009 12 $1.23 

PA SUSQUEHANNA 2010 5 $1.17 

PA SUSQUEHANNA 2010 12 $0.85 

PA SUSQUEHANNA 2011 5 $0.87 

PA SUSQUEHANNA 2011 12 $085 

PA WASHINGTON 2008 5 $1.18 

PA WASHINGTON 2008 12 $1.76 

PA WASHINGTON 2009 5 $1.18 

PA WASHINGTON 2009 12 $1.41 

PA WASHINGTON 2010 5 $1.53 

PA WASHINGTON 2010 12 $1.23 

PA WASHINGTON 2011 5 $1.33 

PA WASHINGTON 2011 12 $1.47 
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2 R=Restricted 

State 

Table 2 

Difference by Compet itive County 

May and December of 2008 through 2011 

Abbreviation County Name Year Month 

PA WESTMORELAND 2008 S 

PA WESTMORELAND 2008 12 

PA WESTMORELAND 2009 S 

PA WESTMORELAND 2009 12 

PA WESTMORELAND 2010 5 

PA WESTMORELAND 2010 12 

PA WESTMORELAND 2011 5 

PA WESTMORELAND 2011 12 

PA YORK 2008 5 

PA YORK 2008 12 

PA YORK 2009 5 

PA YORK 2009 12 

PA YORK 2010 5 

PA YORK 2010 12 

PA YORK 2011 S 

PA YORK 2011 12 

TN MARSHALL 2008 5 

TN MARSHALL 2008 12 

TN MARSHALL 2009 5 

TN MARSHALL 2009 12 

TN MARSHALL 2010 5 

TN MARSHALL 2010 12 

TN MARSHALL 2011 5 

TN MARSHALL 2011 12 

TX BAILEY 2008 5 

TX BAILEY 2008 12 

TX BAILEY 2009 5 

TX BAILEY 2009 12 

TX BAILEY 2010 5 

TX BAI LEY 2010 12 

TX BAI LEY 2011 5 

TX BAILEY 2011 12 

VA BEDFORD 2008 5 

VA BEDFORD 2008 12 

VA BEDFORD 2009 5 

VA BEDFORD 2009 12 

VA BEDFORD 2010 5 

VA BEDFORD 2010 12 

VA BEDFORD 2011 5 

13 

Difference' 

$1.29 

$1.11 

$1.15 

$1.47 

$1.41 

$1.57 

$1.21 

$1.07 

$0.68 

$1.14 

$0.64 

$1.01 

$0.78 

$0.85 

$0.77 

$0.78 

$1.19 

$0.72 

$0.79 

$1.21 

$1.74 

$1.26 

$0.85 

$1.15 

($0.56) 

($072) 

R' 

($0.14) 

$0.43 

$1.19 

$0.82 

($0.43) 

$1.34 

$1.68 

$0.37 

($0.09) 

$0.37 

$1.15 

$0.48 



Tab le 2 

Difference by Competitive County 

May and December of 2008 t hrough 2011 

State 
Year I M onth I Difference' I Abbreviat ion County Name 

VA BEDFORD 2011 12 $1.39 

VA FLOYD 2008 5 $1.51 

VA FLOYD 2008 12 $1.36 

VA FLOYD 2009 5 $0.77 

VA FLOYD 2009 12 $1.34 

VA FLOYD 2010 5 $0.87 

VA FLOYD 2010 12 $1.38 

VA FLOYD 2011 5 $0.63 

VA FLOYD 2011 12 $1.14 

VA FRANKLIN 2008 5 $2.08 

VA FRANKLIN 2008 12 $1.08 

VA FRANKLIN 2009 5 $0.97 

VA FRANKLIN 2009 12 $0.94 

VA FRANKLIN 2010 5 $0.92 

VA FRANKLIN 2010 12 $1.04 

VA FRANKLIN 2011 5 ($0.10) 

VA FRANKLIN 2011 12 $1.27 

VA WASHINGTON 2008 5 $1.73 

VA WASH INGTON 2008 12 $0.94 

VA WASH INGTON 2009 5 $0.71 

VA WASHINGTON 2009 12 $1.02 

VA WASHINGTON 2010 5 $0.77 

VA WASHINGTON 2010 12 $1.13 

VA WASHINGTON 2011 5 $0.21 

VA WASHINGTON 2011 12 $1.57 

VA WYTHE 2008 5 $1.63 

VA WYTHE 2008 12 $1.10 

VA WYTHE 2009 5 $0.59 

VA WYTHE 2009 12 $1.15 

VA WYTHE 2010 5 $0.95 

VA WYTHE 2010 12 $1.22 

VA WYTHE 2011 5 $0.79 

VA WYTHE 2011 12 $1.03 

WI BROWN 2008 5 $0.75 

WI BROWN 2008 12 $1.17 

WI BROWN 2009 5 $1.31 

WI BROWN 2009 12 $121 

WI BROWN 2010 5 $1.31 

WI BROWN 2010 12 $1.44 

WI BROWN 2011 5 $1.33 

WI BROWN 2011 12 $1.35 
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Table 2 
Difference by Competitive County 

May and December of 2008 through 2011 

State '. I · 
Abbreviation County Name Year Month Difference' 

WI CALUMET 2008 5 $1.09 

WI CALUMET 2008 12 $1.18 

WI CALUMET 2009 5 $1.38 

WI CALUMET 2009 12 $1.29 

WI CALUMET 2010 5 $1.47 

WI CALUMET 2010 12 $1.58 

WI CALUMET 2011 5 $0.87 

WI CALUMET 2011 12 $0.61 

WI CLARK 2008 5 $0.81 

WI CLARK 2008 12 $0.84 

WI CLARK 2009 5 $0.79 

WI CLARK 2009 12 $0.84 

WI CLARK 2010 5 $0.78 

WI CLARK 2010 12 $0.92 

WI CLARK 2011 5 $0.91 

WI CLARK 2011 12 $1.05 

WI CRAWFORD 2008 5 $0. 19 

WI CRAWFORD 2008 12 $1.21 

WI CRAWFORD 2009 5 $0.75 

WI CRAWFORD 2009 12 $1.12 

WI CRAWFORD 2010 5 $1.03 

WI CRAWFORD 2010 12 $0.94 

WI CRAWFORD 2011 5 $0.62 

WI CRAWFORD 2011 12 $0.93 

WI DODGE 2008 5 $0.81 

WI DODGE 2008 12 $1.15 

WI DODGE 2009 5 $0.93 

WI DODGE 2009 12 $1.10 

WI DODGE 2010 5 $1.07 

WI DODGE 2010 12 $1.25 

WI DODGE 2011 5 $1.12 

WI DODGE 2011 12 $1.12 

WI DOOR 2008 5 $0.84 

WI DOOR 2008 12 $0.80 

WI DOOR 2009 5 $0.96 

WI DOOR 2009 12 $1.09 

WI DOOR 2010 5 $1.12 

WI DOOR 2010 12 $1.20 

WI DOOR 2011 5 $0.70 

WI DOOR 2011 12 $1.31 

WI FOND DU LAC 2008 5 $0.81 
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Table 2 
Difference by Competitive County 

May and December of 2008 through 2011 

I State I 
Abbreviation County Name Year Month 

WI FON D DU LAC 2008 12 
WI FOND DU LAC 2009 5 

WI FOND DU LAC 2009 12 

WI FOND DU LAC 2010 5 

WI FOND DU LAC 2010 12 

WI FOND DU LAC 2011 5 

WI FOND DU LAC 2011 12 

WI GRANT 2008 5 

WI GRANT 2008 12 

WI GRANT 2009 5 

WI GRANT 2009 12 

WI GRANT 2010 5 

WI GRANT 2010 12 

WI GRANT 2011 5 

WI GRANT 2011 12 

WI GREEN 2008 5 

WI GREEN 2008 12 

WI GREEN 2009 5 

WI GREEN 2009 12 

WI GREEN 2010 5 

WI GREEN 2010 12 

WI GREEN 2011 5 

WI GREEN 2011 12 

WI LAFAYETIE 2008 5 

W I LAFAYETIE 2008 12 

WI LAFAYETIE 2009 5 

WI LAFAYETIE 2009 12 

W I LAFAYETIE 2010 5 

WI LAFAYETIE 2010 12 

WI LAFAYETIE 2011 5 

WI LAFAYETIE 2011 12 

WI MARATHON 2008 5 

WI MARATHON 2008 12 

WI MARATHON 2009 5 

WI MARATHON 2009 12 

WI MARATHON 2010 5 

WI MARATHON 2010 12 
WI MARATHON 2011 5 

WI MARATHON 2011 12 

WI 5HAWANO 2008 5 

WI SHAWANO 2008 12 

16 

Difference' 

$0.99 

$1.04 

$1.12 

$1.17 

$1.22 

$1.03 

$1.38 

$1.17 

$1.87 

$1.43 

$1.36 

$1.20 

$1.28 

$0.73 

$1.33 

$0.77 

$1.14 

$1.42 

$1.41 

$1.24 

$1.43 

$1.34 

$1.45 

$1.21 

$1.69 

$2.21 

$1.81 

$1.43 

$1.65 

$1.48 

$1.63 

$0.89 

$0.83 

$1.07 

$1.02 

$0.94 

$1.04 

$0.99 

$1.06 

$0.93 

$1.02 



Table 2 
Difference by Competitive County 

May and December of 2008 through 2011 

State 
Abbreviation County Name Difference' 

WI SHAWANO 2009 $0.91 

WI SHAWANO 2009 12 $0.89 

WI SHAWANO 2010 5 $0.92 

WI SHAWANO 2010 12 $1.02 

WI SHAWANO 2011 5 $1.03 

WI SHAWANO 2011 12 $1.09 

WI SHEBOYGAN 2008 5 $0.90 

WI SHEBOYGAN 2008 12 $1.08 

WI SHEBOYGAN 2009 5 $1.18 

WI SHEBOYGAN 2009 12 $1.17 

WI SHEBOYGAN 2010 5 $1.09 

WI SHEBOYGAN 2010 12 $1.33 

WI SHEBOYGAN 2011 5 $1.21 

WI SHEBOYGAN 2011 12 $1.59 

WI VERNON 2008 5 $1.15 

WI VERNON 2008 12 $1.36 

WI VERNON 2009 5 $2.20 

WI VERNON 2009 12 $1.78 

WI VERNON 2010 5 $1.48 

WI VERNON 2010 12 $1.68 

WI VERNON 2011 5 $1.07 

WI VERNON 2011 12 $1.16 

WI WAUPACA 2008 5 $0.84 

WI WAUPACA 2008 12 $0.83 

WI WAUPACA 2009 5 $0.65 

WI WAUPACA 2009 12 $0.81 

WI WAUPACA 2010 5 $0.95 

WI WAUPACA 2010 12 $1.28 

WI WAUPACA 2011 5 $1.08 

WI WAUPACA 2011 12 $0.91 
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CDFA A -
Class 1 Ciani Class 1 Class 1 Class 1 Class 1 Class 1 Class 1 

Month Year 
Month Year Southern Southern Southern Southern Northern Northern Northern Northern 

* 
DEPOSITION 

Number Month California California California California California California California Califomia 

! EXHIBIT 
FAT (snbl SNF ($lib, Carrier (Sllb, S/eWT FAT (snb) SNF (snb) Carrier Isnbl $/CWT 

Oct 2015 10 2015.10 $2.7295 $0.7064 $0.0221 $17.64 $2.7295 $0.7064 $0,0190 $17.37 (, / 
Sept 2015 9 2015.09 $2.2000 $0.9303 $0.0291 $18.35 $2.2000 SO.9303 $0.0260 $18.08 ~ z w 

August 2015 • 2015.08 $2.1520 SO.9083 $0.0284 $17.93 $2.1502 $0.9083 $0.0253 $17.66 ~ 

J"~ 2015 7 2015.07. $2.1358 $0.9798 $0.0307 $18.70 $2.1358 $0.9798 $0.0276 $18.42 

June 2015 6 2015.06 $2.0880 $0.9116 $0.0285 $17.74 $2.0880 $0.9116 $0.0254 $17.47 

M,y 2015 5 2015.05 $1 .9394 $0.9217 $0.0268 $17.34 $1.9394 $0.9217 $0.0257 $17.06 

Apr 2015 • 2015.04 $1 .9189 $0.9163 $0.0287 $17.21 $1 .9189 $0.9163 $0.0256 $16.94 

M" 2015 3 2015.03 $1 .9198 $0.8926 $0.0279 $16.93 $1.9198 $0.8926 $0.0248 $16.66 

Feb 2015 2 2015.02 $1.6992 $0.9964 $0.0312 $17.36 $1 .6992 $0.9964 $0.0281 $17.08 

J" 2015 1 2015.01 $2.2052 $1.0524 $0.0329 $19.76 $2.2052 $1 .0524 $0.0298 $19.49 

Dec 2014 12 2014.12 $2.1595 $1.4359 $0.0449 $23.99 $2.1595 $1 .4359 $0.0418 $23.72 

No, 2014 11 2014.11 $3.3080 $1 .1372 $0.0356 $24.60 $3.3080 $1 .1372 $0.0325 $24.33 

Oct 2014 10 2014.10 $3.2470 $1 .3098 $0.0410 $26.36 $3.2470 $1.3098 $0.0379 $26.09 

Sept 2014 9 2014.09 $2.7708 $1.3948 $0.0436 $25.66 $2.7708 $1 .3948 $0.0405 $25.39 

A"g 2014 • 2014.08 $2.7268 $1 .3983 $0.0438 $25.55 $2.7268 $1 .3983 $0.0407 $25.28 

J"~ 2014 7 2014.07 $2.5501 $1 .4395 $0.0450 $25.40 $2.5501 $1 .4395 $0.0419 $25.13 

June 201. 6 2014.06 $2.3109 $1.5095 $0.0473 $25.37 $2.3109 $1.5095 $0.0442 $25.10 

M'Y 2014 5 2014.05 $2.2195 $1 .6051 $0.0503 $26.15 $2.2195 $1 .6051 $0.0472 $25.88 

AI>' 2014 • 2014.04 $2.0725 $1 .5633 $0.0489 $25.15 $2.0725 $1.5633 $0.0458 $24.88 

M" 201. 3 2014.03 $2.0857 $1.6027 $0.0502 $25.65 $2 .0857 $1 .6027 $0.0471 $25.38 

Feb 2014 2 2014.02 $1 .7559 $1.5057 $0.0471 $23.38 $1 .7559 $1 .5057 $0.0440 $23.11 

Jon 2014 1 2014 .01 $1 .8212 $1 .4619 $0.0458 $23.11 $1 .8212 $1.4619 $0.0427 $22.84 

Dec 2013 12 2013.12 $1.6747 $1 .4098 $0.0441 $22.00 $1.6747 $1.4098 $0.0410 $21 .73 

No, 2013 11 2013.11 $1 .7537 $1 .3868 $0.0434 $22.01 $1 .7537 $1.3868 $0.0403 $21.74 

Oct 2013 10 2013.10 $1 .5566 $1 .3635 $0.0427 $21.06 $1.5566 $1 .3635 $0.0396 $20.79 

Sept 2013 9 2013 .09 $1.5519 $1 .3206 $0.0414 $20.56 $1 .5519 $1.3206 $0.0383 $20.28 

A"g 2013 • 2013.08 $1.6273 $1.2916 $0.0404 $20.48 $1 .6273 $1 .2916 $0.0373 $20.21 

J"~ 2013 7 2013 .07 $1 .6923 $1 .2172 $0.0381 $19.80 $1 .6923 $1 .2172 $0.0350 $1 9.59 

June 2013 6 2013.06 $1.8314 $1 .2846 $0.0402 521.12 $1.8314 $1 .2846 50.0371 520.84 

M'Y 2013 5 2013.05 $1 .8552 $1 .1502 $0.0360 $19.66 $1 .8552 $1 .1502 $0.0329 $19.39 

April 2013 • 2013.04 $1 .7444 $1.1937 $0.0373 $19.77 $1 .7444 $1 .1937 $0.0342 $19.49 

M,ren 2013 3 2013.03 $1 .6968 $1.1935 $0.0373 $19.60 $1.6968 $1 .1935 $0.0342 $19.33 

Feb 2013 2 2013.02 $1 .6224 $12599 $0.0394 $20.10 51.6224 $1 .2599 50.0363 51 9.83 

J,n 2013 1 2013.01 $1 .7744 $1.2492 $0.0391 $20.51 $1 .7744 $1 .2492 $0.0360 520.24 

Dec 2012 12 2012.12 $2.1070 $1 .3950 $0.0437 $23.35 $2.1070 $1 .3950 $0.0406 $23.08 

No, 2012 11 2012.11 $2.1644 51 .3856 $0.04'34 $23.44 $2.1644 $1.3856 $0.0403 $23.17 

Oct 2012 10 2012.10 $2.0578 $1.1898 $0.0372 $20.82 $2.0578 $1.1898 $0.0341 $20.55 

Sept 2012 9 2012.09 51 .8704 51 .1413 50.0357 $19.61 $1.8704 $1 .1413 $0.0326 $19.34 

A"g 2012 • 2012 .08 $1 .6762 $1 .0847 SO .0339 $18.28 $1 .6762 $1.0847 $0.0308 $1 8.01 

J"~ 2012 7 2012.07 $1.5269 $1 .0944 $0.0342 517.87 51.5269 $1 .0944 $0.0311 $17.60 

June 2012 6 2012.06 51.4395 $1 .0520 $0.0329 $17.08 $1.4395 $1 .0520 $0.0298 $16.81 

M'Y 2012 5 2012.05 $1 .6010 $1 .0143 $0.0317 $17.21 $1.6010 $1 .0143 $0.0286 $16.94 

AI>' 2012 • 2012.04 $1.5646 $1 .0490 $0.0328 $17.48 $1 .5646 $1 .0490 $0.0297 $17.21 

M" 2012 3 2012.03 $1.6230 $1.0654 $0.0333 $17.87 $1 .6230 $1 .0654 $0.0302 517.60 

Feb 2012 2 2012 .02 $1 .7706 $1 .1003 $0.0344 518.79 $1 .7706 $1 .1003 $0.0313 $1 8.52 

J,n 2012 1 2012.01 $1 .8160 $1.2051 $0.0377 $20.15 $1 .8160 $1 .2051 $0.0346 $1 9.B8 

Dec 2011 12 2011 .12 $2.0555 $1 .2007 $0.0376 $20.94 $2.0555 $1.2007 $0.0345 $20.61 

No, 2011 11 2011 .11 $1.9583 51 .1952 $0.0374 $20.54 $1 .9583 $1 .1952 $0.0343 $20.26 

Oct 2011 10 2011 .10 $2.2768 $1 .2056 SO.0377 521 .77 $2.2768 $1 .2056 $0.0346 $21.50 

Sept 2011 9 2011 .09 $2.3504 $1 .3633 $0.0427 $23.84 $2.3504 $1.3633 $0.0396 $23.56 

A"g 2011 • 2011.08 $2.2816 $1 .3566 $0.0424 $23.51 $2.2816 $1 .3566 $0.0393 $23.24 

July 2011 7 2011.07 $2.4143 $1 .2404 $0.0388 $22.65 $2.4143 $1 .2404 $0.0357 $22.38 

June 2011 6 2011.06 $2.3164 $1.1860 $0.0371 $21 .68 $2.3164 $1.1860 $0.0340 $21 .41 

M,y 2011 5 2011 .05 52.2414 $1 .1640 $0.0364 521.17 $2.2414 $1.1641 $0.0333 $20.90 

Apr 2011 • 2011 .04 $2.3582 $1 .1951 $0.0374 $21.93 $2.3582 $1 .1951 $0.0343 $21 .66 

M" 2011 3 2011 .03 $2.3622 $0.9821 $0.0307 $19.51 $2.3622 SO.9821 $0.0276 $19.24 

Feb 2011 2 2011 .02 $1.9780 $0.8935 50.0280 $17 .15 $1 .9780 $0.8935 50.0249 $16.88 

J,n 2011 1 2011 .01 $1.7440 $0.9277 $0.0259 $16.72 $1.7440 $0.9277 $0.0259 $16.45 

Dec 2010 12 2010.12 $2.3712 $0.8958 $0.0280 $18.55 $2.3712 $0.8958 $0.0249 $18.28 



CDFA-A 
Cia .. 1 Cia .. 1 

Month Year NMon: Year Southern Southern 

urn er Month ~:~f~~~ ~~I~~;~ 
Nov I 2010 11 I 2010.11 $2 .4996 $0 .• 940 

Oct 1 2010 10 1 2010.10 $2 .4950 $0 .• 719 

CI ... , 
Southern 
Cdfomia 

CL ... 1 Cia .. 1 Cia •• 1 Cia .. 1 Cia .. 1 
Southern Northern Northern Northern Northern 

California C;~~1a ;:~~;:, California C=la 

$0.02.0 $1.... $2.4'" $0 .• 940 $0.0249 $1 • . 71 

$0.0273 "8.71 $2.4950 '0 .• 719 $0.0242 $1 . ... 

~E'. 1 2010 9 2010.09 $2.0437 $0 .• 973 $0.02.' $17.43 $2.0437 $0 .• 973 $0.0250 $17.15 

A"g I 2010 • 2010,0. $1 .9358 $0.9458 $0.0296 '17.80 $1 .9358 $0.945. $0.02.5 $17.33 

,",I I 2010 7 2010.07 . $U275 $0.9930 $0.0311 '17.42 $1 .7275 $0.9930 $0.02.0 $17.14 

J"no 1 2010 62010.06 '",",3$0 .• 545 $0.0267 '15.95 $U633 $0 .• 545 $0.0236$15,68 

Ma, I 2010 5 2010.05 $1 .6354 $0.8667 '0.0271 '15.64 $1 .6354 $0 .• 667 $0.0240 '15.37 

A(X I 2010 4 2010.04 $1 .5768 $0.7973 '0.0249 "4.64 $1 .5768 $0.7973 $0.021. $14.37 

Mac I 2010 3 2010.03 $1.4592 $1 .0143 '0.0317 $16.71 $1 .4592 '1.0143 $0.02.6 $16." 

Feb 1 2010 2 2010.02 $1 .4421 $1 .0215 $0.0319 $1 • . 74 $1.4421 $1 .0215 $0.02.8 $16.46 

Jan I 2010 1 2010.01 $1 .8077 $1.1241 $0.0351 $18.49 $1 .6077 " .1241 .0.0320 $18.22 

Dec 1 2009 12 2009.12 $1 .5457 $0.9523 '0.0298 "6.3' $1 .5457 '0.9523 $0.0287 $16.04 

No, 1 2009 11 2009.11 '1.3308 $0.9311 $0.0291 "5.3' " .3308 $0.9311 $0.0280 $15.04 

Oct 1 2009 10 2009.10 $1.2460 $0.8435 $0.0264 $1'.02 " .2460 '0.8435 $0.0233 "3.75 

Sepl 1 2009 9 2009.09 $1.3319 $00"0'- . '0.0241 $13.48 _$1 .3319 $0.7705 $0.0210 $13.21 

A"9 12009 8 2009.08 $1.2780 $0.6564 '0.0205 $11.98 $1.2780 '0.6564 $0.0174 '" .71 

J"~ 2009 7 2009.07 $1.3482 '0.6492 $0.0203 '12.15 $1.3482 $0.6492 '0.0172 $11 .88 

J"no 2009 6 2009.06 $1 .31" $0.6420 $0.0201 $11 .97 $1.31" '0.6420 '0.0170 '".70 
May 2009 5 2009.05 $1 .2668 $0.7445 $0.0233 '12.96 $1.2666 $0.7445 $0.0202 $12,68. 

\p( 200 4 2009.04 " .2335 $0.6579 $0.0206 $11 .85 $12335 $0.6579 '0.01 11 . 

'ac 200 3 2009.03 1.1632 $0.6404 $0.0200 $11 .40 1.1632 1.8404 iO.Ol 11 . 
eb 200' 2 2009.02 1.1952 $0.6434 '0.0201 $11.55 1.1952 1.6434 'O.Q1 11 . 

an 200 2009.01 .3949 " .1191 $0.0350 '17.69 .3949 .1191 '0.0' 17. 
Dec 2008 12 2008.12 1..733 '0 .• 9., '0.02.' $16.8' " .8733 $0 .• 981 '0.0250 $16.57 
No, 2008 11 2008.11 $1.9342 $1.0682 $0.0334 $19.00 $1 .9342 $1 .0682 '0.0303 "8.72 
Oct 2008 10 2008.10 $1..296 $1.0589 $0.0331 $18.50 '1.8296 1.0569 $0.0300 $18.23 
Sept 2008 9 2008.09 1606 )363 .7"6 1.1606 $0.0332 "9.23 
A", 2008 • 2008.08 ro8' .2306 )365 .70'6 .2306 $0.0354 $19.79 

J"~ 2008 7 2008.07 >3& .4879 .0468 .63" 1.4879 $0.0435 $22.49 

J""e 2008 8 2008.06 .. ~ .3049 .0408 J.50 $1 .5694 $1 .3049 $0.0377 '20.23 
May 2008 5 . 2008.05 '1.4""" $1 .2059 $0.0377 $19.05 $1 .4""" " .2059 $0.0346. .$18.78. 
A(X 2008 4 . 2008.04 '1.3948 " .3374 '0.0418 '20.19 $1 .3948 '1.3374 '0.0387 $19.92 

Mac 2008 3 2008.03 $1.3252 $~;;:;-r.'~0.O:)39;;,17'-t--,';;;::;'9'-''-:;;-'I-~$1.~.3252:-t-~,,= .. 27'000;-t--=; '0.0;:;:;::-368:+'2."$18.90;;---J 
Feb 2008 2 2008.02 $1 .3452 $1 .5093 $0.0472 $21 .98 $1 .3452 $1.5093 $0.0441 $21.71 
Jan 12008 1 2008.01 $1 .4645 $1.5811 $0.0495 $23.23 ., .... 5 $1 .5811 $0.0464 '22." 

. "ee 12007 12 2007.12 ,1. .. 90 $1.5888 '0.0497 "3.26 " ... >0 " .5888 '0.0466 $22.99 
Nov 12007 11 2007.11 $1 .80 $0.0503 "3.43 '1.41 75 $1 .8071 '0.0472 $23.16 

~~, ~;;t---,I;-O +-2~007~ .. 10 --;-;-:=+$",'1..~80+-;$",,01 .. 10~50'-t~"3~.81+~$I'= .. 58";-t-~"1.s:.600':-t--;':c;01.-'04s:;-70:+-;:'''13~' .. '54;;:;-; 
vu,. I 2007 9 2007.09 $1 .51)3 $0.0473 "3.10 $1.68lO '1.5103 '0.0442 $22.83 

A", 12007 8 2007.08 " . 14 $1 .5732 $0.0493 '23.76 '1.6344 $1.5762 $0.0462 '23.49 
J"~ 12007 7 2007.07 $1.7051 $1.5104 $0.0473 .23.26 $1 .7051 '1.5104 '0.0442 '22.99 

J""e 12007 6 2007.06 " .5815 $12883 '0.0403 $20.28 $1 .5815 $1.2883 $0.0372 '20.01 
,., 12007 S 2007.05 1.4~26 '1.1003. ;o.o:l44 '1.4826 .1003 $0.0313 '17." 

~: ~;;t--~-t~200"'~7~ .. 04 --;-;-:':o:12~2--;;o'.~027177+~).0;;;;3:122~+-~O;-I-~'1.1.c;-411;::2:12:-t-;;;~.O:J2=71 r-;$O:c;'.0~291+-S' $161"''':;;-J 
... , 2007 2007.03 . '412 '0.9890 1.0309 $1.3412 '.9890 $0.0278 '15.74 
'eb I 2007 2007.02 . 1002 '0.9451 1.0296 $1.3002 '.9451 '0.0265 $15.10 

Jan 1 2007 2007.01 $1 . '914 $0.7974 $0.0250 $14.00 '1.3914 '0.7974 $0.0219 $13.73 
Dec I 2006 12 2006.12 $1 .4236 $0.7533 ,0.Q236 "3.8' $1.4236 '0.7533 ,0.Q205 $13.34 

No, 2006 11 2006.11 $1 .4587 '0.7209 $0.0226 $13.35 $1 .4567 $0.7209 '0.0195 $13.08 

) ct 2006 10 2006.10 '1.5030 '0.7498 $0.0235 '13'''' " .5030 $0.7498 '0.0204 "3.57 
'epl 2006 9 2006.09 $1 .3873 $0.7020 '0.0220 12.89 '1.3873 '0.7020 $0.0189 '12.62 

'"9 2006 8 2006.08 $1~~_$;;0)~ .. '68'72;-t--;$~0 .. ~02";;;;-'5 +-;-;12~ .. 3;o-0 +--;;$11.-,;;.26 ~67 +-~$01.~-'.68 ",7:72;-t--;$~0) .. 0~"184~1-~ $12' .. ~'03 
'"" 2006 2006.07 $1 .2933 $0.7086 $0.0222 "2.64 $1.2933 '0.7086 $0.0191 $12.37 

J"ne 2006 6 2006.06 '1.3000 $0.7043 '0.0221 '12.62 $1 .3000 $0.7043 $0 .01~90. """ 
May 2006 5 2006.05 " .2745 $0.7112 $0.0223 . "~61. $1 .2745 .7112 )192 12." 
\p( 2006 1.04 $0.0226 $12.80 " .2961 .7215 )195 12.51 

'ar 2006 1.03 $0.0231 "3.48 $1.3735 '.7552 )206 13.11 
'eb 2006 .02 $0.0256 $14.74 $1 .5382 ) .• 170 1225 $14.47 
Ian 2006 .01 $0.0256 $14.76 $1 .5417 $0.8182 $0.0225 "4.49 

Dec 12005 12 2005.12 $1 .6802 $0 .• '.9 $0.0257 '15.26 $1 .8802 '0.8189 '0.0226 $14.99 

Nov 12005 11 2005.11 $1.8649 '0.8091 $0.0253 "5.79 $1 ."'9 $0.8091 '0.0222 $15.52 
Oct 12005 10 2005.10 .1.9247 '0.7936'0.0249 15.83 1.9 0218 $15.58 

Sept 12005 9 2005.09 $1 .8605 $0.7839 '0.0246 1S.'9 1.8' 0215 $15.22 
A", 12005 8 2005.08 '1.9011 $0.8256 $0.0259 "6.11 I.. .0228 $15.84 

J"~ 2005 2005.0' $1.6052 $0.8596 $0.0269 it5.46 1.6' .0236 $15.19 
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CDEA-A 
C~ .. 1 C .... 1 C .... 1 Cia .. 1 Cia" 1 Class 1 CI ... 1 Class 1 

Month Year NMOOb"' 
um at 

Year Southern Southern Southern Southern Northern Northern Northern Northern 

Month . ;:~~;::, ~~~f~;~~ California C~~~I' ;:~~;;;~ ~~~f;~~ California C:la 

Nov 11999 11 1999.11 $1 .7391 $1.1582 $0.0409 $19.75 $1 .7391 $1.1582 $0.0378 $19.48 
0cI 1'999 10 1999.10 $1.7391 $1 .1582 $0.0409 $1 • . 75 $1 .7391 $1.1582 $0.0378 , $19.48 
Sept 1999 • 1999.09 1.1817 $0.933. $0.0298 $1.... $1 .1817 $0 .• 33. $0.0267 $1'.61 

1--'2': A'.-+-=. 1999;-r---,;8:--1~~~ ::!; $0 .• 33. $0.0298 $1'.88 $1.1817 $0 .• 33. $0.0267 $1'.81 
J'~ 1999 1999.07 •• vo $0.9116 $0.0287 $1'.3. $1.1261 $0.9116 $0.0256 $1'.12 

J""e 1999 6 '.99.06 ;1.1261 $0.9116 $0.0287 $1'.39 $1.1261 $0.9116 $0.0256 $1'.12 
May 1999 5 1999.05 $1 .108. $0.9046 $0.0283 $1'.2' $1.1089 $0.9046 $0.0252 $13.96 

Apr 1999 • 1999.04 $1 .108. $0.9046 $0.0283 $1'.24 $1.108. $0.9046 $0.0252 $13.96 
." 1999 3 , .... 03 $1 .7723 $1.1715 $0.0416 $20.05 $1.7723 , $1 .1715 $0.0: $19.78 

l-'-:·e:::-lbr.'~999\-.;-2+-=.1999~.02+-:,,,,.77::::::'2:;-t3-;$,,,1.IC:-;I17: .,:;"'5+-='0.~0441=-·6+-='2~0 .. '05;.-.J-7.-.77~m::-::'3+~17I::;'5~~;0.0 ~+--;, $111;;;:91";;--j78 
lao 1999 1999.01 .7015 $1.1.30 10.0401 11 • . 42 .7015 .1'30 10.0 $19.15 
lec 1998 12 1998.12 .7015 $1.1.30 10.0401 119.42 .7015 .1430 10.0 $19.15 

Nov 1996 11 1998.11 $1.5216 $1.0707 $0.0366 $17.85 $1 .5216 $1.0707 $0.0335 $17.58 

0cI 1996 10 1998.10 $1.5216 $1 .0707 $0.0366 $17.85 $1.5216 $1.0707 $0.0335 $17.58 

-"ept 1998 9 1998.09 $1.3208 $0.9899 $0.0326 $16.10 $1 .3208 _$0.9899 $0.0295 $15.83 
A'9 1998 8 1998.08 $1 .3208 $0.9899 ~ $16.10 $1 .3208 $0.9899 $0.0295 $15.83 

I--"?: J'~+"~998\-~7 +~ 1998"'''.I0~7-;' $lt~ .. 08'~.-;$;;OO' .. ;;;;;;8950+-'-$""0.0279 '--t-~ $","" •• .. ":;0"3:-+-':;$""1. .08~'9+$;;;0J..~8950+-':;$~0.02~'8 r.$:;;1:13~, .. :7~6 
J,oe 1998 6 1998.06 $1.08.9 $0.8950 $0.0279 $14.03 $1 .0849 $0.8950 $0.02'8 $13.76 

May 1998 5 1998.05 $1.2.35 $0.9588 $0.0310 $15.'2 $1 .2'35 $0.9588 $0.0279 $15.14 
Ap' 1998. 1998.04 $1 .2435 $0.9588 $0.0310 $15.'2 $1.2.35 $0 .• 588 $0.027. $15.14 
M" 1998 3 1998.03 $1 .2"3 $0.9599 $0.0311 15... .2 .. 3 $0 .• 599 $0.0280 $15.11 
Feb 1998 2 1998.02 $1.2'63 $0.9599 $0.0311 15... .2.63 $0.9599 $0.0280 $15.11 
Jao 1998 1 1998.01 $1.2054 $0.9435 $0.0303 15.09 11 .2054 $0.9435 $0.0272 $14.82 

Dec 1997 12 1997.12 $1 .2054 $0.9435 $0.0303 $15.09 $1 .2054 $0.9435 $0.0272 $14.82 
Nov 1997 11 1997.11 $1.1814 $0.9258 $0.0294 $14.70 $1 .1614 $0.9258 $0.0283 $14.'3 

0cI 1997 10 1997.10 $1.1614 $0.9258 $0.0294 $14.70 $1 .1614 '0.~258 $0.0263 ;14.43 

Sept 1997 9 1997.09 ,0.9407 ,0.8370 ~.0250 112.n :~.~: ~~--;:IO=.021;;--J.-;;"~2!-'. 50;;;-J 
""9 1997 8 1997.08 50.9407 10.8370 '0.0250 112.n ••. _. 10.8370 '0.0219 112.50 

J'~ 1997 7 1997.07 1.0247 ,0.8708 ' .0267 113.51 1.02" ,0.8708 ,0.0236 $13.23 
J,oe 1997 6 1997.06 1.0247 10.8708 ;0.0267 $13.51 $1 .0247 $0.8708 $0.0236 $13.23 

May • 1997 5 1997.05 $1 .0054 $0.9575 , $0.0312 $14.59 $1.0004 $0 .• 575 $0.02.3 $14.32 
Apr ,1997 • 1997.04 $1.0054 $0 .• 575 $0.0312 $14.5. $1.0004 $0 .• 575 $0.0283 $14.32 

M" I 1997 3 1997.03 $1.0054 $0.9575 $0.0312 $14.59 $1 .0004 ~~+---,$O;;;'~ ... 102 =.;-83-t-$s:"' .. :3~2 
Feb 1997 2 1997.02 $1 .0054 $0 .• 575 $0.0312 $14.59 $1 .0004 $0.9575 $0.0283 $14.32 
J.O 1997 1997.01 $1 .'02' $1. 173 $0.0391 $18.06 $1 .3974 $1.1173 $0.0362 $17.79 
Dec 1 '996 12 1996.12 $1 .4024 $1.1173 $0.03. ' $18.06 $1.3974 $1.1173 $0.0362 $17.79 

Nov I 1998 , 11 1996.11 $1 .3770 $1.1070 $0.0388 $17." $1.372"- $1.1070 $0.0361 $17.50 

1-i:00d:::-t-;;19;;;;t98_7'0+.~~i. '0 $1.3770 $1.1070 $0.0386 $17.8' $1 .3720 $1 .1070 $0.0361 $17.50 
Sept 1996 • 1996.09 $1.2363 $1.0512 $0.0358 $16.62 $1 .2333 $1 .0512 $0.0333 $16.39 
""g 11996 8 1996.08 $1.2363 $1.0512 $0.0358 $16.62 $1 .2333 $1 .0512 $0.0333 $18.39 

J'~ 1'998 7 1998.07 $1 .0780 $0."" $0.0326 $15.22 $1 .0730 $0.9868 $0.0301 $14." 
J,oe 196 6 1996.06 $1 .0780 $0.9868 .0326 $15.22 .0730 1.986 .03 '14." 
May 196 5 1996.05 .0530 $0.9767 J.0321 $15.00 .0480 ' .976 .02 '14. 

Ap, 196 4 1998.04 ~~r-~$01~ ... :97 ~67+-~.0~321-+-;$;;"15;c .. '00;;.-+-:,c:;.04=80-t-;~'.9=76-t-~.0=2+-;;'14~. '-t 
Ma, 196 3 1998.03 .1072 $0.9985 ' .0332 $15.'8 .1022 1.998 ' .03 $15.24 
Feb 1998 2 1996.02 ,1.1072 $0.9985 $0.0332 $15.48 $1.1022 $0.9985 $0.0307 $15.24 

JaO 1996 1 1998.01 $1 .0861 $0.9964 $0.0326 $15.33 $1.0811 $0.9964 $0.0301 $15.10 

Dec 1995 12 1995.12 $1 .0861 $0.8964 $0.0326 $15.33 $1.0811 $0.9964 It 
~~7+,, ~1995~"~~'~995 .. "~$~0.948~'~$~0.94'7+0_$~002=-98~$~14'~1'~~~~~~ ~~~ 

Od 0 ,1995.10 $0.9484 $11.9410. ,0.0298 10 

'ept 1995.09 $0.898' 1.9209 ,0.0288 )9 1.0263 

"'g 1995.08 $0.898' 1.9209 '0.0288 )9 1.0263 
J,~ 1995 1995.07 $0.9210 1.9300 $0.0293 ,. $0.9150 $0.9300 $0.0288 
J""e 1995 6 1995.06 $0 .• 210 $0.9300 $0.0293 $13.89 $0.9150 $0.9300 $0.0268 
M.y~ 1995 5 1995.05 $0.9017 $0.9158 $0.0291 $13.68 $0.898'- $0.9158 $0.0266 

I--?:: Ap'+.'~995t-7-'-t-= 1995;:; .. '04=+~ $0' .. '90::::1017::-t~$~0.91.:;:;-58t-;;;'0~ .. 02 ~91+~'3::;:;-."+~;;;: $0.9158 
M" 1995 3 1995.03 $0.8974 $0.9'" 50.0290 13." $0.892' $0.9141 
Feb 1995 2 1995.02 $0.8974 $0.9141 ,0.0290 "3." $0.8924 $0.9141 $0.0265 

Jao : 1995 1 1995.01 $0.9853 $0.9495 $0.0308 $14.41 $0.9803 $0.94.5 $0.0283 

IS.,roe: CDFA laWy Mar1<eting Bmnd 

"3.45 
$13.65 
$13.6S 

$13.44 
$13.44 
$13.40 

$13.40 

, $1'.18 
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CDFA-A 
Class 2 Class 2 Class 2 Class 2 Class 2 Class 2 

Month Year Southern Southern Southern Northern Northern Northern 
Number Month California California California California California California 

Month Year FAT ($lIb) SNF ($lIb) $/CWT FAT ($lIb) SNF ($lIb) $/CWT 

September 2015 9 2015.09 $2.0294 $0.7929 $14.00 $2.0294 $0.7662 $13.77 

August 2015 8 2015.08 $2.0294 $0.7929 $14.00 $2.0294 $0.7662 $13.77 

July 2015 7 2015.07 $1.9612 $0.8540 $14.29 $1.9612 $0.8273 $14.06 

June 2015 6 2015.06 $1.9612 $0.8540 $14.29 $1.9612 $0.8273 $14.06 

May 2015 5 2015.05 $1.7991 $0.8968 $14.10 $1.7991 $0.8701 $13.87 

Ap' 2015 4 2015.04 $1.7991 $0.8968 $14.10 $1.7991 $0.8701 $13.87 

Ma' 2015 3 2015.03 $1.7649 $1.0701 $15.49 $1.7649 $1.0434 $15.25 

Feb 2015 2 2015.02 $1.7649 $1.0701 $15.49 $1.7649 $1.0434 $15.25 

Jao 2015 1 2015.01 $2.4381 $1.3736 $20.48 $2.4381 $1.3469 $20.25 

Dec 2014 12 2014.12 $2.4381 $1.3736 $20.48 $2.4381 $1.3469 $20.25 

Nov 2014 11 2014.11 $3.0324 $1.5316 $23.94 $3.0324 $1.5049 $23.71 

Oct 2014 10 2014.10 $3.0324 $1.5316 $23.94 $3.0324 $1.5049 $23.71 

Sept 2014 9 2014.09 $2.5623 $1.7246 $23.97 $2.5623 $1.6979 $23.74 

Aug 2014 8 2014.08 $2.5623 $1.7246 $23.97 $2.5623 $1.6979 $23.74 

July 2014 7 2014.07 $2.1807 $1.8178 $23.45 $2.1807 $1.7911 $23.22 

June 2014 6 2014.06 $2.1848 $1.8219 $23.50 $2.1848 $1.7952 $23.27 

May 2014 5 2014.05 $1.9752 $1.9395 $23.79 $1.9752 $1.9128 $23.55 

Ap, 2014 4 2014.04 $1.9752 $1.9395 $23.79 $1.9752 $1.9128 $23.55 

Ma, 2014 3 2014.03 $1.7378 $1.8534 $22.21 $1.7378 $1.8267 $21.97 

Feb 2014 2 2014.02 $1.7378 $1.8534 $22.21 $1.7378 $1.8267 $21.97 

Jao 2014 1 2014.01 $1.6275 $1.7449 $20.88 $1.6275 $1.7182 $20.64 

Dec 2013 12 2013.12 $1.6275 $1.7449 $20.88 $1.6275 $1.7182 $20.64 

Nov 2013 11 2013.11 $1.4839 $1.6610 $19.64 $1.4839 $1.6343 $19.41 

Oct 2013 10 2013.10 $1.4839 $1.6610 $19.64 $1.4839 $1.6343 $19.41 

Sept 2013 9 2013.09 $1.5527 $1.5751 $19.14 $1.5527 $1.5484 $18.91 

Aug 2013 8 2013.08 $1.5527 $1.5751 $19.14 $1.5527 $1.5484 $18.91 

July 2013 7 2013.07 $1.7519 $1.4261 $18.54 $1.7519 $1.3994 $18.31 

June 2013 6 2013.06 $1.7478 $1.4220 $18.49 $1.7478 $1.3953 $18.26 

May 2013 5 2013.05 $1.6705 $1.4429 $18.40 $1.6705 $1.4162 $18.17 

Ap' 2013 4 2013.04 $1.6705 $1.4429 $18.40 $1.6705 $1.4162 $18.17 

Ma, 2013 3 2013.03 $1.5997 $1.4298 $18.04 $1.5997 $1.4031 $17.81 
Feb 2013 2 2013.02 $1.5997 $1.4298 $18.04 $1.5997 $1.4031 $17.81 

Jao 2013 1 2013.01 $2.0070 $1.3506 $18.77 $2.0070 $1.3239 $18.54 

Dec 2012 12 2012.12 $2.0070 $1.3506 $18.77 $2.0070 $1.3239 $18.54 

Nov 2012 11 2012.11 $1.9020 $1.1507 $16.67 $1.9020 $1.1240 $16.44 

Oct 2012 10 2012.10 $1.9020 $1.1507 $16.67 $1.9020 $1.1240 $16.44 

Sept 2012 g 2012.09 $1.5538 $0.9830 $13.99 $1.5538 $0.9563 $13.76 

Aug 2012 8 2012.08 $1.5538 $0.9830 $13.99 $1.5538 $0.9563 $13.76 

July 2012 7 2012.07 $1.4184 $1.1236 $14.74 $1.4184 $1.0969 $14.51 

June 2012 6 2012.06 $1.4184 $1.1236 $14.74 $1.4184 $1.0969 $14.51 

May 2012 5 2012.05 $1.5003 $1.2443 $16.08 $1.5003 $1.2176 $15.84 

Ap, 2012 4 2012.04 $1.5003 $1.2443 $16.08 $1.5003 $1.2176 $15.84 

Ma, 2012 3 2012.03 $1.6772 $1.2843 $17.04 $1.6772 $1.2576 $16.81 

Feb 2012 2 2012.02 $1.6772 $1.2843 $17.04 $1.6772 $1.2576 $16.81 

Jao 2012 1 2012.01 $1.8925 $1.3828 $18.65 $1.8925 $1.3561 $18.42 

Dec 2011 12 2011.12 $1.8925 $1.3828 $18.65 $1.8925 $1.3561 $18.42 

Nov 2011 11 2011.11 $2.1794 $1.4699 $20.42 $2.1794 $1.4432 $20.18 

Oct 2011 10 2011.10 $2.1794 $1.4699 $20.42 $2.1794 $1.4432 $20.18 

Sept 2011 g 2011.09 $2.2750 $1.5085 $21.09 $2.2750 $1.4818 $20.85 

Auo 2011 8 2011.08 $2.2750 $1.5085 $21.09 $2.2750 $1.4818 $20.85 

Julv 2011 7 2011.07 $2.2051 $1.4524 $20.35 $2.2051 $1.4257 $20.12 

June 2011 6 2011.06 $2.2051 $1.4524 $20.35 $2.2051 $1.4257 $20.12 

May 2011 5 2011.05 $2.2741 $1.2838 $19.13 $2.2741 $1.2571 $18.90 

Ap, 2011 4 2011.04 $2.2741 $1.2838 $19.13 $2.2741 $1.2571 $18.90 

Ma, 2011 3 2011.03 $1.9044 $1.1003 $16.24 $1.9044 $1.0736 $16.01 

Feb 2011 2 2011.02 $1.9044 $1.1003 $16.24 $1.9044 $1.0736 $16.01 

Jao 2011 1 2011.01 $2.3025 $1.0449 $17.15 $2.3025 $1.0182 $16.92 

Dec 2010 12 2010.12 $2.3025 $1.0449 $17.15 $2.3025 $1.0182 $16.92 

Nov 2010 11 2010.11 $2.2551 $1.0245 $16.81 $2.2551 $0.9978 $16.57 

Oct 2010 10 2010.10 $2.2551 $1.0245 $16.81 $2.2551 $0.9978 $16.57 

Sept 2010 9 2010.09 $1.8027 $1.1252 $16.10 $1.8027 $1.0985 $15.87 

Aug 2010 8 2010.08 $1.8027 $1.1252 $16.10 $1.8027 $1.0985 $15.87 

July 2010 7 2010.07 $1.6469 $0.9902 $14.38 $1.6469 $0.9635 $14.15 

June 2010 6 2010.06 $1.6469 $0.9902 $14.38 $1.6469 $0.9635 $14.15 
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CDFA-A 
C'-•• 2 Class 2 Ct. .. 2 Ctas.2 Class 2 Class 2 

Month Year Southern Southern Southern Northern Northern Northern 
Number Month California Calffomla Callfomla California California Caliromla 

Month Year FAT (Snb) SNF ($Ob) SlCWT FAT ($Ob) SNF ($Ob) $/CWT 

May 2010 5 2010.05 $1.4626 $0.9514 $13.40 $1 .4626 $0.9247 $13.16 

Apr 201 0 4 2010.04 $1 .4626 $0.9514 $13.40 $1 .4626 $0.9247 $13.16 

Mar 2010 3 2010.03 $1.4794 $1 .1422 $15.12 $1 .4794 $1 .1155 $14.88 

Feb 2010 2 2010.02 $1 .4794 $1 .1422 $15.12 $1 .4794 $1 .1155 $14.88 

Jan 2010 1 2010.01 $1.4327 $0.9474 $13.26 $1 .4327 $0.9207 $13.02 

Dec 2009 12 2009.12 $1 .4122 $0.9269 $13.01 $1 .4122 $0.9002 $12.77 

Nov 2009 11 2009.11 $1 .2302 $0.8045 $11 .30 $1 .2302 $0.m8 $11 .07 

Oct 2009 10 2009.1 0 $1 .2302 $0.8045 $11 .30 $1 .2302 $0.7778 $11 .07 

Sep1 2009 9 2009.09 $1 .2518 $0.7260 $10.70 $1 .2518 $0.6993 $10.47 

Aua 2009 8 2009.08 $1 .2518 $0.7260 $10.70 $1 .2518 $0.6993 $10.47 

July 2009 7 2009.07 $1 .2403 $0.7162 $10.57 $1 .2403 $0.6895 $10.34 

June 2009 6 2009.06 $1 .2403 $0.7162 $10.57 $1 .2403 $0.6895 $10.34 

May 2009 5 2009.05 $1 .1423 $0.7125 $10.20 $1 .1423 $0.6858 $9.96 

Apr 2009 4 2009.04 $1 .1423 $0.7125 $10.20 $1 .1423 $0.6858 $9.96 

Mar 2009 3 2009.03 $1 .1816 $0.7314 $10.50 $1 .1816 $0.7047 $10.27 

Feb 2009 2 2009.02 $1 .1816 $0.7314 $10.50 $1 .1816 $0.7047 $10.27 

Jan 2009 1 2009.01 $1 .8061 $0.8286 $13.53 $1 .8061 $0.8019 $13.30 

Dec 2008 12 2008.12 $1 .8454 $0.8-430 $1 3.79 $1 .8431 $0.8172 $13.56 

Nov 2008 11 2008.11 Sl .7876 $1 .2120 $16.80 $1 .7853 $1 .1862 $16.57 

Oct 2008 10 20OS.10 $1 .7876 $1 .2120 $16.80 $1 .7853 $1 .1862 $16.57 

Sep1 2008 9 2008.09 $1 .6322 Sl .2702 $16.76 $1 .6299 $1 .2444 $16.53 

Au, 2008 8 2008.08 $1 .6322 $1 .2702 $16.76 S1 .6299 $1.2444 $16.53 

July 2008 7 2008.07 $1 .5239 $1 .1883 $15.67 $1 .5216 $1 .1625 $15.44 

June 2008 6 2008.OS $1 .5239 $1 .1883 $15.67 $1 .5216 $1 .1625 $15.44 

May 2008 5 2008.05 $1 .3311 $1 .2166 $15.24 $1 .3288 $1 .1908 $15.01 

April 2008 4 2008.04 $1 .3311 $1 .2166 $15.24 $1 .3268 $1 .1908 $15.01 

Mar 2008 3 2008.03 $1 .3553 $1 .6031 $18.69 $1 .3530 $1 .5773 $18.46 

Feb 2008 2 2008.02 $1 .3553 $1 .6031 $18.69 $1 .3530 $1 .5773 $18.46 

Jan 2008 1 2008.01 $1.4229 $1 .9461 $21 .91 $1 .42OS $1 .9203 $21 .68 

Dec 2007 12 2007.12 $1 .4229 $1 .9461 $21 .91 $1 .42OS $1 .9203 $21 .68 

Nov 2007 11 2007.11 $1 .5488 $1 .9444 $22.34 $1 .5465 $1 .9186 $22.10 

Oct 2007 10 2007.10 $1 .5488 $1 .9444 $22.34 $1 .5465 $1 .9186 $22.10 

Sept 2007 9 2007.09 $1 .6295 $1 .5697 $19.36 $1 .6272 $1 .5439 $19.13 

Aug 2007 8 2007.08 $1 .6295 $1 .5697 $19.36 $1 .6272 $1 .5439 $19.1 3 

July 2007 7 2007.07 $1 .5262 $1 .2465 $16.19 $1 .5239 $1 .2207 $15.95 

June 2007 6 2007 .06 $1 .5262 $1 .2465 $16.19 $1 .5239 $1 .2207 $15.95 

May 2007 5 2007.05 $1 .3498 $1 .0329 $13.71 $1 .3475 $1 .0071 $1 3.48 

Apr 2007 4 2007.04 $1 .3498 $1 .0329 $13.71 $1 .3475 $1 .0071 $13.48 

Mar 2007 3 2007.03 $1 .3146 $0.9315 $1 2.71 $1 .3123 $0.9057 $12.47 

Feb 2007 2 2007.02 $1 .3146 $0.9315 $12.71 $1 .3123 $0.9057 $12.47 

Jan 2007 1 2007.01 $1 .3948 $0.8291 $12.09 $1 .3925 $0.8033 $11 .86 

Dec 2006 12 2006.12 $1 .3948 $0.8291 $12.09 $1 .3925 $0.8033 $1 1.86 

Nov 2006 11 2006.11 $1 .3816 $0.7737 $11 .57 $1 .3793 $0.7479 $11 .33 

Oct 2006 10 2006.10 $1 .3816 $0.7737 $11 .57 $1 .3793 $0.7479 $11 .33 

Sep1 2006 9 2006.09 $1 .2179 $0.7516 $10.80 $1 .2156 $0.7258 $10.57 

Aug 2006 8 20OS.08 $1 .2179 $0.7516 $10.80 $1 .2156 $0.7258 $10.57 

Jul 2006 7 20OS.07 $1 .2258 $0.7678 $10.97 $1 .2235 $0.7420 $10.74 

Jun 2006 6 2006.OS $1 .2258 $0.7678 $10.97 $1.2235 $0.7420 $10.74 

May 2006 5 2006.05 $1 .2519 $0.8019 $11 .36 $1 .2496 $0.7761 $11 .13 

Apr 2006 4 2006.04 $1 .2519 $0.8019 $11 .36 $1 .2496 $0.7761 $11 .13 

Mar 2006 3 20OS.03 $1 .4571 $0.8961 $12.90 $1 .4548 $0.8703 $12.66 

Feb 2006 2 2006.02 $1.4571 $0.8961 $12.90 $1 .4548 $0.8703 $12.66 

Jan 2006 1 20OS.01 $1 .6882 $0.9113 $13.84 $1 .6859 $0.8855 $13.60 

Dec 2005 12 2005.12 $1 .6882 SO.9113 $13.84 $1 .6859 $0.8855 $13.60 

Nov 2005 11 2005.11 $1 .8508 $0.8847 $14.17 $1 .8485 $0.8589 $13.94 

Oct 2005 10 2005.10 $1 .8508 SO.8847 $14.17 $1 .8485 SO.8589 $13.94 

Sept 2005 9 2005.09 $1 .7045 $0.8535 $13.39 $1 .7022 $0.8277 $13.16 

Aug 2005 8 2005.08 $1 .7045 $0.8535 $13.39 $1 .7022 $0.8277 $13.16 

Jul 2005 7 2005.07 $1 .7045 $0.8535 $13.39 $1 .7022 $0.8277 $13.16 

Jun 2005 6 2005.06 $1 .5773 $0.8468 $12.89 $1 .5750 $0.8210 $12.66 

May 2005 5 2005.05 $1.7450 $0.8336 $13.36 $1.7427 $0.8078 $13.13 

Apr 2005 4 2005.04 $1 .7450 $0.8336 $13.36 $1 .7427 $0.8078 $1 3.13 

Mar 2005 3 2005.03 $1 .8540 $0.8162 $13.59 $1 .8517 $0.7904 $13.36 

Feb 2005 2 2005.02 $1 .8540 $0.8162 $13.59 $1 .8517 $0.7904 $13.36 
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COFA-A 
Class 2 Class 2 Class 2 Class 2 Class 2 Class 2 

Month Year Southern Southern Southern Northern Northern Northern 
Number Month California California California California California California 

FAT 
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CDFA-A 
Class 2 Class 2 Class 2 Class 2 Class 2 Class 2 

Month Ye.r Southern Southern ....... rn Northern Northern Northern 
Number Month Californi.a California California California California California 

Month Year FAT ($lib) SNF ($lib) $/CWT FAT ($"b, SNF ($lib) $JCWT 

Sept 1999 9 1999.09 $1 .5734 $0.9498 $13.77 $1 .5711 $0.9240 $13.54 

Aug 1999 8 1999.08 $1.5734 $0.9498 $13.77 $1 .5711 $0.9240 $13.54 

July 1999 7 1999.07 $1 .1639 $0.9530 $12.36 $1 .1616 $0.9272 $12.13 

Ju"" 1999 6 1999.06 $1.1639 $0.9530 $12.36 $1.1616 $0.9272 $12.13 

May 1999 5 1999.05 $1 .4320 $0.9681 $13.43 $1.4297 $0.9423 $13.20 
Ap, 1999 4 1999.04 $1.4320 $0.9681 $13.43 $1.4297 $0.9423 $13.20 

M .. 1999 3 1999.03 $1 .5958 $1 .0165 $14.43 $1.5935 $0.9907 $14.20 

Fe. 1999 2 1999.02 $1 .5958 $1 .0165 $14.43 $1 .5935 $0.9907 $14.20 

Jan 1999 1 1999.01 $2.3605 $1 .0206 $17.14 $2.3582 $0.9948 $16.91 

Dec 1998 12 1998.12 $2.3605 $1 .0206 $17.14 $2.3582 $0.9948 $16.91 

No, 1998 11 1998.11 $2.7834 $0.9837 $18.30 $2.7811 $0.9579 $18.07 

Oct 1998 10 1998.10 $2.7834 $0.9837 $18.30 $2.7811 $0.9579 $18.07 

Sept 1998 9 1998.09 $2.1636 $0.97-46 $16.05 $2.1613 $0.9488 $15.82 

Au, 1998 8 1998.08 $2.1636 $0.9746 $16.05 $2.1613 $0.9488 $15.82 

July 1998 7 1998.07 $1 .6113 $0.9764 $14.13 $1 .6090 $0.9506 $13.90 

June 1998 6 1998.06 $1 .6113 $0.9764 $14.13 $1.6090 $0.9506 $13.90 

May 1998 5 1998.05 $1 .5118 $0.9731 $13.76 $1 .5095 $0.9473 $13.52 

AI>' 1998 4 1998.04 $1.5118 $0.9731 $13.76 $1.5095 $0.9473 $13.52 

Ma, 1998 3 1998.03 $1.3956 $0.9810 $13.42 $1 .3933 $0.9552 $13.19 

Fe. 1998 2 1998.02 $1.3956 $0.9810 $13.42 $1 .3933 $0.9552 $13.19 

Jan 1998 1 1998.01 $1 .6818 $0.9850 $14.46 $1 .6795 $0.9592 $14.22 

Dec 1997 12 1997.12 $1 .6818 $0.9850 $14.46 $1 .6795 $0.9592 $14.22 

N., 1997 11 1997.11 $1.1728 $0.9909 $12.73 $1 .1705 $0.9651 $12.49 

Oct 1997 10 1997.10 $1.1728 $0.9909 $12.73 $1 .1705 $0.9651 $12.49 

Sept 1997 9 1997.09 $1 .2084 $0.9945 $12.88 $1 .2061 $0.9687 $12.65 

Au, 1997 • 1997.08 $1 .2064 $0.9945 $12.88 $1 .2061 $0.9687 $12.65 

July 1997 7 1997.07 $1 .0635 $1 .0389 $12.76 $1 .0612 $1 .0131 $12.53 

June 1997 6 1997.06 $1 .0635 $1 .0389 $12.76 $1 .0612 $1 .0131 $12.53 

May 1997 5 1997.05 $1.2032 $1 .0494 $13.34 ·$1 .2009 $1 .0236 $13.11 

AI>' 1997 4 1997.04 $1 .2032 $1 .0494 $13.34 $1.2009 $1 .0236 $13.11 

M .. 1997 3 1997.03 $0.8864 $1 .0801 $12.50 $0.8841 $1 .0543 $12.27 

Fe. 1997 2 1997.02 $0.8864 $1 .0801 $12.50 $0.8841 $1 .0543 $12.27 

Jan 1997 1 1997.01 $1 .2181 $1 .1874 $14.59 $1 .2158 $1 .1616 $14.36 

Dec 1996 12 1996.12 $1 .2181 $1 .1874 $14.59 $1 .2158 $1 .1616 $14.36 
N., 1996 11 1996.11 $1 .7049 $1 .1967 $16.38 $1 .7026 $1 .1709 $16.15 

Oct 1996 10 1996.10 $1.7049 $1 .1967 $16.38 $1 .7026 $1 .1709 $16.15 

Sepl 1996 9 1996.09 $1.5864 $1 .1471 $15.53 $1 .5641 $1 .1213 $15.30 

Aug 1996 8 1996.08 $1 .5864 $1 .1471 $15.53 $1.5641 $1 .1213 $15.30 

July 1996 7 1996.07 $0.8705 $1 .0287 $12.00 $0.8682 $1 .0029 $11 .76 

June 1996 6 1996.06 SO.8705 $1 .0287 $12.00 $0.8682 $1 .0029 $11 .76 

May 1996 5 1996.05 SO.7319 $1 .0089 $11 .34 SO.7296 $0.9831 $11 .11 

Ai>' 1996 4 1996.04 $0.7319 $1 .0089 $11 .34 $0.7296 SO.9831 $11 .11 

Mo, 1996 3 1996.03 $0.8341 $1 .0118 $11 .72 $0.8318 $0.9860 $11.49 

Fe. 1996 2 1996.02 $0.8341 $1 .0118 $11 .72 $0.8318 $0.9860 $11.49 

Jan 1096 1 1996.01 $1 .1420 $0.9851 $12.57 $1 .1397 $0.9593 $12.33 

Dec 1995 12 1995.12 $1.1420 $0.9851 $12.57 $1 .1397 $0.9593 $12.33 

No, 1995 11 1995.11 $0.90n $0.9718 $11 .63 $0.9054 $0.9460 $11.40 

Oct 1995 10 1995.10 SO.90n $0.9718 $11 .63 $0.9054 $0.9460 $11 .40 

Sept 1995 9 1995.09 $0.8043 $0.9777 $11.32 $0.8020 $0.9519 $11 .09 

Au, 1995 8 1995.08 $0.8043 $0.9777 $11 .32 $0.8020 $0.9519 $11 .09 

July 1995 7 1995.07 $0.7376 $0.9798 Sl' .11 $0.7353 SO.9540 $10.87 

June 1995 6 1995.06 $0.7376 $0.9798 $11 .11 $0.7353 $0.9540 $10.87 

May 1995 5 1995.05 $0.7183 $0.9622 $10.89 $0.7160 $0.9364 $10.65 

A", 1995 4 1995.04 $0.1183 $0.9622 $10.89 $0.7160 $0.9364 $10.65 
Ma, 1995 3 1995.03 $0.7071 $0.9636 $10.86 SO.7048 $0.9378 $10.63 
Fe. 1995 2 1995.02 $0.7071 $0.9636 $10.86 $0.7048 $0.9378 $10.63 
Jan 1995 1 1995.01 $0.n19 $0.9651 $11 .10 $0.7696 $0.9393 $10.87 

Source: CDFA Dairy Marketing Branch 
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CDFA-A 

Month Year 
Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 

Month Year Statewide Statewide Statewide 
Number Month 

FAT ($/lb) SNF ($/lb) $/Cwt 

September 2015 9 2015.09 $2.0294 $0.7605 $13.72 

August 2015 8 2015.08 $2.0294 $0.7605 $13.72 

July 2015 7 2015.07 $1.9612 $0.8216 $14.01 

June 2015 6 2015.06 $1.9612 $0.8216 $14.01 

May 2015 5 2015.05 $1.7991 $0.8644 $13.82 

Apr 2015 4 2015.04 $1.7991 $0.8644 $13.82 

Mar 2015 3 2015.03 $1.7649 $1.0377 $15.21 

Feb 2015 2 2015.02 $1.7649 $1.0377 $15.21 

Jan 2015 1 2015.01 $2.4381 $1.3412 $20.20 

Dec 2014 12 2014.12 $2.4381 $1.3412 $20.20 

Nov 2014 11 2014.11 $3.0324 $1.4992 $23.66 

Oct 2014 10 2014.10 $3.0324 $1.4992 $23.66 

Sept 2014 9 2014.09 $2.5623 $1.6922 $23.69 

Aug 2014 8 2014.08 $2.5623 $1.6922 $23.69 

July 2014 7 2014.07 $2.1807 $1.7854 $23.17 

June 2014 6 2014.06 $2.1848 $1.7895 $23.22 

May 2014 5 2014.05 $1.9752 $1.9071 $23.50 

Apr 2014 4 2014.04 $1.9752 $1.9071 $23.50 

Mar 2014 3 2014.03 $1.7378 $1.8210 $21.93 

Feb 2014 2 2014.02 $1.7378 $1.8210 $21.93 

Jan 2014 1 2014.01 $1.6275 $1.7125 $20.60 

Dec 2013 12 2013.12 $1.6275 $1.7125 $20.60 

Nov 2013 11 2013.11 $1.4839 $1.6286 $19.36 
Oct 2013 10 2013.10 $1.4839 $1.6286 $19.36 
Sept 2013 9 2013.09 $1.5527 $1.5427 $18.86 
Aug 2013 8 2013.08 $1.5527 $1.5427 $18.86 
July 2013 7 2013.07 $1.7519 $1.3937 $18.26 
June 2013 6 2013.06 $1.7478 $1.3896 $18.21 
May 2013 5 2013.05 $1.6705 $1.4105 $18.12 
Apr 2013 4 2013.04 $1.6705 $1.4105 $18.12 
Mar 2013 3 2013.03 $1.5997 $1.3974 $17.76 
Feb 2013 2 2013.02 $1.5997 $1.3974 $17.76 
Jan 2013 1 2013.01 $2.0070 $1.3182 $18.49 
Dec 2012 12 2012.12 $2.0070 $1.3182 $18.49 

Nov 2012 11 2012.11 $1.9020· $1.1183 $16.39 

Oct 2012 10 2012.10 $1.9020 $1.1183 $16.39 

Sept 2012 9 2012.09 $1.5538 $0.9506 $13.71 

Aug 2012 8 2012.08 $1.5538 $0.9506 $13.71 

July 2012 7 2012.07 $1.4184 $1.0912 $14.46 

June 2012 6 2012.06 $1.4184 $1.0912 $14.46 

May 2012 5 2012.05 $1.5003 $1.2119 $15.79 

Apr 2012 4 2012.04 $1.5003 $1.2119 $15.79 

Mar 2012 3 2012.03 $1.6772 $1.2519 $16.76 
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CDFA-A 

Month Year 
Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 

Month Year Statewide Statewide Statewide 
Number Month 

FAT ($lIb) SNF ($/lb) $/Cwt 

Feb 2012 2 2012.02 $1 .6772 $1 .2519 $16.76 

Jan 2012 1 2012.01 $1 .8925 $1 .3504 $18.37 

Dec 2011 12 2011 .12 $1 .8925 $1 .3504 $18.37 

Nov 2011 11 2011 .11 $2.1794 $1.4375 $20.13 

Oct 2011 10 2011 .10 $2.1794 $1.4375 $20.13 

Sept 2011 9 2011 .09 $2.2750 $1.4761 $20.80 

Aug 2011 8 2011.08 $2.2750 $1.4761 $20.80 

July 2011 7 2011 .07 $2.2051 $1.4200 $20.07 

June 2011 6 2011 .06 $2.2051 $1.4200 $20.07 

May 2011 5 2011.05 $2.2741 $1 .2514 $18.85 

Apr 2011 4 201 1.04 $2.2741 $1 .2514 $18.85 

Mar 2011 3 2011 .03 $1 .9044 $1 .0679 $15.96 

Feb 2011 2 2011 .02 $1 .9044 $1 .0679 $15.96 

Jan 2011 1 2011 .01 $2.3025 $1 .0125 $16.87 

Dec 2010 12 2010.12 $2.3025 $1 .0125 $16.87 

Nov 2010 11 2010.11 $2.2551 $0.9286 $16.52 

Oct 2010 10 2010.10 $2.2551 $0.9286 $16.52 

Sept 2010 9 2010.09 $1 .8027 $1.0928 $15.82 

Aug 2010 8 2010.08 $1 .8027 $1 .0928 $15.82 

July 2010 7 2010.07 $1 .6469 $0.9578 $14.10 

June 2010 6 2010.06 $1 .6469 $0.9578 $14.10 

May 2010 5 2010.05 $1.4626 $0.9190 $13.11 

April 2010 4 2010.04 $1.4626 $0.9190 $13.11 

Mar 2010 3 2010.03 $1.4794 $1 .1098 $14.83 

Feb 2010 2 2010.02 $1.4794 $1.1098 $14.83 

Jan 2010 1 2010.01 $1.4327 $0.9150 $12.97 

Dec 2009 12 2009.12 $1.4122 $0.8945 $12.72 

Nov 2009 11 2009.11 $1 .2302 $0.7721 $11.02 

Oct 2009 10 2009.10 $1.2302 $0.7721 $11 .02 

Sept 2009 9 2009.09 $1 .2518 $0.6936 $10.42 

Aug 2009 8 2009.08 $1.2518 $0.6936 $10.42 

July 2009 7 2009.07 $1 .2403 $0.6838 $10.29 

June 2009 6 2009.06 . $1 .2403 $0.6838 $10.29 

May 2009 5 2009.05 $1 .1423 $0.6801 $9.91 

Apr 2009 4 2009.04 $1 .1423 $0.6801 $9.91 

Mar 2009 3 2009.03 $1 .1816 $0.6990 $10.22 

Feb 2009 2 2009.02 $1 .1816 $0.6990 $10.22 

Jan 2009 1 2009.01 $1 .8061 $0.7962 $13.25 

Source: CDFA Dairy Marketing Branch 
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CDFA A -
Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 

Month Year 
Month Year Southern Southern Southern Northern Northern Northern 

Number Month California California California California California California 
FAT ($lIb) SNF ($lIb) $/CWT FAT ($lIb) SNF ($lIb) $/CWT 

Dec 2008 12 2008.12 $1.8454 $0.8115 $13.52 $1.8431 $0.8115 $13.51 

Nov 2008 11 2008.11 $1.7876 $1.1805 $16.53 $1.7853 $1.1805 $16.52 

Oct 2008 10 2008.10 $1.7876 $1.1805 $16.53 $1.7853 $1.1805 $16.52 

Sept 2008 9 2008.09 $1.6322 $1.2387 $16.49 $1.6299 $1.2387 $16.48 

Aug 2008 8 2008.08 $1.6322 $1.2387 $16.49 $1.6299 $1.2387 $16.48 

July 2008 7 2008.07 $1.5239 $1.1568 $15.40 $1.5216 $1.1568 $15.39 

June 2008 6 2008.06 $1.5239 $1.1568 $15.40 $1.5216 $1.1568 $15.39 

May 2008 5 2008.05 $1.3311 $1.1851 $14.97 $1.3288 $1.1851 $14.96 

April 2008 4 2008.04 $1.3311 $1.1851 $14.97 $1.3288 $1.1851 $14.96 

Mar 2008 3 2008.03 $1.3553 $1.5716 $18.42 $1.3530 $1.5716 $18.41 

Feb 2008 2 2008.02 $1.3553 $1.5716 $18.42 $1.3530 $1.5716 $18.41 

Jan 2008 1 2008.01 $1.4229 $1.9146 $21.64 $1.4206 $1.9146 $21.63 

Dec 2007 12 2007.12 $1.4229 $1.9146 $21.64 $1.4206 $1.9146 $21.63 

Nov 2007 11 2007.11 $1.5488 $1.9129 $22.06 $1.5465 $1.9129 $22.05 

Oct 2007 10 2007.10 $1.5488 $1.9129 $22.06 $1.5465 $1.9129 $22.05 

Sept 2007 9 2007.09 $1.6295 $1.5382 $19.09 $1.6272 $1.5382 $19.08 

Aug 2007 8 2007.08 $1.6295 $1.5382 $19.09 $1.6272 $1.5382 $19.08 

July 2007 7 2007.07 $1.5262 $1.2150 $15.91 $1.5239 $1.2150 $15.90 

June 2007 6 2007.06 $1.5262 $1.2150 $15.91 $1.5239 $1.2150 $15.90 

May 2007 5 2007.05 $1.3498 $1.0014 $13.44 $1.3475 $1.0014 $13.43 

Apr 2007 4 2007.04 $1.3498 $1.0014 $13.44 $1.3475 $1.0014 $13.43 
Mar 2007 3 2007.03 $1.3146 $0.9000 $12.43 $1.3123 $0.9000 $12.42 

Feb 2007 2 2007.02 $1.3146 $0.9000 $12.43 $1.3123 $0.9000 $12.42 

Jan 2007 1 2007.01 $1.3948 $0.7976 $11.82 $1.3925 $0.7976 $11.81 

Dec 2006 12 2006.12 $1.3948 $0.7976 $11.82 $1.3925 $0.7976 $11.81 
Nov 2006 11 2006.11 $1.3816 $0.7422 $11.29 $1.3793 $0.7422 $11.28 

Oct 2006 10 2006.10 $1.3816 $0.7422 $11.29 $1.3793 $0.7422 $11.28 
Sept 2006 9 2006.09 $1.2179 $0.7201 $10.53 $1.2156 $0.7201 $10.52 
Aug 2006 8 2006.08 $1.2179 $0.7201 $10.53 $1.2156 $0.7201 $10.52 

Jul 2006 7 2006.07 $1.2258 $0.7363 $10.70 $1.2235 $0.7363 $10.69 
Jun 2006 6 2006.06 $1.2258 $0.7363 $10.70 $1.2235 $0.7363 $10.69 
May 2006 5 2006.05 $1.2519 $0.7704 $11.08 $1.2496 $0.7704 $11.08 
Apr 2006 4 2006.04 $1.2519 $0.7704 $11.08 $1.2496 $0.7704 $11.08 
Mar 2006 3 2006.03 $1.4571 $0.8646 $12.62 $1.4548 $0.8646 $12.61 

Feb 2006 2 2006.02 $1.4571 $0.8646 $12.62 $1.4548 $0.8646 $12.61 
Jan 2006 1 2006.01 $1.6882 $0.8798 $13.56 $1.6859 $0.8798 $13.55 
Dec 2005 12 2005.12 $1.6882 $0.8798 $13.56 $1.6859 $0.8798 $13.55 
Nov 2005 11 2005.11 $1.8508 $0.8532 $13.90 $1.8485 $0.8532 $13.89 
Oct 2005 10 2005.10 $1.8508 $0.8532 $13.90 $1.8485 $0.8532 $13.89 
Sept 2005 9 2005.09 $1.7045 $0.8220 $13.12 $1.7022 $0.8220 $13.11 
Aug 2005 8 2005.08 $1.7045 $0.8220 $13.12 $1.7022 $0.8220 $13.11 
Jul 2005 7 2005.07 $1.5773 $0.8153 $12.61 $1.5750 $0.8153 $12.61 
Jun 2005 6 2005.06 $1.5773 $0.8153 $12.61 $1.5750 $0.8153 $12.61 
May 2005 5 2005.05 $1.7450 $0.8021 $13.09 $1.7427 $0.8021 $13.08 
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CDFA A -
Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 

Month Year 
Month Year Southern Southern Southern Northern Northern Northern 

Number Month California California California California California California 
FAT ($lIb) SNF ($/lb) $/CWT FAT ($/lb) SNF ($/lb) $/CWT 

Apr 2005 4 2005.04 $1 .7450 $0.8021 $13.09 $1 .7427 $0.8021 $13.08 
Mar 2005 3 2005.03 $1.8540 $0.7847 $13.32 $1 .8517 $0.7847 $13.31 
Feb 2005 2 2005.02 $1 .8540 $0.7847 $13.32 $1 .8517 $0.7847 $13.31 

Jan 2005 1 2005.01 $1 .9734 $0.7592 $13.51 $1 .9711 $0.7592 $13.50 
Dec 2004 12 2004.12 $1 .9734 $0.7592 $13.51 $1 .9711 $0.7592 $13.50 
Nov 2004 11 2004.1 1 $1 .8281 $0.7562 $12.98 $1 .8258 $0.7562 $12.97 

Oct 2004 10 2004.10 $1 .8281 $0.7562 $12.98 $1 .8258 $0.7562 $12.97 

Sept 2004 9 2004.09 $2.0669 $0.7460 $13.72 $2.0646 $0.7460 $13.72 

Aug 2004 8 2004.08 $2.0669 $0.7460 $13.72 $2.0646 $0.7460 $13.72 

July 2004 7 2004.07 $2.4288 $0.7282 $14.84 $2.4265 $0.7282 $14.83 

June 2004 6 2004.06 $2.4288 $0.7282 $14.84 $2.4265 $0.7282 $14.83 

May 2004 5 2004.05 $2.1 194 $0.7142 $13.63 $2.1171 $0.7142 $13.62 

Apr 2004 4 2004.04 $2.1194 $0.7142 $13.63 $2.1171 $0.7142 $13.62 

Mar 2004 3 2004.03 $1.4501 $0.7154 $11 .30 $1 .4478 $0.7154 $1 1.29 

Feb 2004 2 2004.02 $1.4501 $0.7154 $11.30 $1.4478 $0.7154 $11 .29 

Jan 2004 1 2004.01 $1 .2778 $0.7188 $10.73 $1 .2755 $0.7188 $10.72 

Dec 2003 12 2003.12 $1 .2778 $0.7188 $10.73 $1.2755 $0.7188 $10.72 
Nov 2003 11 2003.11 $1 .2574 $0.7140 $10.61 $1 .2551 $0.7140 $10.60 
Oct 2003 10 2003.10 $1 .2574 $0.7140 $10.61 $1 .2551 $0.7140 $10.60 
Sept 2003 9 2003.09 $1 .2244 $0.7142 $10.50 $1 .2221 $0.7142 $10.49 
Aug 2003 8 2003.08 $1 .2244 $0.7142 $10.50 $1 .2221 $0.7142 $1 0.49 
July 2003 7 2003.07 $1 .1565 $0.7130 $10.25 $1 .1542 $0.7130 $10.24 
June 2003 6 2003.06 $1 .1 565 $0.7130 $10.25 $1.1542 $0.7130 $10.24 
May 2003 5 2003.05 $1 .1477 $0.6974 $10.08 $1 .1454 $0.6974 $10.08 
Apr 2003 4 2003.04 $1 .1477 $0.6974 $10.08 $1 .1454 $0.6974 $10.08 
Mar 2003 3 2003.03 $1 .1973 $0.7296 $10.54 $1 .1 950 $0.7296 $10.53 
Feb 2003 2 2003.02 $1 .1973 $0.7296 $10.54 $1 .1950 $0.7296 $10.53 
Jan 2003 1 2003.01 $1 .1059 $0.8011 $10.84 $1.1 036 $0.8011 $10.83 
Dec 2002 12 2002.12 $1 .1 059 $0.8011 $10.84 $1 .1036 $0.8011 $10.83 
Nov 2002 11 2002.11 $1.0454 $0.7944 $10.57 $1 .0431 $0.7944 $10.56 
Oct 2002 10 2002.10 $1 .0454 $0.7944 $10.57 $1.0431 $0.7944 $10.56 
Sept 2002 9 2002.09 $1 .1 125 $0.7926 $10.79 $1.1102 $0.7926 $10.78 
Aug 2002 8 2002.08 $1 .1125 $0.7926 $10.79 $1 .1102 $0.7926 $10.78 
July 2002 7 2002.07 $1 .2213 $0.7936 $11.18 $1 .2190 $0.7936 $11.17 
June 2002 6 2002.06 $1 .2213 $0.7936 $11 .18 $1 .2190 $0.7936 $11.1 7 
May 2002 5 2002.05 $1 .3643 $0.7926 $11 .67 $1.3620 $0.7926 $11 .66 
Apr 2002 4 2002.04 $1 .3643 $0.7926 $11 .67 $1 .3620 $0.7926 $11 .66 
Mar 2002 3 2002.03 $1 .4483 $0.8086 $12.10 $1.4460 $0.8086 $12.10 
Feb 2002 2 2002.02 $1.4483 $0.8086 $12.1 0 $1 .4460 $0.8086 $12.10 
Jan 2002 · 1 2002.01 $1.5605 $0.8403 $12.77 $1 .5582 $0.8403 $12.76 
Dec 2001 12 2001 .1 2 $1 .5605 $0.8403 $12.77 $1.5582 $0.8403 $12.76 
Nov 2001 11 2001 .11 $2.3877 $0.8474 $15.73 $2.3854 $0.8474 $15.72 
Oct 2001 10 2001.10 $2.3877 $0.8474 $15.73 $2.3854 $0.8474 $15.72 

Sept 2001 9 2001 .09 $2.1895 $0.8900 $15.41 $2.1872 $0.8900 $15.40 

Aug 2001 8 2001 .08 $2.1895 $0.8900 $15.41 $2.1872 $0.8900 $15.40 

July 2001 7 2001.07 $2.0574 $0.9183 $15.19 $2.0551 $0.9183 $15.18 
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CDFA A -

Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 

Month Year 
Month Year Southern Southern Southern Northern Northern Northern 

Number Month California California California California California California 
FAT ($Jlb) SNF ($Jlb) $JCWT FAT ($Jlb) SNF ($Jlb) $JCWT 

June 2001 6 2001.06 $2.0574 $0.9183 $15.19 $2.0551 $0.9183 $15.18 

May 2001 5 2001.05 $1.6003 $0.9172 $13.58 $1.5980 $0.9172 $13.57 

Apr 2001 4 2001.04 $1.6003 $0.9172 $13.58 $1.5980 $0.9172 $13.57 

Mar 2001 3 2001.03 $1.4867 $0.9204 $13.21 $1.4844 $0.9204 $13.20 

Feb 2001 2 2001.02 $1.4867 $0.9204 $13.21 $1.4844 $0.9204 $13.20 

Jan 2001 1 2001.01 $1.4808 $0.9206 $13.19 $1.4785 $0.9206 $13.18 

Dec 2000 12 2000.12 $1.4808 $0.9206 $13.19 $1.4785 $0.9206 $13.18 

Nov 2000 11 2000.11 $1.2874 $0.9184 $12.50 $1.2851 $0.9184 $12.49 

Oct 2000 10 2000.10 $1.2874 $0.9184 $12.50 $1.2851 $0.9184 $12.49 

Sept 2000 9 2000.09 $1.3448 $0.9170 $12.68 $1.3425 $0.9170 $12.68 

Aug 2000 8 2000.08 $1.3448 $0.9170 $12.68 $1.3425 $0.9170 $12.68 

July 2000 7 2000.07 $1.2373 $0.9178 $12.32 $1.2350 $0.9178 $12.31 

June 2000 6 2000.06 $1.2373 $0.9178 $12.32 $1.2350 $0.9178 $12.31 

May 2000 5 2000.05 $1.0163 $0.9180 $11.54 $1.0140 $0.9180 $11.54 

Apr 2000 4 2000.04 $1.0163 $0.9180 $11.54 $1.0140 $0.9180 $11.54 

Mar 2000 3 2000.03 $0.9541 $0.9198 $11.34 $0.9518 $0.9198 $11.33 

Feb 2000 2 2000.02 $0.9541 $0.9198 $11.34 $0.9518 $0.9198 $11.33 

Jan 2000 1 2000.01 $1.1826 $0.9230 $12.17 $1.1803 $0.9230 $12.16 
Dec 1999 12 1999.12 $1.1826 $0.9230 $12.17 $1.1803 $0.9230 $12.16 

Nov 1999 11 1999.11 $1.5079 $0.9194 $13.28 $1.5056 $0.9194 $13.27 

Oct 1999 10 1999.10 $1.5079 $0.9194 $13.28 $1.5056 $0.9194 $13.27 

Sept 1999 9 1999.09 $1.5734 $0.9183 $13.50 $1.5711 $0.9183 $13.49 
Aug 1999 8 1999.08 $1.5734 $0.9183 $13.50 $1.5711 $0.9183 $13.49 
July 1999 7 1999.07 $1.1639 $0.9215 $12.09 $1.1616 $0.9215 $12.08 
June 1999 6 1999.06 $1.1639 $0.9215 $12.09 $1.1616 $0.9215 $12.08 
May 1999 5 1999.05 $1.4320 $0.9366 $13.16 $1.4297 $0.9366 $13.15 
Apr 1999 4 1999.04 $1.4320 $0.9366 $13.16 $1.4297 $0.9366 $13.15 

Mar 1999 3 1999.03 $1.5958 $0.9850 $14.15 $1.5935 $0.9850 $14.15 
Feb 1999 2 1999.02 $1.5958 $0.9850 $14.15 $1.5935 $0.9850 $14.15 
Jan 1999 1 1999.01 $2.3605 $0.9891 $16.87 $2.3582 $0.9891 $16.86 
Dec 1998 12 1998.12 $2.3605 $0.9891 $16.87 $2.3582 $0.9891 $16.86 

Nov 1998 11 1998.11 $2.7834 $0.9522 $18.03 $2.7811 $0.9522 $18.02 

Oct 1998 10 1998.10 $2.7834 $0.9522 $18.03 $2.7811 $0.9522 $18.02 
Sept 1998 9 1998.09 $2.1636 $0.9431 $15.78 $2.1613 $0.9431 $15.77 
Aug 1998 8 1998.08 $2.1636 $0.9431 $15.78 $2.1613 $0.9431 $15.77 
July 1998 7 1998.07 $1.6113 $0.9449 $13.86 $1.6090 $0.9449 $13.85 
June 1998 6 1998.06 $1.6113 $0.9449 $13.86 $1.6090 $0.9449 $13.85 
May 1998 5 1998.05 $1.5118 $0.9416 $13.48 $1.5095 $0.9416 $13.48 
Apr 1998 4 1998.04 $1.5118 $0.9416 $13.48 $1.5095 $0.9416 $13.48 
Mar 1998 3 1998.03 $1.3956 $0.9495 $13.15 $1.3933 $0.9495 $13.14 
Feb 1998 2 1998.02 $1.3956 $0.9495 $13.15 $1.3933 $0.9495 $13.14 
Jan 1998 1 1998.01 $1.6818 $0.9535 $14.18 $1.6795 $0.9535 $14.17 
Dec 1997 12 1997.12 $1.6818 $0.9535 $14.18 $1.6795 $0.9535 $14.17 
Nov 1997 11 1997.11 $1.1728 $0.9594 $12.45 $1.1705 $0.9594 $12.44 
Oct 1997 10 1997.10 $1.1728 $0.9594 $12.45 $1.1705 $0.9594 $12.44 
Sept 1997 9 1997.09 $1.2084 $0.9630 $12.61 $1.2061 $0.9630 $12.60 
Aug 1997 8 1997.08 $1.2084 $0.9630 $12.61 $1.2061 $0.9630 $12.60 
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CDFA A -
Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 

Month Year 
Month Year Southern Southern Southern Northern Northern Northern 

Number Month California California California California California California 
FAT ($/lb) SNF ($/lb) $/CWT FAT ($/lb) SNF ($/lb) $/CWT 

July 1997 7 1997.07 $1 .0635 $1 .0074 $12.49 $1 .0612 $1 .0074 $12.48 
June 1997 6 1997.06 $1 .0635 $1 .0074 $12.49 $1.0612 $1 .0074 $12.48 
May 1997 5 1997.05 $1 .2032 $1.0179 $13.07 $1.2009 $1 .0179 $13.06 
Apr 1997 4 1997.04 $1 .2032 $1.0179 $13.07 $1.2009 $1 .0179 $13.06 
Mar 1997 3 1997.03 $0.8864 $1 .0486 $12.23 $0.8841 $1 .0486 $12.22 
Feb 1997 2 1997.02 $0.8864 $1 .0486 $12.23 $0.8841 $1.0486 $12.22 
Jan 1997 1 1997.01 $1 .2181 $1 .1559 $14.32 $1 .2158 $1 .1559 $14.31 
Dec 1996 12 1996.12 $1 .2181 $1 .1559 $14.32 $1.2158 $1.1559 $14.31 
Nov 1996 11 1996.11 $1 .7049 $1 .1652 $16.10 $1 .7026 $1 .1652 $16.10 
Oct 1996 10 1996.10 $1 .7049 $1 .1652 $16.10 $1.7026 $1 .1652 $16.10 
Sept 1996 9 1996.09 $1 .5864 $1 .1156 $15.26 $1.5841 $1.1156 $15.25 
Aug 1996 8 1996.08 $1 .5864 $1 .1156 $15.26 $1.5841 $1.1156 $15.25 
July 1996 7 1996.07 $0.8705 $0.9972 $11 .72 $0.8682 $0.9972 $11 .71 
June 1996 6 1996.06 $0.8705 $0.9972 $11 .72 $0.8682 $0.9972 $11 .71 
May 1996 5 1996.05 $0.7319 $0.9774 $11.07 $0.7296 $0.9774 $11.06 
Apr 1996 4 1996.04 $0.7319 $0.9774 $11.07 $0.7296 $0.9774 $11 .06 
Mar 1996 3 1996.03 $0.8341 $0.9803 $11.45 $0.8318 $0.9803 $11.44 
Feb 1996 2 1996.02 $0.8341 $0.9803 $11.45 $0.8318 $0.9803 $11.44 
Jan 1996 1 1996.01 $1 .1420 $0.9536 $12.29 $1 .1397 $0.9536 $12.29 
Dec 1995 12 1995.12 $1 .1420 $0.9536 $12.29 $1 .1397 $0.9536 $12.29 
Nov 1995 11 1995.11 $0.9077 $0.9403 $11 .36 $0.9054 $0.9403 $11 .35 
Oct 1995 10 1995.10 $0.9077 $0.9403 $11 .36 $0.9054 $0.9403 $11 .35 
Sept 1995 9 1995.09 $0.8043 $0.9462 $11.05 $0.8020 $0.9462 $11.04 
Aug 1995 8 1995.08 $0.8043 $0.9462 $11.05 $0.8020 $0.9462 $11 .04 
July 1995 7 1995.07 $0.7376 $0.9483 $10.83 $0.7353 $0.9483 $10.82 
June 1995 6 1995.06 $0.7376 $0.9483 $10.83 $0.7353 $0.9483 $10.82 
May 1995 5 1995.05 $0.7183 $0.9307 $10.61 $0.7160 $0.9307 $10.60 
Apr 1995 4 1995.04 $0.7183 $0.9307 $10.61 $0.7160 $0.9307 $10.60 
Mar 1995 3 1995.03 $0.7071 $0.9321 $10.58 $0.7048 $0.9321 $10.58 
Feb 1995 2 1995.02 $0.7071 $0.9321 $10.58 $0.7048 $0.9321 $10.58 
Jan 1995 1 1995.01 $0.7719 $0.9336 $10.82 $0.7696 $0.9336 $10.82 

Source: CDFA Dairy Marketing Branch 
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CDFA- A 
Class 4a Class 4a Class 4a 

Month Year 
Month Year (Butter and (Butter and (Butter and 

Number Month NFDM) NFDM) NFDM) 

FAT ($lIb) SNF ($lIb) S/eWT 

August 2015 8 2015.08 $2.2320 $0.6053 $13.08 

July 2015 7 2015.07 $2.0261 $0.6831 $13.03 

June 2015 6 2015.06 $2.0326 $0.7513 $13.65 

May 2015 5 2015.05 $2.0484 $0.7747 $13.91 

Apr 2015 4 2015.04 $1.8740 $0.7819 $13.36 

Mar 2015 3 2015.03 $1.7932 $0.8216 $13.42 

Feb 2015 2 2015.02 $1.8049 $0.8206 $13.46 

Jao 2015 1 2015.01 $1.6025 $0.8597 $13.09 

Dec 2014 12 2014.12 $1.9272 $1.1290 $16.57 

Nov 2014 11 2014.11 $2.1005 $1.2406 $18.14 

Oct 2014 10 2014.10 $2.7757 $1.3552 $21.51 

Sept 2014 , 2014.09 $3.2665 $1.2979 $22.72 

Au, 2014 8 2014.08 $2.7983 $1.6139 $23.83 

July 2014 7 2014.07 $2.6836 $1.6309 $23.58 

June 2014 6 2014.06 $2.4532 $1.6791 $23.19 

May 2014 5 2014.05 $2.2916 $1.6723 $22.57 

Apr 2014 4 2014.04 $2.0943 $1.8365 $23.31 

Mar 2014 3 2014.03 $2.0193 $1.8740 $23.37 

Feb 2014 2 2014.02 $1.9474 $1.8699 $23.08 

Jan 2014 1 2014.01 $1.7985 $1.8204 $22.13 

Dec 2013 12 2013.12 $1.6935 $1.7513 $21.16 

Nov 2013 11 2013.11 $1.6593 $1.7041 $20.63 

Oct 2013 10 2013.10 $1.6121 $1.6506 $20.00 

Sept 2013 , 2013.09 $1.5439 $1.6164 $19.47 

Aug 2013 8 2013.08 $1.4403 $1.5705 $18.70 

July 2013 7 2013.07 $1.5301 $1.5239 $18.61 

June 2013 6 2013.06 $1.5794 $1.4789 $18.39 

May 2013 5 2013.05 $1.7186 $1.4047 $18.24 

Apr 2013 4 2013.04 $1.8262 $1.3370 $18.02 

Mar 2013 3 2013.03 $1.7239 $1.3608 $17.87 

Feb 2013 2 2013.02 $1.6498 $1.4063 $18.01 

Jan 2013 1 2013.01 $1.5301 $1.3482 $17.08 

Dec 2012 12 2012.12 $1.6529 $1.3436 $17.47 

Nov 2012 11 2012.11 $1.9687 $1.3077 $18.27 

Oct 2012 10 2012.10 $2.0453 $1.2421 $17.96 

Sept 2012 , 2012.09 $1.9763 $1.1150 $16.62 

Au, 2012 8 2012.08 $1.8276 $1.0350 $15.40 

July 2012 7 2012.07 $1.6141 $0.9018 $13.50 

June 2012 6 2012.06 $1.4934 $0.9128 $13.17 

May 2012 5 2012.05 $1.3628 $0.9972 $13.45 

Apr 2012 4 2012.04 $1.4740 $1.0986 $14.72 

Mar 2012 3 2012.03 $1.5137 $1.1530 $15.33 

Feb 2012 2 2012.02 $1.4869 $1.1841 $15.51 

Jao 2012 1 2012.01 $1.6613 $1.1913 $16.18 

Dec 2011 12 2011.12 $1.6930 $1.2259 $16.59 

Nov 2011 11 2011.11 $1.8728 $1.2810 $17.70 

Oct 2011 10 2011.10 $1.9122 $1.3332 $18.29 

Sept 2011 , 2011.09 $2.0788 $1.3807 $19.29 

Aug 2011 8 2011.08 $2.2799 $1.4077 $20.23 

July 2011 7 2011.07 $2.2153 $1.4154 $20.07 

June 2011 6 2011.06 $2.3347 $1.4501 $20.79 

May 2011 5 2011.05 $2.2379 $1.3914 $19.94 

Apr 2011 4 2011.04 $2.1722 $1.3619 $19.45 

Mar 2011 3 2011.03 $2.2873 $1.2711 $19.06 

Feb 2011 2 2011.02 $2.2609 $1.1451 $17.88 

Jan 2011 1 2011.01 $2.0945 $1.0523 $16.49 

Dec 2010 12 2010.12 $1.7142 $0.9969 $14.67 

Nov 2010 11 2010.11 $2.1905 $0.9964 $16.34 

Oct 2010 10 2010.10 $2.4145 $0.9420 $16.65 

Sept 2010 , 2010.09 $2.4361 $0.9286 $16.61 

Au, 2010 8 2010.08 $2.0741 $0.9689 $15.69 
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CDFA-A 
Class 4a Class 4a Class 4a 

Month Year 
Month Year (Butter and {Butter and (Butter and 

Number Month NFOM) NFOM) NFDM) 
FAT ($lIb) SNF ($lIb) $/CWT 

July 2010 7 2010.07 $1 .8929 $1 .0343 $15.62 
June 2010 6 2010.06 $1 .7124 $1 .0647 $15.26 
May 2010 5 2010.05 $1 .6894 $0.9238 $13.95 
Ap' 2010 4 2010.04 $1 .6044 $0.9052 $13.49 
M .. 2010 3 2010.03 $1 .5310 $0.8597 $12.84 
Feb 2010 2 2010.02 $1.4105 $0.9081 $12.84 
Jan 2010 1 2010.01 $1.4484 $0.9982 $13.75 
Deo 2000 12 2009.12 $1.4776 $1.1020 $14.76 
Nov 2009 11 2009.11 $1 .5397 $0.8929 $13.16 
Oct 2009 10 2009.10 $1.2847 $0.8095 $11 .54 
Sept 2009 0 2009.09 $1 .2239 $0.7816 $11 .08 
Aug 2009 8 2009.08 $1.2364 $0.6760 $10.21 
July 2009 7 2009.07 $1.2473 $0.6500 $10.02 
June 2000 6 2009.06 $1 .2562 $0.6505 $10.06 
May 2009 5 2009.05 $1 .2696 $0.6426 $10.03 
Ap' 2009 4 2009.04 $1.2110 $0.6384 $9.79 
Ma, 2009 3 2009.03 $1 .1831 $0.6360 $9.67 
Feb 2009 2 2009.02 $1 .1014 $0.6376 $9.40 
Jan 2000 1 2009.01 $1 .1155 $0.6463 $9.53 
Deo 2008 12 2008.12 $1 .2476 $0.6651 $10.15 
Nov 2008 11 2008.11 $1.7498 $0.6986 $12.20 
Oct 2008 10 2008.10 $1 .8624 $0.8071 $13.54 
Sept 2008 0 2008.09 $1 .7830 $1 .0659 $15.51 
Aug 2008 8 2008.08 $1 .7135 $1.1779 $16.24 
July 2008 7 2008.07 $1 .6230 $1 .1949 $16.08 
June 2008 6 2008.06 $1.5628 $1.1653 $15.61 
May 2008 5 2008.05 $1 .5361 $1.1275 $15.19 
April 2008 4 2008.04 $1.4330 $1 .0680 $14.31 

Ma<eh 2008 3 2008.03 $1.3583 $1.1040 $14.36 
Feb 2008 2 2008.02 $1.2253 $1.1490 $14.28 
Jan 2008 1 2008.01 $1 .2541 $1.3807 $16.40 
Deo 2007 12 2007.12 $1.3778 $1.6453 $19.14 
Nov 2007 11 2007.11 $1 .4092 $1.8080 $20.66 
Oct 2007 10 2007.10 $1.3580 $1 .9039 $21.32 
Sep1 2007 0 2007 .09 $1 .4722 $1.8933 $21 .62 
Aug 2007 8 2007.08 $1 .5468 $1 .8153 $21.21 
July 2007 7 2007.07 $1.5772 $1 .6465 $19.84 
June 2007 6 2007.06 $1.6032 $1 .3127 $17.03 
May 2007 5 2007.05 $1 .5515 $1.2153 $16.00 
Ap' 2007 4 2007.04 $1 .4222 $1.0974 $14.53 
Ma, 2007 3 2007.03 $1 .3584 $0.9753 $13.24 
Feb 2007 2 2007.02 $1.2626 $0.9102 $12.34 
Jan 2007 1 2007.01 $1.2510 $0.8666 $11.92 
Deo 2006 12 2006.12 $1.2996 $0.8162 $11 .65 
Nov 2006 11 2006.11 $1 .3406 $0.7624 $11 .32 
Oct 2006 10 2006.10 $1 .3704 $0.7156 $11 .02 
Sept 2006 9 2006.09 $1.3769 SO.6863 $10.79 

August 2006 8 2006.08 $1.3076 $0.6809 $10.50 
July 2006 7 2006.07 $1 .1 605 $0.6629 $9.83 
June 2006 6 2006.06 $1 .1824 $0.6543 $9.83 
May 2006 5 2006.05 $1 .1906 $0.6653 $9.96 
Ap, 2006 4 2006.04 $1.1682 $0.6843 $10.04 
M .. 2006 3 2006.03 $1 .1814 $0.6960 $10.19 
Feb 2006 2 2006.02 $1.2296 $0.7217 $10.58 
Jan 2006 1 2006.01 $1.4050 $0.7839 $11 .74 
Dec 2005 12 2005.12 $1 .4164 $0.8223 $12.11 
Nov 2005 11 2005.11 $1.5338 $0.8204 $12.51 
Oct 2005 10 2005.10 $1 .7498 $0.8162 $13.23 
Sept 2005 0 2005.09 $1.8304 $0.7980 $13.35 
Aug 2005 8 2005 .08 $1 .7784 $0.7854 $13.06 
July 2005 7 2005.07 $1.7468 $0.7681 $12.80 
June 2005 6 2005.06 $1.5694 $0.7528 $12.04 
May 2005 5 2005.05 $1.4616 $0.7589 $11 .72 

16 



CDFA-A 
Class 4a Class 4a Class 4a 

Month Year 
Month Year (Butter and (Butter and (Butter and 

Number Month NFDM) NFDM) NFDM) 
FAT ($/lb) SNF ($/lb) $/CWT 

Ap' 2005 4 2005.04 $1.6001 $0.7487 $12.11 

Ma, 2005 3 2005.03 $1.6669 $0.7446 $12.31 

Feb 2005 2 2005.02 $1.7303 $0.7365 $12.46 

Jan 2005 1 2005.01 $1.6888 $0.7301 $12.26 

Dec 2004 12 2004.12 $1.9264 $0.7163 $12.97 

Nov 2004 11 2004.11 $2.0287 $0.6978 $13.17 

Oct 2004 10 2004.10 $1.8253 $0.6976 $12.46 

Sept 2004 9 2004.09 $1.8860 $0.6957 $12.65 

Aug 2004 8 2004.08 $1.6774 $0.6937 $11.91 

July 2004 7 2004.07 $1.9399 $0.6856 $12.75 

June 2004 6 2004.06 $2.1010 $0.6833 $13.30 

May 2004 5 2004.05 $2.3167 $0.6718 $13.95 

Ap, 2004 4 2004.04 $2.4480 $0.6616 $14.32 

Ma, 2004 3 2004.03 $2.3548 $0.6538 $13.93 

Feb 2004 2 2004.02 $1.7912 $0.6515 $11.94 

Jan 2004 1 2004.01 $1.4509 $0.6523 $10.75 

Dec 2003 12 2003.12 $1.3565 $0.6555 $10.45 

Nov 2003 11 2003.11 $1.2415 $0.6593 $10.08 

Oct 2003 10 2003.10 $1.2212 $0.6553 $9.98 

Sept 2003 9 2003.09 $1.2000 $0.6534 $9.88 

Aug 2003 8 2003.08 $1.2220 $0.6516 $9.95 

July 2003 7 2003.07 $1.2217 $0.6531 $9.96 

June 2003 6 2003.06 $1.1342 $0.6523 $9.64 

May 2003 5 2003.05 $1.1083 $0.6508 $9.54 

Ap' 2003 4 2003.04 $1.1118 $0.6521 $9.56 

Ma, 2003 3 2003.03 $1.1224 $0.6356 $9.46 

Feb 2003 2 2003.02 $1.0801 $0.6361 $9.31 

Jan 2003 1 2003.01 $1.1414 $0.6447 $9.60 

Dec 2002 12 2002.12 $1.1603 $0.6914 $10.08 

Nov 2002 11 2002.11 $1.0681 $0.7416 $10.19 

Oct 2002 10 2002.10 $1.0508 $0.7376 $10.10 

Sept 2002 g 2002.0~ $0.9742 $0.7338 $9.79 

Aug 2002 8 2002.08 $1.0238 $0.7319 $9.95 

July 2002 7 2002.07 $1.0548 $0.7309 $10.05 

June 2002 6 2002.06 $1.0774 $0.7312 $10.13 

May 2002 5 2002.05 $1.1051 $0.7313 $10.23 

Ap, 2002 4 2002.04 $1.2446 $0.7329 $10.73 

Ma, 2002 3 2002.03 $1.3211 $0.7332 $11.00 

Feb 2002 2 2002.02 $1.3289 $0.7347 $11.04 

Jan 2002 1 2002.01 $1.4436 $0.7370 $11.46 

Dec 2001 12 2001.12 $1.3744 $0.7629 $11.45 

Nov 2001 11 2001.11 $1.4224 $0.7760 $11.73 

Oct 2001 10 2001.10 $1.6199 $0.7874 $12.52 

Sept 2001 g 2001.09 $2.4134 $0.7932 $15.35 

Aug 2001 8 2001.08 $2.2834 $0.7844 $14.82 

July 2001 7 2001.07 $2.1096 $0.8045 $14.38 

June 2001 6 2001.06 $2.1908 $0.8583 $15.14 

May 2001 5 2001.05 $2.0796 $0.8607 $14.77 

Ap' 2001 4 2001.04 $1.9566 $0.8587 $14.32 

Ma, 2001 3 2001.03 $1.6709 $0.8574 $13.31 

Feb 2001 2 2001.02 $1.4512 $0.8597 $12.56 

Jan 2001 1 2001.01 $1.2827 $0.8621 $11.99 

Dec 2000 12 2000.12 $1.6121 $0.8615 $13.14 

Nov 2000 11 2000.11 $1.6746 $0.8621 $13.36 

Oct 2000 10 2000.10 $1.2084 $0.8620 $11.73 

Sept 2000 9 2000.09 $1.2463 $0.8596 $11.84 

Aug 2000 8 2000.08 $1.2499 $0.8600 $11.86 

July 2000 7 2000.07 $1.2521 $0.8583 $11.85 

June 2000 6 2000.06 $1.3589 $0.8585 $12.23 

May 2000 5 2000.05 $1.2766 $0.8591 $11.94 

Ap, 2000 4 2000.04 $1.1194 $0.8592 $11.39 

Ma, 2000 3 2000.03 $1.0218 $0.8591 $11.05 

Feb 2000 2 2000.02 $0.9322 $0.8596 $10.74 
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CDFA-A 
Class .. Cla •• 4a C .... 4a 

Month Year 
Month V •• r (Butter and (Butter and (Butter and 

Number Month NFDM) NFDM) NFDM) 
FAT ($"b) SNF ($"b) $/CWT 

Jan 2000 1 2000.01 $0.9109 $0.8599 $10.67 

Dec 1999 12 1999.12 $0.9186 $0.6625 $10.72 

Nov 1999 11 1999.11 $1 .1136 $0.6646 $11 .42 

Oct 1999 10 1999.10 $1 .1729 $0.8643 $11 .62 

Sept 1999 9 1999.09 $1.4318 $0.8629 $12.52 

Aug 1999 8 1999.08 $1 .5053 $0.8587 $12.74 

July 1999 7 1999.07 $1 .4264 $0.8570 $12.45 

June 1999 6 1999.06 $1 .6276 $0.8565 $13.15 

May 1999 5 1999.05 $1 .1676 $0,8575 $11 .55 

Apr 1999 4 1999.04 $1 .0674 $0.6624 $11 .24 

Mar 1999 3 1999.03 $1.3636 $0.8655 $12.30 

Feb 1999 2 1999.02 $1.4076 $0.8847 $12.62 

Jan 1999 1 1999.01 $1 .5449 $0.9179 $13.39 

Dec 1998 12 1998.12 $1 .5539 $0.9290 $13.52 

Nov 1998 11 1998.11 $1.9110 $0.9257 $14.74 

Oct 1998 10 1998.10 $2.7172 $0.9295 $17.60 

Sept 1998 9 1998.09 $3.0822 $0.9016 $18.63 

A'g 1998 8 1998.08 $2.4059 $0.8855 $16.12 

J~y 1998 7 1998.07 $2.2320 $0.8848 $15.51 

June 1998 6 1998.06 $2.0166 $0.8842 $14.75 

May 1998 5 1998.05 $1 .6656 $0.8863 $13.54 

Apr 1998 4 1998.04 $1 .4764 $0.8863 $12.89 

Mar 1998 3 1998.03 $1 .4443 $0.8811 $12.72 

Feb 1998 2 1998.02 $1 .5006 $0.8649 $12.95 

Jan 1998 1 1998.01 $1 .2420 $0.8874 $12.07 

Dec 1997 12 1997.12 $1 .4706 $0.8943 $12.93 

Nov 1997 11 1997.11 $1 .7346 $0.8936 $13.85 

Oct 1997 10 1997.10 $1.5504 $0.8961 $13.22 

Sept 1997 9 1997.09 $1 .1173 $0.8987 $11 .73 

A'g 1997 8 1997.08 $1 .1496 $0.9029 $11 .88 

July 1997 7 1997.07 $1 .1532 $0.9029 $11 .69 

June 1997 6 1997.06 $1 .1849 $0.9059 $12.03 

May 1997 5 1997.05 $0.9756 $0.9263 $11 .49 

Apr 1997 4 1997.04 $1.0728 $0.9692 $12.19 

Mar 1997 3 1997.03 $1 .2186 $0.9633 $12.65 

Feb 1997 2 1997.02 $1.1092 $0.9553 $12.19 

Jan 1997 1 1997.01 $0.9120 $0.9641 $11 .58 

Dec 1998 12 1996.12 $0.7822 $1.0158 $11 .58 

Nov 1996 11 1996.11 $0.8263 $1.0853 $12.33 

Oct 1998 10 1996.10 $1.5312 $1.1093 $15.01 

Sept 1998 9 1996.09 $1 .6656 $1 .1092 $15.48 

A,g 1996 8 1996.08 $1 .6656 $1 .1039 $15.43 

July 1996 7 1996.07 $1 .6476 $1 .0885 $15.24 

June 1996 6 1996.06 $1 .4466 $1 .0255 $13.98 

May 1996 5 1996.05 $0.9372 $0.9455 $11 .51 

Apr 1996 4 1996.04 $0.7252 $0.9317 $10.64 

Mar 1996 3 1996.03 $0.6876 $0.9134 $10.35 

Feb 1998 2 1996.02 $0.6976 $0.9241 $10.48 

Jan 1996 1 1996.01 $0.7943 $0.9374 $10.94 

Dec 1995 12 1995.12 $0.8167 SO.9274 $10.93 

Nov 1995 11 1995.11 $1 .1543 $0.9015 $11 .88 

Oct 1995 10 1995.10 $1 .0510 $0.8884 $11 .41 

Sept 1995 9 1995.09 $0.8824 $0.8816 $10.76 

A"ll 1995 8 1995.08 $0.8543 $0.8818 $10.66 

July 1995 7 1995.07 $0.7943 $0.8868 $10.50 

June 1995 6 1995.06 SO.7357 $0.8884 $10.30 

May 1995 5 1995.05 $0.6876 $0.8791 $10.05 

AI" 1995 4 1995.04 $0.6876 $0.8788 $10.05 

Mar 1995 3 1995.03 $0.6876 $0.8738 $10.01 

Feb 1995 2 1995.02 SO.6704 $0.6704 $9.92 

Jan 1995 1 1995.01 $0.6636 $0.8709 $9.90 

Source: CDFA Dairy Marketing Branch 
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Month Year 
Month Yea< Clm 4b Clm 4b Closs 'h 

NU:b" Month I ~';.~~';';,~, !~,~;,:'~) I (~~ 
-Au,u" • 2015 

Julv 2015 

Juoe 2015 

Ma, 2015 

"'" 2015 
Ma' 
Feb 2015 

Jan 2015 

Dec 201. 

Nov 2014 

Oct 2014 

--"ept 2014 

-,ug 2014 

Jul, 

Juoe 2014 

Ma, '014 

A;" ,014 

Ma, I 2014 

-.feb I 2014 
Jan 014 

oeo 12013 

--""" I 2013 

Oct I 2013 

Sept "3 
--,;,;;g I 2013 

Jul, 2013 

Juoe 2013 
--.,,}, i 20' 

Ap' 

Ma' I 201 

Feb 201 

-""" I 201 

. De_c I 2( 
--""" 20' 

Oct 

~ 12012 

6 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

12 

11 

10 

9 

8 

7 

6 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

12 

11 

10 

9 

8 
7 

6 

5 

3 

2 

1 

Aug I 2012 8 

Jul, I 2012 7 

June 2012 6 

Ma, I 2012 -. 

Ap' I 2012 4 

Ma' '2012 3 

Feb 2012 2 

Jan I 2012 --, 

Dec I 2011 12 

Nov 2011 11 
Oct I 201 '-'0 

--s.pt 2011 9 

Aug I 2011 8 

Julv I 2011 

June 201' 6 

"a, I 2011 5 
Rp' I 2011 4 

::: 2011 3 

Jan 2011 -~ 
Dec 12 

--6:: ,~~~ 11 
Sepl 10 Au, 2010 : 

$i2320 $0:9,10 $i5.74 
'2.0261 $0.9003 $14'98 

I 201506 $2.0326 $0.9695 $1 s:ss 
12015.05 $2.0404 $o.85RO $1.:as 

12015.a $1.8740 $0.8810 $1~ 
$1.7932 $0.8846 $1 i97 

I 2( 5.02 $1 R049 $0.8577 $1 m 
20' 5.01 .1.A075 $0.9>! $13Ts 

12014.12 ""71 $0.9233 $1Us 

12014.11 $1.3<'" $18:70 

12014 '2.7757 $1.28\ = 
I 2014.09 $1.255 m:39 
.2014.08 2.7983 $1.168 ~ 
12014.07 $2.6836 $1.069 = 
rzo;4:06 $2.4532 $1.2050 $19.07 

~ $229i6 '1.3008 "9.34 

I 2014.' $2.0943 

: 2014.0 $2.0193 

I 2014. $1. 

1.73 

.22:16 

$i 7985 • i:6i14 
I 2013.1 $1.6935 1.3912 

12013. $1. 

12013.1 $1.6121 

I 2013.0' $1.5439 

I 2013.01 $1.4403 

12013.07 $1.5301 

2013.06 $1.5794 

2013.05 $1.7186 

$1. 

2013.03 $1.7239 

2013.02 $1.6498 

1013.01 $1.5\01 

1012.12 $1.6529 

!012.11 $1.9687 

112.10 53 

112.09 ".9763 

>12.08 $1.8276 

12( $1 

I 2C $1.4934 

I 2012.05 $1.36: 

12012.a4 $1.47'10 

"2.03 $1. 

T2012.02 $1. 

I 2012.01 $1.6613 

120 1.12 $1.6930 

1.11 $1. 

120 1.10 $1 

I 20' 1.09 $2. 

I 20 1.08 $2. 

120' 

I 2011.05 ".2379 

I 201.04 Hffi 
12011 
I 2011.02 -$22609 

12011.01 $2.0945 

12010. 11.7142 

12010. 

12010. 

12010. 

$2.4145 

$2.4361 

$I. '41 

$1.2968 

't.1828 

$ 01936 

1.2la. 

$1:0329 
$1.1072 

$1.2049 

$1.2084 

$1. 

$1. --,,-
,'.'694 
$1 

S1:Q8'6 

$1.0laO 

'0.' 509 

$ 6.32 
'$15:65 

$15.41 

$15.84 

$16.3< 

.43 

'1' .<n 
$16. 

$15. 

$13.43 

$13.6 

$0.94"" $i3A2 
$0.9673 ,'423 
$1 $15.14 

-f,%'50 :~~ 
$1.0405 $16.33 

$1.2211 $18.60 

$1332:::--15_~ $1;1"" 9' .. 3'-'-J5 
$1.2: 04 $iB:79 
$0.79 $147. 

$(. 

$1. 

$1.03< 

'0.593 

$0. 

$0.628 

$0.828' 

$0.7997 

5.76 = 
$i3'14 
115.66 

July 010 7 IZola. $i.8929 

$1.7124 

'0. 
$0.7754 

,iUi68 

;-.::;0 
$1"" 
$12.>3 ~ [2010 6 I 2010.0 

~:; I 2010 5 I 2010.( 
--'= I 2010 4 2011. 

:: 2010 3 20K 
-'"" 2010 2 I 2010:0 

1 12010.0 

$1.6894 

$1.6<J44 

$1, 311 

,1.41ii5 
$1.4484 

$0:7452 
'0.7689 

$12.40 

$0.6633 .i1.i3 
--.0:9207 ~ 

$0.8791 $12.72 

COFA-A 
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Month Year Month Year ~~:"~b ~Iass 4b 
Number Month ~~T-ii1I~~ !~~;::a) 

.~. 2009 :: 2009.12 $Um $1:1346 

Od 200 10 2001.10 $1 .5397 '$0.961. 

Sept 200 9 ZOO; SO. ,,9 

"""AUg 200 .- ~ , ~.. $0.1 ---'"'i 200 CO" , •• ~ '0. 
J,,,,, ,2009.01" .2473 $0.5773 

• $0.' 

May S 1.2696 SO. 

~ 200! ~ 2009.04 ,.2110 $0. 

Feb. 2 '1.1631 '0.7241 

"" 2009 .., 1.101. $0. 
Ooc 2006 12 2009.01 .115S- --$O.~ 
Nov 2006 11 I ~:. 51.2476 51 .1011 

Cd 2006 10 2006.1 1.7'" 51.' 

. $15.04 

Sl:l.76 

$12 .• 9 

$11 .40 

$11 .29 

$9.39 

110.45 

.11 
S9"02 
il3.95 

:: '= . 2006.0 SI ::,947 
J,'v 2006 ~ 2006.0 $1.713S .,"Ts59 S16.1' 

J""e 2006 • ~ :;. ".3694 $17.77 

:, :: ! 2006.0 ~ :~f-f.¥.F 
Ma"'" 2006 3 $1 .'330 si.3532 $1 ' .79 

Feb 2006 2 $1..".3563 " .4003 '''',94 
Jao '2006 . " .S229 ~ 
Doc 2007 ,~ 2007-:12 -k 1776 " .'396 s,"!'---
Nov 11 . _. ' 5158i8 $16.56 
Od » . $1.702. 

Aug 2007' '.09 ru722 $1 .6304 

'~~ ~ 6 !OOf08 $1.5466 $1 .6069 

lapt 2007 10 .10 " . 560 ., .... 22 

'"" '2007 7 ~ 51 . 72 $1.7260 

Feb "7 ~ ~ ~ S1.0m 

-: 007 ,~ 2007-:01 " .2510 SO.9297 

Nov 106.12 $1.: 

Oct J06 11 2006.11 $*, 
10 2006.i0-';; 

Sel I 2006 9 2006.0. $1.37S 

~, ~ ~:: 
J" 6 $1 . 

May 2006 5 I 2006.05 51 .1901 

Ap, 2006 4 51 .···· 
Ma, 2006 3 . ,~. 

Feb 2006 2 

50.8107 

l.7 .... 

1.72S9 

m .. 

1.7653 

Jan 2006.01 " .4050 $0.8766 

Doc 

Nov 

Oct 200 

....s'Ei. 200' 
Aug 

~: ~ 

200 ; 10 

1200S.09 

12005.08 

1.8304 

.7784 

1.5694 
~ 200S 

Ap, 4 2005.04 $1.6001 

M" 
Feb 200S 2 

Jan 2005 --, 
Doc 2004 '2 
Nov 2004 11 

Od 2004 10 

Ap, 20044 

2005.1 

2005.1 7300 

2OOS.01 $I 

'"2004-:1 " .9264 

12004. 
2004: ., 

2004.t $I 

C2OO4J $1.6774 

2004.1 Sl .9399 

2004." '2. 

2004.'" $2.: 
2OO4:O4l $2.< 

$0 

$O.899S 

$O.ms 

SO. 

$0. 

SO . 
" .0048 
$0. 

SO . 
'.0.9729 

$0.1.79 

50: 
50.1 

'0.' 
$0.9356 

$0.1 

$1 . 

$1 . ". 
''-,-:30 

SI9." 

'20." 
'21.18 

""""ii8:05 
$IS.20 
$14.13 

.13.20 
$i2.47 
"2.37 
"2. 

" . 10 

" 1:8: 
SI0:80 
"0.2. 

"0.65 
$10 .... 

S10-:<3" 

"0.'9 

'" .14 .,2.56 
"3.2S 

SI2." 
51m 

Si4.23 
$i2.99 
;;;;;-

"'"' 

CDFA-A 
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Month Year 
Month Year ~~ss 4b Class 4b Class 4b 

N,mbe, Month 1 ~~~~:~.~) (Che ... ) I (Ch~';) 
Ma, 

3 ";00 

2 

$2. 548 .>:B4iB $E57 

Feb 120< 
. -Ja" I 200 

I 2004 $1 1912 $- ----
12004.01 $1 1509 ,,",., $11.74 

Dec 

Nov 

Oct I 200 

~ 1200 

'"9 I 200 

J,'y 
Jooe 2Q( 

--..ay 2003 

~ 12003 
Ma, 

Feb 2003 

Jan I 2003 

Dec 2002 

Nov I 2002 

Oct 2002 
Sept 2002 

A,o 2002 

J,'y 2002 

J,ne 1 2002 

May 1 2002 

AD< 2002 

M" f2Oo2 
Feb 1 2002 

Jan 

Dec 

$1 

I 2003:11 $1 ,.'5 

2003:10 $1. 212 

2003.09 $1.200' 

$1. 

4 

1003.05 $1.lOS3 

003.04 $1 118 

3 T2 )03.03 $1.1224 

2 I 2003.02 $1.0801 

1 12003.01 $1.1414 

2.12 $' 

11 $1.0681 

10 I 2002.10 $1.05' 

9 

8 

6 

5 

4 --, 
2 

1 

$ 

I 2002.07 $1.054 

2002.06 $1.077 

I 2002.03 $1.3211 

I 2002.02 $1.3289 

1.4436 

$'1.7882 

$09374 

$1.1415 
$1 

$1 113 

-.o:!i5s1 
$0.635' 

$0.6203 

.1119 

$0:5643 

$0:6418 
$(. 

$(. 1174 

~6016 
$0:7754 

$0. 

SO. 016 

105987 

$0.6688 

$0 111 

$0. 

$0.6413 

$0.6610 

SO.70 

Nov 2001 

12 

11 

10 

I 2001.11 $1.4224 $0.64' 

Oct 2001 

>ept 

A'9 2001 
J,'y 2001 

. J,ne ~1 

May 200 

Nov 

Oe' 
Sept I 2000 

'"9 2000 

J,'y Hioo 
J,ne 00 

May 20 
-Apc I 2000 

M" 

9 

8 

7 

6 

5 

4 

3 

2 

1 

12 

11 

10 

9 

8 

7 

6 

5 

4 

Feb 2 

~ 120< 

---"""- 199 
Nov 

Oct 199 

s;;pt ,,99' 

12 

~ 1999 8 

J,'v 
J,ne 6 

MaY 1999 5 

Ap' 1 1999 4 
Ma, I 1999 3 

Feb 1999 2 

Jan IiW9 --, 
Dec 1998 12 

Nov I 1998 11 

Oct IiW9 10 
Sept 1998 9 

,"0 I 1998 8 

J,'v 1998 7 

12001.10 1.6199 $0.76: 

12001.08 12.2834 

1 2001.07 ~ 2.1096 

2001. 

12001.05 

1 2001.04 $1.9566 

12001. $ 

I 2001 $ 

1 2001. J1 $1.28" 

1 2000 $1.6121 

$1 

$' 

I 2000.0 31.2463 

I 2000.0 $1.2499 

20oO:lii 

2000.01 

1999. " 

$1.2521 

$ .3589 

$1.2766 

$1. 

$1. 218 

$0 >322 

SO. 1109 

$0.9186 

$1 

1999:10 $1. 729 

'999.09 $1.4318 

1999.08 $1.S053 

999.07 $1. 

fi. $1 276 

999.05 $1.1676 

999.04 $1.0674 

$1 

199. $1.401 

[1999.01 $1.5449 

11998.12 $1.5539 

.11 $1 

1198.10 $2.7 

I 19 8.09 $3.082 

~ 

$0.81< 

$0.8" 
SO.870 

$C. 
$0.790 

$0.60& 

$0. 

'0. 
$0.5435 

$0.4310 

$0.328' 

'0.5496 
$o:Bo02 
$0.7127 

$0.7189 

$o:Bo02 
$0.5408 

$0.6156 

$0.6625 

$0.6915 

$0.7352 

$0.7416 

$0.687 

$0.8688 

$1.1554 

$1.3375 

$1.0304 

.7140 

$0.7573 

$0.8906 

.7751 

$0.73" 

$1.0273 

1.3452 

1.1629 

0.7890 

'.5307 

7523 

$' 1.61 

$12.50 

$14.21 

$14:14 

$14.03 

$i2$ 
$9.50 

'9. 
$9 

$9.43 

--..:97 
~ 

$9.9: 

$9.69 
$8.90-

$9.59 

$10.23 

$10.40 

$11.42 

$10.97 

$10.60 
~ 

..,..-;;; 
$12.12 

'9.39 

i8:71 

$' '.57 

~ 
S9:i7 

$9.88 

""" 
$16.90 

$1 91 

$10.68 

$11 is 
$11 

$17.14 

$16.8 

$is:3 
$15.41 
$14.8 

$14.31 

CDFA-A 
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Month Year 

M" 1996 

Feb 199. 

J.n 
Dec 

.0' 100 
Oct 

'eot 
'"" 199 

'''' J""" 
Me, 1997 

~, 1997 

M" 

J. 1997 

J5ec:: 1096 
No, 1996 

Oct 1996 

Sept 1996 
Au! -,090 
J"l 1996 
J,rn 1996 

Ma, 1998 

Af' 1996 
M" 1996 
Feb 1996 

-"!'... 1996 
Dec 1995 

No, 1995 

--""- 1995 
~ 1995 

Aug 1995 

J~, 1995 

--""""- 1995 
Ma, 1995 

"", 1995 
M", 1995 

Feb '-'99S 
Jao 1995 

Month y", Cia".., CIa ... b c •••• ,· 

Number Month ":~:":'-.::'~.:'. .::::.::: 
1998.1 tA T "'"., ,,"<-,on., '';;:=:;;' 

: 1998. $2.0166 10.6992 $i3.i4 

• 11"''' ~ $1 ill 
3 1998.0: $1 ..... 3 $l.7964 $1 ill 
2 11998.02 $1.5006 $>.8354 $i1.98 $1.~ $1W 

lli ~ $1iiiO 

11 1997.i1 $1. 346 SO $1 ' .55 
'-10 $1 ._ so-:7i99 $1:;:33 

$1 . $1:CiR 
'997.08 $1 . '.9425 $1-"-

$1 .1532 SO .• 981 $1 '." 
$1.18< $0.7279 $10.37 

997.' ••. 

--. 997.04 $1.07: $0.792' $9: 

3 I ","7.03 $1 .2186 ---.0:-8262 ::~.Ii5 

12 

" 10 

9 .. 
l' 

6 

5 .-
3 

2 --, 
12 

11 

10 

• 
8 

7 

6 
5 

• 
3 

2 

f1=;~~ ~ -~ $11 . 

" .12 $0.7.' $0.9119 $10 .• 

• . 11 $0 .• " --.0: $11 .' 

"."..,0 $1 .531 " . $1'.1 
"'.09 $1 $1. 

'" 6.08 $1.66. SQ.997. -f,¥s, 
19! !:: $1 .64" - SO.9062 SiJ-:SS-

rm'.05 $C . ,., $13.1' 

190;.04 $1 . "6 
~ $1.1232 
~ $0.687. -" . 

1096.01 $1 . 
$1 . 

1995.12 .... ,.7 " .0801 

~n ~ $0.9502 

$12.31 

$1iT7 

$11 .7. 

$n .95 
$1226-

31 

=, so:oaos 
'_;.09 ".8824 '1.010 .,.-;:as 
1995.08 $0.854' $0."" 111 .21 

= '.7357 
'=.' SO.687. 
1995.1 

"'i9ii5:ii $C 

~~ $0} 
--.0:00,. 01025 

SO. 

$0.1 

$0.9790 

1.01 

1 1995.0 

$C 

-.0:6636 $0-:9257 "0." 

CDFA · A 
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Month Year Quota Quota Quota 
Month Year I Number Month Fat SNF CWT eWT 

~J~"I~YI~201ti=5J7~I~W~~155~.'07titl~~0~~'~~~~~~~~~~~~i~~t3~8 

Base Base Base 
Fat SNF CWT 

J~. I W15 6 I W15.06 I ~.025 $1.063 $16.3< 1$2.0251 $0.866 $1'." ~:, . 

M.y W1! 5 I W15.05 I '2.01< $1.021 $15." 1$2.01< $0.826 $1'.2< .2'0i4 $0:826 ,1<2< 
.p. I W1! , I W15.O< I $1.871 $1.03< $15.55 1$1.03< $0.839 $1385 $1.87' >'839 '13.85 

12015.03 1$1.799 $1.060 $15.52 I $1.799 .~ $13.82 $1.799 '.865 ~~~:: 

1---c"~""---~-I-'~"""1f---c 12'c-l'1 ='12 I $1.997 ~ 3.22 ~ 
Oct 201, 10 I W1<.10 1$2.829 $1.527 $23.19 1$2.829 $1.332 I $2149 $2.829 $1.332 $21,49 
S.p. W1' 9 I W1<.09 ..,,, $1.516 $2'.15 l.132 $1.321 122<5 $3.132 $1.321 $22.<5 

'"9 W1< 8 W1<.08 '.760 • $1.572 123.3< <.760 1.371 1." ,.760 $1.377 $21.64 

~~~:t:~':011<~'~:= ~'07 '.59' ,$1.6<6 ~53 '.593 '.351 120.83 2.593 '.351 ~.83 

April W1< , 201'0< ~i, $1.926 ~O< 2080 

M.~h W1< 3 W1<.03 $1.98; I $1.978 , $2H 1$1.987 $1.783 I '22,47 $1.987 $1.783 $22,47 

F.b W1< 2 W1<.02 $1.91 I $1.919 i $23.39 1.91' $1.72< I $21.69 $1.913 $1.72< $21.69 

J," ~ 201<.01 ,1.78< I $1.871 ! '22.53 1.78< $1.676 I '20.83 
~ $1.686 I $1.733 I $20.98 1.686 $1.538 I $19.28 

$1.78< $1.676 
$1.686 $1.538 

>'83 
119.28 

Oct W13 10 W13.10 $1.5921 $1.635 ~ ~ 
S,~ W1: 9 W13.09 $1.551 I $1.610 I $19.<4 1$1.551 ". 
A'9 W1 8 W13.08 .,467 1.595 '19.01 1<67 ',40 17.31 1,467 $1,400 $17.31 

J,'y W13 2013.07 1.57' 1.500 '18.55 1.57' .305 016.85 1.571 '1.305 <16.85 

Ape 

M" 
F,b 

W13 

IW1: 
1201 

~ ,,8.78 1.613 .31< 708 1i~i 1708 

3 W13.03 $1.709 I ,1.38< I '18.03 $1.709 I ". <16.33 
2 W13.02 1.647 1.<4; 118.36 $1.640 I $1.252 $16.66 $1.64; $1.252 $16.66 

IW13 W13.01 1.588 .,464 018.30 1.5661 $1.269 $16.60 $1.566 $1.269 $16.60 

0,. I W12 10 W1210 
iW12.09 

2.027 

S.~ I W1: 9 1 $1.910 $1.3<8 I $18." 

'"' 1 W1: 8 1201208 

IW12.07 
777 1.2" 17.49 

1.583 1.218 <16.1< 

A" I W12 , 

M" I W12 3 1 W1203 
IW12.02 

IW12.01 

F.b I W1: 2 1 $1.520 $1.261 '16.29 
1 $1.695 $1.30 $1725 

No, ~80 
0,. I W11 10 IW11.10 1$1971 $1.380:!:it 
S.~ WI' 9 I W11.09 I $2.120 $1,431 '19." 

.A"9 WI' 8 IW11.08 1$2.283 $1.521 121.23 

M" ~ 5 ~07 I $222' .~ f: 
A" 201 , 120110< 1$2.19< ".266 . 
M" 201 3 I W11.03 1$2.236 $1.285 $19.01 
Fob W1' 2 IW1'.02 1$2.198 $1.235 $18.<4 

llili·01 1$2·105 $1.006 $16. 

No, 
Oct 

S,p' 

A" 
J"y 

Apc 

M" 
F.b 

Oct 

S'P' 

~~~ ~~ I:~~~~~ $2396 .ij 
W10 9 W10.09 $2.299 $1.058 $17.25 

W10 8 W10.08 12.019 1.089 $16.5< 

2010 7 2010.07 '-8<5 1.090 $15." 

~±m 20)110.06 '-706 .057 $15. 
~~ 1.648 1.021 $14.65 

2010 3 ~ 
W10 2 W10.02 '1.420 1 $1'Tsi-

~ 1 2010.01 '-<SO 1.158 $15.18 

1.7091 $1.297 $17." $1.709 $1.297 '17" 

$1.910 I .~$~mi72~. m$1.~I.'91ao~ $1.~~' a~~'72S 
$1.7771 $1.099 $15.78 $1.71 $1.099 $15.78 

1.583 1.023 ",<4 $1.583 $1.023 '1<,4, 
1.008 3.97 $1.496 $1008 $1397 iii' ~: $13.65 

".520 I $1.066 .1<.59 $1.520 $1.066 '1<.59 
$1.6951 $1.105 $15.55 $1.695 1.105 '1555 

$1.73<1 '~1fr1O '173' .153 :~:~: 

,,2.1201 $1.236 $18.10 $2. 

'.2831 $1.326 '19.53 $2.283 $1.326 

'.2241 $1.351 $195< $2.22' $1.351 
'.317 $1.308 $19.49 $2.310 .308 

1 $2.236 $1.090 
'.198 1.0<0 $16.74 

.105 10.81 "'.42 
"3.; 

'$2~ 
1.75 

1 $2.019 'M94I$i'8< 

1 $1.8<5 $0.895 "'.24 
1 '1.700 $0.862 >1347 
1 $1648 $0.826 112.95 

$0.816 112.63 

1$1,459 $0.963 1 $13.49 

1$1·41 $1.071 1 $14,47 
1$1·493 $0.9131 $1313 

1$11.91 

1082 

$2.198 $1.0<0 
$2.105 $0.811 

$1.816 >'848 

'1.700 $0.862 
$1.648 $0626 
$1.581 $0.816 

$0.815 

"459 ~ 
$1,472 $1.071 

1.493 10913 

'19.53 
$1'.5< 
$19,49 

$1727 

$16.7' 

$1'.42 
$13.72 

$1'.75 
$15." 

$13.47 

$12.95 

'1263 
$12.41 

$1'.41 
13.13 

11.91 
11.0< 

A", 

"~. 

~ 12 ~ '-'" i :~:~ 
2009 9 ~ 
2009 8 2009.08 .i2431 $0.900 112.18 1$1.243 $0. 

; 10.855 

'pc 
M" 
Fob 

.2009 2009.07 '1.257 1 $0.79' 1.30 1$1.257 $0598 ".60 1.257 $0.598 ".60 i -"- 2009.06 $1.260 1 $0.784 1.32 1$1·260 $0.599 ".62 '-260 $0.599 ".62 

~ It I !GI00.~8l1'm3§'~.46~1.~.252 m$O~)··'6m18j::~1.~7H76a'-~252£$O~IO·i618E"~I.·:7~6 
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Month Year N=:::' ~ ~ '= s;: ':; = Fat SNF CWT 

All II '97 

I." II. 

J", 2008 7 12008.( '" ~1 

.765 ' .930 

f
f-

$1.27 

J"" 2008 6 12008.0 ~ S1.570 S19.1: 1.'" I S1.375 $17.': S1.560 $1.375 $17.42 
2008 5 12008.0 1.509 $1 .516 $18.41 1.50 I $1 .321 $16.r. '1.509 $1.321 $16.77 
~ • 12008.04 ' ."8 $1.447 S17." 1.<18 $1 .252 S15.... $1."8 $1 .252 S15 .... 

~ IiI $1 .'" S17.71 1.359 I.m $16.01 $1.350 S1.m $16.01 

r: 2006 12 2006 ~:! ~ ~ ~ 
N.. 2006 11 2006.11 S1.35 I SO.984 ~ f- '".61 
let . 2008 10 2008.10 1.384 1 SO.922 112.87 1.384 I.m 111 .1< .384 .m 111 .17 

9 2006.09 1.357 I SO.925 112'" 1.357 1.73> .. 10 .357 ' .73> 1.10 

~i .l $11JII~:~90 1S1.: ::11: ,11 i 
M. 12006 3

1 
~106.03 $1.2261 SO.907 I $12.19 1'1.2' SO.71: 1$10.49 $1.226 SO.712 $10.' 9 

~ '''' $1.2T. I SO.953 I $12.75 1$1 .27 SO.758 I $1 .05 '1.2n SO.758 $1 1.05 

~~$1221 

"'" 12005 11 2005.11 S1.5971 $1.007 I $1'.35 I $1 .597 SO.812 I $12." ,~ SO.812 $12." 
Cd 12005 10 2005.10 S1.7741 $1 .018 I S15.07 I $1 .774 ' .823 13.37 $1.774 10.823 13.37 
5", I >005 9 2005.09 $1 .8151 '1.<)2' "'.26 I $1.815 ),829 13." 1.815 10.829 13." 

1>005 8 .2005."' . '1.7r. I SO.959 "'." I S1.m ' .77' 112.95 77 IO.~ 12.95 

~ I . II IUIIm; itWI$13~ i Ir,~ : Ii ' Ii" ;:; :::: : ::::: ":: :I ::::: 
"" 2004 9 12004.· S1. SO.982 .51 
Aug 2004 8 I >004. I $1 .761 $0985 $1'.74 $1.761 I SO.760 I '13.04 $1.761 SO.760 $13.04 
J", >004 7 I >004.0 I $2009 $0919 S15.03 $2009 : SO.n. $13.33 $2009 so.n. $13.33 

i 6 Ii ~ '"~ ,1< Iii bI~ci 
Fob 2004 2 12004.02 I '1.722 ' .838 13.3: 1.722 10.643 1.62 $1.722 ~.843 11 .62 
J", 2004 1 12004.01 I $1.426 10.887 12.71 1..26 10.892 1.01 S1..26 ~.892 11 .01 " i " i" ,,,- ;=':::- ,- .- ::: ,,- ':: , .. 

J"" ! 2003 6 2003:06 '"391 SO.826 $11 .1< 1S11391 SO.631 -..:" S1.139 SO.631 .. Ar 
Moy 12003 5 2003.05 S1.121 I SO.819 111 .05 1.121 SO.82' ' .35 S1.121 SO.62' " .35 

""" I 2002 • I' S1.12O I SO.816 1.02 1.120 SOl ':32 S1.12O f-SO.621 " .32 

"'" 12002 11 2002.11 '1.<189 I SO.8761 $11 .44 1'1.<189 SO.l " .74 1.68 " .74 
Cd I 2002 10 200210 S1.0471 SO"" I $11 .84 I S1.047 ' .744 : $10.14 $1.047 SO.744 $10.14 
"" I 2002 9 ,200209, '1.<1061 $0926 I $11 .58 1'1.<106 >.731 ..... '1.<106 SO.731 ...... '"' i 8 I"'! $1.0441 SO."" I $11 .48 1$1·044 ' .704 " .78 $1 .044 SO.704 " .78 

§ § ==;1$1' 1$11 i i ~ =i 
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COFA-A 

Mo"th Y Month Year Quota Quota Quota Base Base Base 1:". I 0v:~?:se I OV!~.!se 
ear I Number Month Fat SNF CWT Fat SNF CWT • ... .,..... ...n, 

~ ~ ~ . ~~ iiM; l.7<, $11.34 $1443 $0]23 $11.34 
J," 2001 1 2001.01 $1.379 I '0.908 $12., 1.379 171' 11103 1.379 '0.713 $11.03 

~ ;: 12 :~:~ ::::: : :~:: ::::: 1.579 t i Hi ~i Bji: 
iii iii '0.982 I $13.02 1$1278 $0.7871 $11.32 $1.276 '0.767 $11.32 

7 2000.07 $1.275 ).981 I $13.00 .275 l.7S6 011.30 $1.275 '0]66 $11.30 
J,~ 12000 6 2000.06 .321 19371 $12.76 .321 1.742 1.06 $1321 $0.742 "1.06 
M", ! 2000 5 200105 1.220 19161 $12.24 1.220 ).721 '10.54 $1220 '0]21 $10.54 

A~ I 4 ir ~~ ~ ~ 
).02 ).9361 '0.962 I $11.65 '0.936 '0.767 '9.95 '0.936 $0.761 .....,,-

J," I 2000 1 2000.01 $0.9621 $0.964 I $11.75 '0.962 1 '07691 $10.OS '0962 $0769 $10,05 
Doc 1999 12 1999. • '0.9r. I $1.006 I $12.16 $0.9721 $0.811 $10.46 '0.972 '0.81 $10.46 
No, 1999 11 1999. , $1.2421 $1.0671 $13.61 1.2421 $0.892 '12. $1242 '0.892 $12. 

Oct 1999 10~. I~ $11551 $14.55 1.2841 '0'960'12,.85 $12¥J~. ~ 

~ ~ ~ ~~ ~Hiffi-
J,I, 11999 7 11999.07 I $1301 $1.131 $14,40 $1.3011 '0.936 $12.70 $1.301 '0.936 $12.70 
J,", 11999 6 11999.0 I $1.461 $1.104 $13.85 $14611 '0.809 $12.15 $1461 '0.809 $12.15 

':~ i 5 1
'999'

05 
1$1·201 $1.024 $13. $1.

201
1 'I. $11,41 $1.201 'i $11,41 

~ 2 I $1.474 ~ $14.90 $1,4741 ,0:924 $13.20 $1,474 $0.924 $13.20 
J", 1999 1 11999.0 1.640 $1.232 $16.46 $1.6401 $1.031 $14.76 $1.640 $1.037 $14.76 
Doc 1996 12 11998.12 1.65' $1.362 $17.64 $1.6531 $1.167 $15.94 $1.653 $1.167 $15.94 

N~ j Ii 1.939 $1.272 $17.65 ~ $1615 $1.939 $1.0,," $16.15 

:- 1998 8 1199s.o8 I,!¥'L $1.054 516.84 I "~, $0.859 ~'4 ,IEiI=~ 
J,', 1996 11998.07 I $1.889 $1.025 515.53 I $1.889 $0.830 $13.83 $1.889 $0.830 $13.83 

~";. ! ~ 106 
$1794 ,:; i I $1.794 '~13 $1335 '~ tI $13.35 

I $1,405 $0.870 
Fob 1998 2 1998.02 1.465 I $1.090 $14.61 I $1.465 $0.895 I $12.91 $1,465 $0.695 $12.91 
Jao 1996 1996.01 1.2641 $1.114 $14.12 I $1.264 $0.919 12,42 $1.264 $0.919 $12,42 
Doc 1997 12 1997.12 1.4471 $1.089 $14.54 I $1.447 $0.894 12.84 $1.447 $0.894 $12.64 

N~ ~ 6 !.'oo 1.
553

1 'ii' $14.40 I $1553 ~~ 112.70 $1.553 ~ $12.70 

A", ~ .. , .. _ $1.1531 $1.0951 $13.56 I $1.153 $O~ 1.153'~ 
J,', 1997 7 1997.07 $1.1141 $1020 I $12.76 I ".114 $0.8251 $11.06 $1.114 $0.825 $11.06 
J,~ 1997 6 1997.06 $1.1471 $0.991 I $12.64 I $1.147 '0.7961 $10.94 $1.147 $0.796 $10.94 
M" 1997 5 1997.05 $1.0061 $1.0591 $12.74 I $1.006 $0.6641 $11.04 $1.006 $0.664 '".04 

Apr 1997 4 1997.04 $1.0751 $10961 $1330 .075 $0.901 I $11.60 ~!' $0.901 $11.60 

Fob 11997 2 1997.02 $1.0691 $1.120 I $13.49 :::::;, :~:: 1$1' . ~ 
"" 11997 1 1997.01 $1.0", I $1.1931 $13.94 
Doc 11996 12 1996." ).910 .218 13.78 10.910 .023 12.09 $0.910 $1023 $12.09 
N~ 1996 11 1996. ".975 1.265 ,,4.42 10.975 .070 12." $0.975 $1.070 $12.72 

,~ ~ ~ ~ ~ if ~ ~67 $1523 Eii $14.87 

J,', 11996 7 11996.07 I $1.375 $1.162 $15.10 $1.3751 $0.967 $13.40 $1.375 $0,967 $13.40 
J", 11996 6 11996.0 1.260 1.171 '14.67 1.280 10.976 512.97 1.260 $0.976 $12.97 
M" 1996 5 11996.05 10.926 '.221 513.67 '0.926 1.026 512." 1928 $1.026 $12." 

Ipr 1996 4 1'996.' 775 1.216 513.29 )775 1.021 1.59 1.775 $1.021 '".59 
"or 3 1'996.0 1.769 1.202 "3.15 1.769 1.007 1.45 1769 $1.007 $11.45 II tB-i =i8! ~l2' """'- $11.51 $0.773 $1.012 $11.51 
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CDFA -A 

V .. n _ Mon.th Ye.1r QuobI Quotl QuotI 
Month . -, Number Month Fat SNF CWT 

Base a... SUe 
Fat SNF CWT SNF . cwr 

J<Jy , .. 5 7 '''5.07 SO."" 1.'04 $12.42 I SO.805 SO.9091 $10.72 SO.805 SO.909 $10.72 

J_ '''5 • ~.06 i765 
1117 $12~ 1 ~~SO~i ~~ ._ 

... iO' ,,= ~ . I$io:52 SO.924 $10.52 
J", " "5 , '''5.0' $0.725 1.11. 1225 I SO.725 , . ." I $10.55 SO. SO.92' $10.55 
Doc "... 12 ''''.'2 SO.724 1.100 ' 2." I SO.724 ' .908 I $10.43 SO.72· SO.908 $10.43 
""" I ,... 11 ''''.11 so.n 1.120 '2.45 I so.n ' .9251 $10.75 ~m $0.925 $10.75 

~ ~ '0 ~ ~ ~ '~ ~~llit76 SOi~~ 
J<Jy ~ 7 ~ ~ 1.1, "2.50 I SO.747 ~, "O.eo .747 SO.'" ' .80 
J"'" I ,... • ''''.06 ~732 1.11 12.28 '0.732 SO.922 >.58 .732 $0.922 "0.58 • ., :ilii 5 ''''.05 ~~ 1.127 12.31 ~ SO.932 "D .• ' 715 SO.932 "O~ 

Fob I~ 2 i02. ~~~~ ~ iii "088 so! =:g ;:~; 
J", I ,... , , ' '''.0' I SO.7351 '1.155 '~62 SO."" SO.880 10.92 SO.735 SO."" $10.92 
Doc ,'993 '2 ,' .. 3." I SO.9281 $1 .054 '~42 SO.71O Xl5 126 >.71. SO.955 $10.82 
N", ' .. 3 11 i '''3. I SO.90' I S1.000 11 .88 SO.780 1.014 11 .48 ' .780 $0.'" 11 .W 

J_ ,.., .~ I ,993061 ! $1~31 111$112, SO.799 SO.942 51~~ 
• ., ,.., 5 ,'993.0 I SO .... $C . I 51'." SO.79S i $1 .043 '".87 SO.799 SO.983 "'.35 
Ai" ' .. 3 4 ",,3.0 I ~973 $C .9591 "'.75 SO.7991 S1.00, "'.51 SO.799 SO.954 

... '993 3 1
1993

.
00 I' SO.979 $0.9581 $1' .76 so.799

1 SO.906 1*68 SO.799 SO.!72 

~ Ii .. ~ ~ J jjt$1O.' 

'" '992 '0 ,'='0, 11.1)20 SO.983 $12.1: SO.6441 SO.930 $1' .05 . "" SO.... $10.7. 

~ j : • i i j SO 652 I .~: :::: ~: :: :::: 

• ., '992 5 '~05 S1.052 SO.95 , ... " .83' $10.36 1.893 ~948 "'.37 
Ai" '992 4 '~04 S1.056 • SO... ' .92 " .95 " .830 $10.55 " .95' so.872 "0.9' 

... ~ 3 ~.oo '1.115, SO.... "~32 ' .83' b • 
@ ~ . ~ ~ . ~ I.:ilfk 

'" I , .. , 11 '''' .11 $1.'35 1 SO.837 $12.'2 1.'20 SO.757 , $10.51 '1.120 SO.659 "'.39 
Id ""' '0 ' .. 1.10 .1.144 1 SO.940 I $12.'. ., .. SO.757: $10.57 51 ,.. ~... 51 1.27 

,.". I , .. , 9 ''''.09 51 . I SO .• 11 1$1' .82 Ul82 SO.7391 $1022 $1 .082 ~ ~ 

~. ,.... .'
06

1 U I':: I SO 716 1 S1.083 =ii =I 
M.. I , .. , 3 , ' .. 1.03 .1.128 ' .927 '2.0' 1.083 ' .72" "0.02 S1.083 SO ... , " .<7 
Fob , .. , 2 I '''' .02 ", ' .930 '~05 .063 " .7241 $10.02 .~ ~ " .46 

JM , .. , , ~ ~~ ~ i ~~ " .53 

~ 1$13.67 S1."" ,"'.04 $1 .083 $0.741 $10.17 
.... '990 9 I '990.09 I $1.239 SO.95' I $12 .• ' $1 .063 SO.9691 $12.32 $1.063 $0.847 $1'.09 
Aug '990 8 ,'990.0 I '1241 SO.'" I 51'." ' .0831 SO .... I $1~32 $1.063 SO.955 $12.03 
J<Jy '990 7 ,'990.0 I $1246 SO.927 $12.43 ' .0631 SO.... '".01 

M. "", 5 ' .... 05 .487 " ... , 12.52 ,'1.445 167' ",0.92 ::.~ i~'~ $11
0

.
48 

Ai" ,... • , ' .... 04 $1.485 10.832 12.44 1$1.445 ' .660 $10.80 ... ~ _ . __ 
M.. ,... 3 I ' .... 03 , $1.488 ,.... 112.55 

~: iii 2 ~ir I S1.488 'ase I .,,60 I $1.~ ~ 
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Month I Month Year 
Year I Number Month 

Quota Quota Quota 
Fat SNF CWT 

Base Base Base 
Fat SNF cwr 

NO' I 1988 
ad 1988 

J,~ 11988 M" I 1988 
Apn' 1988 
M.~h 1988 
Feb 1988 

198, 
1987 
1987 

ri! 
Oct I 1986 
Sept I 1986 
A'9 1986 
J,', 1986 

A" 
Moe 
Feb 

Oct 

Sept 

A" 

M., 
A", 
M", 
Feb 

NO' 
ad 

S"P' 
A"9 

,~ 
11986 

jiB 
1985 
1985 
1985 

lm 
1985 
1985 
1985 

i 
1984 
1984 
1984 

~ 

10 11987.10 1.489. $0.792 012.10 1$1.494 $0.635 $10., $1.~494 ~$O.582 $10.29 
9 1987.09 1.502' $0783 012.07 1$1.589 $0.635 $11.09 $1 

8 ~ ~~ ~, $10.79 $1.599 $0.597 $10.79 
1534 l.597 '10.56 1.634 10.597 $10.56 

5 1987.05 $1.481 I $0.794 , $12.00 1.514 l586 '10.40 1.514 10.586 $1040 
4 1987.04 $1.480 I $0.788 I $12.04 1514 l588 010.40 1.514 1..588 10.40 
3 1987.00 $1.4921 $0.8051 $12.23 1514 l618 110.68 1.514 10.586 ."_ 

; 1987.02 $1.494 I $'1 I '12:" I $1.514 'm I '10: 
~" $1.560 I $0.81' I $12.5: $1.645 $0.640 1$11.'" ".646 '0608 $11.05 

10 1986.10. $1.5561 $0.8251 $12.62 '1648 $0.640 "'13: &1.646 '0607 $11.04 

9 1986.09 I $1.5531 $0.8191 '12.56 1.648! $0.6451 "'.37 

~ ~ I ".523 $08091 $1237 jJ 1 $0.606 ~: 

~ $0.811 I "2.34 $1.5381 $0.613 "0.72 $1.538 $0606 '10.66 
11.538 l606 "'-66 

. "0.66 

4 11986.0 I .1509 $0.814 I "2.36 1.5381 $0.64' ,1097 
11.538 l.606 010.66 

~ ~ 
11 e, $1.507 $0.818 112.39 : 11.5381 $0.637 "0.92 

".538 $0.606 "0.66 
".538 $0.606 '1066 

10 11985.10 111.506 $0.824 112.44 1$1.5381 $0.645 "099 ".538 $0607 010.66 : 'j: ::,580 tim ~r I $1.!t $0.645 $10.99 

. 3.00 l648 ",. 
5 1985.05 $1.598 I $0.864 113.11 ,".580 10.672 "'.38 11.580 $0.648 "1.15 
4 1985.04 $1.5981 $0.871 $13.17 111.580 $0.6621111.29 $1.580 $0.659 $1126 

.: 1985:03 .15121 $0.885 113.34 111.580 $Oi' 111.88 

~ iHi '.48 1$1.580 $0:7081 $11.69 

.'tI $0.708 $11.69 

11.580 $0708 $11.69 
11 1984.11 11.6641108841 $13.51 1$1.718 10.7081 '12.17 $1.718 $0.708 '12.17 
10 1984.10 $1.660 I $0.888 I $13.52 I $1.718 $0.7481 $12.50 $1.718 $0.708 $12.17 

$1.699 $0.709 $12. 

. 1113.49 $1.604 $O~ . $1.604 $0708 $11: 

: ii II $0888 I 11345 1$1·699 $0.
748

1112.44 

M" 11984 5 1984.05 1$1.636 19041 $13.59 $1.580 ".7081 $1169 $1.580 $0708 111.69 
A", 1984 4 ; 1984.04 111.636 1903 13.58 1.580 '.708 11.69 $1.580 $0.708 $11.69 

Moe 1984 3 "984.03 111.639 l.907,13~'-'.63ml'I·58Om'·1708~~"I.I··'69 Hi 111.·'580

mEI
$Ol7i·08 ~3"~'1.~·69 B S.F~ebtim!S281 ~~'f $11~.642Ei~· ;t~"3~'-'.65m-~'·mt58O~1.~708f'11,'frI.6!m'S$1.~~' $11. 

NO' 11983 11 11983.11 1 $1.660 $0:910 113.73 .l!,;!!~" .1:649 l7l8 ." 
Oot 11983 10 11983.10 1.660 1910 '13.7: 1.649 '744 $12.24 l649 l738 $12.19 
S"P' 1983 9 11983.0 1.645 1902 &13.60 1.649 1.760 $12.38 1649 l738 '1219 
A" 1983 8 11983.0 1.647 ".893 &13.53 1.649 1.738 $12.19 1.649 l738 012.19 

Moe I 1983 3 11983.03 I $1.64; $0.692 &13.51 ~2 l744 112.26 1.652 $0.744 $12.26 
Feb 1983 2 11963.02 $1.639 $0.890 013.48 &1.652 l744 01226 1.652 1.744 11226 

Joo ~ 1'983.0' ;$1.638 ~ ~ 1.652 l744 ::;;: ~ :;:; ::;: 

Oct ~ 10 1982.10 11-' ~ ~ ~ ~---; 
Sept 1982 9 1982.09 .1:6421 $0.894 $13.53 111.652 $0.745 112.26 $1.652 $0.745 $12.26 

A'9 19" 8 1982.08 '.64' I $0.884 $13.44 I 'p'¥'~l7'2-45t-.;' '","12~.26+-'S $11 .. 65~2t-",$O'C2'.7'45+$1~2' .. '260'-1 

J," I II.~ ,::;: : :~ ~;:: i ::;: :ij: ::;;: 
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1-- --- --- .. -. CWT 
I Number Month flit SNF CWT Fat SNF CWT . •• ... ... 

~Jon 1 II I ~ ~ I iii $1253 .~ w .re ~ 
"" 1981 12 1981-:12 $1 .060 · $0 .• " $13.74 In.,, $0.7651 $12.53 m W.7. $12.53 

Mooth 

"'" I 1980 11 1980.11 $1.6631 $0.920 I $13:82 $1.677 $0. '66 1~53 

J~ ", 1.94 
M., 11980 5 11980.06 i $1 .551 $0.8621 $12.93 1.'" W.756 I $12.12 
"'" 1980 • 11980.04 I $1 .5291 $0.857 1~81 1.562 W.746 I $11." 
MN 1980 3 11980.03 I $1.520 I $0.862 12.82 "72 w .7001 $11 .27 

2.~ ~~ 
$11.4: 

'" ,.7. 10 1197 •. 10 1$1. $0.8381 '12.31 $1.4651 $0.706 $1127 
"" ,.'" 9 1197 • . 0 1.439 ' .823 '12.20 $1 .454 1 SO .• 93 $11.1: 
lug 197. 8 11.7 • . 0 I 1.420 '.823 '12. 1.435 1 $0.... $10.81 

M~ 1979 ~ 11.7.03 1$1.107 ,! $11 .10 ~J $0.632 .:~;" 
'ob ,., 2 1'97.'''' ,.1.100

1 

" .842 ~18 $1 .2"1 $0.828 ".82 

Od 1978 10 1978.10 $1 .070 $0.808 $10.1 $1.2801 $0.62' $9.91 
Sopt 1978 9 1978.09 nor. $0.807 $10.1 • $1.27" $0.604 '9.1 
..... ,.78 8 1978.08 $1.<)61 $0.800 $10.67 : $1 .2661 S0586 '9.53 

"'" I ~OOII =ii' 
M~ I '.78 978.03 $0. I $0.809 $10.39 1.11. ' .592 1.9.07 
Fob I ,.78 2 978.02 I $0.808 $10." .". >'587 ' .02 
Jon ,.78 1 ,.78.0, ' .9951 $0.810 110.53 .". >.5J8 " .. 
"" 19r. 12 1977.12 , .... I $0.810 110.' m >'1!; ...... 

,., W,'" I $0.817 i $1 ~ ~ 

1~w' .52 $1.119 $0 " .04 
J"Y I 1977 7 119 
J~ 1977 8 119 

..... ~ . 

Jon 1977 1 $1.008 S0737 '9." .1.<101 0.555 ... " 

"" ,.76 12 11976.1: I $0.952 S0759 " .94 $1.0051 $0.561 .... 0 
N... 197. 11 11.78.11 1$0.830 '.791 '9.79 1.009 1 $0.583 $860 
Od 197. 10 11978.10 1$0.838 ' .787 '9.78 $0.995 1 $0.583 " .55 

0139 
1976.06 $0.935 $0.778 , ... $0.9711 $0.560 " .27 

"'" 11976 • 1976.04 $0.821 $0.788 " .73 $0.9561 $0.'" " .24 
M~ 11976 3 1976.03 $0.806 $0.789 '9.68 '$0.9341 $0.'" " .21 

$1~52 

nore $OJ66 '12.53 
$1 .ore $0.761 . $12.53 

$1. ... 

$12.53 
'12.53 

>.738 $11 .94 
$1.'" $0.756 '12.12 
$1.562 $0.748 $11." 

.1.472 ~ $11.27 

i~ $11 .26 
$1.... SO.71' $11.41 
$1.465 $0.708 $1127 
$1..54 $0.667 $10." 
'1.43. $0.... $10.81 

• i§ . . . 
. 34 ~ '.'" $10 .. , 

$1.296 $0.624 '9.93 
$1.244 

$1 .280 $0.608 

$1 .274 $0.587 '.57 
$1266 $01 :: 

~7 '9.33 
1.119 ." $8.' 

119 .573 " .90 
119 W.57' " .91 

1.119 ~ " .90 

1.002 $0. "" 
$1.001 $0.'" 

1.003 $0.541 
1.005 $0.'" 
. 95 

. ~ 
''''7 $0 .... 
' .91' $0.'" 
, .... $0.'" 

" .934 $0.'" 

" .21 
" .20 
" .22 
" .26 

" .33 
" .14 
" .13 
$802 

Fob 1976 
J", 1976 2 '.76.02 $0.811 I. $0.784 19." i $0.873 $O.57-"-HI .. ··002ft~IE6~Ji3 

1 ,01 $O.~ 1.769 '9.71 I $OJ !:::::: 
1975 175.08 $0.7841 $0.778 '9.51 1$0.8821 "' $7.81 $0.682 ~~ ~ 
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Quota Quota Quota 
Fat SNF CWT 

Base Base Base Overbase Overbase Overbase 
Fat SNF CWT Fat SNF CWT 

J"" 1975 1975.0; $07641 $0.781 $947 
J"e 1975 6 1975.06 $0.758 I $0.781 $9.45 
Me, 1975 5 1975.05 $0.7561 $0.789 $9.51 
Apr 1975 4 197504 $0.7541 $0791 $9.52 

Mac 1975 3 19~ ~' $0.786 $9.50 

Dec 1974 12 1974.12 '0.751 I '0.779 $9.41 
No, 1974 11 1974.11 '0.7481 '0.783 $9.43 

001 1974 10 1974.10, '0.744 I '0.789 $9.47 

S'pl ,1974 9 1974.09 i $0.738 $0.786 $9.42 

'"9 1974 1974.08 I $0.727 '0.776 $9.30 

J"', 1974 .1974.07 1'0.$923. 

Aprj I 1974 4 "97m I '0.745 '0.781 $9.40 
Me",h 1974 3 i 1974.' I '0.734 $0.655 $8.2; 

001 11973 10 11973.10 1$0.741 '0.559 $7.41 

S'pl I 1973 9 11973.0 I '0.7" '0.552 '7.32 
'"9 197 8 11973.08 I $0.696 $0.533 '7.03 

J"', 197: 7 11973.07 $0.695 $0.478 $6.55 

Me, I 1973 5 11973.05 

Apr I 197' 4 11973.04 
Mac 1973 3 11973.03 
F,b 1973 2 11973.02 

1973.01 

001 197: 10 ~'0 
S'pl 197: 9 1972.09 

A"9 1972 8 1972.08 

$0697 . $0,480 $6.58 

$0.758 ; $0.451 '654 
$0.765 i $0.451 '6.57 
$0.776 I $0.449 '6.59 

$0.776 I $0.399 '6.16 

~ 
$0.7781 $0.402 $6.19 
$0.7781 $0.400 $6.17 

$0.810 I $0.382 '613 
,,7207 

~05 $0808I'~ . 
Apr 197: 4 1972.04 10808 I $0.384 '6.14 

Mac 197: 3 197203 10.8091 $0.385 $6.15 
F,b 197: 2 1972.02 10,809 $0.385 $6.15 

Jeo 197: 1 1972.01 10.809 $0.383 $6.13 

Oct 1197· 10 197110 I,!:i! $6:13 

S'pl 197· 9 ·'971.09 1$0.809 $0.382 $6.13 
A"9 197· 8' 1971.08 1$0.806 $0.379 '6.09 

M:' I 1971 5 11971.05 I $0.812 ~ $6: 12 
A", I 197· 4 11971. I $0.827 $0.352 $5.93 
Mac 197 3 11971 I $0.836 $0.346 $5.91 
Feb 197 2 11971 I $0831 $0.342 $5.86 

. Jeo 197 11971 I $O.8~ $0.344 $5.88 

10 11970.10 I J~i9 $5:94 001 I 1970 
Sapl 1970 

A"9 1970 
1 

Apr 1970 

9 11970.09 1836 1347 5.92 

8 11970.08 1.833 1.345 ".89 

'0.789 $0.543 $7.49 

$0.741 $0.545 $7.34 
$0.741 $0.557 '7.44 
$0741 . $0.558 $7.45 

$0.726. '~53 '7.35 

$0.6831 $0.522 '6.93 
17141 $0.528 '.09 

7141 $0.548 '.27 

'0.690 I $0.530 '.03 I' '0.516 185 

$0.6921 $0.513 $6.89 

$0.660 I '0,464 $6. 

1$0.8711 $0.431 $6.76 

1$0.920 '0.407 '6.73 
1$0.668 $0.391 $5.71 

I $0.666 $0.385 $5.65 

I $0.667 $0.371 $553 

I $0.666 $0.366 $5.49 
1$0.702 $0.344 $5.42 
1$0.747 $0.331 $5.47 

L $0, 747 '~,$5,35 

1$0750 $0.292 $5.14 
$0.749 $0.292 $5.14 

$0.758 I $5.11 

$0748 i $0284 ;07 

$0.750 1$0.292 ,.14 
$0.7491 $0289 

$0.7471 $0.286 ;.08 

$0750 I $0286 $5.09 
$0.750 I $0.286 $5.09 

$0.747 :~~4 $4.98 

. $0.7491 $0.278 $5.02 

$0.755 1280 $5.06 

i $0.774 1244 '4.81 
1$0,771 1241 $4.78 

1$0.771 1240 $4.78 

1$0. $4.84 
1781 )235 1.76 

1774 1228 4.67 

~ 
Mac 1970 3 197003 1830 I $0.339 ;5.83 1$0.760 $0.204 4.42 
F,b 1970 2 197002 1830 I $0340 ;5.84 1$0.760 $0.204 04.42 

~ i 1340 =i= ~ ~ 04.42 

Oot 196910 $0840 1345 $5.91 $0.; $0.210 $4.54 

S'pt 1969 9 1969.09 $0.840 I $0.345 $5.91 $0.780 $0.210 $4.54 

A"9 1969 8 1969.08 $0.830 I $0.345 $588 $0.760 $0.215 $4.51 

'"" 1969 196907 $0.810 I $0.330 $5.68 $0.750· $0.200 $4.35 

""",0: CO FA Mill Pooli09 .",ooh 

$0.789 $0.541 $7.4> 
$0.741 $0.541 $7.30 

$0.741 '0.541 $7.30 
$0741 '0.541 '7.30 
'0.726 '0.541 '7.25 

'0.882 '0.516 $6.88 

1.714 '0.516 '6.99 
1714 '0.514 $6.97 

)690 '0.514 $689 i '0.515 '684_ 

'0.638 '0.535 $6.88 
,om '0.578 $7.56 

'0692 '0526 $7.00 

$0.660 $!:ti;~; 

$0.868 $0.416 $6.62 

'0.920 '0.405 $6.71 
$0.666 $0.382 $5.62 

$0.666'0372 

$0.666 $0.363 
$0.666 $0.345 

$0.702 $0.318 
$0.747 $0.306 

$0747 ~ 

$0.74; $0.26; 
$0.74; $0.267 

$0.754 $0.268 

,jI 
$074> $0.268 

$0.747 $0.268 
$0747 $0.: 

$0.747 $0.268 

10.753 $0.266 
10.771 $0.223 
10.769 $0223 

10.770 '~ 

$0.779 $0.223 
1778 $0.223 

774 $0.223 
774 $0.224 

770 ~ 

t750 -fofa1, 
t750 $0.186 
1750 $0.186 

$0.770 $0.186 
$0770 $0.186 
$0.750 $0.192 

$0.740 $0.180 

$5.46 
$5.31 

$5.20 
$5.25 

'4.92 
'4.92 
$4.95 

$4.93 
$4.93 
$493 

>. 

$4.93 

$4.93 
$4.92 

'4.90 
$4.93 
$4.62 
$4,61 

$4.62 

$4.65 
$4.65 

14.63 
$4.64 

$463 

$423 

$4.23 
$4.23 

$4.30 
$4.30 
$4.28 

$4.14 
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CDFA - B 

Commodity Prices Used in California Class Price Formulas 

CME CME CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA CME CME DMN DMN 

BUTTER BUTTER PLANTS PLANTS BLOCK 40# BLOCK 40# WESTERN WESTERN 
GRADE AA GRADE AA NFDM NFDM CHEDDAR CHEDDAR DRY WHEY DRY WHEY 

26th-25th 26th-10th 26th-25th 26th-10th 26th-25th 26th-10th 26th-25th 26th-10th 

YEAR MONTH ($/lb.) ($lIb.) ($/lb.) ($/lb.) ($/lb.) ($/lb.) ($/lb.) ($/lb.) 

2000 January 0.9011 0.8750 1.0086 1.0085 1.1400 1.1718 0.1944 0.1969 
February 0.9188 0.9304 1.0083 1.0086 1.1089 1.1100 0.1793 0.1838 

March 0.9935 0.9775 1.0078 1.0073 1.1141 1.1170 0.1738 0.1738 

April 1.0748 1.0996 1.0079 1.0087 1.1064 1.1111 0.1728 0.1738 

May 1.2058 1.1539 1.0078 1.0078 1.0945 1.0964 0.1713 0.1713 

June 1.2744 1.3404 1.0072 1.0079 1.1749 1.1178 0.1725 0.1725 

July 1.1854 1.2071 1.0070 1.0066 1.2425 1.2580 0.1781 0.1763 

August 1.1836 1.1804 1.0087 1.0077 1.2363 1.1929 0.1838 0.1838 

September 1.1806 1.1805 1.0083 1.0089 1.3119 1.3083 0.1838 0.1838 
October 1.1490 1.1571 1.0107 1.0111 1.0789 1.1216 0.1838 0.1838 

November 1.5375 1.3536 1.0108 1.0111 1.0440 1.0100 0.1870 0.1850 
December 1.4854 1.7750 1.0102 1.0105 1.1130 1.1005 0.1991 0.1963 

2001 January 1.2109 1.1667 1.0108 1.0111 1.0990 1.1050 0.2183 0.2106 
February 1.3513 1.3175 1.0084 1.0103 1.1808 1.1236 0.2340 0.2356 

March 1.5344 1.5029 1.0061 1.0064 1.3095 1.2990 0.2375 0.2350 

April 1.7725 1.6800 1.0074 1.0071 1.3850 1.3548 0.2491 0.2463 
May 1.8750 1.8542 1.0094 1.0083 1.5889 1.5684 0.2583 0.2538 

June 1.9677 1.9335 1.0070 1.0102 1.6545 1.6433 0.2669 0.2663 
July 1.9000 1.9680 0.9526 0.9712 1.6693 1.6688 0.2694 0.2688 

August 2.0448 1.9900 0.9323 0.9308 1.6977 1.6742 0.2723 0.2731 

September 2.1532 2.2071 0.9412 0.9381 1.7261 1.7320 0.2725 0.2725 
October 1.4919 1.6346 0.9354 0.9422 1.4066 1.5855 0.2735 0.2731 
November 1.3273 1.2925 0.9238 0.9272 1.2374 1.2143 0.2738 0.2738 

December 1.2873 1.2875 0.9106 0.9185 1.2750 1.3005 0.2700 0.2725 

2002 January 1.3500 1.3483 0.9054 0.9094 1.3261 1.2800 0.2438 0.2544 

February 1.2544 1.2625 0.9031 0.9030 1.2250 1.2453 0.2250 0.2288 

March 1.2479 1.2600 0.9016 0.9032 1.2050 1.1933 0.2128 0.2131 
April 1.1842 1.2075 0.9013 0.9011 1.2448 1.2382 0.2013 0.2056 

May 1.0679 1.0664 0.8997 0.9015 1.2099 1.2230 0.1755 0.1788 

June 1.0448 1.0779 0.8996 0.8993 1.1457 1.1688 0.1588 0.1638 

July 1.0260 1.0317 0.8993 0.8998 1.0764 1.0739 0.1453 0.1463 

August 1.0002 1.0314 0.9003 0.9001 1.1561 1.1602 0.1465 0.1463 

September 0.9588 0.9454 0.9022 0.9011 1.1807 1.1445 0.1575 0.1525 



CDFA- B 

Commodity Prices Used in California Class Price Formulas 

CME CME CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA CME CME DMN DMN 
BUTTER BUTTER PLANTS PLANTS BLOCK 40# BLOCK 40# WESTERN WESTERN 

GRADE AA GRADE AA NFDM NFDM CHEDDAR CHEDDAR DRY WHEY DRY WHEY 

26th-25th 26th-10th 26th-25th 26th-10th 26th-25th 26th-10th 26th-25th 26th-10th 
YEAR MONTH ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($lIb.) 

October 1.0227 0.9929 0.9061 0.9040 1.2302 1.2977 0.1860 0.1781 
November 1.0371 1.0179 0.9101 0.9073 1.0835 1.0755 0.2088 0.2038 
December 1.1139 1.1090 0.8594 0.9004 1.1290 1.1308 0.2191 0.2200 

2003 January 1.0982 1.1196 0.8122 0.8196 1.1443 1.1270 0.1933 0.2000 
February 1.0471 1.0557 0.8035 0.8065 1.1229 1.1627 0.1616 0.1650 
March 1.0823 1.0696 0.8030 0.8012 1.0694 1.0542 0.1528 0.1531 
April 1.0917 1.0893 0.8021 0.8019 1.1136 1.1079 0.1460 0.1525 
May 1.0888 1.0867 0.8008 0.8013 1.1431 1.1510 0.1360 0.1369 
June 1.1104 1.0996 0.8023 0.8009 1.1649 1.1398 0.1366 0.1350 
July 1.1833 1.1395 0.8031 0.8039 1.4655 1.4223 0.1468 0.1413 
August 1.1835 1.2158 0.8016 0.8032 1.5958 1.5913 0.1 685 0.1644 
September 1.1652 1.1433 0.8034 0.8032 1.6000 1.6000 0.1803 0.1781 
October 1.1829 1.1814 0.8053 0.8048 1.6000 1.6000 0.1913 0.1900 
November 1.1998 1.1925 0.8093 0.8060 1.4288 1.4875 0.1950 0.1950 
December 1.2956 1.2525 0.8055 0.8070 1.3453 1.3600 0.1848 0.1919 

2004 January 1.3743 1.3455 0.8023 0.8033 1.3029 1.3025 0.1706 0.1731 
February 1.6579 1.5707 0.8015 0.8015 1.3688 1.3279 0.1631 0.1650 
March 2.1275 2.0229 0.8038 0.8017 1.7439 1.5323 0.1666 0.1613 
April 2.2052 2.0858 0.8116 0.8056 2.1404 2.0908 0.2208 0.2163 
May 2.0958 2.1457 0.8218 0.8131 2.0634 2.1677 0.2631 0.2588 
June 1.9160 1.8592 0.8333 0.8299 1.7648 1.8000 0.2683 0.2750 
July 1.7818 1.8740 0.8356 0.8368 1.4279 1.3956 0.2356 0.2413 
August 1.5630 1.5893 0.8437 0.8462 1.5636 1.5304 0.2181 0.2200 
September 1.7369 1.6942 0.8457 0.8420 1.5660 1.5645 0.2160 0.2131 
October 1.6863 1.7383 0.8476 0.8507 1.5174 1.5285 0.2266 0.2238 
November 1.8558 1.6868 0.8478 0.8462 1.6613 1.5750 0.2410 0.2363 
December 1.7705 1.9592 0.8663 0.8592 1.6397 1.8038 0.2528 0.2506 

2005 January 1.5725 1.5675 0.8801 0.8733 1.5766 1.4880 0.2584 0.2569 
February 1.6071 1.6011 0.8865 0.8837 1.5299 1.5752 0.2625 0.2600 
March 1.5543 1.5380 0.8946 0.8922 1.5204 1.5428 0.2700 0.2669 
April 1.5179 1.5558 0.9007 0.8939 1.5733 1.6063 0.2769 0.2750 
May 1.4025 1.3817 0.9109 0.9097 1.4745 1.4461 0.2859 0.2838 
June 1.4923 1.4329 0.9048 0.9040 1.4921 1.4886 0.2945 0.2938 

2 

.. 
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CDFA- B 

Commodity Prices Used in California Class Price Formulas 

CME CME CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA CME CME DMN DMN 
BUTTER BUTTER PLANTS PLANTS BLOCK 40# BLOCK 40# WESTERN WESTERN 

GRADE AA GRADE AA NFDM NFDM CHEDDAR CHEDDAR DRY WHEY DRY WHEY 

26th-25th 26th-10th 26th-25th 26th-10th 26th-25th 26th-10th 26th-25th 26th-10th 
YEAR MONTH ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($11 b.) ($lIb.) 

July 1.6402 1.6795 0.9201 0.9083 1.5239 1.5478 0.3054 0.3025 
August 1.6665 1.6457 0.9374 0.9362 1.4195 1.3975 0.3100 0.3100 
September 1.7098 1.6992 0.9500 0.9493 1.5384 1.4933 0.3173 0.3163 
October 1.6427 1.6493 0.9682 0.9533 1.4849 1.5164 0.3219 0.3225 
November 1.4627 1.4954 0.9724 0.9827 1.3808 1.3871 0.3280 0.3250 
December 1.3648 1.3800 0.9743 0.9780 1.4304 1.4190 0.3384 0.3356 

2006 January 1.3553 1.3771 0.9359 0.9801 1.3581 1.3678 0.3466 0.3450 
February 1.2092 1.2398 0.8737 0.8980 1.2146 1.2410 0.3515 0.3525 
March 1.1690 1.1753 0.8480 0.8533 1.1586 1.1350 0.3381 0.3450 
April 1.1580 1.1573 0.8363 0.8395 1.1667 1.1727 0.3125 0.3175 
May 1.1767 1.1786 0.8173 0.8304 1.1775 1.1605 0.3031 0.3050 
June 1.1698 1.1730 0.8063 0.8075 1.2011 1.2080 0.2910 0.2900 
July 1.1516 1.1508 0.8149 0.8077 1.1643 1.1694 0.2906 0.2900 
August 1.2742 1.2513 0.8329 0.8273 1.2091 1.1858 0.3018 0.2956 
September 1.3319 1.3525 0.8383 0.8368 1.3041 1.3308 0.3213 0.3125 
October 1.3265 1.3139 0.8676 0.8555 1.2383 1.2384 0.3550 0.3488 
November 1.2900 1.2863 0.9224 0.8913 1.3490 1.3083 0.3938 0.3863 
December 1.2558 1.2595 0.9762 0.9572 1.3318 1.3410 0.4331 0.4263 

2007 January 1.2153 1.2015 1.0266 0.9993 1.3161 1.3330 0.4781 0.4675 
February 1.2250 1.2357 1.0702 1.0472 1.3376 1.3418 0.5680 0.5625 
March 1.3048 1.2948 1.1353 1.1078 1.3715 1.3663 0.6700 0.6375 
April 1.3580 1.3368 1.2574 1.2023 1.4381 1.4132 0.7388 0.7300 
May 1.4657 1.4359 1.3753 1.3448 1.6835 1.6393 0.8038 0.7863 
June 1.5088 1.5389 1.4727 1.4203 1.9824 1.9178 0.8238 0.8238 
July 1.4871 1.4800 1.8065 1.5936 1.9427 1.9788 0.7809 0.8106 
August 1.4618 1.5013 1.9753 1.9327 1.9242 1.8960 0.6175 0.6375 
September 1.3996 1.4250 2.0533 2.0528 2.0170 2.0753 0.4419 0.4713 
October 1.3045 1.3159 2.0639 2.0614 1.8724 1.8820 0.4025 0.3975 
November 1.3471 1.3255 1.9680 2.0370 2.0649 2.0170 0.4295 0.4250 
December 1.3351 1.3384 1.8151 1.8407 2.0381 2.1457 0.4406 0.4425 

2008 January 1.2320 1.2390 1.5505 1.7009 1.8730 2.0308 0.3780 0.4275 
February 1.2080 1.2223 1.3188 1.4868 1.9350 1.8348 0.2588 0.2750 
March 1.3188 1.2803 1.2738 1.2482 1.8748 1.9605 0.2394 0.2350 
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CDFA- B 

Commodity Prices Used in California Class Price Formulas 

CME CME CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA CME CME DMN DMN 
BUTTER BUTTER PLANTS PLANTS BLOCK 40# BLOCK 40# WESTERN WESTERN 

GRADE AA GRADE AA NFDM NFDM CHEDDAR CHEDDAR DRY WHEY DRY WHEY 

26th·25th 26th·10th 26th·25th 26th·10th 26th·25th 26th-10th 26th·25th 26th·10th 
YEAR MONTH ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($lIb.) 

April 1.3811 1.3679 1.2387 1.2498 1.8598 1.8242 0.2730 0.2650 
May 1.4670 1.4425 1.2973 1.2614 2.0448 1.9595 0.2813 0.2825 
June 1.4892 1.4820 1.3351 1.3421 2.0900 2.1905 0.2800 0.2800 
July 1.5394 1.5418 1.3647 1.3528 1.9561 1.9140 0.2800 0.2800 
August 1.6148 1.5993 1.3477 1.3585 1.7943 1.8553 0.2756 0.2800 
September 1.6727 1.6427 1.2357 1.3301 1.8430 1.7489 0.2338 0.2488 
October 1.7389 1.7298 0.9769 1.1214 1.8418 1.8559 0. 1860 0.1850 
November 1.6451 1.6791 0.8684 0.9174 1.6950 1.6467 0.1663 0.1700 
December 1.2266 1.2939 0.8349 0.8639 1.5788 1.7853 0.1588 0.1600 

2009 January 1.1165 1.1275 0.8161 0.8146 1.0907 1.1178 0.1495 0.1500 
February 1.1047 1.1008 0.8074 0.8106 1.1992 1.1456 0.1519 0.1488 
March 1.1728 1.1594 0.8058 0.8036 1.2321 1.1900 0.1747 0.1644 
April 1.1961 1.1870 0.8082 0.8069 1.2279 1.2723 0.2200 0.2150 
May 1.2449 1.2313 0.8124 0.8084 1.1418 1.1503 0.2563 0.2488 
June 1.2337 1.2550 0.8203 0.8212 1.1397 1.1483 0.2925 0.2825 
July 1.2263 1.1965 0.8198 0.8152 1.1268 1.1125 0.3170 0.3175 
August 1.2172 1.2414 0.8458 0.8296 1.3157 1.2623 0.3200 0.3200 
September 1.2068 1.1698 0.9514 0.9355 1.3261 1.3189 0.3210 0.3200 
October 1.2575 1.2405 0.9793 0.9577 1.4541 1.4428 0.3350 0.3313 
November 1.4700 1.4196 1.0627 0.9980 1.5588 1.5269 0.3581 0.3525 
December 1.4182 1.4683 1.2718 1.2271 1.6867 1.6986 0.3860 0.3756 

2010 January 1.3871 1.3303 1.1598 1.2775 1.4462 1.4492 0.4059 0.4044 
February 1.3555 1.3446 1.0697 1.0757 1.4691 1.5033 0.4050 0.4050 
March 1.4559 1.4453 1.0213 1.0192 1.2883 1.3089 0.4041 0.4044 
April 1.5239 1.4943 1.0750 1.0409 1.4144 1.4288 0.4000 0.4000 
May 1.5947 1.6009 1.0936 1.0952 1.4231 1.3834 0.3972 0.3981 
June 1.6139 1.5711 1.2345 1.2792 1.4065 1.4186 0.3915 0.3950 
July 1.7643 1.7447 1.2041 1.2165 1.5189 1.4564 0.3859 0.3863 
August 1.9153 1.8346 1.1387 1.1520 1.6191 1.6046 0.3775 0.3788 
September 2.2170 2.2107 1.0984 1.1183 1.7260 1.7123 0.3725 0.3725 
October 2.1990 2.2145 1.1118 1.1103 1.7436 1.7613 0.3828 0.3800 
November 2.0123 2.1075 1.1662 1.1501 1.4942 1.5406 0.3888 0.3875 
December 1.6154 1.5848 1.1667 1.1924 1.4058 1.4758 0.3925 0.3925 
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CDFA - 8 

Commodity Prices Used in California Class Price Formulas 

CME CME CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA CME CME DMN DMN 

BUTTER BUTTER PLANTS PLANTS BLOCK 40# BLOCK 40# WESTERN WESTERN 

GRADE AA GRADE AA NFDM NFDM CHEDDAR CHEDDAR DRY WHEY DRY WHEY 

26th·25th 26th·10th 26th·25th 26th·10th 26th·25th 26th·10th 26th·25th 26th·10th 

YEAR MONTH ($/lb.) ($/lb.) ($/lb.) ($/lb.) ($/lb.) ($/lb.) ($/lb.) ($/lb.) 

2011 January 1.9323 1.7798 1.2221 1.1470 1.4308 1.3434 0.4047 0.3988 

February 2.0710 2.1000 1.3149 1.2648 1.8689 1.7952 0.4425 0.4181 

March 2.0930 2.0967 1.4409 1.3875 1.8529 2.0081 0.4831 0.4775 

April 1.9971 1.9993 1.5320 1.5067 1.6136 1.6115 0.4859 0.4856 

May 2.0518 2.0618 1.5612 1.5358 1.6526 1.6284 0.5031 0.4963 

June 2.1325 2.1434 1.6199 1.6081 2.0542 1.9932 0.5355 0.5306 

July 2.0330 2.0328 1.5852 1.6025 2.1100 2.1219 0.5666 0.5606 

August 2.0868 2.0902 1.5775 1.5706 2.0360 2.1390 0.5866 0.5838 

September 1.9443 2.0288 1.5570 1.5618 1.7716 1.7895 0.6078 0.6056 

October 1.8055 1.7634 1.5095 1.5480 1.7184 1.7309 0.6300 0.6263 

November 1.7727 1.8444 1.4573 1.4922 1.8582 1.8206 0.6403 0.6344 

December 1.6228 1.6448 1.4022 1.4145 1.6551 1.7335 0.6606 0.6550 

2012 January 1.5964 1.6070 1.3676 1.3913 1.5654 1.5808 0.6959 0.6806 

February 1.4511 1.4840 1.3604 1.3690 1.4854 1.4902 0.6693 0.6813 

March 1.4734 1.4353 1.3293 1.3537 1.5200 1.4778 0.5431 0.5425 

April 1.4403 1.4657 1.2749 1.3075 1.4969 1.4895 0.5153 0.5213 

May 1.3477 1.3311 1.1735 1.2416 1.5147 1.5227 0.4950 0.4963 

June 1.4565 1.4039 1.0891 1.1187 1.6221 1.6089 0.4834 0.4838 

July 1.5571 1.5283 1.0781 1.0456 1.6746 1.6445 0.4931 0.4888 

August 1.7350 1.6902 1.2113 1.1754 1.7992 1.7529 0.5355 0.5269 

September 1.8589 1.8463 1.2913 1.2609 1.8850 1.8393 0.5897 0.5825 

October 1.9164 1.9352 1.4184 1.3843 2.0692 2.0911 0.6091 0.6038 

November 1.8526 1.8873 1.4840 1.4643 1.9755 2.0718 0.6238 0.6225 

December 1.5894 1.6102 1.5199 1.5020 1.7607 1.7836 0.6338 0.6338 

2013 January 1.4871 1.4830 1.5245 1.5085 1.7156 1.7436 0.6145 0.6275 

February 1.5663 1.5450 1.5580 1.5397 1.6488 1.6460 0.5788 0.5831 

March 1.6281 1.5847 1.5125 1.5400 1.6101 1.5819 0.5622 0.5638 
April 1.7133 1.6770 1.4887 1.4822 1.7983 1.7311 0.5619 0.5600 

May 1.6237 1.6577 1.5564 1.5500 1.8261 1.8795 0.5753 0.5738 

June 1.5282 1.5415 1.6552 1.5741 1.7289 1.7390 0.5856 0.5831 

July 1.4768 1.4873 1.6879 1.6730 1.6879 1.6595 0.5919 0.5919 

August 1.4020 1.4245 1.7345 1.7116 1.7555 1.7780 0.5873 0.5875 

September 1.4883 1.4284 1.7804 1.7686 1.7878 1.7702 0.5706 0.5769 
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CDFA- B 

Commodity Prices Used In California Class Price Formulas 

CME CME CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA CME CME DMN DMN 
BUTTER BUTTER PLANTS PLANTS BLOCK 40# BLOCK 40# WESTERN WESTERN 

GRADE AA GRADE AA NFDM NFDM CHEDDAR CHEDDAR DRY WHEY DRY WHEY 

26th·25th 26th·10th 26th·25th 26th-10th 26th·25th 26th·10th 26th·25th 26th·10th 
YEAR MONTH ($/lb.) ($lIb.) ($lIb.) ($/lb.) ($/lb.) ($/lb.) ($/lb.) ($lIb.) 

October 1.5452 1.5927 1.8146 1.7995 1.8042 1.7636 0.5706 0.5638 
November 1.5845 1.5268 1.8681 1.8301 1.8513 1.8850 0.5666 0.5638 
December 1.6130 1.6489 1.9153 1.8994 1.9237 1.8878 0.5809 0.5775 

2014 January 1.7005 1.5945 1.9844 1.9576 2.1496 2.0743 0.5990 0.5963 
February 1.8246 1.8693 2.0339 2.0178 2.2249 2.3111 0.6156 0.6113 
March 1.8845 1.8583 2.0380 2.0341 2.3260 2.2469 0.6384 0.6300 
April 1.9470 1.9808 2.0005 2.0140 2.2826 2.3383 0.6493 0.6456 
May 2.1114 2.0570 1.8363 1.9627 2.0445 2.0915 0.6650 0.6656 
June 2.2461 2.2566 1.8431 1.8727 2.0172 2.0116 0.6575 0.6600 
July 2.4483 2.4038 1.8072 1.8179 1.9938 1.9795 0.6625 0.6575 
August 2.5439 2.4405 1.7902 1.8133 2.1185 2.0325 0.6700 0.6700 
September 2.9341 2.8373 1.4742 1.5430 2.3577 2.3355 0.6344 0.6525 
October 2.5251 2.8882 1.5315 1.4651 2.2157 2.1 839 0.6020 0.6025 
November 1.9624 1.9311 1.4169 1.4916 2.0032 2.1545 0.5900 0.5931 
December 1.8180 1.9692 1.3053 1.3581 1.6149 1.6325 0.5713 0.5825 

2015 January 1.5474 1.5475 1.0360 1.1777 1.5264 1.5513 0.4800 0.4850 
February 1.7161 1.7313 0.9969 0.9881 1.5286 1.5200 0.4538 0.4575 
March 1.7063 1.7306 0.9979 1.0202 1.5540 1.5533 0.4463 0.4475 
April 1.7737 1.7477 0.9582 0.9761 1.5785 1.5695 0.4415 0.4425 
May 1.9190 1.8715 0.9510 0.9430 1.6185 1.6103 0.4325 0.4375 
June 1.9058 1.9113 0.9276 0.9349 1.7092 1.7133 0.4213 0.4250 

Source: CDFA 
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Blend Prices By Month, Based on Regulated Minimum Prices 1 

January 2000-June 2015 

Component Test Blend Price 

Year Fat SNF @test 3.5/8.7 

2000 January 3.781% 8.789% $ 10.90 $ 10.55 

February 3.750% 8.770% $ 10.73 $ 10.44 

March 3.747% 8.762% $ 10.81 $ 10.52 

April 3.636% 8.750% $ 11.03 $ 10.84 

May 3.606% 8.728% $ 11.18 $ 11.03 

June 3.551% 8.693% $ 11.63 $ 11.57 

July 3.556% 8.691% $ 11.85 $ 11.79 

August 3.586% 8.691% $ 11.93 $ 11.83 

September 3.644% 8.735% $ 12.32 $ 12.11 

October 3.703% 8.793% $ 11.41 $ 11.09 

November 3.791% 8.841% $ 12.04 $ 11.49 

December 3.792% 8.818% $ 12.32 $ 11.78 

2001 January 3.811% 8.831% $ 12.04 $ 11.51 

February 3.771% 8.807% $ 12.29 $ 11.81 

March 3.707% 8.752% $ 13.03 $ 12.65 

April 3.662% 8.753% $ 13.76 $ 13.42 

May 3.594% 8.690% $ 14.65 $ 14.47 

June 3.567% 8.671% $ 15.34 $ 15.22 

July 3.574% 8.667% $ 15.25 $ 15.13 

August 3.587% 8.699% $ 15.67 $ 15.48 

September 3.626% 8.751% $ 16.07 $ 15.73 

October 3.687% 8.785% $ 13.89 $ 13.48 

November 3.765% 8.818% $ 12.96 $ 12.44 

December 3.848% 8.844% $ 12.31 $ 11.71 

2002 January 3.842% 8.810% $ 12.53 $ 11.95 

February 3.788% 8.795% $ 11.75 $ 11.28 

March 3.718% 8.787% $ 11.47 $ 11.12 

April 3.656% 8.746% $ 11.38 $ 11.15 

May 3.625% 8.749% $ 10.98 $ 10.79 

June 3.575% 8.711% $ 10.43 $ 10.34 

July 3.556% 8.677% $ 10.08 $ 10.04 

August 3.581% 8.695% $ 10.31 $ 10.23 

September 3.639% 8.710% $ 10.49 $ 10.34 

October 3.704% 8.753% $ 10.85 $ 10.60 

November 3.782% 8.799% $ 10.57 $ 10.19 

December 3.800% 8.795% $ 10.64 $ 10.23 

2003 January 3.783% 8.754% $ 10.51 $ 10.15 

CDFA-C 



CDFA - C 

Component Test Blend Price 

I Year Fat SNF @test 3.5/8.7 

February 3.745% 8.754% $ 10.15 $ 9.84 

March 3.715% 8.733% $ 9.93 $ 9.67 

April 3.678% 8.735% $ 9.97 $ 9.75 

May 3.644% 8.714% $ 9.96 $ 9.79 

June 3.549% 8.677% $ 9.96 $ 9.92 

July 3.543% 8.637% $ 11.48 $ 11.48 

August 3.543% 8.688% $ 12.76 $ 12.72 

September 3.605% 8.744% $ 13.28 $ 13.11 

October 3.656% 8.801% $ 13.50 $ 13.21 

November 3.752% 8.868% $ 12.78 $ 12.32 

December 3.791% 8.860% $ 12.36 $ 11.84 

2004 January 3.786% 8.822% $ 11 .96 $ 11.46 

February 3.755% 8.796% $ 12.57 $ 12.06 

March 3.683% 8.751% $ 14.60 $ 14.17 

April 3.622% 8.752% $ 17.29 $ 16.95 

May 3.577% 8.744% $ 17.65 $ 17.43 

June 3.568% 8.730% $ 16.37 $ 16.20 

July 3.554% 8.712% $ 13.89 $ 13.77 

August 3.588% 8.736% $ 13.66 $ 13.48 

September 3.645% 8.779% $ 14.29 $ 13.95 

October 3.706% 8.829% $ 14.03 $ 13.55 

November 3.779% 8:885% $ 15.19 $ 14.48 

December 3.797% 8.870% $ 15.20 $ .14.47 

2005 January 3.804% 8.837% $ 14.90 $ 14.24 

February 3.728% 8.806% $ 14.18 $ 13.69 

March 3.658% 8.783% $ 14.05 $ 13.71 

April 3.637% 8.803% $ 14.08 $ 13.77 

May 3.595% 8.743% $ 13.50 $ 13.31 

June 3.559% 8.739% $ 13.40 $ 13.27 

July 3.561% 8.669% $ 13.81 $ 13.73 

August 3.545% 8.719% $ 13.48 $ 13.39 

September 3.632% 8.812% $ 14.33 $ 13.99 

October 3.709% 8.863% $ 14.31 $ 13.80 

November 3.742% 8.884% $ 13.62 $ 13.08 

December 3.772% 8.888% $ 13.70 $ 13.13 

2006 January 3.767% 8.863% $ 13.15 $ 12.62 

February 3.729% 8.849% $ 11 .86 $ 11.45 

March 3.733% 8.871% $ 11 .29 $ 10.88 

April 3.694% 8.830% $ 10.92 $ 10.60 

May 3.584% 8.755% $ 10.75 $ 10.60 
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CDFA- C 

Component Test Blend Price 

I Year Fat SNF @test 3.5/8.7 

June 3.573% 8.732% $ 10.72 $ 10.61 

July 3.556% 8.649% $ 10.48 $ 10.45 

August 3.545% 8.744% $ 10.93 $ 10.84 

September 3.634% 8.795% $ 11.77 $ 11.52 

October 3.693% 8.863% $ 11.98 $ 11.59 

November 3.717% 8.883% $ 12.47 $ 12.02 

December 3.779% 8.878% $ 12.73 $ 12.21 

2007 January 3.795% 8.876% $ 12.93 $ 12.40 

February 3.735% 8.828% $ 13.56 $ 13.14 

March 3.689% 8.797% $ 14.32 $ 13.96 

April 3.634% 8.799% $ 15.32 $ 15.01 

May 3.584% 8.793% $ 17.24 $ 16.98 

June 3.583% 8.764% $ 19.63 $ 19.39 

July 3.561% 8.729% $ 20.45 $ 20.30 

August 3.571% 8.725% $ 20.59 $ 20.43 

September 3.612% 8.767% $ 20.68 $ 20.39 

October 3.709% 8.857% $ 20.42 $ 19.86 

November 3.710% 8.849% $ 21.18 $ 20.62 

December 3.785% 8.885% $ 20.18 $ 19.48 

2008 January 3.808% 8.854% $ 18.45 $ 17.82 

February 3.772% 8.836% $ 17.63 $ 17.09 

March 3.696% 8.812% $ 16.79 $ 16.37 

April 3.662% 8.802% $ 16.59 $ 16.22 

May 3.627% 8.783% $ 17.45 $ 17.15 

June 3.588% 8.752% $ 18.01 $ 17.80 

July 3.558% 8.716% $ 17.86 $ 17.75 

August 3.582% 8.728% $ 16.88 $ 16.71 

September 3.598% 8.776% $ 16.88 $ 16.61 

October 3.671% 8.847% $ 16.31 $ 15.83 

November 3.694% 8.873% $ 15.17 $ 14.66 

December 3.767% 8.904% $ 13.34 $ 12.79 

2009 January 3.755% 8.857% $ 11.23 $ 10.80 

February 3.699% 8.825% $ 10.29 $ 9.98 

March 3.646% 8.810% $ 10.49 $ 10.24 

April 3.602% 8.810% $ 10.46 $ 10.26 

May 3.535% 8.775% $ 10.25 $ 10.16 

June 3.522% 8.757% $ 10.10 $ 10.04 

July 3.509% 8.710% $ 10.06 $ 10.04 

August 3.528% 8.745% $ 10.99 $ 10.92 

September 3.586% 8.781% $ 11.66 $ 11.48 
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CDFA -C 

Component Test Blend Price 

I Year Fat SNF @test 3.5/8.7 

October 3.672% 8.863% $ 12.70 $ 12.34 

November 3.743% 8.918% $ 14.13 $ 13.56 

December 3.792% 8.911% $ 15.55 $ 14.89 

2010 January 3.756% 8.862% $ 14.44 $ 13.90 

February 3.691% 8.826% $ 13.92 $ 13.52 

March 3.642% 8.832% $ 13.14 $ 12.81 

April 3.592% 8.835% $ 13.29 $ 13.03 

May 3.559% 8.841% $ 13.57 $ 13.35 

June 3.512% 8.809% $ 13.99 $ 13.87 

July 3.487% 8.767% $ 14.70 $ 14.66 

August 3.532% 8.793% $ 15.41 $ 15.26 

September 3.607% 8.837% $ 16.34 $ 15.97 

October 3.651% 8.850% $ 16.86 $ 16.36 

November 3.756% 8.922% $ 15.92 $ 15.16 

December 3.816% 8.927% $ 14.90 $ 14.13 

2011 January 3.832% 8.897% $ 15.68 $ 14.82 

February 3.785% 8.873% $ 17.93 $ 17.12 

March 3.731% 8.862% $ 18.38 $ 17.68 

April 3.681% 8.835% $ 17.91 $ 17.37 

May 3.649% 8.841% $ 18.13 $ 17.64 

June 3.630% 8.805% $ 20.30 $ 19.86 

July 3.568% 8.766% $ 20.16 $ 19.92 

August 3.596% 8.801% $ 20.27 $ 19.91 

September 3.627% 8.827% $ 19.00 $ 18.56 

October 3.702% 8.887% $ 18.22 $ 17.60 

November 3.791% 8.971% $ 18.89 $ 17.99 

December 3.827% 8.976% $ 17.37 $ 16.48 

2012 January 3.786% 8.927% $ 16.65 $ 15.91 

February 3.737% 8.887% $ 15.51 $ 14.94 

March 3.723% 8.882% $ 15.47 $ 14.93 

April 3.676% 8.873% $ 14.90 $ 14.45 

May 3.609% 8.842% $ 14.30 $ 14.00 

June 3.618% 8.828% $ 14.64 $ 14.33 

July 3.621% 8.788% $ 15.10 $ 14.82 

August 3.670% 8.736% $ 16.53 $ 16.19 

September 3.709% 8.828% $ 17.67 $ 17.12 

October 3.765% 8.898% $ 19.67 $ 18.86 

November 3.835% 8.956% $ 19.89 $ 18.87 

December 3.853% 8.961% $ 18.60 $ 17.65 

2013 January 3.871% 8.944% $ 17.89 $ 16.98 
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I 
Component Test Blend Price 

Year Fat SNF @test 3.5/8.7 

February 3.799% 8.914% $ 17.80 $ 17.03 

March 3.723% 8.883% $ 17.29 $ 16.69 

April 3.675% 8.878% $ 18.19 $ 17.65 

May 3.628% 8.858% $ 18.23 $ 17.79 

June 3.621% 8.824% $ 17.81 $ 17.45 

July 3.608% 8.781% $ 17.53 $ 17.25 

August 3.634% 8.845% $ 18.11 $ 17.71 

September 3.694% 8.882% $ 18.71 $ 18.14 

October 3.807% 8.989% $ 19.41 $ 18.49 

November 3.819% 9.025% $ 20.02 $ 19.00 

December 3.851% 9.025% $ 20.76 $ 19.66 

2014 January 3.800% 8.970% $ 22.18 $ 21.18 

February 3.732% 8.934% $ 22.90 $ 22.04 

March 3.698% 8.924% $ 23.61 $ 22.81 

April 3.657% 8.909% $ 23.38 $ 22.68 

May 3.620% 8.892% $ 21.99 $ 21.42 

June 3.586% 8.879% $ 21.89 $ 21.41 

July 3.588% 8.840% $ 21.63 $ 21.20 

August 3.608% 8.864% $ 22.55 $ 22.02 

September 3.661% 8.874% $ 23.58 $ 22.84 

October 3.735% 8.960% $ 22.89 $ 21.87 

November 3.795% 9.009% $ 20.45 $ 19.37 

December 3.812% 8.994% $ 17.86 $ 16.90 

2015 January 3.810% 8.960% $ 15.31 $ 14.52 

February 3.716% 8.922% $ 14.79 $ 14.20 

March 3.685% 8.928% $ 14.72 $ 14.18 

April 3.659% 8.943% $ 14.71 $ 14.20 

May 3.637% 8.889% $ 15.04 $ 14.60 

June 3.606% 8.872% $ 15.39 $ 15.02 

1 Average prices are based on pool credits to producers. They have not been adjusted for 
Transportation Allowances credited to producers, or Regional Quota Adjusters deducted from 
producers. 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 

COFA-C 
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200t APRil 

2001 WlY 

2001 JUNE 

2001 JULY 

2ml AUGUST 

2001 SEPTEMBER 

2001 OCTOBER 

2001 NOVEMBER 

DECEM8ER 

= FEBRUARY 

2002 tM.RCIi 

2002 APRil - ~, 
2002 JUNE 

2002 JULY 

2002 AUGUST 

2002 SEPTEMBER 

2002 OCTOBER = NO~EMBER 

2000 FEBRUARY 

1003 WlRCH 

1003 APRil 

= W, 
= JUNE 

20QJ JULY 

20QJ AUGUST 

200J SEPTEMBER 

2003 OCTOBER 

2003 NOVEMBER 

2004 FEBRUARY 

20001 APRil 

2004 WlY 

2004 JUNE 

2004 JULY 

2004 AUGUST 

2004 SEPTEMBER 

2004 OCTOBER 

:1004 OOVEMBER 

2,199.E7.11G6 

2,780,117,645 

2,BTB.I39,685 

2,m,521,583 

2,1309.31I,IC 

1,802.009,1501 

2$7.375,G64 

I,M,lTS,Wl 

2,9011,077,757 

1.940,e:!8,951 

2,M,I57,081 

2,892,_,010 

2,816,111,291 

2,!I5O,J17,l'94 

3,012.782,305 

2'-,621,1:;4 

2.9013.563,005 

2.945.500,188 

107,759,608 

103,000,951 

104,620.132 

105,MJ.342 

103,643,741 

100,213,261 

107,12\1,241 

~.0e4.524 

240,3n,OOI 

243,4T.1,541 

243.711,Sl9 

=,977.067 

245.295,457 

244.564,357 

254.450,946 

249,663,567 

250,768,018 

0"'.'52,672 

258,358,553 

26J,450,791 

25:2.00a.874 

256,436.5eO 

257,332,003 

2:1,517,77:; 

lU70,632 

U,184,203 

22,075,= 

22,034,4&1 

22,700,_ 

21,no,SOlI 

22,557,7~ 

21.734,810 

22,422,e79 

21.:J.I5.423 

18,=.200 

111,148,:/65 

20,132,142 

19,_,399 

22.:)1)1,618 

20.335.531 

;2.oo7.S58 

22.D07.s.t:l 

20.9.02.621 

=,~ 

~,

M,~ 

577,706 

693,959 

,.~ 

803,01. 

m.434 

1,82S,71lS 

1,951,5501 

l,ooe.l1) 

1,~7,155 

1,555,699 

1,900,aaa 

1,937,9901 

1,782,089 

1,925,62(1 

1.959,116 

1.852,83] 

11,S7l.862 

12,0195,555 

11,(18,124 

12,158.3(18 

11,700,005 

12.676)37 

11,711,107 

12.579,27& 

13,171.551 

12,441.493 

11,520,974 

12.!109,252 

12,36e,7S3 

10,110;;173 

4,O6'l,400 

4,741.220 

4.7S3.715 

~,!Hl,oIOO 

~.ooe.o!Ol 

5,550,00:; 

~,075,()3.1 

6,246.5eJ 

5,080.961' 

4,999.155 

6,OIW,405 

6.891,_ 

4,W.B:XI 

5.419.791 

5,474,060 

5._.274 

5.110.e07 

5.639.030 

5.253._ 

6.~:!.58 

8.698,700 

9.827,799 

9,\156,238 

9.no.l04 

9,639,195 

9,044,5<12 

8.993,131 

8,113,786 

8,578,275 

7,661,107 

8,049,860 

7.640,518 

7.313,33' 

8,455,9:32 

3J.5.09,5<lB 

31,477,_ 

30,033,061 

21,416,144 

J!l,B92,7t19 

J1,224,91t 

:)9,065,65:2 

.1UI2,865 

34,114,412 

33,838,99:1 

30,576,056 

30,670,088 

32,189,559 

35,152.333 

38,oiSG,5.02 

35,2n,'28 

34,11&,503 

37.715,678 

33.324,6'" 

43,471,234 

42,"2,&016 

43,3S1,571 

42,e5.0,931 

C,S3S,991 

C,I44.~ 

41,978.143 

.jS,JOO,718 

47,78&,140 

44,«0,8$2 

45,3:1".4S8 

45,942,035 

45,919,249 

47, ..... 970 

48,453.6'8 

S.,I8&,I55 

46,671,415 

5\,637,553 

52,1~l,'7~ 

S3,024,5OJ 

55,214.9S9 

5:/,0013,206 

9,185,308 

8,062,797 

5,78e,a91 

8,545,092 

9,324)69 

&,702,756 

1/,709,181 

9,1/71,413 

9,=.101 

9,342,118 

9,813.005 

15.134,9018 

9,545,500 

8.155,345 

9,2n,g78 

9,179,S3a 

9,069,27'> 

8,0134,971 

e.~,5IU 

7/>71,785 

6.753,053 

~,73tl,_ 

7,1010,1611 

7,S2O,~ 

8,070,721 

8,009,825 

70,$24,475 

72,!;a),761 

74,157,065 

CDFA·D 

$2,&59,392 219,745,702 

91,007,117 2:15,062,061 

93,1:11,000 233,636.693 

23S,~,7!lO 

226,e7~,307 

236.448,333 

227,971,5<11 

221,932,342 

231,297,117 

10,014,~8 11>9.755,800 142,025,312 

79,2J8,~97 120,1015,573 270,600.813 

71,395,_ 1t7,SOlI,I71 2S.,113,118 

78,428.227 122,529,725 269,~72,eo.! 

00,993,_ 123,2.1,186 1~,41e,l56 

82,(lJ9,~7 121,761,182 2.7,808,141 

e5,Ml,535 121,15<1,100 15S,497,llge 

55,002,134 115,7112,~9 244,~,357 

63,556,&18 117,209,350 15.0,.so,_ 

6Il,&l3,BTB 111,S66,6Il2 2.9,663,5117 
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Ynf Monlh 

?OlD MA ... CH 

2010 APRIL 

2010 MAY 

2010 JUNE 

2010 JULY 

2010 AUGUST 

2010 SEPTEt,1SER 

2010 OCTOBER 

2010 ~VE1A5E'" 

3.157.116.702 

3.147.220.1;23 

3.246.13"2.!I5O 

3.111.C4a.189 

3.116.54~ • ..:Il 

3.119.948.369 

3.0IB.207.823 

3.009.24l.S20 

2.995.527.253 

US9.rog 

1.86'5.063 

UIII.~r4 

1.867M3 

1.8000.285 

S.I05.311 

10.315.9.tg 

10.265.505 

10.313.619 

10 • ..:17.759 

6.Bn.tl35 

9.067.850 

9.2..:1.B23 

10.2OI!.503 

9.~1.!;61 

9.227.9112 

g.m.ln 
10.51:13 . .05S 

10.867.sea 

10.~1.474 

49.33O.42B 

45.003.170 

50.007.614 

018,567.474 

47,1511,547 

44.'53,9.tl 

4.<.S39,5511 

47.51:11.180 

018.154.990 

49.231.915 

47.969.931 

10.1l10.912 

12.286.-404 

1"'50.2010 

11.900.917 

11.1B5.1E1!1 

11.616.330 

11,BIM.553 

12.0:/0.335 

11.1113.606 

11.>901.5601 

5,31M41 

5.282.942 

7.636.786 

7.856.801 

7.953,711 

~124.:lO2 

7.400.713 

7.!l36.65< 

6.700.611 

5.S99.~ 

4.SOO.165 

83.939.0'48 

79.n2.717 

l15.m.4SIl 

115.206.517 

3011 ~NUA~,,~::~::~~~~::~~~+=~~~~::~~~+=:::!~~::::~~~::~~~::~~;t::~~;t:t~~;t:j~~~Jt~~~~~~~::~~~::~~;t::~~~J!~~tt~~~~~~~;j 
3011 FESRUARY 

2011 MARCH 

2011 APRIL 

2011 IMY 

:/OIl JUNE 

3011 JULY 

:!OIl AUGUST 

3011 SEPTE1,I6ER 

2011 OCTOBER 

3012 FEBRUARY 

2012 MARCH 

2012 APRIL 

30'2 MAY 

30'2 JUNE 

2012 JULY 

30'2 AUGUST 

:/012 SEPTEMBER 

20'2 OCTOBER 

2013 MARCH 

2!J13 APRIL 

2013 MAY 

2(113 JUNE 

2013 JULY 

2(113 AL!GUST 

2<:113 SEPTEMBER 

2<:113 OCTOBER 

2013 NOVEMBER 

OECEMSER 

2014 FEBRUARY 

:/014 MARCH 

2014 APRIL 

2(114 MAY 

2014 JUNE 

2014 JULY 

2014 AUGUST 

;>01. SEPTEMBER 

3.028.854.0195 

3.4J9.n6.3<5 

3.J6B.668,650 

Ml2.n4.020 

3.421.653.!09 

3.:l95.05'.264 

3.1M1.J3S,715 

l.078.J3S.025 

3.15P5.4SoI,7S!I 

3.706.096.117 

3.5".429.1&3 

3.633.9013.274 

3."';.240.0167 

3.422.J5.I.Sll 

l.339.OIU.986 

'-'78.m.sa, 

305.00'.841 

JW.55J.ooe 

295.981.7"01 

2112.076.391 

19.7!9.1119 

21.141.365 

2(1.482.&35 

21.1911.598 

20.590.&47 

21.301.185 

2,.on.242 

20.Ir.l1,660 

2O.021!.S65 

:/O.7I1US4 

20.155.495 

20.971).462 

2<:1.8010.932 

2<:I.018,08Il 

10.106.758 

8.007.024 

9,2115.031 

9.335.S7! 

a.516.920 

8.7117.056 

9.798.388 

9.762.516 

9.5:!2.eoo 

10.220.848 

12.515.9:1"2 

8._.956 

9.T15.098 

IO.085.STl 

10.843.152 

7.721.153 

7.9o'S.D5oI 

8.428.300 

B,I&4.eoe 

11.421.537 

1.444.07\ 

7.7110.489 

9.~1130 

U5ol.ol4 

1.1511.812 

7.195.658 

5.Bl1.291 

55.176.4ll9 

5O.411.no 

45.153.781 

39.502.2&01 

42.625.261 

43.3!9.491 

..... 3!5,_ 

35.7010.931 

49.0143.100 

4ll.670.~ 

4ll.853.991 

07.113.080 

45.2<:12.020 

41.422._ 120.300.511 

4ll.14ll.358 

5'.681.400 

<5.\lS4.m 

39.564.643 

43.121.030 

45.321.254 

45.591.881 

12.031.315 

10.677.141 

11.101.906 

11.1n._ 

\1._.935 

11.413.300 

11.409.173 

13.70111.6oIa 

11.601.820 

11.965.114 

6.035.806 

4.743.1911 

6.070.537 

7.001.~ 

7.851.730 

8.474.279 

7.$<3.050 

7.971.125 

7.2!!7.151:1 

60$<5.255 

6.6<7.889 

87.6118.466 12<:1.408.6';6 268.736.263 

133,396.33& 304.&40.523 

131.851.3'1 297.615.525 

13!.8504.!4Q 3'1.&39;030 

130.293.OoIl m.99I.~1 

113.124,aoo 297.209.155 

lJ5.58oI.4n 295.383,<81 

129.5IlO,!rnl 2110.237.926 

3 
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Yur 

10p31,768.04 

11~82,:m.28 

12,086,464,55 

14,755,385.38 

14,849,175.32 

15.6-43,485.58 

15.5&2.495.92-
16.603,250.09 

16.058,639.80 

17.891,904.26 

20,075,249.33 
23,165,329.89 

23,931,094.64 

27,249,846.69 

28,289,256.48 

26,550.729.84 
31,993,803.25 

22,814,774.43 

11228.366.19 

17.317,177.22 
17,!l18,04US 

16,955.897.58 

13,568,495.89 
14,875.5$U)S 

14.211.837.42 
14,(159,859.02 

13,362,538.50 

14,689,65022 

14.461.557.75 

15.044,848.99 

14,591,730.87 

15,114.075.76 

15,396,321.43 

16,634,787.98 

16.878,837.96 

15,1142,219.59 

18,OOI.45Z.64 

23.096.205.89 

25.915,322.55 

22,480,173.42 

23,370,155.06 

21.032,142.07 

22,945.741.83 

18.965,866.40 

20.160.961.63 

3,87",148.03 

4,517,567.26 

4,623,986.69 

5,170,757.56 

6,891.287.38 

5,132,918.29 

7,138,855.37 

6,100,852,55 

8,517,269,55 

8,825,888.72 

7.445,496.70 

8,650,707.66 

9,574,708.02 

10,777,152.01 

11.352,019,19 

12.335,358.10 

11,079,692.63 

12,532.384.49 

14,21U22.26 

6,442,49524 

6,214,043.49 

6,12U82.11 

6,201,082.43 

6,107.664.81 

6,929,194.12 

6,243,961.16 

7,479,430.57 

8,637,174.92 

8,4Z8,180.75 

10,628.505.71 

13.270,186.04 

12,653,617.82 

12.848.368.70 

12.610,436.91 

11,606,094.57 

10,812,430.63 

11.353,298.86 

8,201,836.44 

10,093,600.30 

11,734,473.66 

14,478,154.11 
18,958,91_(.84 

20,072,458.43 

15,566,403.54 

11,796,122.71 

10,636,381.57 

17,207,149.73 

19,507,312.99 

22,961,384.16 

28,505,90-4.97 

28.0«,008.88 

29,937,763.35 

27,298,952.32 

19,369,139.91 

14,249,517.72 

12,293,246.97 

14,221M7.07 

13.571,205.36 

13,2:49,179.19 

11,692,318.24 

10,970,521.48 

9,929.729.41 

8.957,49920 

8.398.291 . j 9 

7,013,107.15 

9,534.217.28 

10,209,923.78 

11,073,729.59 

11,081,893.47 

12,872,812.98 

15,171,110.47 

13,548,639.37 

12,051,399.67 

10,791,3-89.25 

9,212,885.18 

13,2Z6,~7S.2~ 

23.S93.442.86 

26,072,298.30 

20,760.290.52 

18.540,656.44 

16,568.524.21 

15.725.555.46 

13.305,293.53 

35,179,205.39 

37,785,250.53 

37,673,156.32 

39,404,830.09 

34,155,18620 

31,562,799.40 

32,180,058.87 

37,063,058.75 

37,453,734.51 

53,454,552.84 

59,951,369.75 

57,527,136.89 

52,056,725.87 

58,421,359.60 

64,382,832.97 

49,270,544.43 

48,415.(154.68 

46,886,44521 

52,672,237.69 

47,246,5n.94 
41,614,608.66 

36,487,139.11 

35,693,0442.48 

34,527,459.23 

29,573,60927 

35,177,0489.65 

35,044,127.17 

, , 
39,191.645.67 

42,449,773.65 

40,995,010.\5 

39,542,675.07 

31,344,000.00 

30,419,611.17 

33,272,044.30 

37,514.993.51 

~0,588M7.56 

63,223,222-"2 

67,074.261.99 

75,241.56821 

74,128,507.79 

72,818.433.11 

70,097,016.47 

57,958,268.00 

65,331.080.10 

68,586.926.11 

30,143,506.42 

37,121,25322 

40,407,734.06 

46,781,015.94 

47,607,183.48 

47,930,789.86 

48,408,532.05 

46,779,445.57 

48.215,429.47 

72,63-8,084.92 

82,548,169.65 

90,216,315.02 

93,881,462.92 

92,693,695.46 

98,517.082.98 

101,311,0498.29 

71,381,558.00 

61,225,708.81 

53.268,136.58 

58,536,848.44 

53,661,826.39 

50,36e,313.03 

47,449,037.58 

47,H8.003.00 

47,846,514.31 

45,504,850.87 

48,843,483.14 

51,097,906.28 

45,841,08S.72 

53.662,170.80 

51.614,713.57 

54,019,606.58 

~5.527,703.11 

58,593,456.51 

58,355,585.90 

55,525,082.40 

57,359,309.74 

57,653,600.12 

115,931.358.23 

113.344.157.68 

110,710,783.91 

93.370,293.15 

87.932.675.68 

77,064.511.41 

86,603,703.66 

86.528.291.78 

. , 
88,030,464.32 

100,899,9llD.59 

120,137,335.41 
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122.'99,930.43 

1\7,1198,151.37 

1110,'12,140,01 

111 

99,004 ,3811.11 

103,SlIl,1I1.07 

99,301,370.74 

92,t1Sl,1I44.14 

100,301,114.21 

101,515.000,11 

103,351,382.18 

113.\1811,931.111 

133,407 ,197.111 

111 ,01 ',&1&.12 

168,300,192.47 

212.13.4,043.21 

247.145,01S.20 

243,758,58'.711 

225,145,518.03 

212,11',118.33 

200,178,1"'.58 

2211,150,039.38 

1",541,700.50 

1&11,'115,700.17 

175.652 ,074.511 

ItIl,109,551,71 

201.1118,135"" 

171,351 ,0511.38 

148.1411,11111.311 

14t,847.311 .33 

150,1.7,1311.31 

127,801,973.17 

111,972,507,87 

111,.70,3711, \1 

11 .1131.121.53 

117,270,837.51 

84,23\,7~.47 

1S3,925,lIOt..27 

19,0411 ,l1li3.711 

201.189.1S1.t1 

240.,94.I&UO 

2411,454,122.02 

251 ,6111,094.29 

227.092.II&UO 

211,337,l1li1.11 

2OS,"U,IU,01 
227,317 ,5n,14 

232 ,&3e.ol7,21 

223,741,515." 

208 ,109.1131.111 

220,411 ,741.01 

2011,338,411.70 

207 ,141 ,383.58 

197,078.271,72 

lae ,.19,I44,1I2 

199,1110,054,82 

2OMII ,II7.39 

211,6118,225.7' 

222.858,115.54 

264,530,1",82 

315,083,217,71 

333.325.212.31 

3It,.5I1,90UI 

44(1.332,011.31 

.&3,J2I,.41.34 

490,e19.414,19 

411.543,483,13 

493,1127,7" .28 
504,885,.14,10 

4111,8n,lst.05 

413 ,788,231.l1li 

U7,)02 ,91n.01 

41 • • 518,012.112 

407,895,112,14 

398,715,579.99 

3113 ,827,885 .• 7 

333,022,1158.34 

"I ,IM,13I.18 

274,1117,440'« 

171.,118.1110,111 

2OO,aII',211.7' 

195,1",2113.42 
190,701,220,71 

173,1211,354,111 

169,181,710.25 

191,11119 ,Il10.92 
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CDFA - D 

" Year Month FAT 
""~:,:7" 1 1 1 1 

"09 9,687,23.4.51 46,OD7,' 1".72 9,915,227.81 8,297,.39.17 5.'76.'0<.11 55,1143,559,48 59,672,H2.51 205,380,819,99 

2009 OCTO"" 

':"" ;" 
12.780,690.57 8,255,232.46 53,002,330.48 51,119,296.00 .1 11,308,873,55 41.566,174.93 8,938,3711.34 4,793,1«.32 66,032,295.36 1 06,201,111 .60 238,838,579.10 

2009 14,243,686.19 6,888,242.51 66,430,126.44 59,132,820.53 12,200,727.12 45,148,287.37 8,904,540.00 3,837.872.09 75,515,460.58 1 rJ.t,029,432.10 249,636,319.26 

"09 

~ ~ ~ 
. . 

~ 
":"H*;" .1 ':"H¥.¥.-

I 65:374,465:64 

2010 
;;;~~';'y ".'".''''' ,. .... ".2. '.",."W 

2010 13}l2,398.73 10,172,407.65 8,753,263.58 50,126,643.U 148,159,179,44 12,411,184.00 45,423,627.36 11,281,974.47 5,863,008.99 79,011,180.97 93,572,122.95 247,569,098.74 

2010 ::,~H 15,290,971.45 13.414,977.36 12.155,213.66 72,383,940.46 62,901,993.90 176,747,096,87 13,641,379.26 50,163.351.15 13,848,242.33 8,41~,305.13 80,754,212.03 77,164,510.59 244.647,000.49 

2010 16,046,787.70 13,520,015.48 15.058.501.07 70.174.660.99 63,878,01 I .54 178,677.976.78 10,312.488.06 36,153,868.46 10,444,60922 7,220,400.12 88,542,625.39 86,839,890.51 241,513,901,76 

2010 ::, 16,019,294.12 14,930,956.52 14,875.485.95 75,423,509.87 69,206,652.86 190,455,899.32 11,123,244.20 40,616,99525 11,147,270.72 7,314,055." 94,750,200.12 67,122,724.00 252,274,489.73 

2010 16,764,384.31 16,356,287.81 16,576,836.66 67,990.667,77 68,726,804.09 166,416,980,64 10,197,568.71 37,"9,8!10.57 11,496,560.34 7,181,456.48 101,304,121.45 82,747,920.23 250,977,517,78 

2010 

~~':U'f 
16,765,924.79 15,197,579.99 14,618.790.18 74,677,"8,82 79,250,907.46 200,510,651.24 11,972,53922 43,670,317.33 11,336,130.09 7,088,402.95 91,486,404.24 93,868,933.91 2S!I,422,727.14 

2010 19,969,420.45 17,555,002,63 19,381,927.34 75,507,886.87 90,055,847.13 222,470,085,02 12,139,775.49 ",428.822.61 13,094,988.78 8,673,173.24 80,921,677.78 100,889,191.45 260,147,629.35 

2010 20,979,612.62 19,042,745.73 16,541,924.93 104,183,855.06 250,322,897.87 11,619,491.71 42,683,078.01 13,350.082.% 7,420,790.61 73,884,609.86 95,941,222.22 244,899,275.37 

2010 locro", 25,732,504,47 24,507,520.20 15,336,342.07 100,498,010.35 101,528,249,81 267,602,626.90 11,501,096.31 42,378,569.20 11,278.079.58 5,555,029,80 80,345,067.71 99,019,582.97 250,077,425.51 

2010 26,090,222,41 23,321,058.04 11,152,053.61 93,938,548.!l0 94,860,879.61 24!1,362,762.57 11,415,812,49 42,378,701.75 11,701,791.59 4,563,922,93 85,2~O,S40.85 74,110,492.30 229,471,561.91 

'"" '".'''.'''"' ". 7~5t 

~ 
".70',"'.<1 "'''Hl* ~.w '.'''.'''.'' ",' ''''''H** 

'"" I;;~:~' ""'.'''.'' "."".'''.n ".~,~.",,, "'".~''' "",,""' "".""" . ".0 . 
2011 18.056,556.14 15.922,854.08 13,834,803,13 106,797,130.01 97,565,729.98 251,997,073.94 10,484,478.06 38,552,882.82 11,423.159.32 6,868,005.60 100,941,879.29 124,610,918.03 

2011 I:~~H 23,891,999.44 18.170,375.81 18,601,152.72 115,887,201.34 109,619,412.10 286,970,141.41 13,234,773.Q3 48,597,627.07 12,454.796.24 8,756,095.51 130,123,392.88 134,183,374.34 

2011 21,387,187.94 17,505,739,83 17,148,628.78 113,203,086.16 102,806,785.22 272,os1,427,95 52.391,423.31 13,999,107.01 8,780,032.63 1~1,130,581,68 101,937,610.13 

2011 I::, 21.960,732.89 20.763.715.56 17,273,674.73 119,279,474.16 109.756,144.95 289,033,74229 55,022,057.88 14,899,60128 9,372,002.41 147,746,335,91 110,167,434.81 ,.:,,, ....... 2011 21,438,453.39 22,023.467.13 22,315,541,39 108,566,989.07 108,376,538.23 282,720,989.21 51,033,796.15 17,636,369.99 11,460,351.40 148,143,893.23 159,009,628.56 

2011 I~~~YUOT 22,218,749,75 2D.360,067.57 20,916,315,09 101,771,446.44 103,731,911.92 269,000.550.77 51,735,S66.85 17.324,936.09 11,096,124.24 144,319,066.88 177,388,928.00 .' 
2011 23.044,196,79 19,823,365.02 21,900,276,'22 101,017,280.37 109,686,829.79 275.473.950.19 • 63,295,336.68 18,280,147.84 11,669.159,15 165,562,204.69 406,493,70293 

2011 22,929,407,12 18,748,263.68 16,9",782,49 90,269,367.30 95,199,490.01 2H,Og1,310.60 17,505,337.14 63,604,496.68 17,170,086.00 9,230,763.32 118,394,574.63 134,83!1,092.12 360,744,349.89 

2011 

~~::::, 
22,697.398.68 20,548,050.04 15,152,420.16 89,435,897.01 91,717,898.56 239,551,664,45 15,780,291.33 57,904,949.52 11,761,424.51 8,899,720.70 118,381,382.31 141,995,641.98 360,723,410.35 

2011 19,549,748.09 22,133,031.85 12,338,991.30 92,105,719.97 86,919,518.98 233,047,010.19 15,589,543.26 57,154,299.28 17,083,714.67 7,634,568.40 118,142,954,45 158,724.758,96 374,329,839.02 

'"" ~ '"."'."'.' ".,' .. " ... 03,85'""." Eili' ~'''''' '.m.m." em.,. . . .. 
~ ~~:: ~" ~ ~ 07,,"'.""" ~ ~ '~ 

16,284,987.26 13,138,581,04 10.294,425.50 81,585,825.05 72,229,297.47 193,533,116.32 13,210,160.63 46,435,246.95 14,732,56323 8,470,137.60 125,225,207,45 336,660,274.64 

2012 
=,~H 

15,767,664.05 14.180,450.92 11 ,207,946.03 92,339.958.50 78,444,682." 211,940,701,94 13,434,817.69 49,412,685.70 14,868,105.41 10,768,544.81 134,065,502.76 139,096,858.62 361,646,514.99 

2012 14,1$2,098,34 12.038,398.19 10,754,583,94 82,302,901.54 72,322,437.88 1!12,200,419,89 12,821,653.83 47,150,205,24 14,209.776.31 9,165,956.02 119,975,304.44 132Ml,804.05 335,384.699.89 

2012 ::, 15,183,610.23 12,818,915,60 11,168,339.67 75,983,185.18 67,381,179.35 182.535,230.23 12,480,371.91 45,863,948,73 14,674,870.45 9,761,402,47 112,627,578.12 143,276,604.24 338,704,775.92 

2012 12,893,363.97 11,235,954,91 11,035,845.54 76,072,030,77 72.684,291.69 183.921,486.88 1 I ,655,310.51 42,603,013.42 12,317,522,72 8,278,627.76 97,204,389.30 146,571,771.99 318,630,635.70 

2012 I~~~'u" 14,970,349.08 13,632,414.04 13,475,977.27 73,600,256.49 78,855.226.84 194,534,223.72 12,952,649.96 46,998,523.70 13,246,173.30 8,777,318.17 86,916,679,19 149,202,414,72 320,095,759.06 

2012 16,987,291.31 16,529,639.89 15,000,422.50 73,356,156,35 86,103,865.02 207,977,977.07 13,690,767,00 50,483,315.47 11,478,868.75 7,675,557.93 82,209.292.67 155,369,310.42 321,107,112.44 

2012 16,912,585.18 15.163.574.47 11.123,362.09 84,964,295.83 89,332.752.18 218,096,569.75 13,800.433,15 50,551 ,450.9~ 11,233,171.54 6,459,855.55 92,074,365,61 153,776,897.90 327,696,174.6!1 

2012 loc,o"" 21.376,089.14 22,641,891.12 13,686,521.91 69,149,95921 96,992.417.05 243,848,878.43 15,968.156,05 58,473,322.03 14,654,527.04 8,141,052.96 103,769,041,90 185,593,873,36 386,600,573.34 

2012 21,B75,067,03 23,805,283.66 11,053,086.91 86,941,687,82 94,765,734.97 238,460,860.39 17,855,507.95 65,095,735.09 13,664,934.12 6,749,641.89 112,187,980.12 175,284,!lSS.86 390,B38,965.03 ,,,, 
~ • .. ~' ..... .. ". . .."" ".'"'."''' '" " .... , .. "" .. ""m.O' 5,," •. ,"," 

~ "" I;;;~:~Y "'".''''' • '."'."'." " ... ,." .... ",''','''''' ....... m." ',"'."'.57 
2013 14,0£1,379,74 13,909,321.19 6,205.245.21 82,316,380.41 14,!l19,361.50 193,41 I ,668.05 14,335,772,45 52,357,531.58 15,110,207.57 6,482,968.41 131,064,122,91 137,156,246.48 358,508,849.40 

2013 I::,~H 15,754,840.55 15,637,22425 11.523,041.05 95,137.582.71 66,082,079.36 224,134,773,92 14,464,632.23 52,948,467,25 16,570.329.90 9,853,858.32 149,491,1~5,87 143,916,"7.35 387,244,880.92 

2013 16,285,15324 16,847,948,07 13,524,804.06 94,118,610,15 69,314,155,13 230,090,670.65 1.,613,!I26.59 53,429,14621 15,964,621,92 11,083,328.20 141,090.224.97 167,474,760.40 403,656,010.29 

2013 '::, 11,655,769.94 18,113,485,41 13,525,640.94 86,111,228.15 222,239,198.94 14,326,637.19 52,393,426.43 16,981,082.57 150,361,411.44 183,746,783.63 429,762,313,76 

2013 16,092,618.04 13,506,566.71 13,565,512.48 75,735,939.91 76,485,125.20 I!1S,385,822.34 ".' .,,' 50,367,479.39 16,057,418.78 10,698,702,23 148,9~2,405.14 162,274,312.43 402,380,439,66 

2013 

~~':u" 
16,581,608,64 13,918,940.05 13,724,428.44 66,213,249.61 72,618,266.88 183,256,693.60 51,!l84,049.06 16,090,119.63 11,110,193,09 133,229,151.96 158,640,653,63 385,363,684.80 

2013 15,866,639.94 13,086,635.43 11,243,436.08 65,037,567.25 69,230,626.42 174,48~,905.12 58,018,242.14 21,436,187.76 11,241,896.64 139,569,433.20 174,354,146.65 420,590,027.82 

2013 14,793,95226 12.671M7,37 10,084,944.91 66,222,740.71 72,513,944.61 176,293,07!1.86 59,832,601.79 16,116,010.n 10,251,634.89 129,453,369.46 167,504,109.83 401,569,467.38 

2013 OCTOBER 15.909,771.97 16,948,567.11 9,520,746.98 72,029,553.37 1!14,645,859,73 ~N: 66,306,78!1.65 19,689,596.82 10,626,752.05 142,690,259.52 173,267,969.13 430,878,561.34 
2013 NOVEMBER 16,930,552.99 17,562,971.47 7,447,505,80 74,~60,4B8.78 

"';" 
19B,475,232.03 \ll,99l;,~56.76 18,742.071.~7 14,187,630.33 149,098,696.7& 175,339,201.07 436,227,465.27 

~ "~'!:** ".""" . ~."" . . ~ 
~ 

65 ......... 35 •. 570."'." 

~ ~ . . 
"" ;;~::;~, :::~~:;~::;~ :;:;:;;~::~~ n.""" •. " "'. , '0."." 
2014 11,343,256.61 236,056,855.16 63,20l,90!l23 20.552,697.~2 12,773,169.57 184,513,540,75 224,505,960.27 . . .. " 
2014 ::~H 18,737,195.95 14.664,522.61 106,714,528.98 111,719,535.38 272,40\,671.41 19,846,134.63 72,056,855.55 24,251.088.34 14,402,491,15 210,971,559.90 263,418,871.42 

2014 20,522,350.95 19,996,691.73 15,504.067.71 104,304,3S7.45 111,793,111.92 19,081,422.07 69,289,843.18 22,672,477.56 14,937,072.75 242,~92,424.44 

2014 I:: 22,124,692.87 20,113,698.59 \6,780,392.65 112,576,876.62 124,463,964.13 19,769,003.41 71.691,061.S4 21,615,873.85 14,288,647.59 185,300,44~.04 192,525,027.57 505,196,278.30 

2014 22,783,130.77 22,886,227.86 20,232,932.50 103,903,719,62 126,665,01828 17,617,028.29 63,635,935.45 22,177,166.33 15,144,352,40 168,353,909.14 170,605,488.46 457,533,880,07 
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You -~ 

"I< ::u" 2014 
2014 

2014 OCTOBER 

"I< ,,,. 
SouR-•. CDFAMIkPoofing 8r.-.ch 

NOTES 

= 27,641.322.28 
34,231,303.26 

32,Sn,S34.61 

23, .,,'.10 

.1 ~ 102,&93.407.48 

21I,6J6,Slt.SJ 21,424,na.S9 112.184,633,23 

27,155,837.05 21 ,4&8,930.67 119,412,560n 

27.915.188.83 20,389,951.55 119,133,239.62 

15,838,955.99 88,890,331.59 

.~ 
" .... ,..." ~~ 

Component R .... llu. sllo_1he dollars O'flWIlIHI pooled by eI ... of F.l, SNF and Clu. 1 FluOd cam... 
CIa .. 4, II nel oHw.nlOlyval1enu. 
e, ... 1 and 2 hlft been feduced by pI.llt o_age. WIll halfbek'lglloetled 10 ncll. 

alii 1 SNF hulorllftc.!lon allowance. dedudeil. 

. 1 

'M:' ... " 

CDFA- D 
1 

FI'~~~~" 
~,.,.,." 17.2&4,089.73 154,334,853.73 423,881,148,00 

332,4-41 ,862.81 17,348,0«.72 112,400,138.72 19,1OO,9:86.0e 11 .951,135.116 1«,158,575.12 1I5U38,573.33 422,198,253.83 

364,522,943.75 17,210,545.13 62,M2,4'4..49 20,418,220,10 1I ~9,127.32 100,1 32,160,03 175,715,301.00 331,331,758.07 

351,057.S~.23 17.221,212.21 63,141,083.73 17,975,768.79 9,840,879,21 114,112,392.09 183,7119,&41.35 411 ,674,163.38 

~:!.:::'::.:! 13.692,263.54 SO.615,6S4.2e 18,$01,897.53 8,513,538.03 109,761,155.82 184,866,340.45 314,411,"2.68 
.1 67.'35.' W '."'.'''.'' ,"~" 13'."'.113." 
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CDFA - D 
Summa.y of Fortification and Transportation Allowance 

Year Month 
Powder j Skim calif. Southern Calif. Total 

Pounds SNF 
I 

Pounds SNF Dollars Dollars Dollars (In Dollars. (In Dolla;:;, 
2000 118.216 0.00 5,316,347 (524,723.45) <0 

2000 141,625 0.00 4,890,364 (482,678.93) 249,867.99 432,128.32 681,996.31 
2000 I~::~H 143,580 0.00 5,447,567 (537,683.74) 268,128.50 477.848.89 745,977.39 
2000 123,457 0.00 5,120,512 (505,394.55) 256,276.83 373,699.94 629,976.77 

2000 
~UA:E 

176,328 0.00 5,646,664 (557,325.74) 272,518.24 417,286.04 689,804.28 

2000 160,737 0.00 5,604.904 (553,204.03) 255,675.74 398,608.80 654,484.54 
2000 iJU~"OT 157,084 0.00 5,580,707 (550,815.82) 270,523.00 410,672.25 681,195.25 
2000 231,147 0.00 5,756,501 (568,466.66) 278,624.96 454,506.83 733.131.79 
2000 15EFlEMBE> 251,219 0.00 5,435,461 (536,479.98) 266,5n.67 388,880.50 655,458.17 
2000 254,264 0.00 5,312,202 (524,314.32) 283,417.14 446,988.29 730,405.43 

2000 224,103 0.00 4.833,360 (477,052.65) 271,010.03 438.963.00 709,973.03 

2000 229,062 0.00 .4,757,978 14ec,e".4" 273,040.07 «o.no 0 7n ." 

2000 TOTAL 2,210,822 0,00 

~ 2001 252,340 0.00 5,010,364 ... ' 
2001 247,212 0.00 4,478,268 (442,005.03) 255,083.00 518,226.00 773,309.00 
2001 I::~H 149,692 0.00 5,128,132 (506,146.64) 274,703.00 612,231.00 886,934.00 
2001 146,981 0,00 4,931,878 (486,776.34) 262,032.00 527,186.00 789,218.00 
2001 I~::E 160,973 0.00 5,618,039 (554,500.46) 276,294.00 529,394.00 805,688.00 
2001 160,166 0.00 5,264,527 (519,608.82) 258,540.00 562,624.00 821,164.00 
2001 I~~~UST 159,569 (5,233.86) 5,471,004 (539,988.08) 269,478.00 582,403.00 851,881,00 
2001 155,138 (6,748.50) 5,702,706 (562,857.08) 276,423.00 444,037.00 720,460.00 
2001 I"E' 'EM"'" 160,273 (5,080.65) 5,213,931 (514,614.97) 313,275.00 486,127.00 799,402.00 
2001 157,686 (1,971.11) 5,424,068 (535,355.51 ) 326,652.00 500,562.00 827,214.00 
2001 137,966 (13,106.80) 5,048,441 (498.281.14) 315,881.14 456,009.88 771,891.02 
2001 120,764 4,74; (468,711,29) 323,098.38 406,213.12 729,311.50 
2001 TOTAL 2,008,760 62,040, (6, 6,183,677 .94 

2002 129,007 '," 5,287,105 .',' 753,188.17 
2002 124,678 (3,341.38) 4,742,212 (468,056.34) 286,786.38 472,398.00 759,184.38 
2002 ::~H 153,585 (3,593.88) 5,527.107 545,525.47 316,637.91 715,290.05 1,031,927.96 
2002 182,893 (4,371.15) 5,563,418 (549,109.36) 304,002.00 585,375.18 889,377.18 
2002 

~::E 
179,307 (4,285.44) 5,953,925 (587,652.41) 316,861.87 662,137.13 978,999.00 

2002 151,863 (4,085.10) 5,599.738 (552,694.15) 303,570.74 626.233.24 929,803.98 
2002 JULY 168,802 (4,270.68) 5,947,664 (587,034.45) 317,726.77 640,781.42 958,508.19 
2002 ,uGU,T 153,630 (3,779.31) 5.913,046 (583,617.66) 320,141.83 838,566.09 1,158,707.92 
2002 ,t.,tMet' 162,464 (3,736.68) 5,961,686 (588,418.39) 313,669.41 770,611.59 1,084,281.00 
2002 147,297 0.00 5,801,204 (572,578.86) 331,547.90 820,260.92 1,151,808.82 
2002 182,525 (19,274.65) 5,375,019 (530,514.38) 322,263.34 751,582.79 1,073,846.13 

~ 153,466 "n '"','0' 5,409,561 , '" 7'''7nm 1,107,115.46 ITCTAL 1,889,517 13. I 11, 
2003 167,024 5,133,557 (565,902.08) 334.609.23 787,484.85 " 2003 ccaOL'O' 136,191 (8,185.09) 5,173,289 (510,603,63) 298,604.84 755,553.87 1,054,158.71 
2003 

!~::~H 153,236 (11,416.08) 5,909,059 (583,224.15) 323,893,93 833,055.31 1,156,949.24 
2003 143,233 (4,325.64) 5,566,726 (549,435.83) 314,760.37 826,973.35 1,141,733.72 
2003 IMAY 178,852 (5,741.14) 5,918,163 (584,122.70) 310,727.83 766,112.99 1,076,840.82 
2003 I~~~~ 170,241 (6,332.95) 5,784.577 (570,937.75) 289,658.83 709,763.28 999,422.11 
2003 171,350 (4,969.16) 6,065,452 (598,660.13) 289,779.21 829,552.84 1,119,332.05 
2003 176,139 (34,963.61) 5,630,562 (555,736.46) 293,630.98 783.842.51 1,077,473.49 
2003 I'"' <to 

199,443 (39,589.43) 5,767,836 (569,285.42) 291,326.19 921,097.75 1.212.423.94 
2003 242,766 (48,189.06) 6,001,152 (592,313.67) 313,728.66 912,095.13 1,225,823.79 
2003 158,830 (31,527.77) 4,916,073 (485,216.41) 300,889.30 872,488.02 1,173,377.32 
2003 ~ 147,839 "a "'.n', 4,976,000 .'0' .na,'" ,n .. n.= .. 1,«nm. 

2Oii3 (243,3~ 
2004 182,273 (29,01' 5,232,074 (516,405.70) 317,935.25 1,232,414.53 
2004 174,253 (13,731.14) 5,124,879 (505,825.56) 283,286.74 883,130.44 1,166.417.18 
2004 I~::,~H 223,283 (6,430.55) 5,736,272 (566,170.03) 319,179.79 1,173,941.68 1,493,121.47 
2004 178,486 (5,872.20) 5,576,631 (550,413.47) 307,969.18 1,179,623.63 1,487,592.81 
2004 I~::E 190,958 (37,905.17) 5,739,645 (566,502.93) 297,989.86 1,052,326.94 1,350,316.80 
2004 172,416 (34,224.60) 5,529,463 (545,758.00) 282,731.14 1,113,925.05 1,396,656.19 
2004 I~~~UST 190,209 (37,756.48) 5,575,897 (550,341.02) 291,723.69 1,061,112.15 1,352,835.84 
2004 174,975 (2,694.63) 5,847,609 (577,159.00) 312,703.79 1,094,052.06 1,406,755.85 
2004 202,482 (29,562.39) 5,696,724 (562,266.68) 301,717.83 1,083,096.94 1,384,814.77 
2004 203,909 (27,996.71) 5,505,168 (543,360.09) 356,542.52 1,225,480.31 1,582,022.83 
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CDFA-D 

Year Month Powde~ I Skim 1 Calif. I Calif. Total 

Pounds SNF (In Dollars) 
Pounds SNF (In Dollars) Dollars Dollars Dollars 

~: :::::: 
(2** 

1. 

~ 
4.895.306 """ ";II,S91 392 , .... <7 1.=.511 ." 1. 

2004 2.281.710 (268.'" 

2005 186.550 (37.030.20) 5.207,553 (513,985.50) 396,417.22 1 ,356,440.64 1 ,752,857.86 

2005 186,072 (14,215.89) 4,891,169 (482,758.38) 359,520.42 1.259,321.59 1,618,848.01 

2005 I:''':,~H 200,283 (26,311.18) 5,511,877 (544.022.24) 389,516.61 1,442.605.28 1,832,121 .89 

2005 205,434 (24,898.60) 5,097,353 (503,108.73) 372,765.42 1,292,123.34 1,664,908.76 

2005 I~~:E 242,473 (38,625.95) 5,637,4-46 (556,415.92) 382.295.54 1,391 ,109.51 1,773,405.05 

2005 209,137 (18,<404.04) 5,304,974 (523,600.96) 358,739.53 1,362,886.00 1,721,625.53 

2005 I~~~UST 204.680 (16.681 .42) 5,438,301 (536.760.33) 358,316.30 1,387,728.70 1,746,045.00 

2005 206,953 (8.319.52) 5,787.471 (571,223.38) 381,985.38 1,433,650.37 1.815,635.75 

2005 226,773 0.00 5,74<4,974 (567,028,91) 378,646.22 1,416,864.63 1,795,510.85 

2005 IW '
vO

"" 
214,275 0.00 5,454,923 (538.400.90) 392,832.25 1,524.817.34 1,917.649.59 

2005 214,232 0.00 4,937,490 (487,33O.24) 383.497.41 1,485,749.62 1,869,247.03 

2005 

~ 
206.780 0,00_ ... 737·906 

~:: ~08889 
2005 2.503.U2 16.1 >.301.91 

2006 241 .908 (8,297.45) 5.320 .• 55 391 ,2n.48 1,643,918.75 2,035,196.21 

2006 «.R".RV 218.524 (20,825.34) 4,807,875 (474,537.26) 334,216.18 1,510,604.37 1,845,020.55 

2006 :,,:,~H 252.414 (1 4,942.93) 5,526,014 (545,417.60) 379,460.84 1,644,187.02 2,023,647.88 

2006 221,667 (8,248.00) 7 ,830,493 (476,769.65) 367,165.65 1,673.831 .51 2,040,997.16 

2006 ::E 287,523 (13,197 .29) 5,805,128 (572,966.14) 384.034.72 1,671 ,923.71 2,055.958.43 

2006 273,073 (13,652.15) 5.479,716 (540,847.96) 349,805.80 1,675.575 .14 2.025.380.94 

2006 JU:;:' '<T 
258,693 (11 ,822.29) 5 ,750,996 (567,623.30) 349.589.56 1,756,277.24 2,105,866.80 

2006 'v' 273,569 (1,723.46) 5,860,380 (578,419.48) 381,579.62 1.781,862.55 2,163,442.17 

2006 275,012 (4,317.68) 5,497,125 (542,566.23) 377,601 .05 1.905,010.13 2 ,282.81 1.18 

2006 288,222 (9,857.20) 5,347,413 (527,789.67) 411,588.57 2,012,984.20 2.424,572.77 

2006 239,379 0.00 5,085 ,~ (501,936.87) 368,799.86 1,995,172.17 2,383,972.03 

2006 

~ 
252.748 0.00 4.834.220 (47~ 0.' 

2006 3.082.732 

2007 251 ,463 0.00 5,216,728 (514,891 .06) 402,527.76 2 ,183,532.92 2,566,060.68 

2006 214,678 (7,492.27) 4 ,758,705 (469,684.19) 347,831.85 1,918,904.42 2,266,736.27 

2007 I=I~H 236,367 (3,238.22) 5,322,606 (525,341 .22) 397,207.03 2 .226,637 .94 2 ,623,844.97 

2007 151 .376 0.00 5,450,641 (537,978.26) 387,406.23 2 ,178,322.40 2,563,728.63 

2007 I~~:E 152.303 0.00 5,995,198 (591,726.04) 398,700.66 2,198,280.01 2,596,980.67 

2007 141 ,828 0.00 5,205,545 (513,787.29) 361,997.15 2,142,806.56 2,504,803.71 

2007 I~~~UST 157,616 0.00 5,574,157 (550,169.29) 372,071 .31 2,254,024.45 2,626,095.78 

2007 190,232 0.00 5,927,058 (585,000.63) 404,117.24 2,270.357.40 2.674,474.64 

2007 ,". '""'0"" 195.668 0.00 5.608,284 (552.646.57) 392.259.71 2 ,093,330.69 2,485,590.40 

2007 'v.VO"" 200.763 0.00 5,872.783 (579,643.69) 418,873.34 2 ,232,487.12 2 ,651,360.46 

2007 210.1,5 0.00 5,237,548 (516,945.97) 390,495.27 2,092,589.73 2,483,085.00 

~ 
,., •• 70 0.00 

( .. ~ ~87 2 ~~~ 

2.2".379 • 71) I'.' 1A2 

2008 193.538 (38.417.30) 5.37',4'3 2.034.858.63 2,445,795.12 

2008 FEBRUARY 207,389 (41 ,166.72) 5,025,085 (495,975.89) 378,387.27 1,828.614.33 2,207,(X)1 .60 

2008 MARCH 242,783 (40,301 .97) 5,365,924 (529,616.71) 405,913.95 1,983,945.59 2,389,859.54 

2008 APRIL 244,121 (48,458.01) 5,432,919 (536,229.13) 390,056.25 1,981,647.91 2,371,704.16 

2008 

~~:E 
328.005 (25,715.59) 5,728.446 (565.397.61) 392.498.25 1,398,208.71 1,790,706.96 

2008 292,384 (40,818.81) 5,483,603 (541,231 .62) 363,764.12 1,273,713.93 1,637,478.05 

2008 

~~~UST 
275,700 (54,726.47) 5,774,099 (569,903.56) 373,953.04 1.262,169.15 1,636,122.19 

2008 312,601 (16,474.07) 6,138,347 (605,854.84) 380,964.87 1,284,458.60 1,665,423.47 

2008 291,366 (27.592.36) 6,020,114 (594,185.25) 508,991 .64 1,641,242.60 2,1 50,234.24 

2008 256,630 (50,941 .06) 5,978.234 (590,051 .69) 545,129.45 1,664,050.46 2,209,179.91 

2008 238,779 (47.397.65) 5 ,227,961 (515,999.76) 526.946.23 1,6«,887.50 2 ,171 ,833.73 

2008 292.'" '''.~' ~ 5.273.906 «"'.'~ '" ''''.'''''' ,. ?''''''''''.'' ? 0<I?O'4.67 

200. TOTAL 3.175.445 

~ $ ~ ~ .7' 
2009 329."8 '.167.'7 

2009 '"' .c. 224,660 (1.303.02) 5,064,620 (499,877.98) 507,663.57 2,342,199.11 2,849,862.68 

2009 I:,,:,~H 254,862 (1,121 .38) 5,633.469 (556,023.40) 545,827.15 2,538,327.10 3,084,154.25 

2009 202,211 (3,943.11) 5,310,762 (524,172.19) 527,065.93 2 ,386,630.53 2,913,696.46 

2009 I::E 207 .... (21,163.20) 5,674,974 (560,119.94) 526,439.77 2.548,549.61 3,076,989.38 

2009 211,918 0.00 5,570,075 (549,766.38) 495,014.99 2 .444,276.49 . 2,939.291 .48 

2009 I~~~UST 244,919 0.00 5,913,916 (583,703.52) 510,824.95 2,482,351 .12 2.993,176.07 

2009 227,467 0.00 5,953,151 (587,575.99) 517,930.81 2 ,720.060.44 3,237,991 .25 

2009 219,031 0.00 5,782,101 (570,693.39) 512,676.35 2,666,950.47 3,179,826.82 
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CDFA-D 

Year Month 
Powd .. I SkIm Northern Calif. , Cal~. Total 

Pounds SNF 
(In DollalS) Pounds SNF 

(In DollalS' 
Dollars Dollars Dollars 

2009 ,e' 185,367 (6,302.47) 5,604,247 (553,139.20) 536,361.94 2,697,554.53 3,233,916.47 

2009 225,110 (6,599.20) 5,314,163 (524.507.89) 514,076.32 2,480,487.31 2,994,563.63 

2009 222,775 0.00 5,366.933 '<00 '" '. 'm 3,014,090.70 

2009 ITOTAL 2,755,752 

2010 201,319 5,753,830 11) 523,964.30 

2010 188,016 (21,321.01) 5,219,833 (515.197.53) 475,081.86 2,398,637.59 2,873.719.45 

2010 I~::~H 251,616 (38,899.82) 5,761.744 (568,684.16) 512,317.45 2.616,553.89 3,128,871.34 

2010 227,027 0.00 5,586,481 (551,385.68) 492,536.47 2,563,385.77 3,055,922.24 

2010 I~::E 193,918 0.00 5,702,700 (562,856.49) 495,953.60 2,671,572.82 3,167,526.42 
2010 188,099 0.00 5.359,043 (528,937.53) 438,458.01 2.505,805.59 2,944,263.60 
2010 I~~~UST 197,095 0.00 5,628,794 (555.561.98) 445,443.98 2,483,435.88 2,928,879.86 
2010 205,218 0.00 5,537.508 (546,552.03) 469,257.30 2,479,399.49 2,948,656.79 
2010 245,712 0.00 5,414.036 (534,365.33) 463,791.61 2,489,452.17 2,953,243.78 

2010 IvelvoeK 195,904 0.00 5,502,761 (543.122.51) 484,977.86 2,522,742.67 3,007,720.53 
2010 NOVEMBER 196,705 0.00 5,023,575 (495,826.85) 476,226.46 2,385,842.77 2,862,069.23 

2010 DECEMBER 221,687 0.00 5,078,487 ." 48~ 2,348,512.88 ? O?','O, 2 

2010 ITOTAL 
~ 

.71 15,762, '.14 1.21 

2011 0.00 5,228,883 (516,090.76) 490,174.09 2.471,199." 2,961,373.63 
2011 203,334 0.00 4.717.522 (465,619.43) 434,528.77 2,173.920.36 2,608,449.13 
2011 MARCH 222.946 0.00 5,225,656 (515,772.25) 483,693.78 2,468,229.08 2.951.922.86 
2011 IAPRIL 216,859 0.00 5,002,446 (493,741.42) 427,896.89 2,279,046.86 2,706,943.75 
2011 MAY 216,754 0.00 5,281,611 (521.295.00) 458.786.72 2,379,812.65 2,838,599.37 
2011 I~~~~ 250,033 0.00 4.938,726 (487,452.24) 414.279.21 2,223,027.67 2,637,306.88 
2011 228.264 0.00 5,102,806 (503.646.96) 430,032.32 2,202.115.61 2,632,147.93 
2011 IAUGUST 249,808 0.00 5,500,819 (542,930.83) 465,041.43 2,318,537.29 2,783,578.72 
2011 248,896 0.00 5,339,764 (527,034.69) 447,521.93 2,323.164.66 2,170,686.59 
2011 237,003 0.00 5,407,135 (533,684.22) 488,475.99 2,438,065.37 2,926,541.36 
2011 233.879 0.00 4,780,814 (471.866.33) 498,402.34 2,250,885.07 2,749,287.41 
2011 ~ ~ 0.00 4,638,892 "'0," .• " 

~ 
2,664,773.23 

20" 0.00 61,165,074 21 , ',294.00 33,231,610.86 
2012 257,578 (3,554.57) 5,005,533 (494,046.12) ',' 2,459,823.87 
2012 213,742 0.00 4,797,853 (473,548.09) 412,921.89 2,296.825.25 2.769.747.14 
2012 I~::~H 227,236 0.00 5,059,027 (499,325.95) 497,517.82 2,474,110.20 2,971,628.02 
2012 225,111 0.00 4,954,191 (488,978.65) 482.432.11 2,374,313.55 2,856,745.66 
2012 I~::E 214,926 (3.675.23) 5.345.205 (527.571.73) 482,928.53 2,307,806.95 2,790,735.48 
2012 213,467 (29.714.61) 4,799,985 (473.758.49) 434,500.11 2,233,872.99 2,668,373.10 
2012 I~~~UST 238,225 (45,882.13) 5,039,933 (497.441.40) 462.509.55 2,305,161.65 2,767,671.20 
2012 260,997 (12,971.55) 5,632.914 (555,968.59) 496,349.49 2,398,223.78 2.894,573.27 
2012 SEPTEMBER 235,512 (6,193.96) 5,290,270 (522.149.67) 462.278.29 2,400,695.53 2,862,973.82 
2012 252.616 0.00 5.223,714 (515,580.59) 498.771.45 2,565,174.06 3,063,945.51 
2012 296.206 (23.074.46) 4.747.560 (468.584.17) 487.275.42 2,313,925.14 2,801,200.56 
2012 239.141 (12,291.83\ 4,644.832 «R 4oL1.'''' '0' '0'"0 2,880,311.83 

2oi2 ITOTAL 2,'74,757 $35) 
2013 231,212 0.00 4,840,000 7.99) 494,856.18 2,520,452.00 ',' 
2013 FEBRUARY 193,665 0.00 4,444,055 (438,628.23) 420,775.41 2,377.053.04- 2,797,828.45 
2013 MARCH 223,075 0.00 4,858,452 (479.529.22) 452,905.64 2,621,255.63 3.074,161.27 
2013 I:~IL 196,655 0.00 4,928,946 (486,486.97) 429,473.10 2,607,855.89 3,037,328.99 
2013 218,302 0.00 5.111.275 (504,482.85) 423,967.97 2,502,677.36 2,926.645.33 
2013 I~~~~ 217,597 0.00 4,567,630 (450,825.09) 415,356.25 2,440,078.57 2,855,434.82 
2013 255,616 0.00 5,057,141 (499,139.83) 464,554.44 2,593,233.12 3,057,787.56 
2013 IAUGUST 216,894 0.00 5,072,607 (500,666.31) 478,528.59 2,803.264.24 3.281,792.83 
2013 217,333 0.00 5.059,632 (499.385.68) 473.603.56 2,766,210.74 3,239,814.30 
2013 10C[0"", 216.660 0.00 4,861,924 (479,871.90) 517,258.72 2,739.632.78 3,256,891.50 
2013 231.815 0.00 4,256.925 (420,158.50) 512.654.56 2,538,857.75 3,051,512.31 
2013 245.167 0.00 47","0 4770".61) ','" 'OR .• ? ? O,?,''7 0, 

2oi3 ITOTAL 2,663,991 0.00 3 , 
2014 287,228 0.00 4,552,507 511,696.47 " 2014 291,982 0.00 4,202,011 (414,738.49) 485,862.90 2,474.924.63 2,960,787.53 
2014 I~::,~H 335,583 0.00 4.638.728 (457,842.43) 533.189.81 2.720,162.95 3,253,352.76 
2014 320.017 0.00 4,505,487 (444,691.58) 522,486.92 2,612,531.16 3,135,018.08 
2014 l~uA:E 350,905 0.00 4,729,315 (466.783.38) 535,599.56 2,583,829.54 3,119,429.10 
2014 310,149 0.00 4,278,497 (422,287.66) 529,200.48 2,510,632.66 3,039,833.14 
2014 I~~UST 337,750 0.00 4,440,944 (438,321.17) 551,094.46 2,489,467.73 3,040,562.19 
2014 341,500 0.00 4.701,527 (464,040.70) 567,686.08 2,644.743.64 3,212,429.72 
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CDFA 0 -
Fortification Transportation Allowance 

Year Month 

2014 SEPTEMBER 

2014 OCTOBER 

201. NOVEMBER 

201. DECEMBER 
2014 TOTAL 

Source: COFA Mill. Pooing Branch 

NOTES 

Powder 

Pounds SNF (~Iow.n~ 
In Dollars 

330,275 (32,003.67) 

382,948 0.00 

331,446 0.00 

354,200 (70,308.71) 

3,973,983 (102,312.38) 

Condensed Skim Northern calif. 

Pounds SNF f~lowanc~ 
In Dollars 

Dollars 

4,650,491 (459,003.46) 553,049.80 

4,739,775 (467,815.80) 578,705.93 

4,339,017 (428,260.98) 572,459.80 

4 ,337 ,637 (428,124.76) 577,222.17 

54,115,136 (5,341.242.82) 6,518,264.38 

Fortification shows the Ibs of SNF In powder and condensed skim used to fortify Class 1 products, and the allowance to handlers fOf doing so. 

Transportation Allowances show the dollars paid to producers on milk moved to N~m Ca and Southem Ca plants. 

Southern Calif. Total 

Dollars Dollars 

2,589,557.61 3,142,607.41 

2,695,795.78 3 ,274,501.71 

2,511,285.61 3,083,745.47 

2,547,602.61 3,124,824.78 

30,986,170.68 37,604,42".96 
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CDFA - 0 

Summary of Pool Usage Percentages 

Pool Usage Percentages 

Year Month Fat SNF 

Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4a Class4b Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class4a Class 4b 

2000 JANUARY 12.2% 3.7% 5.8% 43.0% 35.3% 22.7% 3.9% 2.3% 32.8% 38.4% 

2000 FEBRUARY 12.3% 4.3% 9.1% 39.9% 34.3% 22.7% 4.3% 3.2% 32.2% 37.6% 

2000 MARCH 12.4% 4.7% 10.5% 36.4% 36.0% 23.0% 4.2% 3.3% 30.9% 38.7% 

2000 APRIL 11.8% 4.9% 11.9% 34.3% 37.1% 20.8% 4.1% 3.5% 31.7% 39.9% 

2000 MAY 12.5% 5.2% 14.5% 30.8% 37.1% 22.0% 4.2% 3.8% 29.7% 40.3% 

2000 JUNE 12.7% 6.0% 16.6% 26.9% 37.8% 21.9% 4.1% 3.8% 29.3% 40.8% 

2000 JULY 12.5% 4.8% 16.8% 26.3% 39.6% 21.1% 3.7% 3.7% 29.5% 42.1% 

2000 AUGUST 13.5% 5.7% 12.3% 27.4% 41.2% 22.9% 4.5% 3.7% 26.9% 41.9% 

2000 SEPTEMBER 13.0% 4.9% 9.5% 32.1% 40.5% 23.2% 4.2% 3.2% 29.1% 40.2% 

2000 OCTOBER 13.3% 5.2% 8.6% 31.9% 40.9% 23.8% 4.1% 3.0% 27.9% 41.2% 

2000 NOVEMBER 13.1% 7.1% 8.3% 31.6% 39.8% 23.4% 4.4% 2.6% 27.7% 42.0% 

2000 DECEMBER 12.1% 5.9% 6.5% 35.0% 40.5% 21.5% 4.3% 1.9% 28.9% 43.4% 

2001 JANUARY 11.8% 4.2% 8.0% 36.4% 39.6% 22.0% 3.7% 2.7% 28.5% 43.1% 

2001 FEBRUARY 11.9% 3.9% 8.4% 35.4% 40.4% 21.7% 3.8% 2.8% 28.1% 43.6% 

2001 MARCH 11.8% 4.8% 11.2% 30.3% 41.9% 21.5% 4.0% 3.1% 27.4% 43.9% 

2001 APRIL 11.7% 5.3% 12.0% 29.5% 41.5% 20.8% 3.8% 3.4% 27.9% 44.2% 

2001 MAY 11.8% 5.8% 13.9% 26.5% 42.0% 21.0% 4.0% 3.6% 27.7% 43.7% 

2001 JUNE 11.5% 5.3% 14.0% 25.8% 43.4% 20.0% 3.7% 3.7% 28.2% 44.3% 

2001 JULY 12.3% 5.5% 13.6% 24.7% 43.8% 20.9% 3.8% 3.6% 26.6% 45.0% 

2001 AUGUST 12.6% 5.6% 13.6% 25.2% 43.0% 21.6% 3.9% 3.7% 26.0% 44.7% 

2001 SEPTEMBER 12.0% 5.2% 12.8% 27.1% 43.0% 21.5% 3.9% 3.3% 27.5% 43.9% 

2001 OCTOBER 12.3% 5.1% 7.9% 31.9% 42.8% 22.3% 4.0% 2.9% 27.2% 43.6% 

2001 NOVEMBER 12.2% 5.8% 5.9% 33.9% 42.2% 21.9% 3.5% 2.2% 28.7% 43.7% 

2001 DECEMBER 11.4% 5.7% 4.3% 36.9% 41.7% 20.7% 3.5% 1.7% 29.9% 44.1% 

2002 JANUARY 11.6% 4.1% 7.6% 34.9% 41.8% 21.4% 3.4% 2.8% 27.5% 44.8% 

2002 FEBRUARY 11.5% 4.3% 8.5% 35.6% 40.1% 21.0% 3.6% 3.2% 27.6% 44.7% 

2002 MARCH 11.1% 4.4% 8.8% 35.8% 39.8% 20.1% 3.5% 3.4% 29.3% 43.7% 

2002 APRil 11.4% 4.6% 9.3% 34.6% 40.2% 20.2% 3.3% 3.6% 29.4% 43.5% 

2002 MAY 11.3% 4.9% 8.6% 34.7% 40.5% 20.1% 3.3% 3.4% 30.1% 43.2% 

2002 JUNE 11.0% 4.8% 9.1% 33.7% 41.4% 18.8% 3.3% 3.5% 30.7% 43.7% 

2002 JULY 12.0% 4.9% 8.5% 32.2% 42.4% 19.9% 3.6% 3.3% 28.5% 44.7% 

2002 AUGUST 11.8% 4.7% 8.4% 31.5% 43.5% 20.0% 3.3% 3.2% 28.0% 45.5% 

2002 SEPTEMBER 12.2% 4.9% 7.9% 29.7% 45.4% 21.4% 3.9% 3.1% 25.8% 45.8% 

2002 OCTOBER 12.2% 5.6% 7.5% 31.4% 43.2% 21.7% 3.9% 2.6% 27.2% 44.6% 

2002 NOVEMBER 11.7% 6.5% 6.3% 30.7% 44.8% 20.9% 3.8% 2.3% 26.0% 46.9% 

2002 DECEMBER 11.5% 6.0% 5.4% 34.3% 42.8% 20.3% 3.8% 1.9% 28.6% 45.3% 

2003 JANUARY 11.3% 4.9% 7.7% 34.5% 41.5% 20.7% 3.8% 2.8% 28.7% 44.1% 

2003 FEBRUARY 11.3% 4.8% 7.9% 34.5% 41.6% 20.1% 3.9% 3.0% 28.9% 44.1% 
2003 MARCH 11.1% 4.7% 7.5% 35.0% 41.6% 19.9% 3.6% 2.8% 29.3% 44.4% 

2003 APRIL 11.2% 4.9% 8.7% 33.3% 41.9% 17.4% 5.8% 3.1% 29.3% 44.5% 
2003 MAY 11.3% 4.8% 8.7% 31.8% 43.4% 19.6% 3.5% 3.0% 28.4% 45.5% 

2003 JUNE 11.7% 5.1% 10.6% 26.1% 46.4% 19.4% 3.6% 3.4% 25.9% 47.7% 

2003 JULY 12.0% 5.6% 12.6% 23.7% 46.1% 17.9% 4.4% 3.4% 25.0% 49.1% 
2003 AUGUST 11.8% 5.5% 10.7% 26.1% 45.8% 19.8% 4.0% 3.1% 25.6% 47.4% 

2003 SEPTEMBER 12.3% 5.1% 9.8% 27.0% 45.8% 21.4% 4.2% 3.1% 23.9% 47.3% 
2003 OCTOBER 12.8% 5.7% 8.2% 29.0% 44.4% 22.2% 3.9% 2.9% 25.0% 46.1% 
2003 NOVEMBER 11.6% 6.5% 7.0% 30.9% 44.0% 20.4% 4.1% 2.4% 28.0% 45.1% 

2003 DECEMBER 11.5% 6.2% 5.5% 32.9% 43.9% 20.1% 3.6% 1.8% 28.1% 46.4% 
2004 JANUARY 11.4% 4.7% 6.9% 33.0% 44.1% 20.2% 3.6% 2.3% 27.3% 46.5% 
2004 FEBRUARY 11.2% 5.5% 8.4% 32.2% 42.6% 20.2% 3.8% 2.6% 27.8% 45.6% 

2004 MARCH 11.5% 6.5% 14.6% 24.1% 43.3% 20.4% 4.1% 3.2% 25.8% 46.5% 
2004 APRIL 10.5% 5.9% 11.7% 28.7% 43.3% 18.2% 3.6% 3.3% 28.9% 46.0% 

2004 MAY 8.8% 5.6% 11.5% 29.9% 44.3% 15.9% 3.6% 3.3% 30.4% 46.8% 
2004 JUNE 9.2% 5.2% 8.3% 34.1% 43.1% 16.2% 3.3% 3.2% 30.4% 46.8% 
2004 JULY 9.5% 5.0% 7.3% 34.8% 43.3% 16.5% 3.2% 3.0% 29.8% 47.6% 

2004 AUGUST 10.2% 5.3% 7.6% 33.4% 43.5% 17.9% 3.9% 3.1% 28.4% 46.7% 
2004 SEPTEMBER 10.2% 5.1% 7.4% 33.0% 44.3% 18.6% 3.5% 2.7% 27.2% 48.0% 
2004 OCTOBER 9.6% 5.7% 6.7% 34.5% 43.4% 17.9% 3.6% 2.4% 28.9% 47.2% 
2004 NOVEMBER 9.5% 8.1% 6.0% 31.1% 45.2% 17.8% 4.0% 2.2% 27.3% 48.7% 

2004 DECEMBER 9.4% 6.0% 4.0% 33.9% 46.7% 17.1% 3.4% 1.6% 28.2% 49.7% 
2005 JANUARY 9.1% 4.3% 5.2% 34.6% 46.8% 17.5% 3.5% 2.3% 26.4% 50.3% 
2005 FEBRUARY 9.2% 5.0% 6.3% 34.3% 45.2% 17.4% 3.8% 2.5% 27.0% 49.2% 
2005 MARCH 9.2% 5.3% 7.3% 33.0% 45.3% 16.9% 35% 2.8% 275% 49.3% 
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Year Month 

~ MAY 

~ JUNE 
2005 JULY 

2005 AUGUS' 

2005 

2005 
2005 --.d."ER 

~~ 
2006 FEBRUARY 

2006 MARCH 

2006 APRIL 

2006 MAY 

2006 JUNE 

2006 JULY 

2006 AUGU 

1006 
1006 

'006 
2006 

007 

PooL U"'g' 

Fat 
Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class" Class 4b Class 1 SNF 

"~ 31.7~ 46.30 1"' '3." '.'" 27.' i9.Si< 
'.U" 5-:6% 9 .~ 31.4' 4s .';.4~ 3.5' ,to 21.0 ;0.0. 
9.1' ·6.2~ w.~ 28." 4;;~ 16. 3.~'" 27.1 i9.8ii 
9.8% 5.7% . 28.7! 45.2' 17.2% .30 26-:1' iO:G. 

9.2' 5.9% 8.0" 32.2l 44.3" 18.'% 4." '.30 25.S' 49.4> 

9.3' 7.,,,1 + 32.6' 45.1' 17.7" ~ .7% 27:6' 4 cs. 

9. 
9.' 
9. 
9. 
9. 
9. 

a: 
S. 

. 45. L7.6" 4.'" '.7" 27. 4<'-~ 26.' 4'<'-

'l4% i~~ ~:: 
28." 493> 

_~~ .5,,1 

4<~ :6if 
.'" 44J ;.4% 31i 

45.6 L6.70 4-:1% 

' .• 0 27.9% --.m 
'.7% 28.2% SilT. 

--=- 26 so:t; 
~ 26.' so:o. 
,. 24.: SU;; 

. 1% ~i:i' .7. 42% 3. 2iiii< 5i S; 
~% .. C3i 4.0% 

4! 4.3% 

'" .SO" .-= 
45.1% ;", •. "", 

43.ii% 1 '.2% 3.9% 

~ CH 

~ 3.8%1 

= ~ 3.6,,1 .,. -;: , 
2~ , 42.' , . 

2007 , . 
2007 L.4%1 4. 

~ ., w:: I ij L: ~~I~!.~i 
--'"" 8.51 4:" ~:~:'4f.' 39.8% 17., 3.7% 31:n." ""'47A. ~ =,~H S.3~ 4.9' ;.5% 41.8 .9.5% 16.! 3.6% -:.~~ ~ 462i 
--=: _ '"" 8.4' 5.3~ . 40.9: '.40 15. 3.50 •. ,~ , • .5% 46:iji 

!O,O JUNE 8.~ 8.8' 311.4' 35.5' 4.0 2. 4OJ;ii.I 
.'0 JULY {7" 9." . 9.2% 36.3" 36.7: 1 •. 6' 4.2.S 40. 

2010 AUG' 9.:: 8.5" 8.2" 35.'" 38.5. ,.2" 4.3' ie 1.4" 42. 
8.8% 9.8% 32." 39.4~ ,~:~: ::~: 2. 12.4% 44. 2.9! 1.6% 44.' 

CDFA-D 
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Pool Usage I 

Year Month Fat SNF 

Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4a Class 4b Class 1 Class 2_ Class 3 Class 4a I Class 4b 

2010 ,." 8. 3 . 4.. 2.5 ~ 
2010 ~ 3' . 4. 2. 

2010 ~ 3: . '.9%1 4.. l.9%1 

2010 ~ 9.1% 7.5%.7% 42.9% 36.8% 17.7% 4-' I." 1.9% 4 .0% 
2011 ~~~--~8: .. ~1%--5~; .. 85F%~4~.9%~4~2t .. ~"'%~~3~91 .. ,§F%~~'6;~ .. 9%~~31.~.8%--~2.D%~~31.l.95F%~~45;.3~ .. %~ 
2011 8.0% 7.3% 6.2% 40.8% 37.7% 16.3% 3.9% 2.4% 32.6% 44.8% 

2011 MARCH 7.9% 7.7% 7.6% 39.4% 37.4% 16.4% 3.8% 2.7% 33.4% 43.8% 

2011 APRIL 7.3% 6.2% 6.1% 42.2% 38.2% 14.9% 3.7% 2.4% 34.8% 44.2% 

2011 MAY 7.6% 7.1% 5.9% 41.3% 38.1% 15.3% 3.8% 2.4% 34.0% 44.5% 

2011 JUNE 7.6% 8.2% 8.3% 37.9% 38.0% 14.7% 4.1% 2.7% 34.4% 44.0% 

2011 JULY 7.6% 7.6% 7.8% 38.2% 38.7% 14.2% 4.1% 2.6% 34.4% 44.8% 

2011 AUGUST 8.4% 7.2% 8.0% 36.6% 39.9% 15.9% 4.1% 2.7% 31.3% 45.9% 

2011 8.5% 7.2% 6.5% 38.1% 39.8% 16.8% 4.1% 2.2% 30.6% 46.2% 
2011 8.2% 7.8% 5.7% 38.8% 39.5% 16.6% 4.2% 2.1% 30.5% 46.6% 

2011 8.2% 8.4% 4.7% 40.6% 38.2% 16.8% 4.1% 1.8% 32.1% 45.1% 

2011 7.8% '.0% 3.3% 43.7% 38.2% 15.6% 3.7% 1.5% 3~ 44.9% 

2012 JANUARY '.6% 5.8% 4." 44.5% 37.9% 15.6% 3.9% 1.9% 345% 44.1% 

2012 7.2% 6.2% 4.8% 43.6% 38.2% 14.7% 3.8% 2.2% 34.9% 44.3% 

2012 MARCH 7.1% 6.1% 4.9% 44.3% 37.7% 14.3% 3.6% 2.6% 35.5% 44.1% 

2012 APRIL 7.3% 6.2% 5.5% 43.2% 37.8% 14.5% 3.7% 2.4% 35.0% 44.4% 

2012 MAY 7.2% 6.5% 5.7% 42.9% 37.7% 14.2% 3.7% 2.5% 35.4% 44.2% 

2012 JUNE 7.2% 6.4% 6.3% 40.8% 39.3% 13.6% 3.7% 2.5% 35.4% 44.8% 
2012 JULY 8.0% 7.8% 7.7% 36.7% 39.7% 14.6% 4.0% 2.7% 33.1% 45.6% 

2012 AUGUST 8.7% 9.1% 8.2% 33.8% 40.3% 16.9% 4.3% 2.9% 28.3% 47.7% 

2012 7.9% 8.9% 6.3% 37.3% 39.6% 16.5% 4.3% 2.5% 30.3% 46.5% 

2012 8.6% 9.9% 6.0% 36.1% 39.4% 17.4% 4.5% 2.6% 29.2% 46.3% 

2012 8.4% 10.3% 4.8% 36.7% 39.8% 16.8% 4.3% 2.1% 30.3% 46.6% 

2012 8.0% ~ 3.2% 42.0% 40.3% 15~ 3.7% 1.4% 33.2% 46.1% 

2013 7.9%1 I.5% 2.9% 43: 1.0%1 31--:c:;;.9%ot-----:C3---:~;t___~3 

:~:! MARCH ~:~~ ~:~~ ~:~~ :~: ::~~ r-;0'+~----';"":4-~~ 
2013 APRIL 7.3% 7.9% 6.3% 40.1% 38.3%.7% .6% 2.5% 

2013 MAY 7.4% 8.4% 6.3% 39.3% 38.7% 14.6% 1.8% 2.7% 

2013 JUNE 7.3% 6.4% 6.4% 40.0% 40.0% 13.4% 3.9% 2.7% 

2013 JULY 8.4% 6.8% 6.7% 37.3% 40.8% 15.2% 4.0% 2.8% 

2013 AUGUST 8.2% 7.1% 6.1% 38.2% 40.4% 15.7% 4.7% 2.5% 

2013 8.4% 7.2% 5.7% 37.4% 41.3% 16.7% 4.2% 2.4% 

2013 ( 8.4% 9.3% 5.2% 36.3% 40.7% 17.0% 4.1% 2.3% 

2013 8.0% 9.8% 4.2% 37.1% 40.9% 15.8% 4.0% 3.1% 

2013 8.0% 8,ll" . 3.0% 38.8% 41.3% 15.6% 1.8% 1.3% 

2014 '.4% 7.0% 5.0% " .. 6%1 1.6% 

2014 '.3% 7.3% 5.3% :.3%1 

34. 

33.8% 

34.0% 

30.7% 

30.6% 

29.2% 

29.9% 

30.6% 

32.6 

45. 

46. 

47.2% 

46.4% 

47.4% 

46.7% 

46.5% 

2014 MARCH '.2% 7.9% 6.2%,8.4' :.7%1 4.' 45. 

2014 APRIL 7.6% 7.7% 6.0% 37.9% .0%1 3.7% 46. 

2014 MAY 7.6% 7.7% 6.5% 36.9% :.9%1 3.st--~+_~st--~ 45; .. 8::::-1%1 
2014 JUNE 8.0% 8.5% 7.5% 34." :.9%1 46.4% 
2014 JULY 85% 8.8% 9.0% 30.8% . .5%1.7% '.7% 

2014 AUGUST 8.5% 8.6% 6.9% 33." 9% .2> 

2014 8.6% 9.1% 7.2% 30.7% 44.. 2% 2.4% 1.5' 

2014 ( 8.5% 7.4% 5.4% 35.3% 43.4% 0% 2.2% .1' 

2014 8.0% 8.3% 4.2% 35.7% 43.8% :.8% 2.0% 1.5> 

2014 8.3% 7.7% 3.7% 37.1% 43.3% 15. 1.9%1 1.4% ).4% _4l.7% 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling Brand1 

NOTES 

Pool pounds is the pounds of milk, fat and SNF paid out to producers. 

crass 1 and 2 have been reduced by plant overage, with half being allocated to each. 

Bulk inventory variance has been included in Class 4a pounds and revenue. 

CDFA-D 
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CDFA-E 
Pool Usage by Class as Reported to CDFA by California Milk Handlel'$l. by Area, January 2010.June 2015 
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CDFA- F 
Annual California Milk Pool Production: Quota Fat and Solids-Not-Fat As A Percentage - By Month 

Date Quota Fat Base Fat Overbase Fat Total Fat % Quota Fat Quota SNF Base SNF Overbase SNF TotalSNF % Quota SNF 

200001 27,371,089 142,191 70,865,290 98,378,570 27.82% 66,702,891 297,007 161,695,952 228,695,850 29.17% 

200002 25,585,149 132,698 66,646,370 92,364,217 27.70% 62,379,517 279,339 153,356,360 216,015,216 28.88% 

200003 27,348,464 143,165 70,974,444 98,466,073 27.77% 66,679,036 302,387 163,307,669 230,289,092 28.95% 

200004 26,483,348 148,863 68,662,627 95,294,838 27.79% 64,566,269 319,715 164,466,334 229,352,318 28.15% 

200005 27,376,048 157,693 69,216,709 96,750,450 28.30% 66,750,524 334,905 167,094,891 234,180,320 28.50% 

200006 26,463,407 151,744 64,266,872 90,882,023 29.12% 64,536,515 320,038 157,637,157 222,493,710 29.01% 

200007 27,381,627 157,400 67,396,723 94,935,750 28.84% 66,771,758 332,824 164,940,278 232,044,860 28.78% 

200008 27,369,134 160,940 64,932,247 92,462,321 29.60% 66,730,009 309,587 157,037,331 224,076,927 29.78% 

200009 26,479,510 143,883 64,386,466 91,009,859 29.10% 64,560,036 300,757 153,322,108 218,182,901 29.59% 

200010 27,366,237 149,277 67,991,022 95,506,536 28.65% 66,721,145 315,157 159,724,491 226,760,793 29.42% 

200011 26,477,321 147,020 67,859,515 94,483,856 28.02% 64,549,304 306,265 155,470,862 220,326,431 29.30% 

200012 27,356,775 157,893 71,870,460 99,385,128 27.53% 66,693,702 324,220 164,080,807 231,098,729 28.86% 

200101 27,376,776 154,672 74,218,743 101,750,191 26.91% 66,734,642 320,006 168,757,276 235,811,924 28.30% 

200102 24,723,356 140,172 67,760,103 92,623,631 26.69% 60,274,140 286,431 155,744,375 216,304,946 27.87% 

200103 27,361,111 156,152 73,496,942 101,014,205 27.09% 66,710,609 321,534 171,464,242 238,496,385 27.97% 

200104 26,493,934 153,157 72,423,511 99,070,602 26.74% 64,601,291 315,865 171,887,540 236,804,696 27.28% 

200105 27,366,459 159,003 73,142,789 100,668,251 27.18% 66,744,774 333,830 176,306,317 243,384,921 27.42% 

200106 26,466,507 160,185 69,649,532 96,276,224 27.49% 64,540,193 320,699 169,166,604 234,027,496 27.58% 

200107 27,350,511 156,336 70,203,467 97,710,314 27.99% 66,702,493 327,864 169,949,583 236,979,940 28.15% 

200108 27,369,264 153,316 70,467,900 97,990,480 27.93% 66,730,387 325,852 170,611,988 237,668,227 28.08% 

200109 26,489,283 156,378 68,672,459 95,318,120 27.79% 64,570,689 322,607 165,154,313 230,047,609 28.07% 

200110 27,366,919 159,646 72,840,720 100,367,285 27.27% 66,711,394 331,519 172,112,093 239,155,006 27.89% 

200111 26,563,796 153,419 72,574,795 99,292,010 26.75% 64,749,588 310,765 167,474,117 232,534,470 27.85% 

200112 27,716,275 158,862 77,017,187 104,892,324 26.42% 67,531,379 312,702 173,261,956 241,106,037 28.01% 

200201 27,352,886 159,011 78,249,999 105,761,896 25.86% 66,675,813 314,690 175,539,152 242,529,655 27.49% 

200202 24,695,036 141,325 71,885,447 96,721,808 25.53% 60,200,967 285,193 164,044,794 224,530,954 26.81% 

200203 27,356,474 157,456 80,133,399 107,647,329 25.41% 66,696,439 319,569 187,367,452 254,383,460 26.22%, 

200204 26,473,940 152,421 77,272,949 103,899,310 25.48% 64,548,652 312,759 183,682,209 248,543,620 25.97% 

200205 27,355,487 161,180 80,401,472 107,918,139 25.35% 66,698,212 327,237 193,477,088 260,502,537 25.60% 

200206 26,481,970 160,224 75,638,702 102,280,896 25.89% 64,569,072 323,393 184,302,399 249,194,864 25.91% 

200207 27,358,928 184,621 75,222,532 102,766,081 26.62% 66,710,174 329,037 183,749,155 250,788,366 26.60% 

200208 27,356,448 172,421 76,414,274 103,943,143 26.32% 66,708,780 327,969 185,320,349 252,357,098 26.43% 

200209 26,478,380 197,695 73,028,099 99,704,174 26.56% 64,553,765 370,706 173,694,965 238,619,436 27.05% 
200210 27,371,833 172,828 76,664,754 104,209,415 26.27% 66,723,886 325,681 179,229,895 246,279,462 Z7,OS% 

200211 26,468,959 158,069 76,442,560 103,069,588 25.68°/1) 64,504,414 316,642 174,976,015 239,797,071 26.90% 

200212 27,358,385 159,340 80,673,853 108,191,578 25.29% 66,696,244 324,210 183,399,643 250,420,097 26.63% 

200301 27,364,308 159,614 81,760,052 109,283,974 25.04% 66,700,627 315,863 185,851,981 252,868,471 26.38% 

200302 24,696,733 140,405 75,097,446 99,934,584 24.71% 60,204,617 285,378 173,106,845 233,596,840 25.77% 



CDFA F -
Date Quota Fat Base Fat OVerbase Fat Total Fat % Quota Fat Quota SNF easeSNF Overbase SNF Total SNF % Quota SNF 

200303 27,411,205 155,534 83,457,644 111 ,024,383 24,69% 66,826,306 319,077 193,869,641 261 ,015,024 25.60% 

200304 26,471 ,829 157,320 80,766,406 107,395,555 24.65% 64,542,889 309,682 190,199,983 255,052,554 25.31% 

200305 27,370,211 170,048 81 ,090,166 108,630,425 25,20% 66,730,856 330,022 192,734,932 259,795,810 25.69% 

200306 26,478,746 153,160 75,329,314 101 ,961,220 25.97% 64,561,977 313,075 184,434,057 249,309,109 25,90% 

200307 27,360,723 157,504 73,417,617 100,935,844 27.11 % 66,707,954 323,986 179,013,319 246,045,259 27.11 % 

200308 27,362,910 160,352 73,592,077 101 ,115,339 27.06% 66,711,370 332,840 180,916,523 247,960,733 26.90% 

200309 26,482,732 157,723 71,332,159 97,972,614 27.03% 64,566,864 320,801 172,717,798 237,605,463 27.1 7% 

200310 27,372,872 158,883 75,138,606 102,670,361 26.66% 66,734,144 320,671 180,105,454 247,160,269 27.00% 

200311 26,454,430 160,253 75,440,684 102,055,367 25.92% 64,471,245 329,512 176,437,609 241,238,366 26.73% 

200312 27,361,245 165,307 80,135,522 107,662,074 25.41 % 66,668,183 337,563 184,630,715 251,636,461 26.49% 

200401 27,392,901 157,039 81,385,107 108,935,047 25.15% 66,748,110 320,652 186,783,766 253,852,528 26.29% 

200402 25,618,090 145,268 77,208,062 102,971 ,420 24.88% 62,427,460 297,521 178,472,921 241,197,902 25.88% 

200403 27,386,422 150,972 82,165,315 109,702,709 24.96% 66,770,993 316,908 193,613,706 260,701,607 25.61% 

200404 26,497,940 149,991 80,223,926 106,871,857 24.79% 64,616,870 310,482 193,295,552 258,222,904 25.02% 

200405 27,393,297 152,411 80,213,900 107,759,608 25.42% 66,793,030 316,117 196,341,644 263,450,791 25.35% 

200406 26,506,993 147,388 76,346,655 103,001,036 25.73% 64,635,790 303,350 187,069,534 252,008,674 25.65% 

200407 27,376,782 154,556 77,088,794 104,620,132 26.17% 66,757,404 318,087 189,361 ,089 256,436,580 26.03% 

200408 27,382,887 150,419 78,150,036 105,683,342 25.91% 66,761,970 309,744 190,261,189 257,332,903 25.94% 

200409 26,506,147 146,090 76,981,068 103,633,305 25.58% 64,623,874 297,677 184,682,561 249,604,112 25.89% 

200410 27,386,869 150,719 81 ,638,870 109,176,458 25.08% 66,766,171 309,613 193,057,505 260,1 33,289 25.67% 

200411 26,509,937 143,106 80,407,410 107,060,453 24.76% 64,616,037 297,639 186,823,081 251 ,736,757 25.67% 

200412 27,366,905 150,975 84,876,490 112,394,370 24.35% 66,170,447 319,718 195,539,016 262,029,181 25.25% 

200501 27,346,420 150,943 84,012,956 111 ,510,319 24.52% 66,653,360 316,037 192,099,812 259,069,209 25.73% 

200502 24,729,748 136,482 75,797,332 100,663,562 24.57% 60,273,499 283,765 177 ,242 ,468 237,799,732 25.35% 

200503 27,364,906 151,807 84,348,147 111,864,860 24.46% 66,704,156 316,664 201,554,197 268,575,017 24.84% 

200504 26,488,179 146,930 83,338,017 109,973,126 24.09% 64,572,013 307,785 201,280,569 266,160,367 24.26% 

200505 27,374,941 140,958 84,734,115 112,250,014 24.39% 66,741 ,823 305,154 205,896,729 272,943,706 24.45% 

200506 26,472,526 171,997 80,882,750 107,527,273 24.62% 64,557,690 383,004 199,108,011 264,048,705 24.45% 

200507 27,356,822 137,389 77,937,241 105,431 ,452 25.95% 66,710,732 298,332 189,645,456 256,654,520 25.99% 

200508 27,372,904 138,397 78,818,819 106,330,120 25.74% 66,744,611 299,573 194,450,059 261,494,243 25.52% 
200509 26,494,695 133,764 79,773,110 106,401,569 24.90% 64,595,564 285,617 193,276,503 258,157,704 25.02% 

200510 27,377,588 137,406 83,559,398 111,074,392 24.65% 66,747,142 293,840 198,415,965 265,456,947 25.14% 
200511 26,507,571 134,124 82,103,017 108,744,712 24.38% 64,613,608 284,983 193,282,484 258,181,075 25.03% 
200512 27,330,708 138,888 86,793,934 114,263,530 23.92% 66,601 ,665 294,894 202,357,761 269,254,340 24.74% 

200601 27,335,619 134,036 88,565,822 116,055,479 23.55% 66,666,649 289,273 206,141 ,594 273,097,516 24.41% 

200602 24,709,837 122.006 82,668,785 107,700,628 22.94% 60,225,057 261,966 195,102,306 255,589,329 23.56% 
200603 27,365,271 133,616 93,948,568 121,447,457 22.53% 66,703,125 286,047 221,613,511 288,602,683 23.11% 
200604 26,467,332 128,683 69,328,951 115,924,966 22.83% 64,516,077 274,660 212,272,830 277,063,567 23.29% 
200605 27,360,545 132,447 67,338,398 114,831,390 23.83% 66,707,776 283,525 231 ,487,792 298,479,093 22.35% 
200606 26,403,739 123,007 81 ,958,409 108,485,155 24.34% 64,385,727 264,674 200,509,585 265,159,986 24.28% 
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CDFA F -
Date Quota Fat Base Fat Overbase Fat Total Fat % Quota Fat Quota SNF Base SNF Overbase SNF TotalSNF % Quota SNF 

200607 27,307,926 128,220 77,390,097 104,826,243 26.05% 66,562,284 267,885 188,158,498 254,988,667 26.10% 

200608 27,349,213 129,868 82,939,276 110,418,357 24.77% 66,678,890 277,767 205,431,396 272,388,053 24.48% 

200609 26,464,683 125,650 81,678,479 108,268,812 24.44% 64,513,757 266,471 197,241,317 262,021,545 24.62% 

200610 27,350,075 129,931 85,536,569 113,016,575 24.20% 66,674,837 272,138 204,267,676 271,214,651 24.58% 

200611 26,465,800 126,164 84,066,965 110,658,929 23.92% 64,518,842 264,280 199,650,938 264,434,060 24.40% 
200612 27,376,545 128,782 90,989,041 118,494,368 23.10% 66,739,130 269,807 211,382,400 278,391,337 23.97% 
200701 27,366,173 128,412 93,774,322 121,268,907 22.57% 66,708,127 271,538 216,650,072 283,629,737 23.52% 

200702 24,720,206 115,120 86,445,902 111,281,228 22.21% 60,269,370 243,749 202,501,028 269,014,147 24.63% 
200703 27,370,114 129,406 96,343,340 123,842,860 22.10%, 66,725,733 268,388 228,358,579 295,352,700 22.59% 
200704 26,490,414 123,634 91,723,372 118,337,420 22.39% 64,611,697 255,846 221,643,726 286,511,269 22.55% 
200705 27,364,725 126,615 90,090,280 117,581,620 23.27% 66,752,291 263,946 221,446,428 288,462,665 23.14% 

200706 26,467,352 124,954 86,262,281 112,854,587 23.45% 64,560,795 264,498 211,255,668 276,080,961 23.38% 

200707 27,692,204 125,805 88,491,799 116,309,808 23.81% 67,508,785 263,667 217,379,378 285,151,830 23.67% 

200708 27,369,193 128,821 88,780,903 116,278,917 23.54% 66,740,700 270,117 217,085,226 284,096,043 23.49% 
200709 26,491,792 125,360 84,157,048 110,774,200 23.92% 64,601,851 259,114 204,032,010 268,892,975 24.03% 

200710 27,369,820 125,459 92,178,204 119,673,483 22.87% 66,718,041 262,684 218,753,305 285,734,030 23.35% 
200711 26,470,919 123,436 90,854,014 117,448,369 22.54% 64,534,458 253,715 215,295,615 280,083,788 23.04% 

200712 27,366,515 130,844 97,938,904 125,436,263 21.82% 66,720,846 265,944 227,472,674 294,459,464 22.66% 

200801 27,341,834 131,301 100,942,010 128,415,145 21.29% 66,650,775 267,983 231,675,022 298,593,780 22.32% 

200802 25,600,167 121,582 95,508,971 121,230,720 21.12% 62,406,478 249,887 221,310,785 283,967,150 21.98% 

200803 27,369,333 131,921 101,949,899 129,451,153 21.14% 66,715,899 276,382 241,636,462 308,628,743 21.62% 

200804 26,465,148 126,541 97,337,416 123,929,105 21.36% 64,521,324 265,645 233,060,479 297,847,448 21.66% 

200805 27,365,902 131,714 97,609,762 125,107,378 21.87% 66,733,386 277,791 235,983,349 302,994,526 22.02% 

200806 26,486,106 126,376 90,959,039 117,571,521 22.53% 64,583,710 265,626 221,953,097 286,802,433 22.52% 

200807 27,376,548 129,177 89,263,980 116,769,705 23.44% 66,750,410 274,654 218,987,250 286,012,314 23,34% 

200808 27,346,471 130,626 89,686,624 117,163,721 23.34% 66,672,985 276,520 218,565,607 285,515,112 23.35% 
200809 26,477,644 113,987 86,825,748 113,417,379 23.35% 64,542,846 238,665 211,895,238 276,676,749 23.33% 

200810 27,302,931 118,385 92,257,639 119,678,955 22.81% 66,560,943 245,968 221,638,652 288,445,563 23.08% 
200811 26,501,871 111,771 90,188,305 116,801,947 22,69% 64,599,618 231,812 215,768,850 280,600,280 23.02% 

200812 27,384,879 115,687 96,340,505 123,841,071 22.11% 66,738,291 241,618 225,758,021 292,737,930 22.80% 

200901 27,382,568 115,741 92,120,865 119,619,174 22.89% 66,740,877 242,449 215,185,073 282,168,399 23.65% 

200902 24,745,814 105,044 82,276,403 107,127,261 23.10% 60,310,986 221,399 195,046,501 255,578,886 23.60% 

200903 27,411,272 117,041 90,341,333 117,869,646 23.26% 66,806,306 244,150 217,771,359 284,821,815 23.46% 
200904 26,507,253 115,488 87,385,864 114,008,605 23.25% 64,623,355 241,867 213,988,275 278,853,497 23.17% 

200905 27,392,640 117,229 87,045,487 114,555,356 23.91% 66,791,404 242,511 217,320,388 284,354,303 23.49% 

200906 26,478,819 115,397 79,896,048 106,490,264 24.87% 64,566,992 239,051 199,966,668 264,772,711 24.39% 

200907 27,378,729 120,402 77,284,470 104,783,601 26.13% 66,771,544 251,466 193,041,117 260,064,127 25.68% 

200908 27,373,710 121,210 77,787,063 105,281,983 26.00% 66,762,360 252,451 193,929,502 260,944,313 25.58% 

200909 26,485,699 110,045 74,557,772 101,153,516 26.18% 64,583,141 221,802 182,883,173 247,688,116 26.07% 

200910 27,383,865 111,146 80,822,700 108,317,711 25.28% 66,768,500 225,292 194,469,560 261,463,352 25.54% 
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200911 26,507,614 107,707 81 ,434,925 108,050,246 24.53% 64,629,801 214,560 192,591 ,331 257,435,692 25.11% 

200912 27,364,339 111 ,588 87,442,696 114,938,623 23.83% 66,770,953 223,811 203,116,056 270,110,820 24.72% 

201001 27,382,885 111 ,153 88,527,385 116,021,423 23.60% 66,768,103 224,672 206,735,358 273,728,133 24.39% 

201002 24,733,709 100,240 79,521 ,604 104,355,553 23.70% 60,311,079 203,805 189,046,826 249,561,710 24.17% 

201003 27,382,749 110,312 88,613,531 116,106,592 23.58% 66,767,423 224,059 214,539,234 281 ,530,716 23.72% 

201004 26,497,688 105,615 86,444,965 113,048,268 23.44% 64,618,680 214,386 213,225,061 278,058,127 23.24% 

201005 27,373,242 108,891 88,059,671 115,541,804 23.69% 66,762,746 217,130 220,021 ,544 287,001,420 23.26% 
201006 26,493,993 98,987 82,676,641 109,269,621 24.25% 64,626,505 203,919 209,233,475 274,063,899 23.58% 

201007 27,381 ,975 105,234 81 ,178,418 108,665,627 25.20% 66,793,504 212,092 206,209,898 273,215,494 24.45% 

201008 27,375,655 105,927 82,712,714 110,194,296 24.84% 66,766,581 212,881 207,358,216 274,337,678 24.34% 

201009 26,487,074 102,958 82,275,861 108,865,893 24.33% 64,596,034 207,058 201 ,917,088 266,720,180 24.22% 

201010 27,368,973 106,380 84,219,706 111 ,695,059 24.50% 66,749,153 213,920 203,773,091 270,736,164 24.65% 

201011 26,494,486 101 ,661 85,909,226 112,505,373 23.55% 64,600,471 199,646 202,470,873 267,270,990 24.17% 

201012 27,373,134 106,401 90,390,272 117,869,807 23.22% 66,747,171 207,456 208,796,358 275,750,985 24.21 % 

201101 27,380,304 105,401 96,935,732 124,421 ,437 22.01 % 66,756,522 208,645 221,936,487 288,901,654 23.11 % 

201102 24,726,535 96,506 89,809,070 114,632,111 21 .57% 60,306,744 189,871 208,239,648 268,736,263 22.44% 

201103 27,375,284 106,010 100,870,182 128,351 ,476 21 .33% 66,760,635 209,032 237,870,856 304,840,523 21 .90% 

201104 26,494,311 103,643 97,419,438 124,017,392 21 .36% 64,619,827 206,848 232,798,950 297,625,625 21 ,71% 

201105 27,374,735 107,198 101 ,216,880 128,698,813 21 .27% 66,775,935 215,558 244,877,537 311,869,030 21.41% 

201106 26,490,990 103,976 95,448,372 122,043,338 21 .71 % 64,616,404 208,421 231 ,166,516 295,991,341 21 .83% 

201107 27,386,340 107,182 93,458,259 120,951 ,781 22.64% 66,792,519 216,819 230,199,818 297,209,156 22.47% 

201108 27,386,269 107,540 93,195,269 120,689,078 22.69% 66,787,740 215,700 228,379,841 295,383,281 22.61 % 

201109 26,502,856 102,149 88,549,234 115,154,239 23.02% 64,628,914 209,714 215,399,298 280,237,926 23.06% 

201110 27,374,857 108,241 94,029,627 121 ,512,725 22.53% 66,752,231 216,998 224,760,679 291 ,729,908 22.88% 
201111 26,501 ,737 104,366 94,896,589 121 ,502,692 21 .81 % 64,626,901 209,197 222,702,333 287,538,431 22.48% 

201112 27,385,015 107,612 100,814,187 128,306,814 21 .34% 66,780,932 215,661 233,971,073 300,967,666 22.19% 

201201 27,356,313 104,132 105,190,887 132,651 ,332 20.62% 66,712,857 208,879 245,883,415 312,805,151 21.33% 

201202 25,611 ,948 97,345 101 ,588,295 127,297,588 20.12% 62,461 ,792 193,546 240,096,049 302,751,387 20.63% 

201203 27,379,506 103,635 110,097,399 137,580,540 19.90% 66,769,455 206,015 261 ,246,046 328,221 ,516 20.34% 

201204 26,491 ,618 97,569 103,099,784 129,688,971 20.43% 64,602,707 193,599 248,191 ,404 312,987,710 20.64% 

201205 27,350,312 100,791 103,640,711 131 ,091 ,814 20.86% 66,702,023 200,042 254,299,985 321 ,202,050 20.77% 

201206 26,452,614 97,386 97,250,958 123,800,958 21 .37% 64,500,352 193,263 237,376,551 302,070,166 21 .35% 

201207 27,365,602 100,605 95,457,903 122,924,110 22.26% 66,729,439 199,876 231,413,253 298,342,568 22.37% 

201208 27,390,514 103,021 89,548,462 117,041 ,997 23.40% 66,780,111 202,958 211,635,276 278,618,345 23.97% 

201209 26,463,467 96,968 87,613,063 114,173,498 23.18% 64,522,319 189,1 27 207,049,784 271,761 ,230 23.74% 

201210 27,360,474 96,843 92,843,194 120,300,511 22,74% 66,696,775 188,552 217,452,039 284,337,366 23.46% 

201211 26,473,142 90,943 94,401 ,749 120,965,834 21 .88% 64,550,839 168,398 217,781 ,384 282,500,621 22.85% 

20121 2 27,348,515 93,929 99,829,266 127,271 ,710 21 .49% 66,683,450 180,583 229,107,948 295,971 ,981 22.53% 

201301 27,369,591 91 ,471 101 ,146,414 128,607,476 21 .28% 66,729,512 172,038 230,201,757 297,103,307 22.46% 

201302 24,721,680 83,082 92,604,556 117,409,318 21.06% 60,286,538 149,645 215,066,980 275,503,163 21 .88% 
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201303 27,380,952 92,516 103,673,420 131,146,888 20.88% 66,769,893 173,885 245,965,473 312,909,251 21.34% 

201304 26,474,252 86,309 101,028,550 127,589,111 20.75% 64,589,298 168,629 243,477,203 308,235,130 20.95% 

201305 27,371,541 89,379 101,995,605 129,456,525 21.14% 66,765,871 173,679 249,087,023 316,026,573 21.13% 

201306 26,481,080 85,520 94,554,079 121,120,679 21.86% 64,583,107 162,837 230,445,827 295,191,771 21.88% 

201307 27,373,125 87,757 89,163,535 116,624,417 23.47% 66,750,838 162,532 216,957,769 283,871,139 23.51% 

201308 27,368,426 87,996 91,482,831 118,939,253 23.01% 66,729,285 168,824 222,638,642 289,536,751 23.05% 

201309 26,490,608 85,008 87,126,588 113,702,204 23.30% 64,588,646 161,917 208,658,830 273,409,393 23.62% 

201310 27,391,679 87,200 94,790,245 122,269,124 22.40% 66,781,114 165,002 221,785,431 288,731,547 23.13% 

201311 26,511,522 82,652 94,103,841 120,698,015 21.97% 64,625,655 162,747 220,404,454 285,192,856 22.66% 

201312 27,393,326 83,574 101,418,564 128,895,464 21.25% 66,770,804 159,947 235,152,602 302,083,353 22.10% 

201401 27,389,977 84,303 106,882,622 134,356,902 20.39% 66,764,686 164,169 250,235,674 317,164,529 21.05% 

201402 24,740,025 74,642 98,539,816 123,354,483 20.06%, 60,309,416 145,590 234,825,504 295,280,510 20.42% 

201403 27,403,996 81,667 109,578,377 137,064,040 19.99% 66,807,812 161,286 263,749,456 330,718,554 20.20% 

201404 26,503,742 77,894 104,247,774 130,829,410 20.26% 64,626,005 156,012 253,944,793 318,726,810 20.28% 

201405 27,385,436 81,893 104,088,664 131,555,993 20.82% 66,790,163 163,446 256,158,828 323,112,437 20.67% 

201406 26,460,612 79,016 96,660,243 123,199,871 21.48% 64,532,652 157,469 240,311,726 305,001,847 21,16% 

201407 27,348,033 82,513 95,377,812 122,808,358 22.27% 66,720,387 164,136 235,668,483 302,553,006 22.05% 

201408 27,309,801 81,269 93,076,944 120,468,014 22.67% 66,631,892 161,726 229,188,055 295,981,673 22.51% 

201409 26,400,152 78,743 89,906,733 116,385,628 22.68% 64,418,223 151,803 217,506,365 282,076,391 22.B4% 

201410 27,372,996 80,814 96,645,376 124,099,186 22.06% 66,744,026 156,141 230,832,032 297,732,199 22.42% 

201411 26,465,832 74,164 96,666,475 123,206,471 21.48% 64,547,358 145,318 227,762,791 292,455,467 22.07% 

201412 27,361,038 75,954 100,723,023 128,160,015 21.35%, 66,711,332 148,475 235,512,342 302,372,149 22.06% 

201501 27,356,134 77,664 101,856,112 129,289,910 21.16% 66,702,876 150,020 237,204,153 304,057,049 21.94% 

201502 24,725,620 66,696 92,509,124 117,301,440 21.08% 60,333,757 134,734 221,182,443 281,650,934 21.42% 

201503 27,403,613 75,185 103,292,286 130,771,084 20.96% 66,838,594 150,088 249,853,086 316,841,768 21.10% 

201504 26,506,899 71,749 100,000,837 126,579,485 20.94% 64,690,147 144,869 244,580,575 309,415,591 20.91% 

201505 27,400,594 75,775 100,289,689 127,766,058 21.45% 66,834,873 154,033 245,316,418 312,305,324 21.40% 

Source: CDF A Milk Pooling Branch 
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Year: 

Product Lbs' 

Fat Ibs' 

SNF Ibs' 

Daily Quota Fat 

Daily Quota SNF 

Quota Fat Lbs 

Quota SNF Lbs 

Quota Fat % of Production 

Qutoa SNF % of Production 

Annual California Milk Pool Production: Quota Fat and Solids-Not-Fat 

As A Percentage - By Year 

365 

1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 

No data no data no data no data no data no data 9,634,461,348 

349,370,634 

838,131,869 

658,884 

1,643,595 

240,492,660 

599,912,175 

68.84% 

71.58% 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 

• Includes plant gain (overage) and will not match total from monthly tab. 

CDFA- G 

366 365 

1976 1977 

10,454,455,703 10,961,074,781 

375,507,226 391,086,340 

908,005,356 950,308,880 

678,235 710,979 

1,687,926 1,763,271 

248,234,010 259,507,335 

617,780,916 643,593,915 

66.11% 66.36% 

68.04% 67.72% 



CDFA-G 

365 365 366 365 365 365 

Year: 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 

Product Lbs' 10,891,455,828 11 ,578,620,672 12,528,671 ,955 13,172,171 ,266 13,517,858,169 13,721,344,354 

Fat Ibs' 392,771 ,549 410,213,313 451,615,917 473,035,462 490,649,365 492,079,938 

SNF Ibs' 944,137,131 1,003,473,823 1,091,403,371 1,144,951,455 1,175,394,592 1,193,196,929 

Daily Quota Fat 743,736 767,851 784,622 786,448 789,861 789,957 

Daily Quota SNF 1,823,223 1,870,739 1,909,418 1,914,575 1,923,552 1,924,954 

Quota Fat Lbs 271,463,640 280,265,615 287,171,652 287,053,520 288,299,265 288,334,305 

Quota SNF Lbs 665,476,395 682,819,735 698,846,988 698,819,875 702,096,480 702,608,210 

Quota Fat % of Production 69.11% 68.32% 63.59% 60.68% 58.76% 58.60% 

Qutoa SNF % of Production 70.49% 68.05% 64.03% 61.03% 59.73% 58.88% 
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CDFA-G 

366 365 365 365 366 365 

Year: 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 

Product Lbs' 14,253,273,733 15,714,667,520 16,179,184,075 16,866,322,273 17,592,231,256 18,481,736,899 

Fat Ibs' 508,677 ,260 572,900,830 586,807,174 611,601,498 644,258,922 675,272,659 

SNF Ibs' 1,237,922,878 1,364,081,088 1,399,640,074 1,461,705,288 1,521,971,508 1,603,019,997 

Daily Quota Fat 804,878 810,501 823,578 836,610 836,821 852,267 

Daily Quota SNF 1,961,707 1,973,832 2,006,249 2,037,914 2,038,511 2,076,729 

Quota Fat Lbs 294,585,348 295,832,865 300,605,970 305,362,650 306,276,486 311,077,455 

Quota SNF Lbs 717,984,762 720,448,680 732,280,885 743,838,610 746,095,026 758,006,085 

Quota Fat % of Production 57.91% 51.64% 51.23% 49.93% 47.54% 46.07% 

Qutoa SNF % of Production 58.00% 52.82% 52.32% 50.89% 49.02% 47.29% 
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CDFA-G 

365 365 366 365 365 365 

Year: 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 

Product Lbs· 20,067,007,493 20,534,283,941 21 ,224,273,072 22,037,338,090 23,864,155,511 23,917,562,864 

Fat Ibs· 725,014,353 751,132,955 775,894,126 805,283,295 870,351 ,880 868,887,673 

SNF Ibs· 1,742,563,266 1,784,539,087 1,846,020,055 1,926,796,046 2,082,658,688 2,084,840,373 

Dally Quota Fat 873,016 891,301 892,968 894,544 887,456 881,859 

Dally Quota SNF 2,127,994 2,172,714 2,177,137 2,181,146 2,163,693 2,149,740 

Quota Fat Lbs 318,650,840 325,324,865 326,826,288 326,508,560 323,921,440 321 ,878,535 

Quota SNF Lbs 776,717,810 793,040,610 796,832,142 796,118,290 789,747,945 784,655,100 

Quota Fat % of Production 43.95% 43.31 % 42.12% 40.55% 37.22% 37.04% 

Qutoa SNF % of Production 44.57% 44.44% 43.16% 41 .32% 37.92% 37.64% 
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CDFA- G 

366 365 365 365 366 365 

Year: 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
Product Lbs* 23,956,270,746 26,531,899,034 26,935,528,359 29,783,127,600 31,576,555,439 33,078,120,133 

Fat Ibs* 875,800,581 964,551,243 986,730,158 1,090,768,519 1,162,554,460 1,217,715,784 

SNF Ibs* 2,089,057,061 2,323,263,495 2,353,527,761 2,606,926,195 2,763,775,588 2,894,991,812 

Daily Quota Fat 882,186 882,675 881,765 882,227 882,672 883,957 

Daily Quota SNF 2,150,423 2,151,660 2,149,935 2,150,734 2,152,024 2,155,073 

Quota Fat Lbs 322,880,076 322,176,375 321,844,225 322,012,689 323,058,109 322,644,191 

Quota SNF Lbs 787,054,818 785,355,900 784,726,275 785,018,016 787,640,706 786,601,579 

Quota Fat % of Production 36.87% 33.40% 32.62% 29.52% 27.79% 26.50% 

Qutoa SNF % of Production 37.68% 33.80% 33.34% 30.11% 28.50% 27.17% 
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CDFA-G 

365 365 366 365 365 365 

Year: 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 

Product Lbs' 35,008,600,985 35,297,082,429 35,254,448,834 35,677,072,275 36,815,687,472 38,514,602,160 

Fat Ibs' 1,288,588,507 1,292,101,113 1,294,153,876 1,306,034,929 1,371,681,250 1,411,087,662 

SNF Ibs' 3,062,633,492 3,086,230,159 3,096,1 77,194 3,137,795,565 3,243,430,487 3,391,469,609 

Dally Quota Fat 882,490 882,707 883,402 882,786 882,073 883,670 

Daily Quota SNF 2,151,470 2,151 ,855 2,152,153 2,152,098 2,150,389 2, 171,103 

Quota Fat Lbs 322,108,726 322,187,944 323,325,170 322,217,008 321,956,585 322,539,427 

Quota SNF Lbs 785,286,418 785,427,032 787,688,156 785,515,883 784,892,151 792,452,694 

Quota Fat % of Production 25.00% 24.94% 24.98% 24.67% 23.47% 22.86% 

Qutoa SNF % of Production 25.64% 25.45% 25.44% 25.03% 24.20% 23.37% 
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CDFA-G 

366 365 365 365 366 365 

Year: 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Product Lbs' 39,614,654,321 36,402,593,975 37,006,885,103 39,736,180,048 40,503,732,996 39,623,925,563 

Fat Ibs' 1,453,503,642 1,322,195,985 1,344,139,318 1,470,281,896 1,504,788,862 1,476,458,474 

SNF Ibs' 3,488,824,995 3,208,257,544 3,271,975,499 3,521,030,804 3,591,570,092 3,527,794,234 

Daily Quota Fat 882,565 883,376 883,139 883,231 882,634 883,090 

Daily Quota SNF 2,154,665 2,153,770 2,153,719 2,153,987 2,152,219 2,153,344 

Quota Fat Lbs 323,018,834 322,432,322 322,345,563 322,379,233 323,044,025 322,327,782 

Quota SNF Lbs 788,607,390 786,126,219 786,107,450 786,205,304 787,712,119 785,970,561 

Quota Fat % of Production 22.22% 24.39% 23.98% 21.93% 21.47% 21.83% 

Qutoa SNF % of Production 22.60% 24.50% 24.03% 22.33% 21.93% 22.28% 
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CDFA·G 

365 

Year: 2014 

Product Lbs· 41,064,626,669 

Fat Ibs· 1,515,503,324 

SNF Ibs· 3,663,274,099 

Dally Quota Fat 882,580 

Dally Quota SNF 2,152,340 

Quota Fat Lbs 322,141 ,640 

Quota SNF Lbs 785,603,952 

Quota Fat % of Production 21.26% 

Qutoa SNF % of Production 21.45% 
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Year 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2000 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

:2001 

2002 

2002 

2002 

2002 

2002 

2002 

2002 

2002 

2002 

:2002 

2003 

2003 

2003 

2003 

2003 

2003 

2003 

2003 

2003 

2003 

2003 

2003 

2004 

2004 

2004 

2004 

2004 

2004 

2004 

2004 

2004 

2004 

2005 

2005 

2005 

2005 

2005 

2005 

2005 

2005 

2005 

2005 

Month 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ , , 

$ 

$ 

$ , 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ , , 

249,867.99 

268,128.50 

256,276.83 

272,518.24 

255,875.74 $ 

270,523.00 $ 

278,624.96 $ 

266,577.67 $ 

283,417.14 $ 

271,010.03 $ 

255,083.00 

274,703.00 

262,032.00 

276,294.00 

258,540.00 $ 

269,478,00 $ 

276,423.00 $ 

313,275.00 $ 

326,652.00 $ 

315,881.14 $ 

286,786.38 

316,637.91 $ 

304,002.00 $ 

316,861.87 

303,570.74 $ 

317,726.77 $ 

320,141.83 $ 

313,669.41 $ 

331,547.90 $ 

322,263.34 $ 

319,179.79 

307,969.18 $ 

297,989.86 $ 

282,731.14 $ 

291,723.69 $ 

312,703.79 $ 

301,717.83 $ 

356,542.52 $ 

381,352.19 $ 

, 
389,516.61 

372,785042 

382.295.54 

358.739.53 

358.316.30 $ 

381,985.38 

376,646.22 

392.832.25 $ 

383.497.41 $ 

Allowance 

432,128.32 

477,848.89 

373,699.94 

417,286,04 

398,608.80 

410,67225 

454,506.83 

388,880.50 

446,988.29 

438,963.00 

516.226.00 

612,231.00 

527,186.00 $ 

529,394.00 $ 

562,624.00 $ 

562,403.00 $ 

444.037.00 $ 

466,127.00 $ 

500,562.00 $ 

456,009.66 $ 

472.398.00 

715,290.05 

585,375.16 $ 

662.137.13 $ 

626.233.24 $ 

640,761.42 $ 

838,566.09 $ 

770.611.59 $ 

820,260.92 $ 

751,582.79 $ 

755,553.67 $ 

833,055.31 $ 

626,973.35 

766,112.99 

709,763.28 

829,552.84 

783.642.51 $ 

921,097.75 $ 

912,095.13 

872,488.02 $ 

1,259,327.59 

1,'1'12,605.28 

1,292,123.3'1 

1,391,109.51 

1,362,886.00 

1,387,728.70 

1,'133,650.37 

1,416.864.63 $ 

1,52<1,817.34 $ 

1,485,749.62 $ 

681,996.31 

745,977.39 $ 

629,976.77 $ 

689,604.28 $ 

654,484.54 $ 

681,195.25 $ 

733,131.79 $ 

655,458.17 $ 

730,405.43 $ 

709,973.03 $ 

773,309.00 $ 

886.934.00 $ 

789,218.00 $ 

805,668.00 $ 

821,154.00 $ 

651,881.00 $ 

720,460.00 $ 

799,402.00 $ 

627,214.00 

771,891.02 

759.184.38 $ 

1,031,927.96 $ 

889,377.18 $ 

978.999.00 $ 

929,803.98 

958.508.19 $ 

1.158.707.92 $ 

1,084,281.00 $ 

1.151,808.82 

1,073,846.13 

1,054,158.71 $ 

1,156,949.24 $ 

1,141,733.72 

1,076,840.82 

999,422.11 $ 

1,119,332.05 $ 

1,077,473.49 $ 

1,212,423.94 $ 

1,225.823.79 

1,173,377.32 $ 

$ 

1,493,121.47 $ 

1,467,592 .81 

1,350,316.60 $ 

1.396,656.19 $ 

1.352,635.84 $ 

1.406.755.65 $ 

1,384,614.77 $ 

1.582,022.83 $ 

1,747,501.62 $ 

1,618,848.01 

1,832,121.89 $ 

1,664,908.76 

1.773,405.05 

1,721,625.53 $ 

1.746.045.00 $ 

1.815.635.75 $ 

1,795,510.85 $ 

1,917,649.59 $ 

1.869,2'17.03 

CDFA-H 



-H .-
2006 

2006 379,480.84 • 1,6«,167.02 • 2,023,647.86 

2006 367,165.85 • 1.673,831 .51 • 2,040,997.16 • 
2006 3&4,034.72 • 1,671,923.71 • 2,055,958.43 • • 
2006 349,805.80 • 1,675,575.'. • 2,025,38Il.94 • • 
2006 • 349,589.56 • l ,756,2n.24 • 2,105,866.80 • 
2006 • 1.781 ,862.55 • 2,163,442.17 • 
2006 • 1.905,010,13 • 2,282,811.18 

2006 • 2 ,012,984.20 • 2,424 ,S72.n 

2006 • 2,383,972.03 

2007 1,918,1104.42 2,266,736.27 • • 
2007 2.226,637.94 • 2,623.844.91 • • 
2007 2.176,322.40 • 2,563,728.63 $ $ 

2007 2,198,280.01 $ 2,596,980.67 $ $ 

2007 $ 2.142.806.56 $ 2,504,803.71 $ $ 

2007 $ $ 2,626,095.76 $ $ 

2007 $ 2.674,474.64 $ • 
2007 $ 2,0485 ,590.40 $ 

,"'" 2,651 ,360.<46 $ • 
2007 2,..a3,085.00 

2006 $ 378.38727 • 2,207,OOUO $ $ 

2006 $ 405.913.95 • 2,389,859.s4 $ $ 

7008 $ 390,056.25 2,371,704.16 $ 

7008 • 392.498.25 1,790,706.96 • 
2008 363.76-4.12 1,273,713.93 1,637,478.05 

2008 373,953.04 1.262,169.15 
7008 380.964.87 • 1,284."58.60 

"'" 508,991 .64 $ 1,641 .242.60 • 
2006 545,l:N.45 • 1,664,050.46 • • 
2008 526.948.23 1,644 ,887..50 • • 

7009 $ 507,663.57 $ 2,342,199.11 • 
2009 $ 545,821.15 $ 2,538,327.10 $ $ 

2009 $ 527,065.93 $ 2,38&,630.53 $ • 
700' $ 528,439.17 2,548,549.81 • $ 

2009 • 2,444,276.49 • 
2009 • 510,&24.95 2.482,351.12 • • 
2009 • 517,930.81 2,720,060.'" • • 
2009 2 ,666,950.47 • • 
2009 • 2,697,554.53 

7009 $ 

• 

2010 475,081 .86 $ 

2010 512,317.45 • 
2010 492,536.47 • $ 

2010 • 495,953.60 • $ 

,.10 438,458.01 • ,.,. 445,443.i8 

2010 469,257.30 • $ 

2010 463,191.61 • 2,489,452.17 • 
2010 484.9n.86 2.522,742.67 $ • 
20'. • • 

• 
2011 2,173,920.38 • 
2011 • 2,468,229.08 • 
20" • 2.279,046.86 • $ 

,." • 2.379,812.65 • • 
20" 2 ,223,027.67 • • 
20" $ 2,202.115.81 • • ,." • 2.318.537.29 • ,." • 2.323.164.66 • 2,no.686.59 L __ • • 
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-H 

Year Month 

2011 488,475.99 , 2,438,065.37 $ 2,926,541.36 $ , (170,993.42) 

2011 498,402.34 , 2,250,885.07 $ 2,749,267.41 $ 
, (177,850.60) 

, 
2012 472,921.B9 2,296,825.25 2,769,747.14 , 
2012 497,517.82 2,474,110.20 , 2,971,628.02 , $ 

2012 482,432.11 2,374,313.55 2,856,745.66 , $ 

2012 482,928.53 2,307,806.95 2,790,735.46 , 
2012 434,500.11 2,233,872.99 2,668,373.10 $ 

2012 462,509.55 $ 2,305.161.65 $ 2,767,671.20 

2012 496,349.49 , 2,398,223.76 , 2,894,573.27 , 
2012 462,278.29 • 2,400,695.53 • 2,862,973.82 $ 

2012 498,771.45 2,565,174.06 • 3,063,945,51 • 
2012 $ 487,275.42 2,801,200.56 • $ 

2012 

2013 420,775.41 2,377,053.04 • 2,797,828.45 • 
2013 452,905.64 2,621,255.63 • 3,074,161.27 $ 
2013 429,473.10 2,607,855.89 • 3,037,328.99 • 
2013 • 423,967.97 2,502,677 .36 2,926,645.33 • $ 

2013 S 415,356.25 2,440,078.57 2,855,434.82 • 
2013 $ 464,554.44 • 2,593,233.12 3,057,787.56 • • 
2013 • 478,528.59 • 2,803,264.24 3,281,792.83 • 
2013 • 473,603.56 • 2,766,210.74 3.239,814.30 

2013 • 517,258.72 $ 2,739,632.78 3,256,891.50 

2013 512,654.56 • 2,538,857.75 

2013 

2014 $ 485,862.90 2,474,924.63 2.960,787.53 • 
2014 • 533,189.81 $ 2,720,162.95 • 3.253,352.76 

2014 • 522,486.92 $ 2,612,531.16 $ 3,135,018.08 

2014 , 535,599.56 • 2,583,829.54 • 3.119,429.10 

2014 • 529.200,48 • 2.510,632.66 • 3.039,833.14 

2014 • 551,094.46 • 2.489.467.73 • 3,040,562.19 

2014 567,686.08 2,644.743.64 • 3,212,429.72 • 
2014 553,049.80 • 2,589,557.61 • 3,142,607.41 • 
2014 • 578,705.93 • 2,695,795.78 3,274,501.71 

2014 • 572,459.80 2,511,285.67 3,083,745.47 

• 
2015 493,270.63 $ 2,449,942.42 $ 2,943,213.05 

2015 544,599.81 • 2,686,325.47 $ 3,230,925.28 • 
2015 516,556.38 2,512,828.53 $ 3,029,384.91 $ • • 
2015 532,125.64 , 2,432,108.23 • 2,964,233.87 • • 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 

NOTES 

Fortification shows the Ibs of SNF in powder and condensed skim used to fortify Class 1 products, and the allowance to handlers for doing so 

Transportation Allowances show the dollars paid to producers on milk moved to Northern CA and Soutllem CA plants 
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Month 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

08 

09 

10 

11 

12 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

08 

09 

10 

11 

12 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

08 

09 

10 

11 

12 

01 

02 

03 

04 

Monthly Quota Premiums and 
Regional Quota Adjusters 
January 2009-July 2015 

Year Quota Premium 

2009 ($13,014,471.02) 

2009 ($11,760,642.27) 

2009 ($13,027,229.67) 

2009 ($12,601,554.23) 

2009 ($13,024,323.78) 

2009 ($12,590,563.44) 

2009 ($13,020,451.08) 

2009 ($13,018,660.20) 

2009 ($12,593,712.50) 

2009 ($13,019,857.50) 

2009 ($12,602,811.20) 

2009 ($13,020,335.84) 

2010 ($13,019,780.09) 

2010 ($11,760,660.41) 

2010 ($13,019,847.49) 

2010 ($12,600,642.60) 

2010 ($13,018,735.47) 

2010 ($12,602,168.48) 

2010 ($13,024,733.28) 

2010 ($13,019,483.30) 

2010 ($12,596,226.63) 

2010 ($13,016,084.84) 

2010 ($12,597,091.85) 

2010 ($13,015,698.35) 

2011 ($13,017,521.79) 

2011 ($11,759,815.08) 

2011 ($13,018,323.83) 

2011 ($12,600,866.27) 

2011 ($13,021,307.33) 

2011 ($12,600,198.78) 

2011 ($13,024,541.21) 

2011 ($13,023,609.30) 

2011 ($12,602,638.23) 

2011 ($13,016,685.05) 

2011 ($12,602,245.70) 

2011 ($13,022,281.74) 

2012 ($13,009,007.12) 

2012 ($12,180,049.44) 

2012 ($13,020,043.73) 

2012 ($12,597,527.87) 

CDFA-I 

RQA 

$1,154,401.54 

$1,045,451.38 

$1,161,260.65 

$1,122,529.44 

$1,160,025.40 

$1,123,031.56 

$1,161,784.14 

$1,161,093.66 

$1,123,867.34 

$1,165,375.85 

$1,128,689.79 

$1,166,127.85 

$1,166,707.67 

$1,053,814.53 

$1,166,722.28 

$1,128,840.79 

$1,165,813.11 

$1,128,021.33 

$1,165,594.66 

$1,164,666.63 

$1,125,647.14 

$1,162,715.55 

$1,123,869.61 

$1,161,424.23 

$1,159,162.94 

$1,046,422.89 

$1,160,323.40 

$1,122,725.73 

$1,160,348.21 

$1,122,523.05 

$1,161,370.72 

$1,161,246.15 

$1,123,946.13 

$1,159,498.20 

$1,122,799.83 

$1,160,222.94 

$1,160,082.35 

$1,086,134.10 

$1,163,019.75 

$1,125,456.96 



CDFA-I 

Month Year Quota Premium RQA 

05 2012 ($13,006,894.49) $1,158,966.34 

06 2012 ($12,577,568.64) $1,121,934.99 

07 2012 ($13,012,240.61) $1,161 ,364.66 

08 2012 ($13,022,121.65) $1,161 ,365.01 

09 2012 ($12,581 ,852.21) $1 ,126,085.22 

10 2012 ($13,005,871 .13) $1,164,844.91 

11 2012 ($12,587,413.61 ) $1,128,440.47 

12 2012 ($13,003,272.75) $1,172,051.53 

01 2013 ($13,012,254.84) $1,173,863.41 

02 2013 ($11,755,874.91) $1,061 ,901.49 

03 2013 ($13,020,129.14) $1,177,486.84 

04 2013 ($12,594,913.11) $1 ,142,645.70 

05 2013 ($13,019,344.85) $1,186,489.57 

06 2013 ($12,593,705.87) $1,147,368.58 

07 2013 ($13,016,41 3.41) $1,187,436.94 

08 2013 ($13,012,210.58) $1 ,185,195.40 

09 2013 ($12,594,785.97) $1,149,437.15 

10 2013 ($13,022,317.23) $1,184,268.37 

11 2013 ($12,602,002.73) $1,144,197.87 

12 2013 ($13,020,306.78) $1 ,180,601 .32 

01 2014 ($13,019,113.77) $1,179,683.14 

02 2014 ($11,760,336.12) $1,066,361 .55 

03 2014 ($13,027,523.34) $1,180,838.10 

04 2014 ($12,602,070.98) $1,141 ,744.70 

05 2014 ($13,024,081 .79) $1,175,450.23 

06 2014 ($12,583,867.14) $1,136,192.63 

07 2014 ($13,010,475.47) $1,169,815.77 

08 2014 ($1 2,993,218.94) $1,170,524.70 

09 2014 ($12,561,553.49) $1 ,133,894.64 

10 2014 ($13,015,085.07) $1 ,171,168.17 

11 2014 ($12,586,734.81) $1,135,468.84 

12 2014 ($13,008,709.74) $1,172,762.33 

01 2015 ($13,007,060.82) $1,173,318.41 

02 2015 ($11,765,082.62) $1,060,629.97 

03 2015 ($13,033,525.83) $1 ,174,361.04 

04 2015 ($12,614,578.67) $1,136,581.36 

05 2015 ($13,032,800.24) $1,174,398.18 

06 2015 ($12,603,013.02) $1,135,830.07 

07 2015 ($13,002,345.14) $1,173,554.54 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 
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TABLE 6. COMMERCIAL PRODUCTION OF MILK AND MILK FAT, 
BY COUNTIES AND DISTRICTS. CALIFORNIA, 1980 

l-Iilk ~thousand Eounds) Milk Fat ~thou8and E:0unds) Milk Fat (E:ercent) !! 
Manufac- Manufac- Hanufac -

Market turing Total Market turing Total Market tu't'ing Total 
County and District 
Del Norte 9.646 11,542 21,190 371 496 867 3. 85 4.30 4.10 
Humboldt 121.249 59,538 180,787 4,887 2,608 7,495 4.03 4.38 4.15 
Mendocino 10,044 10,044 427 427 4 . 25 4.25 

North Coast 140,941 71,080 212,021 5,685 3,104 8,789 4. 03 4.37 4.15 
Shasta 16,676 32 16,708 606 1 607 3.64 3. 89 3.64 
Siskiyou 31,318 46 31,364 1,195 2 1,197 3.82 3.52 3.82 
Trinity 

North Central 47,994 78 48,072 1,801 3 1,804 3.75 3.68 3.75 
Lassen 2,560 2,560 95 95 3. 72 3. 72 
Modoc 
Plumas 

North East 2,560 2,560 95 95 3.72 3.72 
Alameda 44 44 2 2 3.25 3.25 
Contra Costa 34,433 172 34,605 1,246 6 1,252 3.62 3.72 3.62 
Lake 
Marin 202,545 2,357 204,902 7,275 81 7,356 3.59 3.44 3.59 
Monterey 58,663 1,515 60,178 2, 133 54 2,187 3.64 3.54 3.63 
Napa 27,275 165 27 ,440 992 7 999 3.64 4. 11 3.64 
San Benito 17,025 449 17,474 630 16 646 3.70 3.57 . 3.70 
San Francisco 
San Luis Obispo 34 ,779 73 34,852 1,258 2 1,260 3.62 3.18 3.62 
San Mateo 
Santa Clara 63,879 399 64,278 2,233 14 2,247 3.50 3.57 3.50 
Santa Cruz 5,282 3,104 8,386 198 108 306 3.75 3.48 3.65 
Sonoma 466,205 9,608 475,813 16,930 346 17,276 3. 63 3.61 3.63 

Central Coast 910,086 17 ,886 927,972 32,895 636 33,531 3.61 3.56 3.61 
Butte 22,174 3,327 25,501 828 119 947 3.74 3.57 3.71 
Colusa 6,583 159 6,742 244 6 250 3.70 3.81 3.70 
Glenn 160,701 33,370 194,071 6,036 1,257 7,293 3.76 3 . 77 3.76 
Sacramento 256,154 16,014 272,168 9,505 594 10,099 3.71 3.71 3.71 
Solano 14,748 358 15,106 534 13 547 3.62 3. 59 3.62 • Sutter 15,391 2,678 18,069 556 102 658 3.62 3.83 3. 65 
Tehama 26.465 9,093 35,558 995 334 1,329 3.7 6 3.68 3.74 
Yolo 6,288 19 6,307 232 1 233 3.69 3.85 3.69 
Yuba 19,722 1,572 21,294 787 59 846 3. 99 3.75 3.97 

Sacramento Valley 528 , 226 66,590 594,816 19,717 2,485 22,202 3.73 3.73 3.73 
Fresno 754,778 8,856 763,634 27,314 311 27,625 3.62 3.52 3.62 
Kern 302,808 711 303,519 10, 812 25 10,837 3.57 3.58 3.57 
Kings 776,502 2,752 779,254 27,843 98 27,941 3.59 3.56 3.59 
Madera 247 ,917 3,090 251,007 8,869 111 8,980 3.58 3.58 3.58 
Merced 1,144,815 103,398 1,248,213 42,158 3,680 45,838 3.68 3.56 3.67 
San Joaquin 872,295 39,199 911,494 31,932 1,397 33 ,329 3.66 3.56 3.66 
Stanislaus 1, 250,741 181,142 1 ,431,883 45,752 6,358 52,110 3.66 3.51 3.64 
Tulare 1,707,073 18,442 1,725,515 61,376 669 62,045 3.60 3.63 3.60 

San Joaquin V1y 7 9056 9929 357,590 794149519 256,056 12,650 268,706 3.63 3.54 3.62 
Alpine 
Amador 
Calaveras 
E1 Dorado 1,084 1,084 39 39 3.57 3.57 
Inyo 
Mariposa 
Mono 
Nevada 
Placer 8,498 8,498 300 300 3.54 3.54 
Sierra 
Tuolumne 

Si erra Mountain 9,582 9 9562 339 339 3.54 3.54 
Imperial 6,913 6,913 259 259 3.74 3.74 
Los Angeles 132,175 603 132,778 4,740 21 4.761 3. 59 3.50 3.59 
Orange 

. 1.342,772 47 9396 59 47,455 3.53 3.59 3.53 Riverside 1,341,118 1,654 
San Bernardino 2,468,849 2,306 2,471,155 87,090 83 87,173 3.53 3.58 3. 53 
San Diego 232,992 204 233,196 8,058 7 8,065 3.46 3.31 3.46 
Santa Barbara 74,778 6 74,784 2,758 2.758 3. 69 3.68 3.69 
Ventura 44,858 44,858 1,434 1,434 3.20 3.20 

So. California 4,301,683 4,773 4 , 306,456 151,735 170 151,905 3.53 3.56 3.53 

State 12,996,001 517,997 13.515,998 468,323 19,048 487,371 3.60 3.68 3.61 

!I Computed from data before rounding to thousands of pounds. 

L __ 
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TABLE 6 . COMM::RCrAL PRODUCTION OF MILK AND MIl.K fA1' AND AVERAGE MILK FAT TEST 
IN CALIFORNIA , BY COUNTI ES AND DISTRICTS, 198; 

county and District 

Ocl Nor-ta 
tlumboldt 
Hendocino 

North Coast 
Shasta 
S i skiyou 
Tnni ty 

North Cen tra I 
Lassen 
ModoC' 
Plumas 
North E~st 

Alameda 
Contra Costa 
Lake 
Marin 
Monterey 
Napa 
San Benl to 
San Francisco 
!ian Lui s Obispo 
Sa.n Ma teo 
Stlnta Cla ra 
Santa Cruz 
Sonoma 
C~ntral Coas t 

Butte 
C'nlu,.", 

Glenn 
Sacramento 
5010no 
Sut ter 
Tehama 
Yo lo 
Yuba 

Sac ramento valley 
Fresno 
Kern 
Kings 
!o1adenl 
Merced 
San Joaquln 
Stanislaus 
Tulare 

San Joaquin valley 
AlpLne 
Amador 
Calaveras 
El DOL-ado 
rnyo 
Marlposa 
Mono 
Nevada 
Piacer 
~ ip rra 

Tuolumne 
Sierra. Mountain 

Imperial 
Los Angeles 
Orange 
Riverside 
San Be rnardino 
San Diego 
Santa Barbara 
Ventura 

So. California 

State 

Milk .!.I 
Manufac-

I'larket tur ing Total 
(thousand pounds) 

22.349 10.39B 32,747 
220, 549 

II. 558 
264,854 

15,507 
34.653 

1550.329 6S,219 
11,558 

189.237 
1 ~ . 507 

34 , 653 

50 , 160 
2,335 

2,335 

':14,845 

230 , 542 
73,))2 
lJ,586 
20,647 

30 , 598 

72,576 
6,21 ] 

503,700 
1,006,040 

24. 200 
6 . 31 J 

14J , 5lJ 
310.769 

23 , 529 
14 . 545 
29 . 164 
\0.775 
29,260 

592 , 068 
989 , 019 
339 ,862 

1,062 , 034 
274,100 

1,664,617 
1,087 , 577 
1,618,537 
2,190,722 
9,226,470 

1, 095 

9 , 507 

10,602 
7,BOI 

)2,829 

1,740,805 
2,869 , 503 

260,910 
67 ,91 0 
43 ,284 

5,028,041 

16.1 04,954 

750,617 

JOJ 

5BO 

770 

] 

10 
2,080 

9,544 
13 , 291 

2, 947 
2]4 

57 ,7.'1 5 
5,604 

II. 
2,043 
7 ,585 

9 
967 

77,252 
6 , 525 

162 
1,705 
7 , 604 

197,451 
38 , G21 

160,045 
9,705 

421,619 

537 

537 

7,169 
1 , 234 

10. 
24 

) , 316 
11,928 

600.443 

50 ,1 60 
2,335 

2,J35 
JOJ 

54,845 

231,122 
7),332 
13,586 
:2 t . 417 

30 ,601 
10 

74,657 
6,213 

513,244 
1,019,3) ) 

27 ,1 47 
6 , 547 

201 , 259 
]16. ]72 

23,646 
16,seB 
36 ,749 
10,184 
30,228 

669,320 
995,544 
340.024 

1,063,739 
291 , 705 

1,862,068 
1,126,198 
1,778,582 
2. 200,427 
9 , 648.289 

1,095 

10 , 044 

11,139 
7,801 

32,828 

1 , 741 , 914 
2,870,718 

261,094 
67 , 934 
51, 600 

S,039,969 

16,705 , ]97 

Hi l k rat 
Manufac-

Market turing Tot" 1 
(thousand pounds) 
880 462 1,343 

6,078 2,854 9 , 932 
490 490 

7 ,-44 9 
562 

1,344 

1,906 
B7 

B7 

1, 957 

8,325 
2,674 

4BO 
7>7 

1, 107 

2,550 
227 

18,6]} 
36,709 

9J5 
233 

5 , 215 
11.621 

aSB 
5JO 

1,082 
JB2 

1,180 
22,096 
36 , 190 
12,373 
]8,745 

9 . 96B 
61 , 857 
39,817 
59 , 545 
79,979 

338,415 

19 

l52 

J91 
291 

1.229 

62 , 28'. 
102,452 

~ , ': 18 

=, ·,a9 
1,677 

179,710 

586,824 

J, 31 7 

II 

21 

2. 

o 
o 

7l 

]60 
49' 
10. 

• 
2,094 

201 
4 7. 

2B7 
o 

]5 
2 , B19 

234 
6 

62 
276 

7 ,386 
l, 4nl 
5.694 

J46 
15,406 

20 

10 , 766 
562 

1.344 

1 , 906 
B7 

.7 
11 

1,957 

8 , ]46 
2 . 67 4 

4BO 
7B5 

1,108 
o 

2,624 
227 

18,991 
37 ,203 

1,044 
242 

7,3bY 
11,822 

B62 
60B 

I , )70 
]BJ 

I, 215 
24,915 
]6,423 
12,379 
38,808 
10,244 
69 , 243 
41,218 
65 , 240 
30,325 

H3,8S1 

39 

37] 

20 412 
291 

1,229 

250 62,532 
41 102,496 

6 9,294 
1 2,490 

1161.793 
tll7 180,126 

22,472 609,295 

Average Milk fat 

~Iarke't 

3.94 
3.91 
4 . 24 

Manufac
turing 

(percent I 
4 . 4~ 

4.38 

3.94 .'1.]9 
3.62 
3.88 

3 .S0 
3. 71 

].71 

] . S7 

3.61 
J.6S 
).53 
1. 67 

3 . 62 

].5 t 
],66 
3.70 
3.65 
3.8& 
3.69 
J.bij 
3.74 
3 . 65 
3 .64 
3.71 
3 . 55 
4.03 
3 . 73 
3.66 
3.64 
3 . 65 
3.64 
3 .72 
.1 . 66 
J . 6B 
.1 .65 
3.67 

3.5 7 

3. 71 

3.69 
3 . 13 
). 74 

l.5B 
3.57 
3.56 
3.61 
3 . 47 
3.57 

3.64 

3.74 

3.64 

). (, I 

3.55 
2.97 
1. S2 

3 . 17 
3.71 
]. 70 
].86 
1. 63 
3 . 60 
] .55 
].82 
].79 
3. 59 
3.63 
) . 65 
J.5S 
3.62 
3.66 
3.63 
1.74 
3 . 63 
3.56 
1. 57 
3 . 65 

3.18 

3.78 

3.49 
].50 
).50 
).82 
].50 
3.50 

).74 

4 . 10 
4.U5 
4.24 
4.06 
3.62 
3.88 

].BO 
]. 71 

1. 71 
1.74 
3.57 

3.61 
3.65 
3 . 0;] 

3.6b 

3. 62 
2. 97 
3 . SI 
] . 66 
3.10 
] . 65 
3.84 
J.70 
3.66 
3.74 

3.6S. 
3 . 66 
3 . 73 
3 . 5S 
4.02 
3 . 72 
],66 
1.64 
3.65 
3.6-4 
].72 
3.66 
3 . 67 
].65 
J . 67 

3.57 

] . 71 

J.70 
3.73 
3.74 

3 . 58 
3.57 
3.56 
3.67 

3 . 48. 
). 57 

3.65 

1./ Totals hlloVe been detE'rtllined (rom un rounded datIL 
9, 10 , 11 , and 12. 

The original data may be found in Tables 7, 8, 

I I Mllk (at tests were computed [rom un rounded data. 
2 
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TABLE 6. COMMERCIAL PRODUCTION OF MILK, MILK FAT AND AVERAGE MILK FAT TEST IN CALIFORNIA, 
BY COUNTIES AND DISTRICTS, 1990 

MILK 1/ MILK FAT AVERAGE MILK· FAT TEST 2/ 

,gYC1x aDd Qi~~ci~t tliu:kli:t ~ilD!Jf5l!&tuciCg Total H~ck~1 Hacufa'tYcio9 IQ~~~ ~sck~~ Haoyfacturing Total 
(thousand pounds) (thousand pounds) (percent) 

Del Norte 1,780 10,949 12,729 83 501 584 4.66 4.58 4.59 
Hunboldt 190,215 50,082 240,297 7,547 2,140 9,687 3.97 4.27 4.03 
Mendocino 13,948 13,948 576 576 4.13 4.13 

North Coast 205,943 61,031 266,974 8,206 2,641 10,847 3.98 4.33 4.06 
Shasta 12,752 12,752 453 453 3.55 3.55 
Siskiyou 36,995 36,995 
Trini ty 

1,371 1,371 3.71 3.71 

North Central 49,747 49,747 1,824 1,824 3.67 3.67 
lassen 2,165 2,165 77 77 3.56 3.56 
Modoc 
Plumas 

North East 
Alameda 

2,165 2,165 77 77 3.56 3.56 

Contra Costa 45,312 
lake 

366 45,678 1,646 11 1,657 3.63 3.01 3.63 

Marin 247,292 120 247,412 8,926 4 8,930 3.61 3.33 3.61 
Monterey 73 ,320 73,320 2,695 2,695 3.68 3.68 
Napa 6,'854 6,854 249 249 3.63 3.63 
San Benito 12,325 2 ,835 15,160 462 106 568 3.75 3.74 3.75 
San Francisco 
San luis Obispo 11,796 
San Mateo 

974 12,770 433 35 468 3.67 3.59 3.66 

Santa Clara 22,190 103 22,293 791 4 795 3.56 3.88 3.57 
Santa Cruz 10,506 10,506 370 370 3.52 3.52 
Sonoma 576,415 4,311 580,726 21,356 170 21,526 3.70 3.94 3.71 

Central Coast 1,006,010 8,709 1,014,719 36,928 330 37,258 3.67 3.79 3.67 Butte 15,619 26 15,645 589 1 590 3.77 3.85 3.77 
Colusa 6,186 14 6,200 233 1 234 3.77 7.14 3.77 Glenn 174,903 57,708 232,611 6,353 2,366 8,719 3.63 4.1 0 3.75 Sacramento 306,121 5,963 312,084 11,258 213 11,471 3.68 3.57 3.68 Solano 27,152 15 27,167 988 1 989 3.64 6.67 3.64 
Sutter 9,064 9,064 321 321 3.54 3.54 Tehama 51,892 4,352 56,244 1,911 156 2,067 3.68 3.58 3.68 Yolo 13,230 13,230 478 478 3.61 3.61 Yuba 39,652 13 39,665 1,575 3/ 1,575 3.97 3.97 Sacramento Valley 643,819 68,091 711,910 23,706 2,738 26,444 3.68 4.02 3.71 Fresno 1,248,959 15,346 1,264,305 45,249 557 45,806 3.62 3.63 3.62 Ke rn 438,930 357 439,287 15,660 13 15,673 3.57 3.64 3.57 Kings 1,438,292 5,154 ',443,446 52,484 187 52,671 3.65 3.63 3. 65 Madera 326,381 5,654 332,035 11,751 206 11,957 3.60 3.64 3.60 Merced 2,221,508 118,928 2,340,436 81 ,832 4,474 86,306 3.68 3.76 3.69 San Joaquin 1,344,698 21,957 1,366,655 48,644 784 49,428 3.62 3.57 3.62 Stanislaus 2,137,246 101,666 2,238,912 78,023 3,658 81,681 3.65 3.60 3.65 Tulare 3,507,594 10,680 3,518,274 126,689 385 127,074 3.61 3.60 3.61 San Joaquin Valley 12,663,608 279,74212,943,350 460,332 10 ,264 470,596 3.64 3.67 3.64 Alpine 
Amador 
Calaveras 
El Dorado 
Inyo 
Mariposa 
Mono 
Nevada 
Placer 10,232 
Sierra 

27 10,259 356 357 3.48 3.70 3.48 
Tuolurrne 

Sierra Mountain 10,232 27 10,259 356 357 3.48 3.70 3.48 Imperial 9,848 9,848 365 365 3.71 3.71 l os Angeles 62,730 173 62,903 2,726 7 2,733 4.35 4.05 4.34 Orange 
Riverside 2,234,471 4,519 2,238,990 78,245 163 78,408 3. 50 3.61 3.50 San Bernardino 3,341,182 4,126 3,345,308 118,035 142 118,177 3. 53 3.44 3.53 San Diego 195,604 104 195,708 6,894 4 6,898 3. 52 3.85 3.52 Santa Barbara 54,145 54,145 1,995 1,995 3.68 3.68 Ventura 498 498 18 18 3.61 3.61 Southern California 5,898,477 8,922 5,907,398 208,279 316 208 ,595 3.53 3.54 3.53 

State Total 20,479,999 426,522 20,906,520 739,707 16,290 755,976 3.61 3 .82 3.62 
1/ Totals have been determined from un rounded data. The original data may be found in TabL es 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12. 21 Milk fat tests were computed from unrounded data. 
3/ l ess than 500 pounds milk fat were reported. 
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TABLE 8. COMMERCIAL PRODUCTION OF MILK, MILK.FAT AND AVERAGE MILK FAT TEST IN CALIFORNIA, 
BY COUNTIES AND DISTRICTS, 1995 

MILK 11 MILK FAT AVERAGE MILK - FAT TEST 21 
C.IlUDt¥ Iml Dlitdd Market Manufacturinlil Total Market Manufacturlnlil Total Market Manufacturing Total 

(thousand pounds) (thousand pounds) ~ho .... nd pounds) 
Del Nort. 1,786 10,074 11 ,861 85 481 567 4.79 U8 4.78 
Humboldt 199,399 57,615 257,015 7,764 2,503 10,287 3 .89 4.34 3.99 
MlKldocino 22,449 45 22,494 913 2 915 4.07 4.02 4.07 

North Coast 223,635 87,734 291,369 8,762 2,986 11,748 3 .92 4.41 4.03 
Sh .. l. 6,758 8,758 251 251 3 .71 3.71 
SiliJdyou 15,871 15,871 580 580 3.65 3.85 
Trinity 

North Central 22,627 0 22,627 831 0 831 3 .67 0.00 3.87 
Lasson 
Modoc 
Plumas 

North East 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .00 0 .00 0.00 
Alamedo 
Con .. eo.1a 49,593 49,593 1,758 1,756 3.54 3.54 
Lak. 
Marin 250,361 7,307 257,668 9,125 251 9,376 3.64 3 .43 3.64 
Mont .... y 80,906 2 ,630 83,535 2,237 98 2,334 3.87 3.71 3.67 
Napa 5,112 5,112 185 185 3 .61 3.61 
San Benito 19,673 19,673 716 716 3 .64 3.64 
San Franclsco 
Slim Luis Obi&pO 5,517 990 6,507 213 35 246 3 .86 3.54 3.81 
San Mateo 
Sonta Clara 29,042 33 29,075 1,041 1,042 3.58 3 .68 3.58 

. ; Santa Cruz 5,631 5,631 189 189 3.35 3 .35 
I Sonoma 586,902 7 ,363 594,265 21,810 279 22,090 3.72 3 .80 3.72 

Central Coast 1,012,738 18,322 1,031 ,059 37,272 664 37,936 3.68 3 .62 3 .68 
Butte 13,025 990 14,014 502 38 540 3.85 3 .82 3 .85 
Colusa 3,095 63 3,158 109 3 112 3 .53 4.07 3 .54 
Glenn 217,999 51 ,577 269,576 8,048 2 ,040 10,087 3.69 3 .95 3 .74 
Sacramonto 317,355 3,762 321 ,117 11,935 145 12,079 3.78 3~85 3.76 
Solano 29,501 29,501 1,103 1,103 3 .74 3.74 
Sutter 9,224 1,057 10,281 330 40 369 3.57 3.74 3,59 
Tohama 41,551 28,325 69,876 1,562 1,182 2,744 3.76 4.17 3.93 
Yolo 11 ,785 11 ,785 438 438 3.72 3 .72 
Yuba 48,743 141 48,884 1,898 5 1,903 3 .89 3 .69 3.89 

Sacramento Valley 692,278 85,915 778,193 25,924 3,451 29,375 3 .74 4.02 3 .77 
, Fresno 1,479,425 4,297 1,483,723 53,940 158 54,099 3 .65 3.69 3 .85 

Kern 743,627 743,627 26,511 26,511 3 .57 3.57 
IP Kings 1,971,089 8,863 1,979,973 71.,925 322 72,247 3 .85 3.63 3.85 

_/f1'.Madoro 469,834 8,151 4n,985 17,159 307 17,466 3.65 3.77 3.85 
~~~ Merced 3,028,623 154,428 3,183,050 112,383 6,564 118,947 3 .71 4.25 3 .74 
:; San Joaquin 1,609,619 20,177 1,629,797 59,224 T47 59,971 3 .68 3.70 3.68 
~ Stanislaus 2,668,187 112,884 2,781 ,071 98,620 4,196 102,816 3 .70 3.72 3.70 
I Tulare 4,945,997 17,594 4,963,591 179,370 641 180,012 3 .63 3 .64 3 .63 

San Joaquin Valley 16,916,402 326,414 17,242,816 619,134 12,936 632 ,070 3.66 3 .96 3.67 
Alpine 
Amador 
Calaveras 
EI Dorado 
Invo 
Mariposa 
Mono 
Nevada 
Placer 9,335 9,335 360 360 3 .85 3 .85 
Sierra 
Tuolumne 

Sierra Mountain 9,335 0 9,335 360 0 360 3 .85 0 .00 3.85 
Imperial 22,685 7T 22,762 835 3 838 3.68 3 .50 3.68 
Los Angeles 36,255 1,660 37,915 1,384 59 1,443 3.82 3 .58 3.81 
Orcnge 

.s Riverside 2,378,490 52.220 2,430,710 83,853 1,864 85.717 3.53 3.57 3 .53 
t San Bernardino 3,147,762 66,828 3,216,589 110,545 2,379 112,924 3.51 3.46 3.51 

San Diego 156,739 94 156,833 5,371 3 5,374 3.43 3.39 3.43 
Santa Barbara 52,457 211 52,668 1,910 8 1,918 3.64 3.56 3.64 
Ventura 

Southern California 5,794,388 123,089 5,917,477 203,899 4,316 208,214 3.52 3.51 3 .52 

Stat. Totals 24.671 .402 621,475 25,292,876 896,1.81 24,352 920,533 3.63 3.92 3.64 

11 Totals have be.n detGrmlned from Unfounded data. The original data may be found in Tables 7, 8, 9, 10. 11, and 12. 
21 Milk fat tests were computed from Unfounded data. 4 
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CALIFORNIA MILI{ PRODUCTION, by County 
Table 6. Commercial Production of Bull< Mill<, Average Milk Fat and Solids-not-Fat Test 

in California, by County and Region, 2000 1/ 

Coun and Re ion 2/ 

Bulte 
Colusa if 

Contra Costa 

Del Norte 

Fresno 
Glenn 
Humboldt 

Kern 

Kings 

Madera 

Marin 
Mendocino 41 

Merced 

Monterey 
Placer't/ 
Sacramento 
San Benito 

San Joaquin 
Santa Clara 
Santa Cruz 4/ 

Shasta 4/ 

Siskiyou 
SO/Clno 

Sonoma 
eilnis,aus 

.)utter 4.' 

Tehama 
Tulare 

Yolo 

Yuba 
Northern Calff. 

Imperjal 4
/ 

los Angeles 4/ 

Riversjde 

San Bernardino 

San Diego 
San luis Obispo 4/ 

Santa Barbara 
Southern Calif. 

Market 

14.727 

6 1,354 

49,79 1 

1.743.869 

260.769 
179,984 

1.358.974 

2.590.033 
844.233 

224.575 

4,222.7' 6 
54,266 

358.186 
14.061 

2,026,659 

10.4 19 

33. 182 
3 1,728 

658.864 
3.263.183 

72.259 
7,562,192 

28.220 
65,650 

25.786.498 

2.349.126 

3.387.694 
143.276 

57.490 
6,040.058 

Bulk Milk 

Manufacturin 

600 

1.454 
9.937 

10,072 

33.5 18 
100.399 

7.552 
8,854 

7.398 

775 

44,029 

5.884 

24.636 
4 

66 
2.916 

60.294 

32.389 

19. 102 
1.561 

371.783 

1.496 

7.427 

22 

9,240 

Total 

15.327 

62.807 
59.728 

1.753.942 
294,286 

280.384 

1.366.525 
2.598,887 

85 1.630 
225.351 

4,266.745 

54.266 

364.070 

14.06 1 

2.05 1,294 

10.423 

33. 182 
3 1,794 

66 1.780 

3323.477 

104.647 

7.58 1.294 
29.782 

65.650 
26, 158,281 

2.350.622 

3.395. 121 
143.298 

57.490 
6.049,296 

STATE TOTALS 31 ,826,556 38 1,023 32,207,579 

1/ Includes total milk SOld. Excludes milk used on ranCh. 

21 Counties omimed have no reported milk production. 

It Tests were computed from unrounded data. 

4/ Not published. but included in total. 

Average Milk Fat Test l/ 

Market Manufacturin 

-----Percent 

8 

3.91 

3.7 1 

3.67 

3.64 
3.68 
3.87 

3.67 

3.66 
0.74 

0. 19 

3.76 

3.98 

3.80 
3.73 

3.74 

3.30 

3.73 

3.82 
3.77 
3.74 

3.74 

3.67 
4.32 

4.02 
3.70 

3.56 

3.56 

3.42 

3.63 
3 .56 

3.6 8 

3.66 

3.79 

4.86 
3.67 
3.66 

4.50 
3.60 

3.64 

3.83 

3.56 

3.77 

3.72 

3.73 

3.49 

3.61 

4.05 
3.80 

4.40 

3.67 
4.78 

4.03 

3.60 

3.63 
3.40 

3.63 

4.02 

Total 

3.90 

3.71 
3.87 

3.64 
3.68 

4. 10 
3.67 

3.66 

3.70 

3.66 

3.76 
3.98 

3.80 
3.73 
3.74 

3.30 

3.73 
3.82 
3.77 

3.74 

3.94 

3.67 
4.34 
4.02 
3 .71 

3.56 

3.56 
3.42 

3.63 
3.56 

3.68 

Average Solids-not-fat Test ll 

Market Manufacturing Total 

- - -- ""«ent 

9.03 

8.57 

8.78 

8.77 

8.73 
8.8 1 

8.71 

8.77 
8.74 

8.85 

8.79 

8.86 

8.75 

8.77 
8.74 

8.7 1 

8.8 1 
8.81 

8.86 
8.76 

8.78 

8.76 
9. 13 
8.89 
8.77 

B.69 

8.72 

8.66 

B.71 
B.71 

8.75 

8.28 

8.77 

9.35 

8.75 
8.72 
9.18 

8.70 

8.77 
8.81 

8.75 

8.90 

8.65 

8.67 

8.63 

8.65 

9.00 
8.83 

9.21 

8.78 
9.29 

8.95 

8.66 
8.65 

8.72 

8.65 

8.94 

9.00 

8.58 
8.87 

8.77 

8.73 
8.94 

8.71 

8.77 

8.74 

8.85 

8.79 
8.86 

8.75 
8.77 

8.74 
8.71 

8.81 
8.8] 

8.86 
8.76 

8.9 1 

8.76 
9.13 
8.89 
8.71 

8.69 

8.72 
8.66 

8.71 
8.71 

8.76 

5 

State 

Rank 

29 

36 
20 

21 

B 
13 
14 

9 

5 

10 

15 

28 

2 
23 

12 

30 
7 

32 
37 

35 
25 
26 

II 
4 

33 
17 

I 
27 

19 

18 
24 

6 

3 
16 

34 
22 



Commercial Production of Bulk Milk, Average Milk Fat, and 
Solids-Not-Fat Test in California, by County and Region, 2005 11 

I Bulk Milk 

County and Region 2' Market Manufacturing Total 

Average Milk Fat Test 3 

Market ManufactUring Total 

Thousand Pounds ---- --- Percent 

Butte 
Colusa . / 

Contra Costa 4/ 

Del Norte 

Fresno 

Glenn 

Humboldt 

Kem 

Kings 

Madera 

Marin 
Mendocino 4/ 

Merced 
Monterey 
Placer 4/ 

Sacramento 

San Benito 
San Joaquin 
Santa Clara 4/ 

Santa Cruz 41 

Shasta 4/ 

Siskiyou 

Solano 
Sonoma 

Stanislaus 
Sutter 4/ 

Tehama 
Tulare 

Yolo 

Yuba 
Northern California 

Imperial 
Los Angeles 4/ 

Riverside 
San Bernardino 

San Diego 
San Luis Obispo 41 

Santa Barbara . , 

Southern California 

STATE TOTALS 

10,735 

40,975 
2,362,547 

343,852 
197,400 

2,976,408 
3,225,096 

1,351,212 

212,485 

4 ,966,388 

29,535 

359,367 

17,539 
2,223,457 

30,219 
86,547 

620,586 
3,835,654 

56,099 
9,632,714 

10,317 

69,932 
32,723,627 

95,816 

1,202,152 
2,395,609 

93,014 

3,880,389 

36,604,017 

483 

13,649 

27,750 

31,453 
87,037 

16,743 
68,435 

73,391 

283 

118,985 

200 

6,005 

215 
11 ,705 

o 
51 

1,135 

61,558 

58,981 
209,657 

33,032 

649 
823,199 

o 

69,286 

24,851 

96 

94,233 

917,432 

11 Includes total milk sold. Excludes milk used on ranch. 
'1J Counties omfltted have no reported milk production. 
1I Tests were computed from unrounded data. 
41 Not published. but included in total. 

11 ,218 4.10 

54,624 3.82 
2,390,297 3.62 

375,305 3.68 

284,436 4.01 

2,993,151 3.63 
3,293,531 3.66 

1,424,603 3.63 
212,768 3.63 

5,085,373 3.69 

29,734 3.77 

365,372 3.77 

17,754 3.52 
2,235,163 3.68 

30,219 3.72 
86,598 3.63 

621,721 3.72 
3,897,212 3.67 

115,080 3.82 
9,842,371 3.67 

43,348 3.87 

70,582 3.88 
33,546,826 3.67 

95,816 4 .06 

1,271,438 3.61 

2,420,459 3.56 

93,111 3.37 

3,974,623 3.58 

37,521,449 3.66 

3.76 

4.70 

3.75 
3.73 

4.46 

3.60 
3.93 

4.41 
3.55 

4.39 

3.78 

3.76 

3.35 
3.75 

3.81 

3.59 
3.97 

4.19 
3.77 
3.92 

4.79 
4.06 

3.52 

3.65 

3.37 

3.56 

4.01 

4.09 

4.04 

3.62 

3.68 
4.15 

3.63 
3.67 
3.67 

3.63 

3.70 

3.77 

3.77 

3.52 
3.68 

3.72 
3.63 

3.72 
3.67 

4.01 
3.68 

3.91 

3.89 
3.68 

4.06 

3.60 
3.56 

3.37 

3.58 

3.67 

Average Solids-nat-Fat Test 31 

Market ManufactUring Total 

9.08 

8.79 
8.81 

8.77 

8.88 
8.75 

8.78 
8.80 

8.83 

8.84 

8.83 

8.77 

8.82 
8.79 

8.80 
8.81 

8.85 
8.81 

8.84 
8.79 

8.76 

8.88 
8.80 

8.92 

8.76 

8.75 
8.75 

8.76 

8.79 

Percent 

8.42 

9.36 
8.87 

8.81 

9. 12 

8.88 
8.93 

9.28 
8.76 

9.11 

8.75 

8.78 

8.93 

8.83 

8.82 

8.82 

8.98 

9.09 
8.84 

8.91 
9.41 
9.00 

8.77 

8.80 

8.76 

8.78 

8.97 

9.05 

8.93 
8.81 

8.77 

8.96 

8.75 
8.78 

8.82 

8.83 

8.84 

8.83 

8.77 

8.82 
8.79 

8.80 
8.81 

8.85 
8.81 

8.97 

8.79 
8.88 

8.89 
8.80 

8.92 

8.76 

8.75 

8.75 

8.76 

8.80 

State 

Rank 

31 

37 

34 
21 

7 

12 

14 

5 
4 

9 

15 

27 
2 

26 

29 
13 

28 

8 

32 
36 

35 

25 
19 

11 

3 
30 
16 
1 

23 

20 

17 

24 

10 

6 

18 

33 
22 

6 
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c A L F o R N A 

\ Commercial Production of Bulk Milk, by County 
Commercial Production of Bulk Milk, Average Milk Fat, and 

Solids-Not-Fat Test in California, by County and Region, 2010 1
/ 

COFA- J 

Bulk Milk 
County and Region 21 Market Manufacturing Total 

Average Milk Fat Test 3 

Market Manufacturing Total 
Average Sollds-nat·Fat Tost 31 

Market Manufacturing Totol 

Thousand Pounds 

Butte 
Del Norte 

Fresno 
Glenn 
Humboldt 
Kern 
Kings 
Madera 

Marin 
Mendocino 41 

Merced 
Monterey 41 

Placer 41 

Sacramento 
San Benito 1/ 

San Joaquin 
Santa Clara 4/ 

Shasta 4/ 

Siskiyou 
Solano 41 

Sonoma 
Stanislaus 

Sutter ~ 
Tehama 

Tulare 
Yolo 4J 

Yuba 
Northern California 

Imperial 
Los Angeles 4/ 

Riverside 
San Bernardino 
San Diego 
San Luis Obispo 4/ 

Santa Barbara 4/ 

Southern Califo rnia 

STATE TOTALS 

5,229 
45,927 

2,628,741 
369,845 
182,262 

3,722,611 
4,158,484 
1,567,192 

170,133 

5,004,804 

322,060 

2,092,195 

15,360 

493,200 
3.403,183 

41,187 
10,940,634 

70,221 
35,387,425 

157,289 

968,107 
1,562,964 

53,672 

2,842,105 

38,229,530 

11 Includes total milk sold. Excludes milk used on ranch. 
"11 Counties omiUled have no reported milk production. 
1I Tests were computed from unrounded data. 
" Not published. but Included in total. 

323 
9,049 

12.407 
18,681 
46,279 
32,031 
26,242 
62,141 

6 

870,244 

9,304 

224,664 

o 

646 
629,279 

62,887 
47,156 

385 
2,091,082 

o 

96 
34.406 

o 

34,503 

2,1 25,585 

--- Percent 

5,552 4.37 
54,976 4.07 

2,641,149 3.62 
388,526 3.65 
228,541 4.13 

3.754,642 3.62 
4,184,727 3.62 
1,629,332 3.62 

170,139 3.60 

5,875,047 3.64 

331,364 3.68 

2,316,859 3.58 

15,360 3.72 

493,846 3.72 
4,032.461 3.64 

104,075 3.72 
10,987.790 3.67 

70,606 3.90 
37,478,507 3.65 

157,289 3.84 

968,203 3.57 
1,597,370 3.52 

53,672 3.38 

2,876,608 3,56 

40,355,115 3.64 

3.94 
4.86 
4.45 
3.71 
4.62 
3.51 
4.31 
4.34 
5.13 

4.39 

4.09 

3.85 

3.61 
3.81 

4.08 
4.19 

3.75 
4.12 

3.82 
3.91 

3.91 

4.12 

4.34 
4.20 
3.62 
3.65 
4.23 
3.62 
3.62 
3.65 
3.60 

3.75 

3.69 

3.61 

3.72 

3.72 
3.66 

3.94 
3.68 

3.90 
3.67 

3.84 

3.57 
3.53 
3.38 

3.56 

3.66 

9.26 
8.85 
8.86 
8.81 
8.90 
8.80 
8.82 
8.83 
8.89 

8.86 

8.85 

8.83 

8.99 

8.89 
8.84 

8.87 
8.86 

8.92 
8.85 

8.94 

8.81 
8.80 
8.80 

8.81 

8.84 

Percellt 

8.51 
9.29 
9.21 
8.79 
9.22 
8.85 
9.18 
9.21 
8.62 

9.20 

9.05 

8.91 

8.73 
8.96 

9.10 
9.02 

8.82 
9.07 

9.11 
8.89 

8.89 

9,07 

9.22 
8.93 
8.86 
8.81 
8.97 
8.80 
8.82 
8.84 
8.89 

8.91 

8.85 

8.84 

8.99 

8.89 
8.86 

9.01 
8.86 

8.92 
8,86 

8.94 

8.81 
8.80 
8.80 

8.81 

8.85 

State 
Rank 

29 
20 
6 
12 
14 
5 
3 

8 
15 

25 
2 

26 
32 
13 
30 
7 

34 
03 
27 

1" 
11 
4 

28 
17 

1 

24 
19 

16 
23 
10 
9 

21 
31 

22 

7 
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CDFA- K 

Commercial Production of All Milk in California, by County, by Month, In Pounds, 2000 ' 

County and Region21 January February March April May June 

Butte 2,115,316 1,163,787 1,310,026 1,286,807 1,286,253 1,208,303 
Colusa 31 

Contra Costa 5,377,764 5,304,668 5,716,528 5,393,978 5,499,012 5,021,881 

De! Norte 5,335,585 4,937,605 5,784,744 5,067,432 6,087,190 5,813,045 

Fresno 148,040,004 138,837,491 147,680,032 147,727,725 150,609,161 144,314,055 

Glenn 26,592,025 25,060,363 27,119,732 25,291,595 24,431,321 23,715,903 

Humboldt 20,307,609 18,705,956 22,165,170 24,995,343 27,134,237 26,825,941 

Kern 113,487,836 105,467,326 112,190,762 112,728,811 120,769,990 111,656,190 

Kings 215,991,936 205,523,206 221,076,969 221,489,322 225,633,383 214,652,009 

Madera 69,434,693 65,353,441 69,952,568 70,442,544 73,889,600 70,703,818 

Marin 18,764,348 17,411,362 18,962,162 18,676,992 19,595,648 19,073,973 
Mendocino 31 

Merced 348,399,159 328,840,878 359,593,416 356,207,142 367,639,909 354,136,115 

Monterey 4,986,987 4,694,871 4,715,740 4,657,007 5,128,054 4,794,836 
Placer 31 

Sacramento 31,137,794 28,983,142 30,702,402 30,284,089 31,035,730 30,344,114 

San Benito 1,145,532 1,095,478 1,128,755 1,101,040 1,119,132 1,167,721 
San Joaquin 164,890,069 156,362,376 170,450,994 168,303,916 174,721,292 170,557,923 

Santa Clara 842,602 795,714 843,740 888,239 930,978 912,966 
Santa Cruz 3/ 

Shasta 31 

Siskiyou 2,474,514 2,186,210 2,603,268 2,659,509 2,944,128 2,957,400 
Solano 2,708,189 2,533,572 2,751,992 2,738,407 2,754,262 2,594,222 
Sonoma 55,403,820 52,415,425 56,223,000 54,734,054 56,874,780 55,826,733 
Stanislaus 273,541,364 257,231,640 283,052,459 281,012,439 288,667,018 278,637,982 
Sutter 31 

Tehama 7,393,796 6,972,323 7,435,791 9,159,430 9,418,212 9,217,557 
Tulare 633,434,387 607,294,638 650,565,548 644,825,859 657,343,992 613,836,271 
Yolo 1,649,521 777,803 2,120,202 2,329,663 2,633,848 2,737,526 

Yuba 5,615,399 5,376,715 5,756,788 5,652,177 5,584,142 5,396,859 
Northern California 2,163,837,760 2,047,696,845 2,214,728,015 2,202,430,513 2,266,706,294 2,160,892,493 

Imperial 31 

Los Angeles 31 

Riverside 215,258,163 199,767,266 199,719,496 199,498,369 203,157,910 196,789,370 
San Bemardino 300,213,510 283,224,457 295,828,311 301,191,451 299,920,070 286,466,431 
San Diego 13,035,464 11,929,148 12,076,031 11,892,495 12,153,008 11,553,815 
San Luis Obispo 3/ 

Santa Barbara 5,016,564 4,710,219 4,834,112 4,692,215 4.896,516 4,827,675 
Southern California 542,021,370 508,133,289 521,696,610 526,457,946 529,512,079 508,423,962 

STATE TOTALS 2,705,859,130 2,555,830,134 2,736,424,625 2,728,888,459 2,796,218,373 2,669,316,455 

11 Includes total milk sold. Excludes milk used on ranch. 
2J Counties omitted have no reported milk production. 
3J Not published, but induded in total. 

Source: CDF A Milk Pooling and Oairy Marketing Branches 



CDFA- K 

July Augusl September October Nove:mber December Total 

1,226,412 1,118.180 1,121,702 1,168,212 1,145,575 1,176,212 15.326,785 

5,310,680 5.111,968 4 ,801,760 5,001 ,047 5,082.015 5,185,994 62,807.295 
3,150,170 3,013,278 5,270,901 5,238,942 4,972,589 5,056,196 S9,727.6n 

152.636.373 146,387,104 141 ,971 .104 146.859,322 141 ,130,550 147,748,744 1,753,941,665 
24,412,nO 23.839.939 23,078,121 23,902,064 23,053,904 23 ,788,566 294,286.303 
27,130,521 25,659.472 22,900,831 23,246,682 20,801 ,932 20,510,155 280,383,849 

116,174,113 110,827,140 109,721,806 115,936,190 114,089,747 123.475.424 1,366,525,335 
222,889,377 215,599,034 208,514,135 217,297,764 210,850,413 219,369,316 2,598,886,864 

74,619,511 71,828,565 70,571,396 72,538,836 69,544,639 72,750,804 851,630,415 
19,868,662 19,495,612 18,410,568 18,874,907 17,855,306 18,361,179 225,350,719 

375 ,902,767 364,130,256 349,799,059 361,285,223 344 ,557,827 356,253 ,604 4,266,745,355 
4,882,530 4,835,796 4,578,306 3,970,144 3,474,214 3,547,405 54,265,890 

32,104,496 31 ,442,321 29,315,542 30,282,232 28,833,663 29,604,510 364,070,035 
1,250,724 1,252,105 1,205,330 1,232,853 1,160,109 1,202,198 14,060,977 

179,985,849 178,233,575 170,359,464 175,712,549 167,954,954 173,761 ,272 2,051 ,294,233 

935,863 887,499 836,153 856,395 813,772 878,843 10,422,764 

3,026,135 2,911,108 2,827,256 2,903,118 2,821,026 2,668,715 33,162,387 
2,752,769 2,741,079 2,531,060 2,566,441 2,511 ,075 2,610,871 31 ,793,959 

58,084,641 57,863,766 54,097,029 55,342,561 52,113,414 52,801 ,128 661,780,351 
293,634 ,640 283,307,274 271 ,092,867 277,372,344 264,213,965 271,712,673 3,323,476,665 

9,826,545 9.499,643 8,862,669 9,208,768 8,723,597 8,929,114 104,647,445 
638,117,311 615,305,563 607,207,498 634,799,730 621,558,526 657,004,756 7,581 ,294,079 

3,085,361 2,811,363 2,879,608 2,899,487 2,852,183 3,005,408 29,781,973 
5,693,914 5.423,645 5,313,725 5,535,299 5,070,178 5,231,615 65,650.456 

2,261,780,574 2,188,475,519 2,121 ,774,318 2,198,760,905 2,119,653,266 2,211,544,441 26,158,280,943 

201,019,018 190,017,429 184,655,078 187,375,765 181,568,862 191 ,795,347 2,350,622,073 
292,471,094 275,315,302 262,136,495 268,228,115 260,215,414 269,910,442 3,395,121 ,092 

11,986,099 11 ,826,414 11 ,614,858 11,864,843 11 ,418,048 11 ,947,868 143,298,091 

5,117,691 4,926,393 4,813,709 4 ,778,190 4,370,514 4,506,229 57,490,027 
519,665,966 490,211,562 471,057,892 480,323,575 465,251,938 486,541,392 6,049,297,581 

2,781,446,540 2,678,687,081 2,592,832,210 2,679,084,480 2,584,905,204 2,698,085,833 32,207,578,524 

2 



CDFA- K 

Commercial Production of All Milk in California, by County, by Month, In Pounds, 2001' 

County and Region21 January February March April May June 

Butte 1,211,030 1,038,426 1,112,406 1,125,089 1,044,001 1,123,665 
Colusa 31 

Contra Costa 31 

De! Norte 4,916,638 4,431,581 5,297,442 5,428,574 5,469,143 5,283,839 
Fresno 149,701,759 138,255.770 153,980,953 151,795,890 156,729,201 150,927,948 

Glenn 24,463,445 22,588,014 25,624,422 25,217,213 27,537,642 26,689,767 

Humboldt 19,826,673 17,946,754 22,611,084 23,865,626 27,601,797 27,204,150 

Kern 126,345,046 117,853,695 132,071,908 128,103,838 125,670,259 120,002,668 

Kings 223,783,092 207,659,182 233,932,850 230,773,504 237,407,342 229,697,837 

Madera 73,795,660 67,402,607 76,252,502 76,258,366 79,147,837 77,369,963 

Mann 18,255,161 16,480,226 17,787,412 17,408,007 18,319,757 17,412,035 
Mendocino 31 

Merced 360,858,178 331,563,274 372,744,365 369,591,181 386,010,447 377,021,179 

Monterey 3,537,028 3,083,316 3,472,743 3,831,347 4,003,381 3,608,006 
Placer 31 

Sacramento 29,863,619 26,526,377 29,457,355 29,216,021 30,910,018 29,844,393 

San Benito 1,232,967 1,136,072 1,245,361 1,165,555 1,247,838 1,572,620 

San Joaquin 173,944,849 160,936,782 176,560,809 172,116,186 181,602,100 178,843,117 
Santa Clara 31 

Santa Cruz 31 

Shasta 31 

Siskiyou 2,805,299 2,499,420 2,825,629 2,826,370 2,976,119 2,995,578 
Solano 2,636,458 2,323,214 2,671,738 2,641,737 2,697,968 2,595,073 
Sonoma 53,321,436 49,089,952 55,577,468 54,180,915 57,421,452 56,416,721 
Stanislaus 274,711,864 253,329,249 279,287,832 276,000,391 291,564,810 287,528,460 
Sutter 31 

Tehama 8,825,916 7,592,296 8,545,633 8,524,723 9,227,482 8,893,250 
Tulare 682,711,071 646,017,938 730,190,377 717,424,796 730,046,420 699,354,012 
Yolo 3,040,263 2,762,044 3,230,934 3,146,200 3,284,972 3,289,573 
Yuba 5,380,298 5,122,911 5,661,170 5.625.680 5,777,334 5,533,950 
Northem Califomia 2,256,017.153 2,095,814,835 2,351,866,703 2,317,721,945 2,397,452,654 2,324,140,901 

Imperial 31 

Los Angeles 31 

Riverside 195,148,594 162,500,142 170,480,208 173,504,982 182,562,593 171,595,261 
San Bernardino 271,985,625 244,917,349 259,695,931 267,418,928 278,231,982 262,352,248 
San Diego 12,039,631 10,828,408 11,314,099 11,212,084 10,145,750 9,555,232 
San Luis Obispo 31 

Santa Barbara 4,377,692 4,009,856 4,314,505 5,041,654 5,669,276 5,580,048 
Southern California 492,111,590 429,975,860 454,652,204 465,838,906 485,358,458 456,522,848 

STATE TOTALS 2,748,128,743 2,525,790,695 2,806,518,907 2,783,560,851 2,882,811,112 2,780,663,749 

11 Includes tolal milk sold. Excludes milk left on ranch. 
21 Counties omitted have no reported milk production. 
3J Nol published, but induded in total. 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling and Dairy Marketing Branches 
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CDFA-K 

July August September October November December Total 

2 ,321 ,107 1,183,181 1,072,833 1,103,265 1,055,492 1,101 ,454 14.491.949 

5,509,847 5,448,014 4,897.142 4,968.919 4,126,868 4,006,176 59,784,183 
152,312,647 153,552,565 147,349,331 153,318,337 147,600,064 150,907,378 1,806,431 ,843 
26,754,834 27,281 ,886 25,675,205 27,607,823 26,908,274 27,702,157 314,250,682 
27,477,339 26,410,907 24,126,489 23,883,862 22,104,790 21,259,692 284,319,163 

120,648,612 121 ,007.766 120,504.655 127,741 ,128 127,420,049 136,169,752 1,503,539,576 
229,338,563 232,306,733 222,301,595 233,070,701 228,061,nZ 232,992,998 2,741,326,169 
78,092,924 78,267,281 74,759,568 76,766,995 74,065,147 76.466.897 908,645,747 
17,735.920 17,467,408 16,718,219 17,076,272 16,140,659 17,035,461 207,836,537 

386,854,955 387,018,941 369,229,556 380,588,163 365,800,377 376,799,648 4,464,080,264 
3,706,047 3,808,156 3,282,056 3,057,131 2,933,152 2,900,615 41 ,222,978 

30,240,489 30,331 ,615 28,529,237 29,361,883 28,178,592 28,494,767 350,954,366 
1,658,144 1,579,053 1,510,230 1,512,145 1,402,799 1,444,332 16,707,116 

184,257,735 184,999,724 174,613,793 179,132,062 172,601 ,040 179,210,334 2,118,818,531 

3,095,004 3,131 ,119 3,082,808 3,162,751 2,996,811 3,005,295 35,402,203 
2,668,374 2,628,777 2,519,674 2,609,292 2,583,257 2,656,207 31 ,231 ,769 

57,605,725 56,830,803 54,107,362 54,897,296 51,303,821 53,738,285 654,491 ,236 
292,653,597 293,713,661 279,034,923 286,539,249 275,110,086 283,163,998 3,372,638,120 

9,125,115 9,957,596 9,396,916 9,691 ,283 8,979,575 8,804,769 107,564,556 
694,809,691 696,512,732 675,898,935 706,828,301 694,922,218 726,159,654 8 ,400,876,145 

3,274,557 3,228,643 3,124,090 3,169,226 3,009,412 3,111 ,308 37,671 ,222 
5,573.405 5,582,268 5.412,438 5.492,694 5,312,127 5.429,531 65 ,903,806 

2,346,989,548 2,353,323,847 2,257,746,995 2,342,725.340 2,273,464,588 2,353,924,007 27,671,178,516 

175,331 ,654 172,480,039 165,171 ,326 170,702,831 168,149,748 172,000,469 2,079,627,847 
269,630,067 265,813,560 259,712,156 264,080,553 252,823,823 260,339,043 3 ,157,001 ,265 

9 ,864,588 9,679,093 10,407,040 9,890,974 9,421 ,632 9,579,043 123,937,574 

4 ,653.618 5,567,103 5,248,091 5,333,095 5,133,422 4,822,926 59.751 ,286 
466,394,898 460,557,396 447 ,42~.422 4S7 ,061,503 442,379,040 453,940,682 5,512,213,807 

2,813,384,446 2,813,881,243 2,705,167,417 2,799,786,843 2,715,833,628 2,807,864,689 33,183,392,323 
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CDFA- K 

Commercial Production of All Milk in California, by County, by Month, In Pounds, 2002 ' 

County and Region 21 January February March April May June 

Butte 1,017,515 1,010,926 1,208,362 1,260,280 1,310,660 1,294,614 
Colusa 31 

Contra Costa 31 

Del Norte 4,075,732 3.815,504 4,553,846 4,629,219 5,040,260 5,807,714 

Fresno 150,047,676 139,883,642 158,950,758 155,807,384 161,595,049 155,536,820 

Glenn 27,982,277 26,620,351 29,018,997 30,790,218 32,373,187 30,768,735 

Humboldt 20,490,896 18.770,734 21,811,489 25,868,001 27,296,009 27,894,063 

Kern 136,335,396 133,071,621 147,324,867 144,355,953 151,605,986 144,170,972 

Kings 231,351,282 214,470,861 243,670,594 237,689,534 248,713,501 238,709,421 

Madera 76,189,192 69,929,033 80,172,729 82,569,675 88,340,456 85,996,970 

Marin 16,949,615 15,285,845 17,071,108 16,592,543 17,420,174 17,329,611 
Mendocino 3J 

Merced 377,870,923 347,370,102 391,802,751 384,248,357 407,447,202 400,567,675 
Monterey 2,811,849 2,578,936 2,836,976 2,490,781 2,668,834 2,647,290 

Placer J1 

Sacramento 28,690,702 26,496,251 29,530,502 28,962,070 30,747,750 30,752,119 

San Benito 1,440,633 1,286,847 1,423,221 1,395,150 1,489,417 1,504,441 

San Joaquin 179,344,678 164,848,426 183,577,403 175,798,872 184,427,186 181,630,320 
Santa Clara J/ 

Santa Cruz 31 

Shasta 31 

Siskiyou 3,006,097 2,696,344 2,909,796 2,946,971 3,161,590 2,997,494 

Solano 2,614,681 2,314,415 2,625,176 2,565,949 2,688,607 2,706,807 

Sonoma 54,394,610 49,464,628 55,884,505 54,752,192 57,662,708 56,504,188 

Stanislaus 283,610,584 260,349,474 293,982,432 290,866,266 307,349,934 304,369,602 

Sutter
J1 

Tehama 8,888,980 8,248,642 8,276,648 9,626,807 10,411,688 9,183,978 
Tulare 739,346,591 683,106,041 781,529,156 762,747,708 790,805,063 749,677,356 
Yolo 3,091,669 2,930,538 3,447,530 3,573,508 3,832,229 3,651,442 
Yuba 5,574,627 5,238,682 5,780,862 5,556,382 5,730,647 5,349,159 
Northern california 2,366,319,490 2,189,525,882 2,478,439,981 2,435,832,566 2.553,459,769 2,470,357,008 

Imperial 31 

los Angeles 31 

Riverside 177,572,146 169,162,366 193,529,620 185,242,532 186,053,366 174,750,997 
San Bernardino 265,830,874 250,987,760 286,581,960 288,957,040 306,811,013 292,046,732 
San Diego 9,707,735 9,079,122 10,385,892 10,367,474 10,767,652 10,411,681 
San luis Obispo 31 

Santa Barbara 5,185,451 4,269,423 4,549,038 4,702,061 4,792,160 4,749,488 
Southern California 465,664.942 440,452,540 503,201,374 497,493,302 516,372,265 489,614,965 

STATE TOTALS 2,831,984,432 2,629,978,422 2,981,647,355 2,933,325,868 3.069.832,034 2,959,971,973 

11 Includes total milk sold. Excludes milk left on ranch. 
2J Counties omitted have no reported milk production. 

01 Not published, but included in total. 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling and Dairy Marketing Branches 

5 



CDFA-K 

July August September October November December Total 

1,327,904 1,277,450 1,183,930 1,210,945 1,156,154 1,172,897 14,431,637 

4,843,957 3,045,866 2,567,569 2,657,198 2,341 ,778 2,409,392 45,788,035 
155,753,092 157,437,540 149,131,359 155,466,190 149,065,650 156.098,747 1,844,773,907 

31,154,398 30,760,438 30,184,895 31.449,979 29,937,017 31 ,692,010 362,732,502 
29,023,311 29,789,011 27,825,926 26,195,407 23,892,877 23,046,477 301,904,201 

140,803,253 150,256,848 146,058,727 154,362,060 151,125,759 158,090,519 1,757,561 ,961 
237,954,459 238,143,996 227,121 ,927 236,284,849 230,463,033 241,568.213 2,826,141 ,470 
90,155,814 91,189,238 86,004,505 89,252,518 86,085,286 89,229,988 1.015.115,404 
18,217,756 18,066,591 16,989,050 17,442,323 16,812,759 17,427,687 205,605,062 

416,578,187 421 ,232,613 393,728,144 403,839,899 384,984,958 399,342,085 4,729,012,896 
2,779,285 2,723,288 2,611 ,878 2,662,239 2,667,189 2,709,402 32,187,947 

31,135,025 30,756,807 28,255,371 29,152,938 27,773,355 28,445,935 350,698,825 
1,278,479 1,519,211 1,424,215 1,427,142 1,308,803 1,375,752 16,873,311 

187,308,120 187,826,309 175,276,152 180,139,030 171 ,965,889 177,850,700 2,149,993,085 

3,017,548 2,846,317 2,879,394 2,939,139 2,859,052 2,976,689 35,236,431 
2,818,316 2,749,735 2,493,776 2,464,790 2,385,927 2,460,638 30,888,817 

59,109,076 58,106,443 55,035,652 56,162,405 53,426,902 54,086,553 664,589,862 
312,523,440 312,975,578 294,433,994 300,847,870 286,793,869 295,984,817 3 ,544,087,860 

9,453,319 9 ,247,336 8,938 ,977 9 ,146,451 8,609,547 9,022,566 109,054,939 
734,747,194 743,743,670 713,130,285 745,461 ,291 719,899,640 763,952,216 8,928,146,211 

3 ,874,456 3,702,203 3,478,053 3,652,666 3,515,531 3,702,800 42 ,452,625 
5,479 ,906 5,615,511 5,364,511 5,730,714 5,499,425 5,782,900 66,703,326 

2.491,024,947 2,514,315,371 2,384,543,395 2,468,473,770 2.372.639.504 2,478,861,937 29,203,793,620 

171,932,894 168,998,217 155,370,294 159,595,806 152,770,685 154,222,451 2,049,201,374 
291 ,155,081 279,812,814 255,904,271 273,379,285 261 ,305,085 275,858,953 3,328,630,868 

10,526,788 10,300,667 9,784,224 10,302,107 9,738,050 10,037,475 121,408,867 

5,007,953 4,257,812 4,024,636 4,096,086 3,766,041 3 ,813,739 53,213,888 
485,985,804 470.716,632 432,232,639 455,055,266 435,038,473 452,032,224 5,643,866,426 

2,977,010,751 2,985,032,003 2,816,776,034 2,923,529,036 2,807,677,977 2.930,894,161 34,847.660,046 
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CDFA- K 

Commercial Production of All Milk in California, by County, by Month, In Pounds, 2003 ' 

County and Region21 January February March April May June 

Butte 1,197,207 1,123,057 1,268,248 1,215,918 1,230,784 1,212,515 
Colusa 31 

Contra Costa 31 

Del Norte 2,258,107 2,157,531 2,553,968 2,885,344 3,192,505 5,055,685 

Fresno 159,249,710 149,120,591 169,000,456 163,524,028 165,772,391 159,636,359 

Glenn 32,627,061 30,509,989 34,905,002 35,042,340 36,135,966 33,169,183 

Humboldt 22,321,349 20,592,358 24,278,545 25,133,772 27,326,533 25,425,973 

Kem 162,455,437 154,144,490 175,423,603 171,891,685 172,627,329 161,722,274 

Kings 244,909,345 229,409,655 256.990,257 251,575,876 254,588,342 244,125,633 

Madera 89,242,149 82,682,196 93,878,292 93,638,497 96,641,859 93,701,661 

Marin 17,465,842 16,024,152 17,988,035 17,360,231 18,191,513 17,746,607 

Mendocino 31 

Merced 399,223,438 368,526,898 417,518,530 408,000,746 423,868,468 411,955,374 

Monterey 2,731,580 2,519,429 2.796,041 2,770,217 2,843,031 2,728,010 
Placer 31 

Sacramento 28,801,010 26,308,153 28,340,096 27,095,759 27,101,701 27,331,170 

San Benito 1,432,554 1,277,229 1,135,220 1,170,673 1,371,229 1,356,849 

San Joaquin 179,324,949 164,807,720 185,465,273 178,966,329 185,181,552 180,656,184 
Santa Clara 3/ 

Santa Cruz 31 

Shasta 31 

Siskiyou 2,945,291 2,688,690 3,015,904 2,883,735 2,852,303 2,749,184 

Solano 2,467,698 2,285,217 6,280,790 6,527,512 7.193,272 6,819,164 
Sonoma 54,208,321 49,166,133 54,885,559 53,890,849 55,263,848 53,214,802 

Stanislaus 297,463,326 273,479,003 306,738,194 299,085,873 310,868,432 304,821,038 
Sutter 31 

Tehama 8,910,993 8,404,114 9,563,688 8,704,739 8,932,343 8,569,618 

Tulare 782,066,521 728,211,458 823,530,793 796,089,748 801,299,755 762,248,421 

Yolo 3,735,022 3,250,355 3,578,536 3,562,508 3,763,173 3,484,621 

Yuba 5,886,412 5,511,892 6,015,568 5,691,530 5,653,254 53701585 
Northern California 2,511,246,735 2,331,948,905 2,636,316,129 2,568,178,626 2,623,517,782 2,524,071,668 

Imperial 31 

Los Angeles 31 

Riverside 158,500,726 139,471,129 151,950,622 147,204,230 147,536,546 140,873,126 
San Bernardino 296,909,496 276,081,022 295,605,107 291,591,345 296,838,572 285,218,712 
San Diego 9,944,712 8,851,513 11,692,570 9,453,412 9,684,352 9,368,340 
San Luis Obispo 31 

Santa Barbara 3,850,952 3.387,304 3,316,642 3,5851976 3,731,666 3,750,177 
Southern California 477,589,876 435,591,304 471,349,693 460,217,346 466.304,454 447,031,192 

STATE TOTAlS 2,988,836,611 2,767,540,209 3,107,665,822 3,028,395,972 3,089,822,236 2,971,102,860 

11 Includes total milk sold. Excludes milk left on ranch. 
~ Counties omitted have no reported milk production. 
3/ Not published, but induded in total. 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling and Dairy Marketing Branches 
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CDFA-K 

July August September October November December Total 

1,223,430 1,248,574 1,183,004 1,215,013 1,136,982 1,137,807 14,392,539 

4,964,524 4,856,403 4.560,352 4.304,951 3,768,594 3,699,427 44.257,391 

159,421,357 159,613.950 154.901 ,378 159,057,807 158,169,263 166,785.675 1,924,252,965 

32,455,965 32,380,827 30,705,518 31,526,276 30,724,230 31,910.582 392,092,939 

26.422.369 25,019,742 23,049,413 23,1 13,047 19,871 ,896 20,800,022 283.355,019 

162,673,225 162,827,043 158,643,120 175,143,328 172,710,808 184.503,464 2,014,765,806 

242,586,301 240,699,350 230,168,4n 238,349,761 230,969,952 241,869,162 2,906,242.111 

94,612.902 98,175,096 98,985,971 103,515,248 100,445.046 108,611,286 1,154,130,205 
18,353,963 18,174,132 17,228,725 17,623,967 17,029,116 17,733,615 210,919,898 

417,060,937 422,615,627 401,104,677 407,713,602 382,650,762 400,020,743 4,860,259,802 

2,822,917 2,820,324 2,712,615 2,786,672 2,666,264 2,787,849 32,984,949 

27,977,269 28,025,595 26,298,665 27,419,595 26,372,659 27,315,839 328,387,511 

1,412,292 1,348,517 1,260,623 1,283,408 1,273,166 1,326,818 15,648,578 

182,980,313 184,603,849 174,804,347 177,749,824 171,772,913 179,517,817 2,145,831 ,070 

2,875,619 2,873,989 2,731,869 2,782,868 2,686,098 2,806,644 33,892,194 

7,131,582 7.404,557 6,952,268 7,042,597 6 ,627,723 6,905,842 73,638,222 

55,624,648 55,508,753 51 ,497,991 51 ,954,165 54,223,607 56,503,716 645,942,392 

305,700,449 309,222,088 292,384 ,705 299,544,806 289,847,095 297,234,097 3 ,586,389,106 

8,465,610 8,636,142 8,358,608 8,603,649 8,022,691 7 ,979,368 103,151,763 

756,524,609 754,739,299 720,456,317 752,277,903 738,581,238 777,932,370 9,193,958,432 

3,345,802 3,515,908 3,371 ,390 3,313,406 3,162,652 3,321 ,524 41.404,897 

5,256,445 5.416,906 5,239,004 5,574,126 5,381,086 5,742,828 66,739,636 
2,530,595,863 2,541,221,051 2,422,380,839 2,507,974,439 2,433,851,576 2,552,498,364 30,183,801,977 

138,960,412 136,754,658 132,735,341 138,116,798 125,429,422 128,249,577 1,685,782,587 

274,160,157 269,057,741 254,561,960 251,013,486 238,045,548 246,867,466 3,275,950,612 

9,351 ,659 9,032,1 n 8,713,834 9,002,819 8,648,954 9,037,520 112,781 ,862 

4,015,953 3,875,038 3,755,623 3,888,360 3,826,321 3 ,792,962 44,776,974 
434,064,886 425,498,252 406,794,838 409,356,758 383,461,199 395.791.846 5,213,051 ,644 

2,964,660,749 2,966,719,303 2,829,175,677 2,917,331,197 2,817.312,775 2,948,290,210 35,396.853,621 
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CDFA- K 

Commercial Production of All Milk in California, by County, by Month, In Pounds, 2004 ' 

County and Region21 January February March April May June 

Butte 1,177,753 1,122,401 1,256,095 1,217,503 1,267,133 1,236,399 

Colusa 31 

Contra Costa 31 

Del Norte 3,666,395 4,528,644 4,440,369 4,399,509 4,793,977 4,697,078 

Fresno 166,574,423 161,196,646 177,055,595 177,713,567 182,510,838 178,573,414 

Glenn 32,482,042 31.446,230 33,923,851 33,372,816 33,635,421 31,698,473 

Humboldt 20,145,987 19,086,827 22,925,391 25,087,402 27,860,618 27,435,543 

Kem 197,577,400 188,897,335 215,925,659 218,016,252 220,391,373 212,514,492 

Kings 244,324,831 243,371,946 263,212,520 260,058,760 265,768,377 256,399,000 

Madera 109,992,968 104,160,539 112,578,533 112,534,496 115,371,856 113,485,148 

Marin 17,890,167 16,795,633 17,988,944 17,554,233 18,726,812 18,432,672 

Mendocino 3/ 

Merced 404,398,916 386,360,732 425,268,707 417,323,927 430,391,368 416,544,042 

Monterey 2,738,085 2,493,307 2,665,547 2,801,283 2,819,998 2,834,757 
Placer 31 

Sacramento 28,877,292 26,921,811 30,030,110 30,307,453 32,250,046 32,215,956 

San Benito 1,304,369 1,253,317 1,367,955 1,341,930 1,490,959 1,513,171 

San Joaquin 180,229,443 170,502,181 184,263,957 181,703,907 189,391,195 182,974,321 

Santa Clara 3/ 

Santa Cruz 31 

Shasta 124,112 137,775 164,361 155,321 159,877 128,811 

Siskiyou 2,864,700 2,772,101 3,024,838 2,947,528 3,018,405 2,900,780 

Solano 7,012,272 6,597,953 7,051,592 6,920,746 7,165,172 6,925,537 

Sonoma 57,503,538 49,477,692 53,485,912 52,084,467 55,156,883 54,933,453 

Stanislaus 298,912,619 287,096,828 312,291,429 310,768,282 322,491,393 314,156,623 
Sutler 3/ 

Tehama 7,731,599 7,369,736 8,155,753 8,274,933 8,568,794 8,237,097 

Tulare 795,010,660 748,043,792 809,523,475 800,080,749 811,753,307 769,062,517 

Yolo 3,467,057 3.407,045 3,763,242 3,569,317 3,640,616 3,514,787 

Yuba 5,897,998 5,396,291 6,025,291 5,944,665 6,046,254 5,685,285 
Northern California 2,595,930,772 2,474,210,004 2,702,647,219 2,677,640,584 2,751,096,987 2,651,633,152 

Imperial 4,996,333 4,985,046 7,419,487 8,432,321 8,187,209 6,888,085 
Los Angeles 31 

Riverside 130,328,431 119,941,733 127,106,949 123,091,569 124,043,868 114,449,477 

San Bernardino 245,601,292 241,196,185 245,526,524 243,681,380 242,998,063 230,722,331 

San Diego 9,294,931 8,966,671 9,711,481 9,612,017 9,906,800 9,338,093 
San Luis Obispo 3/ 

Santa Barbara 31 

Southern California 397,500,636 381,834,875 397,105,581 392,403,783 392,913,848 369,062,604 

STATE TOTALS 2,993,431,408 2,856,044,879 3,099,752,800 3,070,044,367 3,144,010,835 3,020,695,756 

11 Includes total milk sold. Excludes milk left on ranch. 
?I Counties omitted have no reported milk production. 
3/ Not published, but included in total. 

Source: CDFA Milk POOling and Dairy Marketing Branches 
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COFA-K 

July August September October November December Total 

1,262,707 1,110,918 1,240,816 1,055,049 998,709 986,106 13,931 ,589 

4,806,145 4.618.675 4 ,144,603 4,106,686 3.908,546 4 ,015,314 52.125.941 
185,845,908 186,452,106 180,273,357 187,621 ,452 180,759,2n 190,208,274 2,154,784,857 

31 ,957,154 31 ,799,555 30,694,945 31 .797,587 30,607,282 34 ,585,148 388,000,504 
28,201 .145 27,183,209 25,807,422 24,397,115 21 ,726,458 22,016,964 291 ,874,081 

208,197,464 211,928,950 209.889,752 222,790,826 224,061 ,304 241 ,563,736 2,569,754,543 

260,751 ,169 263,874,390 256,514,018 264,504,762 256,530,910 264,958,660 3,100,267,343 

116,758,236 116,167,008 112.382,081 114,527,998 108,479,821 111,476,727 1.347,915.411 
19,187,276 18,766,516 17,899,092 18,159,470 17,293,165 17,686,164 216,380,144 

430.618,686 433,258,592 417,195,283 428,817,576 404,057,167 420,419,575 5 ,014 ,654,571 

3 ,080,951 3,011,281 2,936,949 2,864 ,660 2,765,292 2,875,523 33,887,633 

33,534,842 33,752,632 31 ,794 ,065 32,224,395 30,660,628 31 ,938,358 374,507 ,588 

1,654,878 1,606,723 1,551 ,773 1,580,677 1,499,108 1,581 ,946 17,746,806 

188,468,571 188,359,888 178,802,009 184,153,875 174,807,862 180,934,860 2,184,592,069 

118,390 128,984 122,098 130,043 128,787 143,342 1,641 ,901 

2,918,405 2,925,795 2,668,492 2,670,342 2,584,032 2,580,308 33,855,726 

7,309,231 7,438,762 7,201 ,426 7,559,862 7,190,872 7,393,395 85,766,820 

56,895,604 55,845,160 53,369,227 53,842,203 51,183,093 52,501 ,298 646,278,530 

327,285,87 1 329,191,871 312,709,507 322,022,991 308,963,957 315,724,192 3 ,761 ,615,563 

8 ,518,686 8,629,280 8 ,056,528 7 ,914,280 7,502,623 6 ,210,008 95,169,317 

770,499,938 773,173,762 756,401,246 768,009,402 765,696,782 806,473,363 9 ,393,728,993 

3 ,529,969 3,635,952 3 ,573,802 3,717,798 3,556,032 3,697,548 43,073,165 

5,651,762 5,708,154 5,496,483 5,609,643 5,538,189 6,117,722 69,117,737 
2,702,401,861 2,714,147,029 2,626,015,354 2,715,556,282 2,615,725,525 2,731 ,486,937 31,958,491,706 

7,337,053 5,641 ,660 6 ,905,159 7,237,670 7,083,947 6 ,916,517 82,030,487 

117,063,213 114,524,298 110,962,588 114,800,917 108,430,894 114,070,804 1,418,814,741 

231 ,826,814 223,536,390 212,827,730 221 ,497,196 208,209,232 217,136,010 2,764 ,759,147 

9,404,597 9,501,403 9 ,329,606 9,758,532 9,146,973 9,358,928 113,328,032 

373,519,333 361,091,037 347,615,461 361,191,352 340,203,961 355,029,825 4,469,472.296 

3,075,921,194 3,075,238,066 2,973,630,815 3,076,747,634 2,955,929,486 3,086,516,762 36,427,964,002 
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CDFA-K 

Commercial Production of All Milk in California, by County, by Month, In Pounds, 2005 ' 

County and Region 21 January February March April May June 

Butte 967,821 905,416 1,050,663 1,016,676 1,014,865 958,691 

Colusa 31 

Contra Costa 31 

Del Norte 3,910,659 3,469,016 4,196,437 4,632,869 5,146,312 4,823,863 

Fresno 191,092,981 173,703,956 202,669,298 201,279,339 208,490,423 202,930,855 

Glenn 33,063,488 30,038,364 33,743,763 32,869,241 33,372,490 32,058,599 

Humboldt 21,413,627 19,876,141 24,012,159 24,875,633 27,584,637 27,908,518 

Kern 246,636,248 230,604,103 262,531,933 259,843,904 262,564,632 249,271,337 

Kings 268,013,730 248,735,644 283,054,494 276,978,989 285,525,227 275,132,455 

Madera 112,449,200 103,862,932 119,151,152 119,081,994 125,275,465 121,463,592 

Marin 17,818,533 16,354,094 18,286,366 17,874,235 18,517,895 17,759,667 

Mendocino 31 

Merced 413,138,710 383,026,163 431,339,562 424,208,224 442,168,932 430,355,577 

Monterey 2,811,447 2,605,484 2,399,882 2,403,694 2,459,400 2,456,540 

P!acer 31 

Sacramento 32,021,878 29,181,742 32,731,199 31,681,753 33,167,641 32,948,813 

San Benito 1,522,182 1,402,365 1,545,659 1,521,112 1,584,902 1,538,237 

San Joaquin 183,954,910 169,467,034 194,445,664 186,802,190 195,786,266 188,273,512 

Santa Clara 31 

Santa Cruz 31 

Shasta 31 

Siskiyou 2,415,267 2,224,887 2,525,240 2,480,511 2,636,059 2,623,188 

Solano 7,476,839 6,646,335 7,386,402 7,259,711 7,481,933 7,152,582 

Sonoma 52,433,393 48,389,325 53,172,837 51,781,140 54,000,391 51,983,770 

Stanislaus 316,330,406 291,642,309 327,468,119 322,607,061 339,330,900 332,250,876 
Sutter 3/ 

Tehama 7,969,436 8,673,748 9,774,953 9,748,532 10,210,253 9,679,759 

Tulare 808,329,838 746,536,558 846,306,171 836,670,031 852,622,724 828,290,049 

Yolo 3,875,322 3,534,718 3,958,637 3,797,381 3,764,129 3,410,405 

, 
2,874,260,500 2,831,679,577 2,834,946,745 

!mperial 7,013,878 7,218,303 8,632,539 8,989,510 9,456,298 8,743,442 
los Angeles 31 

Riverside 108,492,971 98,268,951 107,598,347 107,204,430 110,427,600 108,010,229 

San Bemardino 205,518,204 193,176,089 217,301,918 219,638,736 225,838,222 209,605,189 

San Diego 7,976,812 7,367,125 8,148,626 8,346,562 8,750,934 8,215,436 
San luis Obispo 31 

Santa Barbara 31 

Southern California 336,177,710 312,786,769 349,041,343 351,860,420 362,777,596 342,642,279 

STATE TOTALS 3,076,131,267 2,844,932,058 3,223,301,843 3,183,539,997 3,288,101,107 3,177,589,024 

11 Includes total milk SOld. Excludes milk left on ranch. 
2J Counties omitted have no reported milk production. 
~I Not published, but induded in total. 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling and Dairy Marteling Branches 
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CDFA· K 

July August September October November December Total 

947,n9 927,372 an,7S0 881 ,000 828,425 841 ,604 11.218,072 

5,028.931 4,855,159 5,049,703 4,803,994 4,278,814 4,427.937 54,623,694 
199,853,061 202,522,450 197,772.240 204,694,623 196,319,797 206,968,259 2,390.297,282 

29,959,691 30,831,524 30,026,834 30,576,309 26.636,197 30.126,070 375,304.570 

27,430,819 25,965,023 23,036,694 22,814,972 20,102,348 19,415,908 284.436.479 
242,766,465 246.169,751 238.870,092 247.799,856 245,568,049 260,524,825 2.993.151 .195 
269,210,898 275,436,183 271,413,804 279,309,259 273,093,569 287.626.842 3,293,531 ,094 

120,762,071 123.215,831 119.982,939 122,125,193 117,691 ,763 119,540,485 1,424,602.617 
18,322,595 18,296,048 16,878,475 17,486,600 17,040,945 18,132,335 212,767,788 

429,600,332 433,613,417 420,339,372 431 ,158.390 416,445.665 429,978,986 5,085,373,330 
2,546,713 2,517.769 2.395,1 14 2,410,273 2,327,482 2,400,562 29,734,360 

32,566,118 32,314,932 27,580,078 27,612,369 26,417,351 27,147,929 365,371 ,803 

1,559,533 1,437,543 1,398,618 1,454 ,563 1,370,785 1,418,616 17,754,115 

187.303,834 191,385,586 183,863,168 186,261 ,188 180,269,754 187.349,409 2,235,162,515 

2,734,019 2,680,594 2,531 ,672 2,581,592 2.368,548 2,416,971 30,218,548 
7,240,373 7,504,290 7,162,509 7.139,989 6 ,934 ,225 7,212,730 86,597 ,918 

53,268,809 53,168,226 SO,813.671 51,660,744 49,727,895 51 ,300,615 621 ,720,816 

335,499,739 336,637,634 321 ,639.261 328,172,868 317,500,785 328,132,094 3,897,212,052 

9,919,190 10,251 ,346 10,208,865 9 ,864,415 9 ,351 ,968 9,427.550 115,080,015 

798,025,006 810,210,245 813,290,169 835,333,742 813,719,752 853,036,717 9 ,842, 371 ,002 

3 ,188,002 3,471 ,552 3 ,497,845 3,487,929 3,484,928 3 ,877,552 43,348,400 

5 ,446,145 5,564,653 5,323,086 5,427,264 5,424,611 5,666,358 70,581 ,671 
2,788,700,257 2,824,611,032 2,759,074,570 2,828,215.874 2,745,836,008 2,862,079,261 33.546,826,181 

8 ,051 ,662 6 ,888,432 7 ,228,360 7,537,822 7,729,192 8,326,636 95,816,074 

106,207,847 106,169,351 105,951,291 106,042,944 101 ,248,112 105,815,997 1,271,438,070 

203,205,203 198,844,171 190,605,781 189,494,591 180,497,656 186,733,445 2,420,459,205 

7 ,692,731 7,942,295 7,740,810 7,199,671 6 ,741 ,676 6 ,987,841 93,11 0,521 

333,462,407 328,386,615 319,929,479 318,573,839 303,421,843 315,562,258 3,974,622,558 

3,122,162,664 3,152,997,647 3,079,004,049 3,146,789,713 3,049.257,851 3,1n,641,519 37,521,448.739 
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CDFA- K 

Commercial Production of All Milk in California, by County, by Month, In Pounds, 2006' 

County and Region21 January February March April May June 

Butte 31 

Del Norte 4,474,789 3,831,380 4,042,774 4,528,048 5,755,857 5,716,648 

Fresno 208,806,074 195,737,361 218,947,364 212,439,721 219,481,848 208,398,959 

Glenn 31,075,258 29,409,450 32,788,620 31,468,419 31,454,265 29,105,405 

Humboldt 18,633,570 16,706,236 18,636,616 19,729,381 22,841,001 22,258,803 

Kern 277,220,558 262,892,238 298,504,014 286,253,150 284,490,675 269,354,879 

Kings 296,326,334 280,193,724 318,021,B89 303,042,144 310,045,435 290,959,825 

Madera 120,303,771 111,687,800 126,204,354 122,152,855 125,841,164 126,099,156 

Marin 18,494,341 17,061,048 18,823,911 18,281,690 19,264,598 18,717,453 

Mendocino J1 

Merced 435,625,197 408,701,302 465,040,108 449,487,551 464,232,787 443,917,167 

Monterey 2,449,861 2,169,269 2,463,798 2,360,837 2,571,103 2,500,738 

Placer 3
! 

Sacramento 27,253,664 25,385,102 28,410,249 28,378,125 30,063,819 29,360,457 

San Benito 1,402,071 1,278,709 1,394,492 1,334,894 1,445,975 1,392,153 

San Joaquin 189,678,442 175,408,827 197,957,802 191,346,846 197,597,939 188,642,304 

Santa Clara 31 

Santa Cruz 3/ 

Shasta 31 

Siskiyou 2,463,362 2,203,386 2,444,253 2,379,523 2,459,484 2,389,296 

Solano 7,265,426 6,480,060 7,193,378 6,883,290 7,384,788 7,409,627 

Sonoma 50,683,045 46,225,521 50,017,967 48,259,382 50,366,219 48,475,197 

Stanislaus 330,093,968 305,614,496 340,070,852 329,437,423 344,428,419 330,324,529 
Sutter 31 

Tehama 9,240,182 8,611,848 9,501,573 9,014,539 9,230,777 8,892,335 

Tulare 866,391,864 817,361,037 928,330,421 895,244,012 894,403,806 842,307,653 

Yolo 4,230,646 4,056,381 4,410,932 4,283,588 4,257,993 3,855,747 

Yuba 5,716,744 5,342,790 6,005,416 5,575,082 5,733,247 5,376,529 
Northern California 2,913,950,631 2,731,832,828 3,085,127,019 2,977,528,352 3,039,420,353 2,891,374,421 

Imperial 9,372,609 8,930,853 9,860,925 9,530,450 9,676,343 8,755,786 
Los Angeles 31 

Riverside 109,454,267 100,948,092 111,432,905 109,030,692 115,664,040 107,552,469 

San Bemardino 191,469,368 180,747,411 200,767,765 196,523,235 200,501,305 180,944,763 

San Diego 7,131,523 6,674,225 7,405,012 7,258,257 7,450,953 7,104,748 
San Luis Obispo 31 

Santa Barbara 31 

Southern California 325,281,970 304,730,356 337,780,097 330,280,118 341,405,543 312,466,018 

STATE TOTALS 3,239,232,601 3,036,563,184 3,422,907,116 3,307,808,470 3,380,825,896 3,203,840,439 

l' Includes total milk sold, Excludes milk [eft on ranch. 
21 Counties omitted have no reported milk production. 
'JI Not published, but included in total. 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling and Dairy Mar1<eling Branches 
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CDFA- K 

July August September October November December Total 

5,999,968 5,967,811 5,558,436 4,712,907 5,804,780 4,978.386 61 ,371 ,784 

200,080,702 213,756,762 203,949,424 208,775,947 210.409,355 222.245,822 2,523,029,339 
28,333,941 29,218.031 27,963,033 32,286,377 28.269, 166 30,159,588 361,531,553 
22,718,904 21 ,764,199 19,767,219 20,420,324 17.964,055 20,698,808 242,139,116 

261.605,527 275.391,292 263,007,117 294.198,867 292,036,125 311,448,498 3,376.402,941 
287,401 .036 300,975,408 289,085,333 298,966.968 293.231,193 312,859,930 3 ,581 ,109,219 

122,099,328 130,538,909 125,191 ,027 126,357,019 123,062,490 127,810,753 1,487,348,626 

19,447,509 19,479,060 18,227.432 18,026.010 17.309,en 17,966.672 221,099,401 

433,943,248 460.4n.204 441 ,341 ,056 449.125.331 434,949,536 452,715.152 5,339,555,639 

2,608,050 2,534,100 2,515,321 2,480.119 2.364.276 2.536,901 29,554.373 

29.059.609 30.711 .698 28,862,096 29.353.881 28.283,526 29.041 ,064 344,163,290 
1,433.488 1,357,316 1.277,460 1.262,417 1.159.741 1,182,859 15,921 ,575 

183,602,610 193.380,665 183.964.960 188,714,621 183.313.990 193.129,376 2,266,718,382 

2.467,313 2,545,701 2,432,271 2,436.848 2,305,597 2,393,894 28,920,928 

7.502,971 7,909,231 7,222,540 7,497,335 7,064,224 6,754,638 86,567,708 

50.524,803 50,658,946 47.448.267 48,1 81.575 45,383,451 45.829,319 592,053,692 
321,815,996 343,045,445 329,500.139 338,409,054 323,932,394 334,237,123 3,968,909,838 

9 ,1 40.761 9.666,413 8,748,217 6,045.110 7,439,531 7,483,590 103.014,866 

816,663.510 864,986,506 828,000,987 832,160.131 812.661,860 861 ,601,675 10,260,113,462 

3,876,667 4.163,996 3,932,659 4,002,993 3,905,531 4,316,423 49,293,556 

5,177,389 5,422,812 5,212,275 5,449,655 5,344,747 5 ,625,219 65,981 ,905 
2.821,552,766 2,980,251,869 2,849,213,061 2,923,182,948 2,851,612,345 3,000,634,235 35,065,680,828 

7,953,101 7,907,403 7,302,677 7,719,137 8,031 ,096 9,088,483 104,128,863 

102,610,556 111 ,166,633 105,187,863 109,926,820 105,937,146 110,270,354 1,299,181 ,837 

170,570,035 175,247,244 165,139,074 165,981,472 152,313,474 160,494,011 2,140,699,157 

6 ,791 ,133 7,184,930 6,764,573 7,095,261 6 ,878,276 7,162,413 84 ,901 ,304 

296,269,997 309,944,924 292,578,221 299,061,548 281 .345,471 295,346,076 3,726,488,339 

3,117,822,763 3,290,196,793 3,141,789,282 3,222,244,496 3,132,957,816 3,295,980,311 38,792,169,167 
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CDFA-K 

Commercial Production of All Milk in California, by County, by Month, In Pounds, 2007' 

County and Region:U January February March April May June 

Butte 398,217 356,444 390,439 464,581 521,395 510,246 

Del Norte 4,663,242 4,483,723 5,259,004 5,378,058 6,035,068 6,063,604 

Fresno 224,211,876 209,305,716 239,412,397 233,055,772 232,504,216 221,969,327 
Glenn 31,216,658 28,867.605 32,287,406 31,784,309 32,319,626 31,036,292 

Humboldt 15,695,251 16,531,600 19,560,026 21,826,098 23,440,157 24,561,808 

Kern 323,055,194 307,807,112 340,841,579 326,662,164 326,560,447 307,652,119 

Kings 320,939,588 302,081,216 337,445,712 328,898,495 330,769,465 314,360,831 

Madera 129,928,784 121,542,312 140,141,701 137,761,494 140,234,716 137,831,774 
Marin 17,954,245 16,575,363 18,562,800 16,151,679 16,952,234 17,133,028 
Mendocino 3J 

Merced 463,306,257 430,163,815 489,127,632 477,450,719 481,427,044 469,852,439 

Monterey 2,515,427 2,160,713 2,471,694 2,477,792 2,613,255 2,751,950 
Placer 31 

Sacramento 29,575,018 27,424,108 31,474,035 30,891,081 30,815,434 29,531,245 
San Benito 1,128,176 751,586 839,476 947,205 1,113,872 1,084,185 

San Joaquin 196,275,197 181,865,740 205,349,633 203,934,769 205,456,441 201,399,109 
Santa Clara 3J 

Santa Cruz 31 

Shasta 3J 

Siskiyou 2,418,003 2,190,476 2,491,471 1,324,671 1,347,498 1,315,741 

Solano 7,048,598 6,623,010 7,220,805 7,440,590 7,707,559 7,415,770 
Sonoma 45,873,507 41,726,595 46,820,989 45,950,744 47,591,891 46,515,741 
Stanislaus 337,676,868 312,558,200 353,226,503 339,737,075 343,415,908 333,544,253 
Sutter 31 

Tehama 7,696,766 7,029,450 7,529,077 7,264,948 6,994,151 6,767,765 
Tulare 887,221,054 828,786,894 936,136,820 905,235,275 912,810,947 874,216,033 
Yolo 4,485,381 4,056,227 4,683,014 4,446,591 4,425,995 4,308,491 
Yuba 5,691,222 5,437,376 6,142,414 5,836,329 6,003,785 5,698,245 
Northern California 3,064,317,093 2,863,149,752 3,232,554,896 3,139,696,500 3,166,204,980 3,050,620,691 

Imperial 9,469,946 9,307,039 10,912,142 11,016,091 10,750,901 10,197,218 
Los Angeles 31 

Riverside 113,102,869 100,872,293 113,142,863 109,616,295 111,623,039 104,100,161 
San Bernardino 161,626,479 157,488,619 177,974,956 169,548,126 167,786,574 157,588,190 
San Diego 7,327,088 6,721,184 7,552,408 7,321,469 7,355,664 6,920,969 
San Luis Obispo 31 

Santa Barbara 31 

Southern California 300,015,507 281,859,105 318,155,515 305,680,925 305,946,623 287,225,531 

STATE TOTALS 3,364,332,600 3,145,008,857 3,550,710,411 3,445,377,425 3,472,151,603 3,337,846,222 

11 Includes total milk sold. Excludes milk left on ranch. 
2J Counties omitted have no reported milk production. 
31 Not published, but included in total. 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling and Dairy Marteling Branches 
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COFA - K 

July August September October November December Total 

556,171 556,478 515.920 480,457 470,Sn 44l,na 5,668,795 

6 ,119,679 5,n4,257 5,383,833 5 ,211 ,135 5,030,651 5,143.815 64,546,069 

228,787,911 229,498,000 217,419.143 226,214,106 221,552,225 231,011,013 2,714,941 ,702 
34,899,324 35,037,007 33,198,278 34,327,822 33,n4.7n 36,098,713 394,849,819 

22,970,523 22,206,529 20,479,792 19,694,163 17,615,1 26 16,382,743 240,963,816 

312,434,929 311 ,419,107 292,191 ,650 313,854,910 306,412,599 325,784,250 3,794,676,060 

326,nS,713 326,295,203 308,009,283 324,809,449 316,973,832 335,880.945 3,873,239,732 

147,485,696 149,435,931 140,679,344 145,996,528 140,638,504 146,525,612 1,678,202,396 
17,859,416 17,837,820 16,872,292 17,030,703 16,547,026 18,973,575 206,450,183 

497,001,014 503,195,587 479,504,414 493,007,693 476,653,520 497,026,505 5,757,716,639 

2,788,463 2,872,803 2,587,271 2,636,655 2,511,040 2,567,877 30,954,940 

31,430,005 31,157,503 29,370,816 30,201,206 29,077,579 29,863,883 360,811,913 

1,167.148 1,177,660 1,136,787 1,095,591 1,064,302 1,135,607 12,641 ,595 

212,522,654 212,720,570 201,116,011 208,460,058 201,005,077 210,573,450 2,440,678,709 

1,377,182 1,392,012 1,259,649 1,234,760 1,175,761 1,156,002 18,683,226 

8 ,176,673 8,406,147 7 ,735,227 7,883,112 7,513,965 7,807,727 90,979,183 

48,358,857 48,065,183 45,462,957 44,563,379 42,711,762 44,123,614 547,765,219 

352,761,686 354,926,334 332,448,502 348,362,414 337,105,748 344,678,758 4,090,442,249 

7,122,613 7,177 ,425 6 ,883,690 7,019,188 6,828,679 6 ,898,483 85,212,233 

883,260,657 883,801 ,711 830,962,693 884,211 ,740 858,408,429 900,381 ,153 10,585,433,406 

4,422,331 4,349,346 4,054,980 4,251 ,247 4,500,926 4,326,971 52,311 ,500 

5,349,202 5,086,442 5,642,352 5,959,630 5 ,945,114 6,173,815 68,965,926 
3,1 59,083,774 3,167,800,716 2,988,001,041 3,131 ,719,648 3,038,659,1 03 3 ,176,103,200 37 ,1 77,91 1,394 

9,723,345 8,557,171 7,885,065 8,988,805 11 ,027,893 11,650,540 119,486,156 

100,906,867 98,939,781 91,531,737 92,100,091 88,492,964 92,174,871 1,216,603,851 

163,277,928 162,138,527 146,094,217 164,206,804 157,398,017 162,269,467 1,947,397,904 

6,907,178 6,688,667 6 ,387,630 7,003,634 6,863,387 7 ,022,421 84,071 ,699 

289,645,578 285,018,761 259,779,674 280,959,260 272,161,378 281,738,618 3,468,186,475 

3,448,729,352 3,452,819,477 3 ,247,780,71 5 3,412,678,908 3 ,310,820,481 3,457,841,818 40,646,097,869 
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CDFA- K 

Commercial Production of All Milk in California, by County, by Month, In Pounds, 2008 ' 

County and Region 21 January February March April May June 

Butte 362,931 399,147 462,363 450,655 548,777 534,604 

De! Norte 4,976,699 4,579,698 5.160,696 5,692,079 6,507,489 6,314,445 

Fresno 230,884,615 218,588,854 239,164,674 231,322,323 236,498,708 225,174,674 

Glenn 36,577,777 35,356,169 37,752,375 36,331,897 37,840,455 36,248,745 

Humboldt 16,967,185 15,868,163 19,267,589 20,652,788 22,956,163 22,221,455 

Kern 333,749,196 321,990,396 350,236,299 334,113,870 327,645,032 314,614,100 

Kings 342,955,086 330,266,834 360,096.965 345,249,185 351,449,347 333,949,701 

Madera 145,601,523 136,527,871 150,618,580 146,114,463 152,405,708 146,782,601 

Marin 16,931,704 15,851,744 17,135,904 16,679,025 17,403,757 17,421,306 
Mendocino 31 

Merced 498,173,209 472,875,150 515,886,225 497,157,662 509,233,800 488,599,187 

Monterey 2,533,041 2,456,905 2,641,902 2,634,490 2,754,999 2,710,094 
Placer 31 

Sacramento 29,904,992 28,609,622 31,081,242 30,430,665 32,339,215 31,409,799 

San Benito 1,090,983 1,049,740 1.161.549 1,154,045 1,225,276 1,218,468 

San Joaquin 211,259,834 200,605,901 216,622,622 208,804,234 212,279,781 203,974,675 
Santa Cruz 31 

Shasta 3J 

Siskiyou 1,136,088 1,063,736 1,162,800 1,626,431 1,260,538 1,251,275 

Solano 8,023,564 7,567,507 8,176,509 7,657,978 7,938,297 8,229,808 

Sonoma 44,175,580 41,416,651 44,479,508 43,567,028 46,260,406 45,854,152 

Stanislaus 344,579,855 326.559,857 353,324,051 342,647,559 353,671,420 341,141,159 
Sutter 31 

Tehama 6,832,770 6,606,912 7,713,327 7,874,977 8,116,516 7,701,156 

Tulare 912,675,536 872,886,458 957,912,442 926,060,846 938,529,251 891,244,145 

Yolo 4.475,127 4,174,798 4,479,795 4,285,369 4,450,540 4,460,757 

Yuba 5,910,366 5,726,950 6,054,223 6,006,141 6,281,117 5,698,471 
Northern California 3,204,839,574 3,055,862,513 3,335,880,568 3,221,642,514 3,283,005,839 3,142,013,647 

Imperial 12,127,491 11,782.536 13,153,222 13,074,916 13,542,810 12,541,218 
Los Angeles 31 

Riverside 94,474,350 87,728,204 94,519,791 88,023,611 91,536,581 91,089,273 
San Bemardino 165,046,840 155,630,072 176,941,994 170,576,737 177,522,935 153,063,022 

San Diego 7,570,600 6,620,473 7,335,862 7,077,887 7,025,444 6,523,532 
San Luis Obispo 31 

Santa Barbara 3J 

Southern California 287,534,063 269,576,142 300,754,433 287,263,785 298,165,115 271,553,697 

STATE TOTALS 3,492,373,637 3,325,438,655 3,636,635,001 3,508,906,299 3,581,170,954 3,413,567,344 

11 Includes total m~k sold. Excludes milk left on ranch. 
2J Counties omitted have no reported milk production. 
J/ Not pub6shed, but included in total. 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling and Dairy Marketing Branches 
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CDFA- K 

July AugUSI September October November December Total 

522,492 657,586 493,278 465,677 417,727 375,441 5,690,678 
6,477,278 6 ,268,539 5,887,714 5 ,863,411 5,601,151 5.615.835 68,945,034 

224 ,661.019 220,965,516 211 ,261.141 224,634,388 219.066,381 226,309,250 2,708,731 ,543 
35,444,196 35,347,361 33,994,162 34,595,237 33.495,478 35,162,427 428,146,279 
22,551 .343 22,030,550 20.829,465 20,605,842 19,050.116 19,448,171 242,448,830 

306,180,404 309,376,211 301 ,293,946 316,104,897 314,622,003 335.956,293 3,865,882,647 
333,757,133 330,503,379 315,769,306 325,115,008 321 ,874,857 338,458,626 4,029.445,427 
156,086,sao 150,108,570 143,223,786 145,605,362 143,890,346 148,446,671 1.765.411 ,981 

17,772,703 17,299.430 16,496,661 16,742,806 15.849,453 16,381,722 201 ,966,215 

496,013,687 491.851,243 471 ,827,628 482,400,608 467,306,128 485,112,075 5,876,436,602 

2.760,972 2,794,642 2,685,649 2,787,501 2,601,307 2,697,629 32,059,131 

32,336,542 32,099,964 30,195,564 30,649.219 29,352,233 30,145,566 368,554,623 
1,264,638 1,234,089 1,171 ,075 1,180,792 1,111 ,295 1,166,083 14,028,033 

206,032,802 204,220,017 194,831,469 201 ,183,016 195,792,514 204.827,610 2,460,434,475 

1,362,175 1,328,054 1,216,686 1,233.501 1,221,371 1,222,564 15,085,219 

8,885,407 8,828,880 7,570,880 7,689,030 7,483,382 7,785,562 95,836,804 
47,930,042 46,843,511 44,638,629 45,905,462 43,535,060 45,028,987 539,635,016 

344,533,076 343,817,749 327,649,371 330,177,852 318,503,787 328,371,338 4,054,977,074 

7,521 ,030 7,403,021 7,163,647 7 ,368,739 6 ,939,384 7 ,312,048 88,553,527 
872,346,015 881 ,266,710 858,490,692 894,300,130 878,411 ,834 9 13,699,294 10,797,823,353 

4,389,683 4,269,120 3,709,754 3,931,669 3,772,577 4,012,903 50,412,092 

11 ,644,869 10,872,389 10,024,225 10,597,477 11 ,123,744 12,678,738 143,163,635 

91,257,699 91,721,255 89,384,082 94,160,332 92,634,851 95,077,053 1,101 ,607,082 

154,015,520 150,735,481 146,695,897 152,243,883 147,870,465 147,057,372 1,897,400,218 
6 ,849,258 6,742,523 6 ,340,522 6 ,479,487 6 ,411 ,926 6 ,680,797 81,658,313 

272,436,671 268,746,606 260,765,690 272,263,008 266,666,921 270,163,631 3,325,889,762 

3,411,785,582 3,397,41 0,409 3,272,043,779 3,381 ,566,524 3,306,881,418 3,438,334,985 41,166,114,587 
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CDFA- K 

Commercial Production of All Milk in California, by County, by Month, In Pounds, 2009 ' 

County and Region 21 January February March April May June 

Butte 341,889 345,572 446.273 513,872 544,335 516,164 

De! Norte 5,375,296 4,660,307 5,227,663 5,610,747 6,384,923 6,171,366 

Fresno 225,028,436 204,725,835 228,101,220 224,595,130 229,911,663 216,113,644 

Glenn 33,565,737 31,089,280 34,524,811 33,435,610 33,881,541 31,226,112 

Humboldt 18,472,491 16,291,128 19,084,425 20,673,611 23,052,804 22,215,566 

Kern 339,777,946 309,843,131 329,858,125 319,588,758 320,624,326 293,779,663 

Kings 341,668,838 314,636,792 355,055,857 347,753,543 353,809,794 326,359,201 

Madera 142,525,999 124,960,603 138,121,831 135,820,865 139,895,891 133,154,804 

Marin 16,440,361 14,684,161 16,110,342 15,805,033 16,309,467 15,686,597 

Mendocino 31 

Merced 493,132,283 446,415,502 499,013,700 487,454,282 506,091,782 472,270,878 

Monterey 3J 

Placer 31 
Sacramento 29,276,073 27,066,577 30,054,345 29,471,616 30,730,981 29,056,884 

San Benito 1,189,599 1,090,159 1,193,682 1,208,845 1,259,823 889,098 

San Joaquin 193,641,422 175,280,009 193,617,574 186,613,233 193,177,963 184,144,048 

Shasta 31 

Siskiyou 1,198,575 1,056,175 1,171,900 1,187,837 1,239,680 1,192,776 

Solano 31 

Sonoma 45,060,078 40,715,550 44,881,090 43,691,048 45,549,974 43,722,808 

Stanislaus 338,358,537 304,327,538 340,925,621 334,125,461 347,258,123 329,043,514 

Sutter 31 
Tehama 9,728,866 8,863,940 9,756,530 9,404,520 9,564,192 8,926,112 

Tulare 917,616,629 844,343,652 966,322,890 946,672,148 962,701,257 897,435,341 

Yolo 31 
Yuba 5,791,952 5,354,307 5,946,378 5,719,087 5,980,091 5,588,637 

Northern California 3,177,777,850 2,893,254,694 3,238,210,475 3,167,553,578 3,246,679,275 3,034,026,298 

Imperial 13,399,221 12,525,653 13,880,879 13,031,157 12,425,324 11,804,642 

los Angeles 31 

Riverside 96,487,978 86,393,294 92,426,047 93,309,849 92,310,709 84.717,711 

San Bernardino 147,033,959 133,094,362 145,596,849 146,380,731 146,354,212 137,827,647 

San Diego 5,526,231 4,667,482 5,241,206 5,083,102 5,237,101 4,262,668 

San luis Obispo 31 

Santa Barbara 31 

Southern California 270.878,378 243.992.596 265,457,466 265,902,139 264,261,523 246,796,787 

STATE TOTALS 3,448,656.228 3,137,247,290 3,503,667,941 3,433,455,717 3,510,940,798 3,280,823,085 

11 Includes total milk sold, Excludes milk left on ranch. 
"2J Counties omitted have no reported milk production. 
3J Not published, bul included in lotal. 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling and Dairy Marketing Branches 
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CDFA-K 

July August September October November December Total 

542,2n 507,448 456,802 433,668 396,299 357,693 5,402,292 

5,879,303 5.569,347 4,956.362 4,517,120 3,973,644 4,090,854 62,416,932 
213,980,040 212,488.010 199,997,452 208,028,581 201 ,625,249 211 ,301,926 2,575,897,186 

30,868.637 30,730,250 29,115,444 30,935,823 30,333,434 32,828.506 382.555,185 
22,251,062 21,186,197 19,162,972 19,154,820 17,990,368 17,nS,842 237,312,286 

288,446,903 289,318,204 275,086,294 293,381 ,550 287.838,400 308,437,529 3,655,980,829 

321,628,473 318,989,629 297,055,061 318,063,690 311 ,597,327 331,746,625 3,938,364,830 

135,918,228 138,310,139 132,500,903 129,607,321 126,983,711 132,561 ,394 1,610,361 ,689 

15,494,489 15.227,080 14.048,923 14,319,805 13,828,761 14,223.673 182,178,692 

473,676,223 4n,244,317 453,517,676 470,471,255 457,772,467 473,744 ,459 5,710,804 ,824 

28,228,852 27,915,695 26,348,736 26,968,852 26,053,230 26,699,229 337,871,070 

846,346 806,265 751 ,066 731 ,688 756,303 784,520 11 ,507,434 

184,484,004 184,365,684 173,337,969 161 ,560,430 178,262,546 186,668,310 2,215,153,412 

1,173,834 1,225,397 1,146,386 1,144,790 1,067,155 1,081,167 13,887,672 

45,035,421 44,313,107 42,222,087 42,577,403 41 ,028,296 41 ,934,357 520,731 ,219 

328,086,013 327,338,189 311 ,756,976 325,500,575 315,479,563 328,760,751 3 ,930,960,881 

8,446,623 8,284,332 7,730,379 8,022,008 7,795,064 6,324,234 104,846,600 

878,689,769 880,231 ,517 840,069,538 880,329,221 861,566,094 903,311,952 10,779,290,008 

5,704,965 5,761 ,175 5,202,816 5,625,787 5 ,520,535 5,657,152 68,052,882 
3,005,246,028 3,Oo-t,701 ,173 2,849,012,425 2,976,309,873 2,904,437,062 3,045,853,762 36,543,062,493 

10,752,934 10,570,116 9,505,670 10,207,651 11 ,071,024 12,306,244 141 ,480,515 

81 ,237,319 60,097,739 72,833,517 77,773,424 77,105,318 81,202,016 1,015,894,921 

135,496,084 134,786,395 124,127,484 128,823,739 126,392,725 130,763,475 1,636,697,662 

4 ,158,592 4,074 ,788 3,879,605 4,080,406 4,095,761 4,300,336 54,607,278 

239,935,378 237.4n,598 217,934,199 228,917,528 226,672,588 236,932,742 2,945,158.922 

3,245,181,406 3,242,178,771 3,066,946,624 3,205,227,401 3,131,109,650 3,282,786.504 39,488,221,415 
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CDFA- K 

Commercial Production of All Milk in California, by County, by Month, In Pounds, 2010 ' 

County and Region21 January February March April May June 

Butte 361,262 387,246 476,011 484,598 520,249 507,284 

Del Norte 4,231,999 3,977,873 4,492.422 4,922,879 5,317,271 5.058,567 
Fresno 217,477,450 200,850,877 225,684,049 223,383,649 231,942,623 222,356,421 

Glenn 33,522,513 30,752,140 33,850,617 32,677,932 33,761,402 32,281,423 

Humboldt 17,446.645 15,795,516 18,625,249 18,740,474 21,193,186 20,742,690 

Kern 320,299,192 295,358,386 331,855,697 326,012,366 330,323,936 310,971,153 

Kings 347,015,686 322,782,966 364,359,649 357,737,541 366,530,034 349,109,437 
Madera 131,811,215 118,988,418 133,382,254 133,171,175 141,042,423 138,115,941 

Marin 14,300,138 13,004,746 14,506,358 14,087,003 14,323,669 14,045,720 

Mendocino 31 

Merced 488,918,548 449,970,492 504,018,585 495,287,087 511,321,380 491,308,130 

Monterey 31 

Placer 31 

Sacramento 27,381,636 25,060,278 28,141,904 27,465,687 28,545,418 27,910,370 

San Benito 3J 

San Joaquin 188,406,737 174,639,111 195,231,836 191,372,332 199,984,386 194,234,249 

Santa Clara 31 

Shasta 31 

Siskiyou 1,162,816 1,066,093 1,164,918 1,172,158 1,290,587 1,286,037 

Solano 31 

Sonoma 42,447,160 38,503,362 42,263,940 41,208,880 42,816,097 41,101,693 

Stanislaus 337,171,977 309,324,597 345,804,536 337,941,126 349,766,746 339,035,766 

Sutter 31 

Tehama 8,647,747 8,006,073 9,091,840 8,725,500 9,146,312 8,846,957 

Tulare 922,326,637 842,989,415 954,672,555 944,801,524 975,623,796 928,930,697 

Yolo 3J 

Yuba 5,983,166 5,495,086 5,997,462 5,893,484 6,085,861 5,862,743 
Northern California 3,125,520,657 2,871,789,316 3,230,199,849 3,181,100,378 3,286,186,028 3,148,198,588 

Imperial 13,028,962 12,449,581 14,359,029 14,191,027 14,186,667 13,367,655 

Los Angeles 31 

Riverside 83,590,814 74,087,315 85,108,497 85,293,550 86,546,540 81,696,673 

San Bemardino 133,725,449 117,626,506 136,498,284 137,604,856 140,410,693 134,266,780 

San Diego 4,485,678 4,143,404 4,765,322 4,663,259 4,680,303 4,588,413 

San Luis Obispo 31 

Santa Barbara 31 

Southern California 243,118,716 215,412,306 248,870,702 250,052,406 254,426,695 242,524,561 

STATE TOTALS 3,368,639,373 3,087,201,622 3,479,070,551 3,431,152,184 3,540,612.723 3.390.723,149 

11 Includes total milk sold. Excludes milk left on ranch. 
11 Counties omitted have no reported milk production. 
31 Not published, but included in tolal. 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling and Dairy Marketing Branches 
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COFA-K 

JUly August September October November December Total 

527,586 515,000 478,096 465,632 436,655 392,343 5,551 ,962 
5.124,052 4,863.252 4,403,718 4,254,287 4,160,408 4 ,169,316 54,976,044 

224,383,654 224,436,030 216,234,885 219,454.033 213.770,678 221 .174,384 2.641 ,148,733 
31 ,866,976 32,699,785 31 ,546,591 32,471 ,514 31,110,549 31,984,616 388,526,058 

21 .841,114 20,761 ,158 19,434.303 19.333.028 17,655,527 16,971 ,868 228,540,758 
305,363,637 310,770,000 300,001 ,089 304,687,293 302,009,609 316,989,574 3,754,641 ,932 
348,440,060 348,423,553 339,726,951 345,168,748 340,663,927 354,568,228 4,184,726,780 
141 ,358,703 142.202,291 137,242,858 138,862,784 136,092.943 137,061 ,441 1,629,332,446 

14,707,587 14.698,622 14,111 ,166 14,394,839 13,819.944 14.139,564 170,139,356 

497,902,591 498,204,606 481,116,590 490,376,175 478,413,578 488,209,732 5 ,875 ,047,494 

28,988,556 28,836,433 27,403,575 27,722,886 26,438,285 27,469,014 331,364,042 

197,614,238 195,613,721 188,490,449 197,731,508 193,275,904 200,264,386 2,316,858,857 

1,380,081 1,406,n2 1,336,617 1,364,463 1,337,076 1,392,408 15,360,026 

42,142,692 41 ,6n,112 40,148,936 41,425,163 39,424,070 40,686,712 493,845,817 
345,480,480 343,353,280 331,915,268 333,286,468 323,863,380 335,517,683 4,032,461 ,307 

8 ,790,921 8,862,500 8 ,263,758 8,629,017 8,359,569 8,704,371 104,074 ,565 
918,628,931 921,441 ,500 893,700,697 901 ,172,316 882,089,096 901,412,551 10,987,789,715 

6,016,936 6,005,438 5,763,250 5,886,617 5,682,362 5 ,933,997 70,606,402 
3,157,233,160 3,161,194,854 3,057,019,140 3,102,696,471 3,034,310,371 3,123,058,106 37,478,506,918 

12,629,920 11,982,908 11,222,516 13,740,923 12,516,431 13,413,619 157,289,258 

79,947,027 79,444,229 n ,965,619 78,475,102 75,851 ,002 80,196,676 968,203,044 
133,801,597 134,766,673 132,281 ,353 133,777,127 130,245,282 132,365,574 1,597,370,174 

4,564,494 4,366,915 4,351 ,533 4,399,937 4 ,326,130 4 ,337,004 53,672,392 

239,986,978 239,318,922 234,460,380 239.108,828 230.927,169 238,400,288 2,876,607,951 

3,397,220,138 3,4OO,513,n6 3,291,479.520 3.341,805,299 3,265,237,540 3,361.458.394 40,355,114,869 
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CDFA- K 

Commercial Production of All Milk in California, by County, by Month, In Pounds, 2011' 

County and Region21 January February March April May June 

Butte 397,566 404,338 519,675 533,215 514,165 497,874 

Del Norte 4,369,167 3,920,159 4,602,931 4,892,095 5,133,370 4,980,575 

Fresno 223,037,315 208,156,017 235,971,891 231,753,480 242,302,350 228,465,082 

Glenn 34,793,548 32,442,320 36,226,765 35,065,622 36,096,900 34,432,437 

Humboldt 17,528,999 15,856,169 17,404,945 18,949,188 20,641,760 21,105,157 

Kern 324,254,509 307,017,300 353,311,946 341,927,220 350,923,739 330,774,649 

Kings 358,861,029 333,930,984 380,478,334 374,255,951 389,512,335 370,215,354 

Madera 134,196,462 130,367,666 149,960,576 148,091,035 159,207,399 153,082,664 

Marin 13,917,580 12,506,969 14,009,931 14,067,067 14,371,215 13,534,810 

Mendocino 3/ 

Merced 488,948,786 443,171,228 500,534,351 489,360,012 516,867,332 497,652,006 

Monterey 3J 

Placer 31 

Sacramento 28,100,607 25,704,521 28,510,657 27,492,821 29,015,403 28,570,878 

San Benito 31 

San Joaquin 203,299,517 186,750,830 208,458,227 203,574,024 215,063,231 207,450,610 

Santa Clara 3J 

Siskiyou 1,321,526 1,209,310 1,314,001 1,311,118 1,404,545 1,397,528 

Solano 31 

Sonoma 40,768,858 37,300,093 41,309,414 40,134,808 42,009,267 40,699,538 

Stanislaus 338,159,008 309,616,830 348,001,434 340,774,214 360,721,717 346,481,813 

Sutter 3J 

Tehama 6,497,959 6,211,966 6,941,789 6,883,966 7,153,769 6,854,984 

Tulare 908,344,419 853,095,225 975,336,530 957,587,472 997,922,395 948,246,922 
Yolo 31 

Yuba 6,082,072 5,491,656 6,259,049 6,060,698 6,305,428 6,018,622 
Northern California 3,148,840,367 2,927,584,110 3,325,361,672 3,258,514,483 3,411,908,802 3,256,624,158 

Imperial 14,120,273 13,081,870 15,322,174 14,727,511 14,493,146 13,419,066 

Los Angeles 3/ 

Riverside 81,699,338 79,141,615 89,122,337 87,475,767 90,116,330 86,082,786 
San Bernardino 131,472,705 127,796,633 144,272,997 141,331,968 145,591,166 139,398,101 

San Diego 4,235,128 4,162,423 4,780,125 4,661,403 4,520,309 4,364,446 

San Luis Obispo 3/ 

Santa Barbara 31 

Southern California 239,581,870 231,907,547 262,179,448 256,677,742 263,213,429 251,756,599 

STATE TOTALS 3,388,422,237 3,159,491,657 3,587,541,120 3,515,192,225 3,675,122,231 3,508,380,757 

11 Includes total milk sold. Excudes milk left on ranch. 
21 Counties omitted have no reported milk production. 
~I Not published, but incbJded in total. 
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CDFA-K 

July August September October November December Total 

521,381 507,979 463,890 432,456 399,469 365,593 5,557,601 
5,276,489 5,138,536 4,727,748 4,448,107 3,869,393 3,672,491 55,031 ,061 

230,153,192 227,583,789 214,433,753 220,451,412 213,839,226 223,184,225 2,699,331 ,732 
34,798,518 34,612,813 32,568,619 33,316,438 32,282,757 34,047,132 410,683,869 
21 ,765,675 20,879,200 18,772,254 18,946,627 17,919,038 17,629,191 227,398,203 

326,395,949 325,520,886 306,520,378 318,775,920 317,320,778 335,708,161 3,938,451 ,435 
370,818,678 384,795,791 345,473,534 355,377,349 348,091,260 365,603,921 4,357,414,520 
155,088,624 155,847,086 147,563,863 153,100,149 146,184,321 151,931,101 1,784,620,946 
13,836,671 13,506,076 12,964,708 13,383,282 12,794,325 13,338,840 162,231 ,474 

507,754,899 606,843,343 478,879,594 495,402,286 483,191 ,699 501 ,746,924 5,910,352,460 

29,702,466 29,158,696 27,543,661 28,107,216 27,355,172 28,243,819 337,505,917 

211 ,943,732 209,722,260 196,400,083 201 ,920,870 196,246,127 205,234,665 2,446,064,176 

1,353,162 1,325,041 1,258,222 1,305,589 1,269,413 1,323,084 15,792,539 

41,293,432 40,948,287 38,959,850 40,188,774 38,693,668 40,430,575 482,736,564 
353,689,619 351 ,984,240 330,011 ,011 340,214,061 330,586,940 343,762,607 4,094,003,494 

7,047,840 6,980,969 6,477,203 6,719,705 6,513,555 6,694,303 80,978,008 
946,731 ,691 932,784,018 888,753,254 921 ,387,305 898,555,917 944,514,813 11,173,259,961 

6,145,505 6,233,267 5,974,122 6,105,758 6,965,658 6,298,538 73,940,373 
3,281,021,774 3,250,564,361 3,073,558,014 3,176,175,843 3,097,890,886 3,240,238,086 38,448,282,556 

12,588,353 11 ,662,607 11,104,942 12,238,816 12,459,035 13,306,305 158,524,098 

85,891 ,718 84,981,126 81 ,173,780 84,303,087 81 ,722,355 85,868,644 1,017,578,883 
139,679,706 137,497,810 133,297,893 137,616,200 133,518,811 140,758,602 1,652,232,592 

4,272,538 4,194,266 4,048,176 4,115,105 3,978,956 4,263,863 51 ,596,738 

251,055,931 246,958,631 237,735,107 246,359,422 239,645,209 252,513,439 2,979,584,374 

3,532,077,705 3,497,522,992 3,31 1,293,121 3,422,535,265 3,337,536,095 3,492,751,525 41,427,866,930 
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CDFA-K 

Commercial Production of All Milk in California, by County, by Month, In Pounds, 2012 1 

County and Region2 January February March April May June 

Butte 368,630 381,658 468,548 483,231 530,546 509,690 
Del Norte 3,422,555 3,117,731 3,744,432 4,053,446 4,722,431 4,757,846 
Fresno 228,842,808 221,883,239 242,255,709 229,872,036 238,892,545 221,712,896 
Glenn 35,453,409 34,637,364 37,853,879 36,121,860 36,938,732 34,478,049 

Humboldt 17,357,176 16,795,623 18,657,029 18,938,164 21,461,768 21,623,958 

Kern 349,281,890 342,221,919 373,291,403 357,481,122 366,615,439 342,259,924 

Kings 377,821,891 365,871,786 398,933,182 372,187,769 379,223,893 360,120,666 
Madera 156,876,307 151,087,785 163,103,783 153,487,451 160,905,482 150,840,058 
Marin 13,496,481 12,777,211 14,523,699 12,912,592 13,145,279 12,572,539 

Mendocino 3 

Merced 513,718,670 495,431,197 536,963,026 517,403,499 535,384,046 507,799,585 

Monterey 3 

Placer 3 

Sacramento 29,374,642 27,535,644 29,872,486 28,542,632 30,006,166 29,220,893 

San Benito 3 

San Joaquin 205,821,219 197,617,968 212,087,942 204,364,297 209,957,515 199,807,690 
Siskiyou 1,332,509 1,251,278 1,353,448 1,317,262 1,388,754 1,315,376 
Solano 3 

Sonoma 41,239,428 39,398,531 43,795,139 40,498,637 41,120,565 39,565,751 
Stanislaus 363,360,749 349,200,251 379,266,526 364,935,784 380,997,397 365,056,129 

Sutter 3 

Tehama 6,788,070 6,465,221 6,863,087 6,541,180 6,770,538 6,451,548 
Tulare 984,891,149 960,114,796 1,041,184,878 989,813,759 1,018,677,069 952,235,032 
Yolo 3 

Yuba 6,552,558 6,168,992 6,558,681 6,281,598 6,428,706 5,930,231 
Northern California 3,352,593,765 3,247,552,043 3,527,261,412 3,361,275,811 3,469,541,537 3,271,978,940 

Imperial 14,414,814 14,445,737 15,764,307 15,151,900 14,966,633 13,077,594 
Los Angeles 3 

Riverside 90,395,267 88,172,603 95,199,928 91,558,251 92,141,350 85,426,229 
San Bernardino 145,627,289 140,706,375 151,342,111 147,985,415 149,184,087 137,515,904 
San Diego 4,438,723 4,343,757 4,782,476 4,665,073 4,709,223 4,346,405 
San Luis Obispo 3 

Santa Barbara 3 

Southern California 263,379,664 255,996,973 276,043,706 268,402,481 270,196,615 249,437,885 

STATE TOTALS 3,615,973,429 3,503,549,016 3,803,305,118 3,629,678,292 3,739,738,152 3,521,416,825 

1 Includes total milk sold. Excludes milk left on ranch. 
2 Counties omitted have no reported milk production. 
3 Not published, but included in total. 
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CDFA-K 

July August September October November December Total 

526,479 511,809 450,291 437,360 381,106 327,480 5,376,828 
4,717,131 4,394,124 3,860,202 3,841,984 3,308,767 3,255,067 47,195,716 

221 ,441 ,730 213,199,516 205,788,245 212,041 ,843 210,868,805 221,675,991 2,668,475,363 
34,331,096 32,039,637 31 ,143,180 32,055,885 32,148,231 33,856,994 411 ,058,316 
21 ,709,253 20,903,918 18,963,337 18,671,785 17,079,794 17,099,112 229,260,917 

335,846,744 314,838,287 304,542,775 319,687,300 316,112,540 337,135,544 4,059,114,887 
352,097,394 329,141 ,518 314,637,977 329,298,115 327,995,091 347,025,280 4,254,354,562 
146,467,972 137,189,748 133,441,920 140,186,301 139,048,370 143,117,531 1,775,752,708 
12,975,277 12,726,185 11,657,986 12,193,702 11 ,569,022 11,716,081 152,266,054 

516,726,943 494,935,918 478,109,120 495,567,133 488,280,789 506,062,279 6,086,382,205 

29,841 ,459 29,009,584 27,722,090 28,080,342 27,186,442 28,337,972 344,730,352 

201 ,456,539 193,265,464 184,875,572 189,062,931 185,097,143 193,700,198 2,377,114,478 
1,354,755 1,379,354 1,295,120 1,365,468 1,333,064 1,338,414 16,024,802 

40,222,563 38,812,898 36,337,743 37,679,120 36,784,939 37,869,904 473,325,218 
368,185,595 350,344,792 337,654,771 350,221,771 340,453,488 354,618,964 4 ,304,296,217 

6,427,156 6,261 ,825 5,917,515 6 ,127,188 6,020,820 6,177,950 76,812,098 
937,810,719 880,425,765 853,512,863 888,278,484 886,043,504 939,073,562 11 ,332,061,580 

6,079,018 5,791,146 5,527,805 5,035,773 4,445,299 4,618,263 69,418,070 
3,253,639,038 3,080,047,566 2,968,040,060 3,079,819,804 3,043,796,836 3,196,442,519 38,851,989,331 

8,742,036 6,979,212 6 ,443,860 7,412,480 8,009,642 9,040,680 134,448,895 

84,536,281 77,184,721 75,352,797 80,776,185 79,514,370 82,727,963 1,022,985,945 
133,994,872 124,007,871 118,290,705 123,012,971 116,199,478 113,303,500 1,601 ,170,578 

4,225,126 3,948,243 3,767,384 3,855,163 3,892,672 3,962,997 50,937,242 

240,634,012 220,659,2n 211,699,831 223,353,880 215,731,811 217,456,571 2,912,992,706 

3,494,273,050 3,300,706,843 3,179,139,891 3,303,173,684 3,259,528,647 3,413.899,090 41,764,982,037 
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CDFA- K 

Commercial Production of All Milk in California, by County, by Month, In Pounds, 2013 1 

County and Region2 January February March April May June 

Butte 3 

Del Norte 3,173,251 2,915,406 3,354,150 3,794,235 4,517,781 4,512,661 
Fresno 225,010,891 209,413,190 238,942,681 237,226,314 244,301,216 229,607,784 
Glenn 34,992,209 32,741,265 37,203,427 36,348,463 37,055,020 34,487,350 
Humboldt 16,846,311 15,304,294 17,814,555 19,069,487 21,785,391 20,874,803 
Kern 346,583,819 324,700,142 370,225,005 365,952,013 368,746,316 341 ,467,520 
Kings 354,540,107 331,979,227 383,403,448 372,188,558 379,747,054 359,081,351 
Madera 143,582,259 132,508,923 154,268,466 153,900,828 160,635,469 152,066,445 
Marin 11,626,960 10,617,627 12,084,569 11,987,808 12,179,121 11,476,672 
Mendocino 3 

Merced 509,407,469 471,697,778 537,130,009 531,111,804 550,283,831 522,226,700 
Monterey 3 

Placer 3 

Sacramento 28,735,687 26,499,185 29,844,862 29,288,747 30,851,854 29,612,957 
San Benito 3 

San Joaquin 193,748,776 176,963,388 201,094,167 199,710,284 209,429,928 198,696,744 

Santa Clara 3 

Siskiyou 1,357,569 1,195,549 1,358,782 1,377,014 1,454,001 1,407,930 
Solano 3 

Sonoma 38,126,097 35,122,666 39,518,397 37,968,563 39,429,111 38,641,384 
Stanislaus 356,968,326 327,628,549 372,481,070 366,285,593 381,026,858 364,828,305 
Sutter 3 

Tehama 6,252,562 5,812,295 6,551,058 6,568,395 6,799,595 6,490,859 
Tulare 958,818,184 897,948,998 1,017,733,725 1,002,481,726 1,026,737,271 954,720,116 
Yolo 3 

Yuba 4,760,790 4,565,738 5,003,895 5,005,625 5,183,191 4,971,526 
Northern California 3,243,510,290 3,015,578,290 3,436,986,409 3,389,155,382 3,489,375,976 3,283,925,357 

Imperial 9,802,450 9,193,780 11,001,108 10,406,613 11,024,240 10,065,940 
Los Angeles 3 

Riverside 85,471,835 79,088,405 87,959,561 85,914,644 85,973,821 77,312,697 
San Bernardino 110,245,785 109,125,604 120,721,422 118,936,867 119,023,489 101,724,034 
San Diego 4,022,726 3,778,801 4,248,451 3,946,197 3,848,701 3,504,648 
San Luis Obispo 3 

Santa Barbara 3 

Southern California 217,844,440 209,161,742 233,084,787 227,924,529 229,025,392 201,483,386 

STATE TOTALS 3,461,354,730 3,224,740,032 3,670,071,196 3,617,079,911 3,718,401,368 3,485,408,743 

1 includes total milk sold. Excludes milk left on ranch. 
2 Counties omitted have no reported milk production. 

3 Not published, but included in total. 
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CDFA- K 

July August September October November December Total 

4.749.725 4.355.539 3.771 .342 3.630.059 3.539.521 3.505.710 45.819.380 
223.028.807 226.771 .367 215.674.567 223.347,425 217.531.306 231,429.769 2.722.285.317 

32.794.838 33.426.386 31 .742.005 32.218.998 30.976.046 33.138.510 407.124.517 
21 .543.746 20.449.034 18.615.630 18.879.380 16.916.879 17.948.272 226.047.783 

324.874.745 327.210.521 305.811 .393 324,477.638 322.025.988 343.144.777 4.065.219.877 
343.013.079 344.517.702 325.075.493 340.218.231 337.845.652 358.584.522 4.230.194.424 
150.155.260 150.494.704 141 .809,455 145.209.916 141.250.254 146.424.433 1.772.306.412 

11 .958.912 11 .578.875 11 .084.818 11 .308.568 10.953.644 11 .856.362 138.713.936 

512.845.112 516.759.180 490.413.025 507.573.462 497.592.961 526.773.099 6.173.614,431 

29.741 .240 29.581.583 27,486.229 27.840.042 27.249.502 28.392.607 345.124,495 

193.981.098 194.201 .540 181.191,428 187.360.645 183.318.900 196.136.762 2.315.833.660 

1,426,483 1.419.590 1.274.503 1.245.137 1.228.356 1.255.281 16.000.196 

39.867.588 39.173.888 38.855.154 37.671.286 36.843.307 38.414.676 457.632.119 
359.472.166 383.908.708 346.555.172 355.542.657 348.848.787 367.777.280 4.311.323.471 

6.468.320 6.534.092 5.947,786 5.902.891 5.605.050 5.805.947 74.738.850 
908.333.206 923.447.180 868.529.859 912.078.724 897.894.184 952,763.941 11.321,487.115 

8 .600.180 8.110.235 6.655.380 7.280.340 7.332.420 9.100.540 108.573.226 

72.586,263 72.007.451 65.871.638 72.018.273 69,762.023 74.048.154 928.016,765 
100.669.101 97.983.247 88.741 .038 97.187.870 94,433.640 100.295.168 1.259.087.263 

3,699.071 3.204,145 2,965.838 3.301,795 3,262,556 3.702.972 43,485.901 

194,027,805 189,540,316 171,762,707 187,657,519 182,863,753 195,310,974 2,439,687,350 

3,370,918,984 3,396,236,181 3,195,651 ,316 3.3~.506.625 3,274,422,006 3,470,981 ,364 41,219,772,456 
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CDFA- K 

Commercial Production of All Milk in California, by County, by Month, In Pounds, 2014 1 

County and 
January February March April May June 

Region2 

Butte 3 

Del Norte 3,581,421 3,249,561 3,591,107 4,269,799 4,678,899 4,653,069 

Fresno 243,174,699 226,356,968 254,223,603 246,056,161 250,594,252 238,162,601 

Glenn 34,903,423 32,283,478 36,052,095 34,548,123 34,930,288 32,830,910 

Humboldt 17,569,897 16,475,567 19,403,824 20,153,277 22,295,314 21,416,572 

Kern 362,110,047 341,548,833 382,520,612 367,473,059 368,962,709 338,861,275 

Kings 379,232,848 355,864,990 399,500,632 385,242,633 391,947,181 370,530,438 

Madera 157,043,129 145,350,595 163,598,583 160,283,757 166,374,654 160,395,005 

Marin 11,216,692 10,222,741 11,200,254 11,116,213 11,385,052 11,057,132 

Mendocino 3 

Merced 555,173,597 515,809,302 575,968,565 552,828,369 568,111,050 536,846,509 

Monterey 3 

Placer 3 

Sacramento 29,104,424 26,887,219 29,977,813 28,963,582 29,771,960 29,240,473 

San Benito 3 

San Joaquin 209,951,971 195,099,307 216,645,335 209,092,992 216,418,398 208,244,221 

Santa Clara 3 

Siskiyou 1,253,798 1,143,728 1,356,799 1,331,524 1,418,275 1,407,888 

Solano 3 

Sonoma 40,567,440 36,846,316 40,701,178 39,007,009 40,421,486 39,374,509 

Stanislaus 359,941,167 336,261,604 376,652,910 361,386,199 372,965,596 360,606,051 

Tehama 6,317,544 6,173,552 6,760,440 6,513,975 6,538,126 6,363,100 

Tulare 988,214,916 932,701,819 1,048,821,966 1,012,249,155 1,028,998,590 966,478,908 

Yolo 852,908 791,408 876,361 857,791 890,061 925,485 

Yuba 5,373,806 5,015,985 5,492,670 5,228,753 5,328,729 5,083,374 

Northern California 3,415,919,909 3,198,634,886 3,585,406,629 3,458,517,886 3,533,885,123 3,343,666,500 

Imperial 10,581,814 9,646,571 11,793,603 11,609,061 12,050,762 10,898,982 

Los Angeles 3 

Riverside 74,535,596 72,621,675 82,167,893 80,784,754 82,391,608 74,186,174 

San Bernardino 109,633,441 102,309,437 113,434,413 107,323,513 108,583,397 102,204,494 

San Diego 3,739,122 3,529,793 3,891,241 3,725,361 3,928,716 3,844,901 

San Luis Obispo 3 

Santa Barbara 3 

Southern California 207,154,554 196,883,773 220,938,241 212,751,873 216,283,452 200,022,484 

STATE TOTALS 3,623,074,463 3,395,518,659 3,806,344,870 3,671,269,759 3,750,168,575 3,543,688,984 

1 Indudes total milk sold. Excludes milk left on ranch. 
2 Counties omitted have no reported milk production. 
3 Not published, but included in total. 
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CDFA-K 

July August September October November December Total 

4.629.109 4.464.798 4.055.727 3.890.100 3.693.188 3.602.509 48.359.287 
237.046.595 231 .535.206 222.151.259 231.297.417 226.224.045 235,479.547 2.842.302.353 

33.122.517 32.228.656 31.165.676 32,415.908 31 .614,439 33.263.880 399.359.393 
21.437.147 19.935.791 18.559.189 18.665.724 17.795.604 17.389.141 231.097,047 

329,472,745 321 ,975,269 309,431 ,960 323,691,467 317,419,983 332,896,014 4,096,363,973 

366,306,505 356,506,256 343,425,656 357,945,494 348,050,953 364,137,256 4,418,690,842 
161,959,215 158,353,984 152,490,213 156,840,207 152,089,327 155,911,723 1,890,690,392 

11,853,758 11 ,639,959 11,137,879 11,599,810 11 ,333,492 11 ,603,226 135,366,208 

545,028,285 536,114,666 509,950,753 527,145,712 515,655,711 521,587,840 6,460,220,359 

29,188,236 28,376,536 26,484,141 27,439,354 26,608,402 28,390,146 340,432,286 

207,630,989 205,443,617 194,675,143 200,506,382 195,613,806 200,869,442 2,460,191,603 

1,402,131 1,356,894 1,228,577 1,289,330 1,214,882 1,222,965 15,626,791 

41 ,085,590 40,842,941 38,703,047 39,913,211 38,896,224 40,002,794 476,161 ,745 

363,390,130 356,252,443 337,178,590 349,156,668 342,609,151 360,400,886 4,276,801,395 

6,765,136 6,887,839 6,278,058 6 ,257,167 5,719,204 5,662,612 76,236,753 

945,271,464 930,725,283 893,280,048 939,665,099 917,800,633 950,866,549 11,555,074,430 

900,942 929,651 892,512 901,249 835,807 2,853,845 12,508,020 

5,129,843 5,100,265 4,924,276 5,204,007 5,150,664 5,469,160 62,501 ,532 

3,323,184,717 3,260,017,784 3,116,619,173 3,245,164,550 3,169,709,241 3,283,776,139 39,934,502,537 

9,281,029 8,254,671 7,443,096 8 ,641,160 8,795,935 9,006,040 118,002,724 

76,359,974 74,162,318 70,041 ,939 74,766,928 73,321,745 77,171 ,727 912,512,331 

98,806,975 93,827,961 84,704,769 90,517,334 87,235,312 88,697,738 1,187,278,784 

3,668,491 3,527,892 3,266,319 3,738,201 3,671,360 3,896,523 44,427,920 

197,360,029 188,873,985 174,073,709 186,736,157 181,813,270 187,704,855 2,370,596,382 

3,520,544,746 3,448,891,769 3,290,692,882 3,431,900,707 3,351,522,511 3,471,480,994 42,305,098,919 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Total Milk 
Month County Fat SNF 

Production 
January Del Norte 204,161 471,933 5,335,585 
January Fresno 5,578,532 13,030,182 148,040,004 
January Glenn 1,015,514 2,343,526 26,592,025 
January Humboldt 847,359 1,811,159 20,307,609 
January Kern 4,292,572 9,949,159 113,487,836 
January KinQs 8,095,376 19,038,367 215,991,936 
January Madera 2,645,241 6,099,072 69,434,693 
January Marin 698,049 1,658,442 18,764,348 
January Merced 13,463,566 30,751,050 348,399,159 
January Riverside 7,859,658 18,753,956 215,258,163 
January Sacramento 1,221,122 2,734,355 31,137,794 
January San Bernardino 11,353,644 27,220,580 311,786,446 
January San Diego 458,128 1,132,437 13,035,464 
January San Joaquin 6,333,021 14,452,225 164,890,069 
January Santa Clara 28,724 73,654 842,602 
January Siskiyou 97,554 219,861 2,474,514 
January Sonoma 2,121,411 4,916,776 55,403,820 
January Stanislaus 10,548,976 24,045,497 273,541,364 
January Tehama 311,996 670,389 7,393,796 
January Tulare 23,947,337 55,803,599 633,434,387 
January Yuba 228,258 498,582 5,615,399 
January 102,791,619 238,884,355 2,717,432,066 
February Del Norte 184,153 435,164 4,937,605 
February Fresno 5,175,283 12,180,786 138,837,491 
February Glenn 956,916 2,206,562 25,060,363 
February Humboldt 773,290 1,666,711 18,705,956 
February Kern 3,934,130 9,199,429 105,467,326 
February Kings 7,635,082 18,058,421 205,523,206 
February Madera 2,477,566 5,723,530 65,353,441 
February Marin 646,279 1,539,552 17,411,362 
February Merced 12,598,394 28,960,679 328,840,878 
February Riverside 7,287,888 17,423,358 199,767,266 
February Sacramento 1,128,345 2,540,427 28,983,142 
February San Bernardino 10,804,119 25,740,319 294,393,753 
February San DieQo 420,498 1,036,713 11,929,148 
February San Joaquin 5,948,668 13,672,186 156,362,376 
February Santa Clara 27,202 69,387 795,714 
February Siskiyou 85,519 193,982 2,186,210 
February Sonoma 1,990,346 4,643,786 52,415,425 
February Stanislaus 9,825,668 22,562,366 257,231,640 
February Tehama 291,263 628,874 6,972,323 
February Tulare 22,647,644 53,319,557 607,294,638 
February Yuba 217,111 477,493 5,376,715 
February 96,350,183 225,209336 2,566,999,430 
March Del Norte 217,804 511,325 5,784,744 
March Fresno 5,493,995 12,940,080 147,680,032 
March Glenn 1,023,281 2,381,642 27,119,732 
March Humboldt 913,359 1,982,883 22,165,170 
March Kern 4,184,746 9,770,133 112,190,762 
March Kings 8,190,584 19,387,237 221,076,969 
March Madera 2,638,701 6,122,020 69,952,568 
March Marin 694,754 1,679,005 18,962,162 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
Merced 13,671,166 31,652,596 359,593,416 
Riverside 7,377,481 17,400,291 199,719,496 
Sacramento 1,187,307 2,689,766 30,702,402 
San Bernardino 11,344,740 26,847,045 307,413,460 
San Dieao 430,824 1,051,643 12,076,031 
San Joaouin 6,460,158 14,901,391 170,450,994 
Santa Clara 28,549 73,854 843,740 
SisklVou 101,211 230,806 2,603,268 
Sonoma 2,137,102 4,981,200 56,223,000 
Stanislaus 10,760,328 24,825,498 283,052,459 
Tehama 309,053 670,026 7,435,791 
Tulare 24,1 74,192 57,010,536 650,565,548 
Yuba 231 ,202 510,775 5,756,788 

103002135 240 859185 2748 009 774 
Del Norte 194,985 450,603 5,067,432 
Fresno 5,322,267 12,921,800 147,727,725 
Glenn 921,679 2,214,274 25,291,595 
Humboldt 991,155 2,248,679 24,995,343 
Kem 4,081,472 9,807,573 112,728,811 
Kinas 7,993,806 19,412,853 221,489,322 
Madera 2,575,067 6,157508 70,442,544 
Marin 659,767 1,656,286 18,676,992 
Merced 13,205,487 31,327,138 356,207,142 
Riverside 7,076,804 17,318,879 199,498,369 
Sacramento 1,143,358 2653,517 30,264,089 
San Bernardino 11,068,626 27,127,070 311,786,207 
San Dieao 406,747 1,027,102 11,892,495 
San Joaauin 6,236,772 14,713,593 168,303,916 
Santa Clara 29,155 77,828 888,239 
Siskivou 99,444 234,303 2,659,509 
Sonoma 2,030,925 4,851,512 54,734,054 
Stanislaus 10,407,116 24,630,174 281,012,439 
Tehama 358,321 821,378 9,159,430 
Tulare 23,271,522 56,427,390 644,825,859 
Yuba 222,703 501,289 5,652,177 

99688189 239,780,251 2 739,483,215 
Del Norte 231,388 540,715 6,087,190 
Fresno 5,375,372 13,152,745 150,609,161 
Glenn 879,547 2,136,889 24,431 ,321 
Humboldt 1,075,124 2,443,357 27,134,237 
Kern 4,357,298 10,480,942 120769,990 
Kinas 8,116,061 19,736,760 225,633,383 
Madera 2,686,402 6,440,269 73,889,600 
Marin 692,528 1,736,948 19,595,648 
Merced 13,550,826 32,245403 367,639,909 
Riverside · 7,046,741 17,561,480 203,157,910 
Sacramento 1,160,408 2,708,446 31,035,730 
San Bernardino 10770,958 26,925,752 310,545,098 
San Dieao 405,038 1,046,274 12,153,008 
San Joaauin 6,441,847 15,238,551 174,721,292 
Santa Clara 29,916 80,772 930,978 
Siskiyou 107,658 258,494 2,944,128 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
August Glenn 853,010 2,058,687 23,839,939 
August Humboldt 1,049,675 2,277,577 25,659,472 
August Kern 3,956,647 9,560,062 110,827,140 
August KinQs 7,741,374 18,763,607 215,599,034 
August Madera 2,579,693 6,228,196 71,828,565 
August Marin 718,810 1,721,034 19,495,612 
August Merced 13,364,486 31,763,434 364,130,256 
August Riverside 6,519,055 16,387,765 190,017,429 
August Sacramento 1,162,114 2,736,493 31,442,321 
August San Bernardino 9,840,271 24,854,264 287,118,777 
August San Diego 393,390 1,014,000 11,826,414 
August San Joaquin 6,513,794 15,484,076 178,233,575 
August Santa Clara 28,345 77,115 887,499 
August Siskiyou 105,086 255,071 2,911,108 
August Sonoma 2,162,383 5,124,598 57,863,766 
August Stanislaus 10,345,314 24,643,816 283,307,274 
August Tehama 362,106 838,486 9,499,643 
August Tulare 22,026,992 53,450,242 615,305,563 
August Yuba 215,446 480,916 5,423,645 
August 96624876 233902511 2,690 490,556 
September Del Norte 207,857 468,027 5,270,901 
September Fresno 5,110,321 12,433,985 141,971,104 
September Glenn 837,310 2,004,124 23,078,121 
September Humboldt 944,405 2,035,512 22,900,831 
September Kern 3,966,072 9,530,670 109,721,806 
September KinQs 7,587,179 18,253,358 208,514,135 
September Madera 2,576,253 6,161,861 70,571,396 
September Marin 680,842 1,625,353 18,410,568 
September Merced 13,022,810 30,638,814 349,799,059 
September Riverside 6,501,617 16,012,484 184,655,078 
September Sacramento 1,102,367 2,550,943 29,315,542 
September San Bernardino 9,581,972 23,790,851 273,446,053 
September San Diego 387,492 1,003,937 11,614,858 
September San Joaquin 6,305,279 14,833,324 170,359,464 
September Santa Clara 26,268 72,651 836,153 
September Siskiyou 105,280 248,883 2,827,256 
September Sonoma 2,047,812 4,792,703 54,097,029 
September Stanislaus 10,056,868 23,652,460 271,092,867 
September Tehama 344,423 784,373 8,862,669 
September Tulare 22,058,461 53,138,990 607,207,498 
September Yuba 215,825 474,180 5,313,725 
September 94,996,875 227527,637 2,604 141 768 
October Del Norte 206,835 465,817 5,238,942 
October Fresno 5,355,635 12,937,740 146,859,322 
October Glenn 881,088 2,086,567 23,902,064 
October Humboldt 978,763 2,081756 23,246,682 
October Kern 4,258,699 10,127,905 115,936,190 
October Kings 8,004,839 19,136,791 217,297,764 
October Madera 2,705,595 6,361,764 72,538,836 
October Marin 704,460 1,675,848 18,874,907 
October Merced 13,666,730 31,899,595 361,285,223 
October Riverside 6,705,700 16,378,284 187,375,765 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Year Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 

2000 October Sacramento 1,154,934 2,658,354 30,282,232 
2000 October San Bernardino 10,067,659 24,656,146 281,289,749 
2000 October San Diego 400,182 1,033,786 11,864,843 
2000 October San Joaquin 6,604,476 15,428,311 175,712,549 
2000 October Santa Clara 28,218 74,792 856,395 
2000 October Siskiyou 107,638 255,445 2,903,118 
2000 October Sonoma 2,121,123 4,924,654 55,342,561 
2000 October Stanislaus 10,438,093 24,391,087 277 ,372,344 
2000 October Tehama 363,485 817,999 9,208,768 
2000 October Tulare 23,452,088 55,826,034 634,799,730 
2000 October Yuba 227,414 495,711 5,535,299 
2000 October 99,794,656 236,771,703 2,692,146,114 
2000 November Del Norte 198,962 442,441 4,972,589 
2000 November Fresno 5,275,747 12,501,317 141,130,550 
2000 November Glenn 865,204 2,019,245 23,053,904 
2000 November Humboldt 898,361 1,869,057 20,801,932 
2000 November Kern 4,294,322 10,048,938 114,089,747 
2000 November Kings 7,958,614 18,655,879 210,850,413 
2000 November Madera 2,651,613 6,127,964 69,544,639 
2000 November Marin 675,787 1,587,218 17,855,306 
2000 November Merced 13,363,319 30,606,342 344,557,827 
2000 November Riverside 6,666,246 15,977,925 181,568,862 
2000 November Sacramento 1,134,391 2,544,093 28,833,663 
2000 November San Bernardino 9,955,917 24,019,881 272,375,291 
2000 November San DieQo 396,758 1,002,165 11,418,048 
2000 November San Joaquin 6,464,458 14,812,176 167,954,954 
2000 November Santa Clara 27,889 71,216 813,772 
2000 November Siskiyou 105,378 248,532 2,821,026 
2000 November Sonoma 2,023,618 4,640,430 52,113,414 
2000 November Stanislaus 10,235,723 23,370,450 264,213,965 
2000 November Tehama 351,024 778,152 8,723,597 
2000 November Tulare 23,477,041 54,993,719 621,558,526 
2000 November Yuba 211,057 454,711 5,070,178 
2000 November 98,545275 229,687,538 2,597,065,081 
2000 December Del Norte 198,370 448,816 5,056,196 
2000 December Fresno 5,527,895 13,040,664 147,748,744 
2000 December Glenn 892,325 2,083,468 23,788,566 
2000 December Humboldt 874,909 1,837,320 20,510,155 
2000 December Kern 4,689,219 10,849,332 123,475,424 
2000 December Kinos 8,308,133 19,362,283 219,369,316 
2000 December Madera 2,779,257 6,392,663 72,750,804 
2000 December Marin 691,201 1,627,207 18,361,179 
2000 December Merced 13,797,616 31,568,788 356,253,604 
2000 December Riverside 6,991,016 16,801,154 191,795,347 
2000 December Sacramento 1,163,714 2,607,815 29,604,510 
2000 December San Bernardino 10,287,935 24,804,229 282,511,477 
2000 December San Diego 412,170 1,046,408 11,947,868 
2000 December San Joaquin 6,685,377 15,284,284 173,761,272 
2000 December Santa Clara 31,628 76,675 878,843 
2000 December Siskiyou 109,727 253,594 2,868,715 
2000 December Sonoma 2,040,001 4,686,174 52,801,128 
2000 December Stanislaus 10,523,981 24,008,315 271,712,673 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Fat SNF 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Total Milk 
County Fat SNF 

Production 
Humboldt 917,748 2,033,358 22,611,084 
Kern 4,864,155 11,507,615 132,071,908 
KinQs 8,593,107 20,488,774 233,932,850 
Madera 2,842,743 6,654,116 76,252,502 
Marin 641,991 1,569,320 17,787,412 
Merced 14,023,920 32,729,360 372,744,365 
Riverside 6,274,884 14,844,027 170,480,208 
Sacramento 1,123,033 2,578,138 29,457,355 
San Bernardino 10,069,748 23,956,342 273,752,130 
San Diego 409,454 982,442 11,314,099 
San Joaquin 6,630,605 15,429,241 176,560,809 
Santa Clara 46,899 112,417 1,298,885 
Siskiyou 108,183 249,899 2,825,629 
Sonoma 2,067,679 4,904,666 55,577,468 
Stanislaus 10,499,913 24,493,651 279,287,832 
Tehama 332,753 754,701 8,545,633 
Tulare 26,766,321 63,877,974 730,190,377 
Yuba 226,939 501,771 5,661,170 

104,617 ,926 246,982,655 2,820,575,106 
Del Norte 203,954 480,943 5,428,574 
Fresno 5,499,501 13,313,564 151,795,890 
Glenn 919,431 2,202,745 25,217,213 
Humboldt 956,751 2,150,797 23,865,626 
Kern 4,687,736 11,136,236 128,103,838 
Kings 8,431,647 20,234,256 230,773,504 
Madera 2,804,981 6,663,715 76,258,366 
Marin 616,273 1,538,825 17,408,007 
Merced 13,761,482 32,491,138 369,591,181 
Riverside 6,196,081 15,068,386 173,504,982 
Sacramento 1,109,597 2,557,073 29,216,021 
San Bernardino 9,949,686 24,462,422 280,330,664 
San Dieqo 384,591 971,603 11,212,084 
San Joaquin 6,445,459 15,051,879 172,116,186 
Santa Clara 36,013 89,680 1,031,902 
Siskiyou 106,918 249,427 2,826,370 
Sonoma 1,997,361 4,792,711 54,180,915 
Stanislaus 10,299,106 24,209,736 276,000,391 
Tehama 327,628 753,063 8,524,723 
Tulare 26,081,232 62,774,667 717,424,796 
Yuba 226,626 499,464 5,625,680 

102,425,034 244,871019 2,796,472587 
Del Norte 205,106 485,376 5,469,143 
Fresno 5,561,525 13,643,214 156,729,201 
Glenn 986,922 2,391,067 27,537,642 
Humboldt 1,099,188 2,480,009 27,601,797 
Kern 4,539,976 10,849,944 125,670,259 
Kings 8,520,501 20,641,171 237,407,342 
Madera 2,854,927 6,869,362 79,147,837 
Marin 646,629 1,610,010 18,319,757 
Merced 14,111,919 33,704,349 386,010,447 
Riverside 6,379,375 15,738,370 182,562,593 
Sacramento 1,145,311 2,686,629 30,910,018 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 -In Pounds 

County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
San Bernardino 10,086,520 25,041,891 289,064,487 
San Diego 338,843 875,230 10145,750 
San Joaquin 6,635,909 15,784,343 181,602,100 
Santa Clara 37,130 95,189 1,100,043 
Siskiyou 107,974 260,976 2,976,119 
Sonoma 2,093,402 5,059,883 57,421,452 
Stanislaus 10,611,639 25,419,842 291,584,810 
Tehama 350,958 811,167 9,227,482 
Tulare 26,150,558 63,370,047 730,046,420 
Yuba 226,179 508,440 5,777,334 

104,103,248 251,608,903 2,893,643,617 
Del Norte 200,621 467,999 5,283,839 
Fresno 5,303,175 13,102,187 150,927,948 
Glenn 948,637 2,311,888 26,689,767 
Humboldt 1,079,035 2,428,182 27,204,150 
Kern 4,315,128 10,362,304 120,002,668 
Kings 8,185,267 19,927,248 229,697,837 
Madera 2,765,092 6,697,929 77,369,963 
Marin 626,894 1,524,107 17,412,035 
Merced 13,668,108 32,825,281 377,021,179 
Riverside 5,925,452 14,767,871 171 595261 
Sacramento 1,087,743 2,586,512 29,844,393 
San Bernardino 9,414,132 23,643,621 273,182,635 
San DieQo 310,989 823,408 9,555,232 
San Joaquin 6,475,475 15,506,109 178,843,117 
Santa Clara 38,471 99,082 1,146,378 
Siskiyou 107,466 262,233 2,995,578 
Sonoma 2,062,748 4,950,992 56,416,721 
Stanislaus 10,362,760 24,973,961 287,528,460 
Tehama 339,276 784,385 8,893,250 
Tulare 24,901,238 60,585,108 699,354,012 
Yuba 214,490 484,976 5,533,950 

99,653134 242,179086 2,791494136 
Del Norte 208,081 487,169 5,509,847 
Fresno 5,363,712 13,208,285 152,312,647 
Glenn 949,994 2,373,199 26,754,834 
Humboldt 1,103,109 2,450,259 27,477,339 
Kern 4,380,587 10,399,834 120,648,812 
Kings 8,188,583 19,853,603 229,338,563 
Madera 2,784,866 6,761,223 78,092,924 
Marin 640,997 1,555,989 17,735,920 
Merced 14,048,736 33,668,293 386,854,955 
Riverside 6,079,287 15,120,382 175,331 ,654 
Sacramento 1,101,627 2,628,202 30,240,489 
San Bernardino 9,661 ,560 24,392,663 281,134,258 
San DieQo 320,822 851,083 9,864,588 
San Joaquin 6,667,356 15,980,211 184,257,735 
Santa Clara 41,854 106,387 1,226,143 
Siskiyou 111,622 271,184 3,095,004 
Sonoma 2,114,900 5,063,101 57,605,725 
Stanislaus 10,536,925 25,403,911 292,653,597 
Tehama 345,758 803,638 9,125,115 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
July Tulare 24,820,523 60,101,976 694,809,691 
July Yuba 217,800 488,072 5,573,405 
July 101,048,392 245,050,374 2,824,888,637 
August Del Norte 207,769 482,263 5,448,014 
August Fresno 5,405,237 13,387,200 153,552,565 
August Glenn 966,216 2,368,659 27,281,886 
August Humboldt 1,076,022 2,356,344 26,410,907 
August Kern 4,362,658 10,477,093 121,007,766 
August Kings 8,311,987 20,190,840 232,306,733 
August Madera 2,807,754 6,800,618 78,267,281 
August Marin 635,146 1,541,336 17,467,408 
August Merced 14,117,891 33,798,293 387,018,941 
August Riverside 6,023,710 14,906,516 172,480,039 
August Sacramento 1,116,176 2,645,520 30,331,615 
August San Bernardino 9,644,305 24,194,110 278,511,853 
August San Diego 318,180 835,696 9,679,093 
August San Joaquin 6,731,006 16,105,510 164,999,724 
August Santa Clara 42,308 105,420 1,212,620 
August Siskiyou 113,402 274,442 3,131,119 
August Sonoma 2,118,111 5,016,090 56,830,803 
August Stanislaus 10,632,705 25,581,817 293,713,661 
August Tehama 382,116 882,733 9,957,596 
August Tulare 24,903,381 60,520,463 696,512,732 
August Yuba 218,340 489,896 5,582,268 
August 101,462,269 246,015,411 2,826,579,536 
September Del Norte 188,849 434,162 4,897,142 
September Fresno 5,231,456 12,931,435 147,349,331 
September Glenn 930,338 2,245,161 25,675,205 
September Humboldt 1,007,335 2,163,691 24,126,489 
September Kern 4,389,029 10,499,515 120,504,655 
September Kings 8,020,225 19,446,369 222,301,595 
September Madera 2,723,046 6,534,731 74,759,568 
September Marin 613,782 1,480,802 16,718,219 
September Merced 13,609,750 32,406,236 369,229,556 
September Riverside 5,857,999 14,364,873 165,171,326 
September Sacramento 1,059,302 2,499,093 28,529,237 
September San Bernardino 9,501,614 23,686,668 271,273,251 
September San Diego 345,902 902,708 10,407,040 
September San Joaquin 6,404,847 15,271,497 174,613,793 
September Santa Clara 39,661 99,755 1,144,078 
September Siskiyou 111,162 270,208 3,082,808 
September Sonoma 2,033,354 4,795,476 54,107,362 
September Stanislaus 10,207,279 24,427,254 279,034,923 
September Tehama 370,329 839,035 9,396,916 
September Tulare 24,440,130 59,165,167 675,898,935 
September Yuba 212,031 477,742 5,412,438 
September 98576232 237856,148 2716728512 
October Del Norte 192,865 441,402 4,968,919 
October Fresno 5,545,684 13,499,569 153,318,337 
October Glenn 1,034,488 2,444,262 27,807,823 
October Humboldt 1,010,474 2,143,437 23,883,862 
October Kern 4,726,071 11,186,607 127,741,128 
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Month 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December·2014 - In Pounds 

Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 

CDFA-L 

10 



Year 

2001 
2001 
2001 
2001 
2001 
2001 
2001 
2001 
2001 
2001 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
December San Joaquin 6,945,685 15,800,290 179,210,334 
December Santa Clara 41,798 98,022 1,116,417 
December Siskiyou 114,624 265,547 3,005,295 
December Sonoma 2,059,295 4,765,891 53,738,285 
December Stanislaus 11,043,953 25,091,268 283,163,998 
December Tehama 382,796 799,668 8,804,769 
December Tulare 27,834,412 64,298,578 726,159,654 
December Yuba 224,456 482,907 5,429,531 
December 108,553,840 249,543,572 2,820,839 859 

1,227,979,888 2919,671,797 33,332,933,037 
January Del Norte 163,956 363,855 4,075,732 
January Fresno 5,748,770 13,235,584 150,047,676 
January Glenn 1,086,051 2,467,642 27,982,277 
January Humboldt 854,123 1,831,721 20,490,896 
January Kern 5,217,077 11,967,781 136,335,396 
January KinQs 8,826,926 20,391,548 231,351,282 
January Madera 2,967,230 6,698,099 76,189,192 
January Marin 630,423 1,497,387 16,949,615 
January Merced 14,790,359 33,393,865 377,870,923 
January Riverside 6,681,214 15,520,646 177,572,146 
January Sacramento 1,127,649 2,522,341 28,690,702 
January San Bernardino 10,400,061 24,492,240 279,462,659 
January San Diego 354,043 851,191 9,707,735 
January San Joaquin 6,928,839 15,751,588 179,344,678 
January Santa Clara 38,999 93,724 1,068,232 
January Siskiyou 111,693 264,626 3,006,097 
January Sonoma 2,069,400 4813,231 54,394,610 
January Stanislaus 11,026,820 25,016,204 283,610,584 
January Tehama 377,455 803,449 8,888,980 
January Tulare 28,300,980 65,255,573 739,346,591 
January Yuba 227,531 492,793 5,574,627 
January 109,281,040 250,702,500 2,845,616,217 
February Del Norte 152,736 340,823 3,815,504 
February Fresno 5,282,885 12,310,161 139,883,642 
February Glenn 1,018,259 2,346,846 26,620,351 
February Humboldt 775,419 1,677,080 18,770,734 
February Kern 5,061,625 11,663,624 133,071,621 
February Kings 8,070,029 18,872,244 214,470,861 
February Madera 2,677,849 6,135,289 69,929,033 
February Marin 563,607 1,350,284 15,285,845 
February Merced 13,370,530 30,641,584 347,370,102 
February Riverside 6,286,957 14,765,109 169,162,366 
February Sacramento 1,029,162 2,326,934 26,496,251 
February San Bernardino 9,705,753 23,099,284 263,757,631 
February San Dieqo 327,515 795,514 9,079,122 
February San Joaquin 6,281,574 14,482,682 164,848,426 
February Santa Clara 35,207 84,596 965,563 
February Siskiyou 101,160 237655 2,696,344 
February Sonoma 1,865,589 4,378,329 49,464,628 
February Stanislaus 9,995,211 22,939,967 260,349,474 
February Tehama 339,928 743,698 8,248,642 
February Tulare 25,754,727 60,138,310 683,106,041 

CDFA- L 

11 



Year 

2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 
2002 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
February Yuba 212675 462,309 5,236,662 
February 100,096345 232,452,292 2,642,748,293 
March Del Norte 161,773 407,226 4,553,646 
March Fresno 5,671 ,765 13,979,344 156,950,756 
March Glenn 1,099,967 2,555,594 29,016,997 
March Humboldt 667,960 1,955,936 21,611,469 
March Kern 5,459,042 12,693,102 147,324,667 
March Kings 9,002,069 21,426,029 243,670,594 
March Madera 3,017,547 7,021 ,669 60,172,729 
March Marin 616,411 1,512,129 17,071,106 
March Merced 14,662,626 34,521,043 391 ,602,751 
March Riverside 7,043,067 16,676,361 193,529,620 
March Sacramento 1,131,265 2,591,299 29,530,502 
March San Bernardino 10,666,747 26,325,659 301 ,041 ,149 
March San Diego 363,260 906,963 10,365,692 
March San Joaquin 6,926,625 16,115,120 163,577,403 
March Santa Clara 33,131 61,567 933,573 
March Siskiyou 106,629 255,460 2,909,796 
March Sonoma 2,079,142 4,946,368 55,664,505 
March Stanislaus 11,093,179 25,660,127 293,962,432 
March Tehama 337,567 744,250 6,276,646 
March Tulare 26629,334 66,741,352 761,529,156 
March Yuba 233,117 510,106 5,760,662 
March 111388361 263283,547 2,996 106 544 
April Del Norte 164,692 414,257 4,629,219 
April Fresno 5,631,255 13,637,319 155,607,364 
April Glenn 1,125,724 2,696,232 30,790,216 
April Humboldt 1,026,317 2,327,705 25,666001 
April Kern 5,265,667 12,566,023 144,355,953 
April Kings 6,629,900 20,767,176 237,669,534 
April Madera 3,063,379 7,193,934 62,569,675 
April Marin 562,363 1,465,241 16,592,543 
April Merced 14,292,066 33,705,937 364,246,357 
April Riverside 6,676,690 16,123,900 165,242,532 
April Sacramento 1,091 ,763 2,529,036 26,962,070 
April San Bernardino 10,619,600 26,390,631 302,709,693 
April San Diego 351 ,439 904,015 10,367,474 
April San Joaquin 6,553,414 15,362,730 175,798,672 
April Santa Clara 30,666 76,204 696,621 
Apri l Siskiyou 106,160 256,861 2,946,971 
April Sonoma 1,995,694 4,630,673 54,752,192 
April Stanislaus 10,772,224 25,491 ,170 290,666,266 
April Tehama 363,966 661,761 9,626,607 
April Tulare 27,662,696 66,726,699 762,747,706 
April Yuba 221 ,959 469,049 5,556,362 
April 107797081 257837455 2947078521 
May Del Norte 203,116 453,446 5,040,260 
May Fresno 5,766,649 14,154,496 161,595,049 
May Glenn 1,172,733 2,637,522 32,373,167 
May Humboldt 1,067,076 2,463,340 27,296,009 
May Kern 5,475672 13,196,606 151,605,966 
May Kings 6,974,561 21,749,375 248,713,501 
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2002 July 
2002 July 
2002 July 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Total Milk 
County Fat SNF 

Production 

Madera 3,227,015 7,711,045 88,340,456 
Marin 607,248 1,543,573 17,420,174 
Merced 14,972,032 35,774,884 407,447,202 
Riverside 6,636,946 16,165,674 186,053,366 
Sacramento 1,144,867 2,683,533 30,747,750 
San Bernardino 11,367,168 27,976,128 321,324,015 
San Diego 363,150 936,853 10,767,652 
San Joaquin 6,794,545 16,131,181 184,427,186 
Santa Clara 34,141 84,103 970,773 
Siskiyou 114,792 277,239 3,161,590 
Sonoma 2,086,282 5,096,563 57,662,708 
Stanislaus 11,248,169 26,938,633 307,349,934 
Tehama 420,585 935,602 10,411,688 
Tulare 28,567,711 69,221,687 790805,063 
Yuba 227,679 504,486 5,730,647 

111,833,459 269,919,717 3,084,345,036 
Del Norte 222,893 514,538 5,807,714 
Fresno 5,520,569 13,554,960 155,536,820 
Glenn 1,091,630 2,688,562 30,768,735 
Humboldt 1,099,269 2,495,203 27,894,063 
Kern 5,116,509 12,490,868 144,170,972 
Kings 8,489,272 20,782,176 238,709,421 
Madera 3,106,194 7,474,135 85,996,970 
Marin 613,260 1,530,622 17,329,611 
Merced 14,509,945 35,007,825 400,567,675 
Riverside 6,110,854 15,132,013 174,750,997 
Sacramento 1,128,193 2,672,235 30,752,119 
San Bernardino 10,729,965 26,630,835 306,937,783 
San Diego 345,323 902,726 10,411,681 
San Joaquin 6,598,639 15,802,650 181,630,320 
Santa Clara 34,915 87,520 1,016,310 
Siskiyou 108,260 262,640 2,997,494 
Sonoma 2,033,979 4,974,593 56,504,188 
Stanislaus 10,965,535 26,549,844 304,369,602 
Tehama 364,261 819,681 9,183,978 
Tulare 26,732,311 65,296,424 749,677,356 
Yuba 207,898 468,351 5,349,159 

106,427,689 259,166,058 2,974,863,024 
Del Norte 183,840 429,852 4,843,957 
Fresno 5,482,745 13,511,105 155,753,092 
Glenn 1,101,242 2,705,801 31,154,398 
Humboldt 1,151,895 2,583,441 29,023,311 
Kern 5,012,014 12,149,160 140,803,253 
Kinlls 8,424,320 20,630,506 237,954,459 
Madera 3,237,893 7,806,971 90,155,814 
Marin 652,414 1,607,813 18,217,756 
Merced 15,022,427 36,248,643 416,578,187 
Riverside 5,948,633 14,848,061 171,932,894 
Sacramento 1,127,921 2,690,707 31,135,025 
San Bernardino 10,570,242 26,623,038 307,398,992 
San Diego 346,794 909,502 10,526,788 
San Joaquin 6,767,225 16,245,361 187,308,120 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 -In Pounds 

Year Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
2002 July Santa Clara 35,862 92,357 1,070,718 
2002 July Siskiyou 109,588 264,609 3,017,548 
2002 July Sonoma 2,134,711 5,202,649 59,109,076 
2002 July Stanislaus 11 ,216,126 27,162,245 312,523,440 
2002 July Tehama 371,072 837,811 9,453,319 
2002 July Tulare 26,077,758 63,678,254 734,747,194 
2002 July Yuba 210,113 479,248 5,479,906 
2002 July 106479,894 259784 063 2993254 662 
2002 August Del Norte 125,776 273,998 3,045,866 
2002 August Fresno 5,585,828 13,698,268 157,437,540 
2002 August Glenn 1,093,777 2,668,365 30,760,438 
2002 August Humboldt 1,198,381 2,651,753 29,789,011 
2002 August Kern 5,344,696 13,005,639 150,256,848 
2002 August Kings 8,469,476 20,694,921 238,143,996 
2002 August Madera 3,301,328 7,917,987 91,189,238 
2002 August Marin 656,331 1,594,658 18,066,591 
2002 August Merced 15,286,487 36,725,061 421 ,232,613 
2002 August Riverside 5,893,371 14,632,251 168,998,217 
2002 August Sacramento 1,127,382 2,662,805 30,756,807 
2002 August San Bernardino 10,245,981 25,724,179 296,452,992 
2002 August San DieQo 342,801 886,513 10,300,667 
2002 August San Joaquin 6,846,562 16,313,683 187,826,309 
2002 August Santa Clara 21,384 53,468 618,389 
2002 August Siskiyou 105,731 250,447 2,846,317 
2002 August Sonoma 2,143,446 5,122,616 58,106,443 
2002 August Stanislaus 11,332,767 27,255,505 312,975,578 
2002 August Tehama 360,011 816,208 9,247,336 
2002 August Tulare 26,581,029 64,617,759 743,743,670 
2002 August Yuba 219,775 492,387 5,615,511 
2002 August 107,570,546 261065290 3,001,672 181 
2002 September Del Norte 109,382 232,566 2,567,569 
2002 September Fresno 5,365,375 13,020,169 149,131 ,359 
2002 September Glenn 1,104,054 2,622,178 30,184,895 
2002 September Humboldt 1,136,571 2,481 ,897 27,825,926 
2002 September Kern 5,299,398 12,687,933 146,058,727 
2002 September Kings 8,217,096 19,802,140 227,121,927 
2002 September Madera 3,160,155 7,476,896 86,004,505 
2002 September Marin 623,995 1,499,392 16,989,050 
2002 September Merced 14,444,705 34,384,026 393,728,144 
2002 September Riverside 5,513,689 13,432,382 155,370,294 
2002 September Sacramento 1,049,042 2,438,990 28,255,371 
2002 September San Bemardino 9,527,630 23,526,231 271,577 ,646 
2002 September San DieQo 326,422 845,768 9,784,224 
2002 September San Joaquin 6,463,957 15,219,377 175,276,152 
2002 September Santa Clara 19,213 48,758 564,758 
2002 September Siskiyou 109,267 . 254,222 2,879,394 
2002 September Sonoma 2,055,570 4,859,289 55,035,652 
2002 September Stanislaus 10,819,931 25,671,440 294,433,994 
2002 September Tehama 355,150 791,401 8,938,977 
2002 September Tulare 26,004,736 62,175,278 713,130,285 
2002 September Yuba 212,872 470,183 5,364,511 
2002 September 103,148 562 246,774973 2 832,449,409 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Total Milk 
Month County Fat SNF 

Production 
October Del Norte 114,350 241,516 2,657,198 
October Fresno 5,696,427 13,636,333 155,466,190 
October Glenn 1,180,643 2,746,563 31,449,979 
October Humboldt 1,089,575 2,339,125 26,195,407 
October Kern 5,693,818 13,494,050 154,362,060 
October KinQs 8,676,583 20,666,668 236,284,649 
October Madera 3,324,557 7,803,563 89,252,518 
October Marin 644,574 1,539,712 17,442,323 
October Merced 15,138,995 35,473,383 403,839,899 
October Riverside 5,765,368 13,906,734 159,595,806 
October Sacramento 1,102,820 2,525,213 29,152,938 
October San Bernardino 10,353,029 25,217,889 289,473,702 
October San Diego 354,845 897,395 10,302,107 
October San Joaquin 6,741,631 15,729,100 180,139,030 
October Santa Clara 18,620 47,623 551,481 
October Siskiyou 114,027 260,466 2,939,139 
October Sonoma 2,112,853 4,956,618 56,162,405 
October Stanislaus 11,288,244 26,385,395 300,847,870 
October Tehama 375,203 816,746 9,146,451 
October Tulare 27,594,752 65,254,440 745,461,291 
October Yuba 230,664 504,310 5,730,714 
October 108,894,190 257,372,459 2,939,623,453 
November Del Norte 101,393 212,950 2,341,778 
November Fresno 5,600,768 13,152,783 149,065,650 
November Glenn 1,148,002 2,629,414 29,937,017 
November Humboldt 1,011,459 2,137,342 23,892,877 
November Kern 5,694,017 13,288,576 151,125,759 
November Kings 8,663,978 20,268,792 230,463,033 
November Madera 3,281,283 7,568,837 86,085,286 
November Marin 623,054 1,485,122 16,812,759 
November Merced 14,779,609 34,005,714 364,984,958 
November Riverside 5,648,634 13,363,291 152,770,685 
November Sacramento 1,073,553 2,413,139 27,773,355 
November San Bernardino 10,116,045 24,116,710 276,198,427 
November San Diego 343,409 851,290 9,738,050 
November San Joaquin 6,525,926 15,095,072 171,965,889 
November Santa Clara 18,341 47,011 544,245 
November Siskiyou 100,067 249,309 2,859,052 
November Sonoma 2,023,528 4,722,868 53,426,902 
November Stanislaus 10,983,870 25,293,622 286,793,869 
November Tehama 359,422 776,310 8,609,547 
November Tulare 27,187,722 63,450,098 719,899,640 
November Yuba 223,191 486,155 5,499,425 
November 106752045 248432,048 2,822,571,319 
December Del Norte 103,003 218,263 2,409,392 
December Fresno 5,921,492 13,755,243 156,098,747 
December Glenn 1,236,876 2,795,672 31,692,010 
December Humboldt 976,242 2,056,175 23,046,477 
December Kern 5,944,179 13,875,208 158,090,519 
December KinQs 9,144,983 21,223,396 241,568,213 
December Madera 3,430,270 7,645,184 89,229,988 
December Marin 644,558 1,538,465 17,427,687 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
December Merced 15,492,704 35,228,293 399,342,085 
December Riverside 5,727,162 13,504,170 154,222,451 
December Sacramento 1,112,480 2,464,199 28,445,935 
December San Bernardino 10,679,297 25430,945 290,976,952 
December San DieQo 355,488 879,259 10,037,475 
December San Joaquin 6,782,464 15,595,577 177,850,700 
December Santa Clara 19,554 48,827 561 ,943 
December Siskiyou 116,261 259,567 2,976,689 
December Sonoma 2,037,713 4,774,804 54,086,553 
December Stanislaus 11,419,828 26,080,071 295,984,817 
December Tehama 388,316 818,339 9,022,566 
December Tulare 28,854,914 67,289,394 763,952,216 
December Yuba 233,735 509,743 5,782,900 
December 111928536 259136,924 2946,012,160 

1 291 597748 3,065 927 326 35 026,340 819 
January Del Norte 90,022 203,466 2,258,107 
January Fresno 6,023,398 13,968,525 159,249,710 
January Glenn 1,264,383 2,859,029 32,627,061 
January Humboldt 931,183 1,980,551 22,321,349 
January Kern 6,094,723 14,209,956 162,455,437 
January KinQs 9,253,433 21,428,410 244,909,345 
January Madera 3,440,642 7,819,067 89,242,149 
January Marin 643,120 1,536,040 17,465,842 
January Merced 15,375,764 35,027,443 399,223,438 
January Riverside 5,840,278 13,804,707 158,500,726 
January Sacramento 1,115,587 2,484,037 28,801,010 
January San Bernardino 10,777,131 25,815,122 296,909,496 
January San Diego 350,043 866,796 9,944,712 
January San Joaquin 6,795,364 15,647,384 179,324,949 
January Santa Clara 19,389 49,655 571,342 
January Siskiyou 111,233 259,922 2,945,291 
January Sonoma 2,023,688 4,757,807 54,208,321 
January Stanislaus 11,407,792 26,067,062 297,463,326 
January Tehama 385,822 804,819 8910,993 
January Tulare 29,543,614 68,617,214 782,066,521 
January Yuba 237,116 515,879 5,886,412 
January 113041,583 261,683746 2 988,836,611 
February Del Norte 86,352 193,973 2,157,531 
February Fresno 5,564,047 13,068,818 149,120,591 
February Glenn 1,169,288 2,670,966 30,509,989 
February Humboldt 844,623 1,834,868 20,592,358 
February Kern 5,742,751 13,466,835 154,144,490 
February Kings 8,548,780 20,028,495 229,409,655 
February Madera 3,141,969 7,241 ,991 82,682,198 
February Marin 580,516 1,413,247 16,024,152 
February Merced 14,016,631 32,360,661 368,526,898 
February Riverside 5,113,234 12,166,245 139,471,129 
February~ Sacramento 1,018,212 2,292,674 26,308,153 
February San Bernardino 10,038,882 24,039,551 276,081 ,022 
February San DieQo 308,085 771,265 8,851,513 
February San Joaquin 6,180,447 14,395,619 164,807,720 
February Santa Clara 18,959 45,172 520,338 

CDFA-L 

16 



Year 

2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 
2003 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
February Siskiyou 100,883 236,981 2,688,690 
February Sonoma 1,815,665 4,320,271 49,166,133 
February Stanislaus 10,359,251 23,599,867 273,479,003 
February Tehama 356,768 757,748 8,404,114 
February Tulare 27,208,969 63,816,459 728,211,458 
February Yuba 215,686 484,751 5,511,892 
February 103,632,285 241,926,931 2,767,540,209 
March Del Norte 101,239 229,846 2,553,968 
March Fresno 6,225,230 14,773,467 169,000,456 
March Glenn 1,313,434 3,047,070 34,905,002 
March Humboldt 985,288 2,167,675 24,278,545 
March Kern 6,484,942 15,265,868 175,423,603 
March KinQs 9,458,633 22,370,631 256,990,257 
March Madera 3,495,398 8,194,050 93,878,292 
March Marin 641,694 1,585,404 17,988,035 
March Merced 15,730,383 36,552,215 417,518,530 
March Riverside 5,613,054 13,221,471 151,950,622 
March Sacramento 1,091,408 2,465,314 28,340,096 
March San Bernardino 10,800,154 25,691,487 295,605,107 
March San Diego 422,905 1,013,670 11,692,570 
March San Joaquin 6,907,447 16,166,521 185,465,273 
March Santa Clara 21,093 50,893 585,043 
March Siskiyou 112,305 265,490 3,015,904 
March Sonoma 2,011,802 4,817,593 54,885,559 
March Stanislaus 11,518,666 26,841,261 306,738,194 
March Tehama 397,475 859,154 9,563,688 
March Tulare 30,449,079 71,987,486 823,530,793 
March Yuba 238,658 527,199 6,015,568 
March 115,466,344 271,411,212 3,107,665,822 
April Del Norte 117,152 261,082 2,885,344 
April Fresno 5,959,343 14,316,105 163,524,028 
April Glenn 1,303,951 3,063,367 35,042,340 
April Humboldt 1,017,005 2,260,934 25,133,772 
April Kern 6,279,188 14,948,622 171,891,685 
April Kings 9,205,186 21,948,981 251,575,876 
April Madera 3,418,468 8,180,155 93,638,497 
April Marin 608,665 1,534,527 17,360,231 
April Merced 15,272,160 35,707,970 408,000,746 
April Riverside 5,307,685 12,767,263 147,204,230 
April Sacramento 1,037,654 2,359,593 27,095,759 
April San Bernardino 10,394,258 25,266,486 291,591,345 
April San DieQo 323,147 817,321 9,453,412 
April San Joaquin 6,657,217 15,599,762 178,966,329 
April Santa Clara 21,546 55,487 635,834 
April Siskiyou 108,940 254,490 2,883,735 
April Sonoma 1,961,184 4,744,221 53,890,849 
April Stanislaus 11,132,592 26,177,941 299,085,873 
April Tehama 358,847 782,711 8,704,739 
April Tulare 29,227,027 69,676,973 796,089,748 
April Yuba 225,343 498,226 5,691,530 
April 111,379,308 264,579,320 3,028,395,972 
May Del Norte 130,661 289,904 3,192,505 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Year Month Fat 

2003 May <;,99fl 981 
2003 May Glenn 1,331,413 
2003 IMay 1,089.753 
2003 May Kern R ?3R 403 
2003 May Kings Q ?3n 575 
2003 May 3,537,083 
2003 May Marin 635 4?4 
2003 May 15.666,731 
2003 May 5,211 ,445 
2003 May 1, mn 7QR 
,2003 May ,an 10.391,196 
12003 May ,an Diego 3?R 35R 
12003 iMaySan I"""";,, 6,830,111 
12003 !May ISanta Clara 77 040 
12003 IMay 106,194 
12003 IMay 2.007.260 
12003 IMay 11,477,017 
12003 IMay I I' l67,833 
12003 IMay III lare )1 

SNF 

14 4fl<; RQ4 

3,159,32 
2.441.66 

14 9Rfl4: 
22,153,694 
8,414,060 
1,605,998 

37,M1 "74 
12,740,777 
2,3>4,183 

163 
8l7,779 

16,114,719 
59 flRfl 

251,088 
R<;'.867 

27,167,175 
805,547 

12003 IMay IY ba 121,074 493 Rfl3 
12003 I May l' ~ "RI: 1 02 ~I:c! ~c!1 ,121 
12003 IJune IDelNorte 199,331 45<,110 
12003 IJune 5,625,187 13,871;,885 
12003 IJune IGlenn 1,18?,3?4? R"R,031 
12003 IJune IHu QQQ,5QR 2262637 
2003 IJune Kern 5,727,516 13 9RR <!79 
2003 June KinQs R,"~" 4Q? 21,144,141 
2003 June 3,348,617 8,109.070 
2003 June Marin R?R ?"n <;<;8 4?? 
2003 June 1· 17 
2003 June de 4 R03,725 12,136,448 
2003 June 1,004,047? 3R3 <;1)1 
2003 June ian 701 "'" R<;1 
2003 June ian Diego 304,538 ROR 5RR 
2003 June iSan '''''''Olin R 4Rn Mn 15,654,739 
2003 June ,Santa Clara 21,362 57.118 
2003 June 101,240 241,598 
2003 June 1 4.653,177 
12003 ,June ,,~ 1 n 95fl,132 7R 53R,446 
12003 iJune II' ~~? 8R<; 7<;Q MQ 
12003 IJune ITulare 27,111,812 66.171,402 

~12oo~3=jI~Juu~ne====tIY~Uba~======±=~~?~n?'~n31~7d===~ 4AA4fl5 

W~ :~~,~e Del Norte 11 19S,~ ~~~ 
12003 IJuly 5,598,165 13 7QR ?Q<; 
12003 IJuly Glenn 1,152,743 2 .778~ 
2003 IJuly 1,040,354? 34n 9R3 
2003 July Kern 5.757,481 13,978,603 
2003 July Kings R S94 471 20,936,788 
2003 July 3,353,313 8,1 53,232 
2003 July Marin 65R 45R 1.609,755 
2003 July 14 ,R 114 36,139,095 

165.772,391 
36,13<; QRR 
27. 

172,62~ ,329 
'''-1 <;AA 14? 

96.641.859 
18,191,513 

4?3 RRR 4RR 
14-( 53fl 546 
27,101,701 

, <;7? 
Q flM 357 

185,181,552 
680,821 

? RS? 303 
<; '?R3 R4R 

310868432 
8,Q3? 343 

801 ,299,755 
5,' 

:\ nRC! R?? ?3G 

33,169,183 
i,973 

161,722,274 
244,1?'; R33 

93,70 .661 
17,741 ;,607 

411,955,374 
140,873.126 

27,331 ,170 
285,218,712 

93fl8340 
1 Rn R5fl,184 

R<;n Q3n 

2,749,184 
53,214,802 

304,821.038 
R 5flQ,618 

762,248,421 
5,370,585 

2,971,1n'Rl:n 
, , 

159,421,357 
,4<;<;.Q"" 

?fl477 3fl9 
162,673,225 

94,612,902 
1, ~<;~ Q"3 

417,060,937 
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2003 
12003 
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12003 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Month 

IJuly 
IJuly 
IJuly 
IJuly 
July 
July 
July 
July 
July 
July 
July 
July 
July 

IA"n,,<t 

A"m,<I 

,an lino 
,an Diego 

ISan 
I Santa Clara 
I~;~kivn" 

I II~ 

I" 
ITulare 
IYuba 

I Del Norte 

>lenn 

:ern 
Kin!IS 

IMarin 

San lino 
San DieQo 
San 

I 'Ulare 
IYuba 

I ,~ 

Del Norte 

IGlenn 
H, 

1 Kern 
IKings 

IMarin 

San 
San Diego 
San i 
Santa Clara 

Fat 

4; 
1,007,038 

21,711 
105,164 

2,006,513 
10,954,397 

326,356 
.,,, Q"n "'<4 

193,363 
1 no; 'n 10 

16. ~6 

5, 10, 16 
1 136,901 

979.821 
5,695,740 
H 4: : HHH 

3,475.119 
660,772 

15,207,940 
4.703,667 
1 n??,HR? 

9,"?'i,291 
292.126 

6,631,232 
21,340 

105.501 
2,036,977 

11,153,021 
331,098 

?R,RR1,341 
200,163 

105,215,185 
187,854 

5.561.924 
1,101,630 

954,188 
5,652,610 
8,314,388 
3,551,439 

R343<;9 

14,702,127 
4 "4" 

972,528 
8,731,407 

284,138 
R 3R4 ;>31 

17,560 
l' , 

1,913,524 

SNF 

11,918,016 
2,406,399 

.,'< ""4 QQ.1 

804,505 
15,774,259 

59,110 

744,591 
65,381,191 

452,298 
256,1. 

4' 

13,9' ,~ 

2,799,512 
2.214.821 

14,065,596 
?" HH'< QH<; 

8.523.081 
1,599,000 

36,861,003 
11800984 

? .1?R 716 
23,219,377 

776.906 
1<; QQ<; RR? 

57,569 

4,875,048 
26,957,213 

764,497 
R<; <;.1Q <;21 

471,025 
257,757,632 

..i!.3,235 
13~413 
2,681,646 
',"<;<;,"41 

13,790,R84 
20,086,703 

R """,313 
1,524,758 

'<<; ?QR, 171 

11.525.158 
2,285,772 

21.""<; 891 
756,978 

15,261,474 
52,188 

241.087 
4 <;4<; 210 

Total Milk 
Production 

1 1,412 
27,977,269 

274,160,157 
9,351,659 

182,980,313 
672,298 

2,875,619 
55,624,648 

30S 700 .1.1~ 
H 4"<; 1310 

7"" <;.,4 "nQ 
<; ?<;R 44<; 

? QR" RRn 7.1Q 

15! ',613,950 
'<? '<Hr, H'>-7 

25.01~ .742 
1R? H?,',043 
?.1n RQ"l,350 

98.175.096 
18,174,132 

422,615,627 
.136; , 

?R,O?<;,<;Q<; 

?"Q,057,741 
9,032,177 

1H4,Rm,H4Q 
648,572 

2,873,989 
<;<;,sOR,753 

'<nQ 

8,636,142 
754,739,?QQ 

5,416.906 
719,303 

4 <;Rn ,? 

154,901,378 
'<" 70<; ')18 
.,'< n.1Q 413 

15R R4'<,120 
230,168,477 

98QR" Q71 
17,228,725 

401,104,677 
132,735,341 

?R ?QR RR<; 

251,077,570 
8.713,134 

174 R04, ,47 

588,133 
2,731,869 

51,497,991 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 • In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
September Stanislaus 10,698,482 25,644,336 292,384,705 
September Tehama 329,591 749,471 8,358,608 
September Tulare 25,962,501 62,998,008 720,456,317 
September Yuba 196,960 458,643 5,239,004 
September 102,052,035 247,189,367 2,825,691,287 
October Del Norte 177,504 391,478 4,304,951 
October Fresno 5,775,912 14,030,596 159,057,807 
October Glenn 1,146,688 2,772,848 31 ,526,276 
October Humboldt 962,677 2,065,946 23,113,047 
October Kern 6,350,899 15,346,697 175,143,328 
October Kings 8,697,736 20,930,408 238,349,761 
October Madera 3,749,240 9,122,235 103,515,248 
October Marin 650,449 1,566,995 17,623,967 
October Merced 15,089,494 36,036,464 407,713,602 
October Riverside 4,914,532 12,056,956 138,116,798 
October Sacramento 1,025,862 2,400,028 27,419,595 
October San Bernardino 8,904,125 21 ,909,777 251,013,486 
October San Diego 302,470 784,849 9,002,819 
October San Joaquin 6,534,171 15,636,911 177,749,824 
October Santa Clara 20,423 57,129 646,363 
October Siskiyou 106,285 246,006 2,782,868 
October Sonoma 1,947,701 4,601,372 51,954,165 
October Stanislaus 11,070,671 26,464,788 299,544,806 
October Tehama 343,023 778,870 8,603,849 
October Tulare 27,587,341 66,195,834 752,277 ,903 
October Yuba 210,048 495,103 5,574,126 
October 106,767291 256,753,966 2917,331197 
November Del Norte 157,840 343,005 3,768,594 
November Fresno 5,905,627 14,043,211 158,169,263 
November Glenn 1,158,992 2,724,988 30,724,230 
November Humboldt 859,930 1,789,133 19,871,896 
November Kern 6,456,098 15,295,419 172,710,808 
November Kings 8,658,842 20,441,909 230,969,952 
November Madera 3,743,529 8,913,756 100,445,046 
November Marin 634,258 1,515,956 17,029,116 
November Merced 14,560,830 34,041,328 382,650,762 
November Riverside 4,563,801 11,058,453 125,429,422 
November Sacramento 1,020,052 2,326,427 26,372,659 
November San Bernardino 8,636,501 20,958,754 238,045,548 
November San Diego 298,093 760,723 8,648,954 
November San Joaquin 6,458,238 15,206,932 171,772,913 
November Santa Clara 21,556 57,025 642,282 
November Siskiyou 105,152 238,337 2,686,098 
November Sonoma 2,011,186 4,820,526 54,223,607 
November Stanislaus 10,988,528 25,749,840 289,847,095 
November Tehama 333,197 734,531 8,022,691 
November Tulare 27,833,613 65,564,758 738,581 ,238 
November Yuba 212,197 480,976 5,381 ,086 
November 105,815,033 249,853121 2,817,312,775 
December Del Norte 155,432 334,439 3,699,427 
December Fresno 6,325,923 14,796,534 166,785,675 
December Glenn 1,211,380 2,821,835 31,910,582 
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2004 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 

December Humboldt 898,441 1,861,118 20,800,022 
December Kern 6,959,504 16,305,053 184,503,464 
December Kings 9,177,962 21,391,945 241,869,162 
December Madera 4,130,793 9,627,125 108,611,286 
December Marin 666,567 1,576,091 17,733,615 
December Merced 15,381,906 35,576,026 400,020,743 
December Riverside 4,717,993 11,317,965 128,249,577 
December Sacramento 1,059,657 2,405,207 27,315,839 
December San Bernardino 9,008,604 21,744,682 246,867,466 
December San DieQo 314,273 799,016 9,037,520 
December San Joaquin 6,818,875 15,883,821 179,517,817 
December Santa Clara 22,682 57,223 645,622 
December Siskiyou 109,468 248,949 2,806,644 
December Sonoma 2,121,215 5,008,714 56,503,716 
December Stanislaus 11,427,082 26,371,716 297,234,097 
December Tehama 342,688 728,391 7,979,368 
December Tulare 29,524,505 68,992,028 777,932,370 
December Yuba 227,606 511,013 5,742,828 
December 111,842,479 261,253,503 2,948,290,210 

1,298,387,404 3,095,695,680 35,393,369,231 
January Del Norte 152,744 329,988 3,666,395 
January Fresno 6,329,743 14,712,739 166,574,423 
January Glenn 1,224,530 2,857,735 32,482,042 
January Humboldt 853,803 1,799,423 20,145,987 
January Kern 7,429,867 17,357,470 197,577,400 
January Kings 9,243,096 21,542,061 244,324,831 
January Madera 4,200,709 9,710,105 109,992,968 
January Marin 663,490 1,584,794 17,890,167 
January Merced 15,532,854 35,809,262 404,398,916 
January Riverside 4,771,067 11,434,724 130,328,431 
January Sacramento 1,113,789 2,536,279 28,877 292 
January San Bernardino 8,959,537 21,527,253 245,601,292 
January San Diego 320,360 817,478 9,294,931 
January San Joaquin 6,856,034 15,861,241 180,229,443 
January Santa Clara 23,786 59,978 676,022 
January Siskiyou 111,578 254,099 2,864,700 
January Sonoma 2,148,341 5,076,541 57,503,538 
January Stanislaus 11,480,393 26,385,506 298,912,619 
January Tehama 328,670 701,295 7,731,599 
January Tulare 30,119,701 70,269,867 795,010,660 
January Yuba 232,582 522,976 5,897,998 
January 113,379182 264,122253 2,993,431 408 
February Del Norte 179,439 403,374 4,528,644 
February Fresno 6,061,812 14,195,979 161,196,646 
February Glenn 1,166,010 2,762,557 31,446,230 
February Humboldt 793,511 1,702,393 19,086,827 
February Kern 7,069,327 16,547,941 188,897,335 
February KinQs 9,124,150 21,383,940 243,371,946 
February Madera 3,948,755 9,168,297 104,160,539 
February Marin 617,060 1,486,047 16,795,633 
February Merced 14,700,081 34,103,672 386,360,732 
February Riverside 4,372,273 10,507,427 119,941,733 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
February Sacramento 1,036,511 2,358,974 26,921,811 
February San Bemardino 8,776,046 21,106,851 241,196,185 
February San Diego 304,001 788,786 8,966,671 
February San Joaauin 6,425,994 14,963,477 170,502,181 
February Santa Clara 23,823 60,190 679,966 
February Siskiyou 106,239 245,165 2,772,101 
February Sonoma 1,844,077 4,365,148 49,477,692 
February Stanislaus 10,899,889 25,255,647 287,096,828 
February Tehama 308,686 665,830 7,369,736 
February Tulare 28,076,311 65,889,419 748,043,792 
February Yuba 212,027 476,780 5,396,291 
February 107,254,041 251,256,084 2,856 044,879 
March Del Norte 179,203 399,997 4,440,369 
March Fresno 6,479,748 15,517,812 177,055,595 
March Glenn 1,243,012 2,973,041 33,923,851 
March Humboldt 935,737 2,056,444 22,925,391 
March Kern 7,887,122 18,795,718 215,925,659 
March Kings 9,682,130 23,027,049 263,212,520 
March Madera 4,167,896 9,858,124 112,578,533 
March Marin 647,934 1,591,987 17,988,944 
March Merced 15,843,798 37363,350 425,268,707 
March Riverside 4,585,183 11,046,221 127,106,949 
March Sacramento 1,136,475 2,626,680 30,030,110 
March San Bernardino 8,812,956 21 ,329,100 245,526,524 
March San Diego 321 ,881 848307 9,711,481 
March San Joaauin 6,809,810 16,108828 184,263,957 
March Santa Clara 26,396 69,339 787,600 
March Siskiyou 113,826 266,700 3,024,838 
March Sonoma 1,959,705 4,715,099 53,485,912 
March Stanislaus 11,622,411 27,352,316 312,291,429 
March Tehama 339,218 735,817 8,155,753 
March Tulare 29,799,410 70,901 ,567 809,523,475 
March Yuba 234,791 532,975 6,025,291 
March 114191 097 271335346 3099752800 
April Del Norte 177,587 397,645 4399,509 
April Fresno 6,366,430 15,587,546 177,713,567 
April Glenn 1,199,405 2,916,795 33,372,816 
April Humboldt 1,002,248 2,255,294 25,087,402 
April Kern 7,822,408 18,757,216 216,016,252 
April Kings 9,396,691 22,773,302 260,058,760 
April Madera 4,082,333 9,872,125 112,534,496 
April Marin 610,853 1,553,652 17,554,233 
April Merced 15,287,597 36,729,941 417,323,927 
April Riverside 4,356,861 10,660,048 123,091 ,569 
April Sacramento 1,132,068 2,655,568 30,307,453 
April San Bernardino 8,566,974 21,085,485 243,681,380 
April San Diego 319,468 835,260 9,612,017 
April San Joaauin 6,638,143 15,923,783 181,703,907 
April Santa Clara 28,368 72,755 830,054 
April Siskiyou 110,854 242,250 2,947,528 
April Sonoma 1,878,741 4,592,227 52,084,467 
April Stanislaus 11,375,406 27,265,736 310,768,282 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
Tehama 333,047 741,980 8,274,933 
Tulare 28,962,156 70,062,408 800,080,749 
Yuba 229,967 526,938 5,944,665 

111,239,484 268,740,325 3,070,044,367 
Del Norte 185,079 433,283 4,793,977 
Fresno 6,425,242 16,001,106 182,510,838 
Glenn 1,176,947 2,926,696 33,635,421 
Humboldt 1,104,846 2,502,789 27,860,618 
Kern 7,911,151 19,146,108 220,391,373 
Kings 9,528,041 23,236,783 265,768,377 
Madera 4,139,338 10,110,622 115,371,856 
Marin 644,436 1,653,395 18,726,812 
Merced 15,555,119 37,863,879 430,391,368 
Riverside 4,312,790 10,720,299 124,043,868 
Sacramento 1,185,193 2,821,247 32,250,046 
San Bernardino 8,389,886 21,006,976 242,998,063 
San Diego 320,206 858,549 9,906,800 
San Joaquin 6,821,215 16,593,483 189,391,195 
Santa Clara 28,803 75,656 860,352 
Siskiyou 109,663 264,684 3,018,405 
Sonoma 1,970,524 4,860,177 55,156,883 
Stanislaus 11,658,590 28,270,576 322,491,393 
Tehama 337,276 763,422 8,568,794 
Tulare 29,072,373 71,024,060 811,753,307 
Yuba 230,985 535,047 6,046,254 

112,510,726 275,023,522 3,144,010,835 
Del Norte 189,845 422,243 4,697,078 
Fresno 6,274,857 15,633,440 178,573,414 
Glenn 1,107,712 2,750,477 31,698,473 
Humboldt 1,093,196 2,448,264 27,435,543 
Kern 7,591,458 18,446,472 212,514,492 
Kings 9,140,147 22,381,813 256,399,000 
Madera 4,061,871 9,924,189 113,485,148 
Marin 649,287 1,624,612 18,432,672 
Merced 15,062,775 36,608,027 416,544,042 
Riverside 3,971,667 9,912,312 114,449,477 
Sacramento 1,171,507 2,809,556 32,215,956 
San Bernardino 7,962,201 19,999,263 230,722,331 
San Diego 301,647 810,372 9,338,093 
San Joaquin 6,581,338 15,996,694 182,974,321 
Santa Clara 29,145 75,482 853,944 
Siskiyou 105,874 254,457 2,900,780 
Sonoma 1,982,273 4,833,546 54,933,453 
Stanislaus 11,317,560 27,467,190 314,156,623 
Tehama 320,131 729,822 8,237,097 
Tulare 27,468,028 67,205,406 769,062,517 
Yuba 216,879 502,645 5,685,285 

107,898,855 263,947,980 3,020,695,756 
Del Norte 193,069 430,133 4,806,145 
Fresno 6,464,462 16,209,373 185,845,908 
Glenn 1,064,136 2,766,392 31,957,154 
Humboldt 1,126,062 2,505,115 28,201,145 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 -In Pounds 

Total Milk 
Month County Fat SNF 

Production 
July Kern 7,419,652 18,037,744 208197,464 
July Kin~s 9,251,384 22,691,151 260,751,169 
July Madera 4,159,351 10,173,173 116,758,236 
July Marin 680,635 1,688,978 19,187,276 
July Merced 15,491,357 37,691,020 430,618,686 
July Riverside 4,082,415 10,143,852 117,063,213 
July Sacramento 1,215,119 2,920,566 33,534,842 
July San Bernardino 8,032,786 20,095,538 231,826,814 
July San Diego. 307,384 815,412 9,404,597 
July San Joaquin 6,730,191 16,430,222 188,468,571 
July Santa Clara 29,191 76,051 858,751 
July Siskiyou 106,886 256,236 2,918,405 
July Sonoma 2,064,499 5,004,434 56,895,604 
July Stanislaus 11,684,508 28,528,121 327,285,871 
July Tehama 313,177 754,191 8,518,686 
July Tulare 27,438,839 67,143,549 770,499,938 
July Yuba 217,408 497,061 5,651,762 
July 109,415,986 268,072341 3,075,921,194 
August Del Norte 188,429 415,418 4,618,675 
August Fresno 6,539,769 16,324,947 186,452,106 
August Glenn 1,126390 2,750,754 31,799,555 
Augusl Humboldt 1,106,364 2,416,140 27,183,209 
August Kern 7,633,456 18,398,050 211,928,950 
August Kin~s 9,392,136 23069,633 263,874,390 
August Madera 4,167,856 10,154,380 116,167,008 
August Marin 677,399 1,656,412 18,766,516 
August Merced 15,763,714 38,023,803 433,258,592 
Augusl Riverside 4,021,209 9,935,115 114,524,298 
August Sacramento 1,240,857 2,944,695 33,752,632 
August San Bernardino 7,817,098 19,387,511 223,536,390 
August San Diego 313,355 827,723 9,501,403 
August San Joaquin 6,816,437 16,453,476 188,359,888 
August Santa Clara 30,044 76,183 859,326 
August Siskiyou 108,812 257,558 2925,795 
August Sonoma 2,064,919 4,930,689 55,845,160 
August Stanislaus 11,900,048 28,763,031 329,191,871 
August Tehama 336,228 763,958 8,629,280 
August Tulare 27,645,859 67,611,937 773,173,762 
August Yuba 221,211 503,978 5,708,154 
August 110,412917 268743,187 3,075,238,066 
September Del Norte 172,457 373,520 4,144,603 
September Fresno 6,467,941 15,868,601 180,273,357 
September Glenn 1,114,225 2,673,882 30,694,945 
September Humboldt 1,076,134 2,302,921 25,807,422 
September Kern 7,656,373 18,311,678 209,889,752 
September Kinqs 9,351,843 22,561 ,941 256,514,018 
September Madera 4,083,123 9,878,217 112,382,081 
September Marin 650,952 1,581,101 17,899,092 
September Merced 15,393,854 36,801,805 417,195,283 
September Riverside 3,958,220 9,624,603 110,962,588 
September Sacramento 1,182,870 2,779,423 31,794,065 
September San Bernardino 7,554,055 18,488,140 212,827,730 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Total Milk 
Month County Fat SNF 

Production 
September San Diego 310,757 814,026 9,329,606 
September San Joaquin 6,558,877 15,677,557 178,802,009 
September Santa Clara 27,131 74,823 843,188 
September Siskiyou 101,779 235,788 2,668,492 
September Sonoma 1,982,576 4,721,084 53,369,227 
September Stanislaus 11,438,001 27,444,884 312,709,507 
September Tehama 323,427 719,212 8,056,528 
September Tulare 27,534,128 66,546,214 756,401,246 
September Yuba 216,608 487,392 5,496,483 
September 108,497,010 261,097,280 2,973,630,815 
October Del Norte 173,404 373,267 4,106,686 
October Fresno 6,883,033 16,592,396 187,621,452 
October Glenn 1,175,815 2,793,416 31,797,587 
October Humboldt 1,044,477 2,190,195 24,397,115 
October Kern 8,249,143 19,554;827 222,790,826 
October Kings 9,849,135 23,339,287 264,504,762 
October Madera 4,202,933 10,127,748 114,527,998 
October Marin 665,261 1,612,674 18,159,470 
October Merced 15,992,243 38,105,521 428,817,576 
October Riverside 4,201,080 10,046,702 114,800,917 
October Sacramento 1,216,596 2,841,366 32,224,395 
October San Bernardino 8,070,644 19,355,883 221,497,196 
October San Diego 344,096 855,996 9,756,532 
October San Joaquin 6,823,767 16,272,368 184,153,875 
October Santa Clara 29,520 77,580 874,180 
October Siskiyou 102,859 236,352 2,670,342 
October Sonoma 2,035,448 4,785,783 53,842,203 
October Stanislaus 11,891,219 28,484,630 322,022,991 
October Tehama 323,569 715,436 7,914,280 
October Tulare 29,261,841 69,630,805 788,009,402 
October Yuba 221,825 501,079 5,609,643 
October 114,146,238 271,743,304 3,076,747,634 
November Del Norte 166,082 355,369 3,908,546 
November Fresno 6,748,832 16,082,156 180,759,277 
November Glenn 1,165,417 2,704,988 30,607,282 
November Humboldt 948,574 1,955,478 21,726,458 
November Kern 8,400,915 19,841,224 224,061,304 
November Kings 9,738,066 22,771,870 256,530,910 
November Madera 4,093,131 9,638,811 108,479,821 
November Marin 635,884 1,536,620 17,293,165 
November Merced 15,441,311 36,081,762 404,057,167 
November Riverside 4,061,084 9,585,413 108,430,894 
November Sacramento 1,186,905 2,721,417 30,660,628 
November San Bernardino 7,720,241 18,353,437 208,209,232 
November San DieQo 329,815 807,509 9,146,973 
November San Joaquin 6,609,121 15,517,934 174,807,862 
November Santa Clara 29,401 71,955 816,449 
November Siskiyou 100,167 227,507 2,564,032 
November Sonoma 1,947,920 4,557,337 51,183,093 
November Stanislaus 11,653,508 27,482,908 308,963,957 
November Tehama 313,293 677,487 7,502,623 
November Tulare 28,953,335 68,103,339 765,696,782 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Fat SNF 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Year Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
2005 February Kings 9,315,748 21,867,559 248,735,644 
2005 February Madera 3,932,967 9,168,172 103,862,932 
2005 February Marin 591,796 1,444,023 16,354,094 
2005 February Merced 14,386,432 33,886,893 383,026,163 
2005 February Riverside 3,627,418 8,651,272 98,268,951 
2005 February Sacramento 1,121,103 2,564,145 29,181,742 
2005 February San Bernardino 7,105,657 16,948,144 193,176,089 
2005 February San Diego 262,036 646,836 7,367,125 
2005 February San Joaquin 6,308,722 14,924,658 169,467,034 
2005 February Santa Clara 20,461 50,529 577,219 
2005 February Siskiyou 84,885 196,680 2,224,887 
2005 February Sonoma 1,810,051 4,280,950 48,389,325 
2005 February Stanislaus 10,862,030 25,726,460 291,642,309 
2005 February Tehama 357,401 780,604 8,673,748 
2005 February Tulare 27,956,590 65,729,920 746,536,558 
2005 February Yuba 234,021 532,006 6,004,391 
2005 February 106,264,332 250,596,852 2,844,932,058 
2005 March Del Norte 166,082 376,564 4,196,437 
2005 March Fresno 7,364,514 17,847,701 202,669,298 
2005 March Glenn 1,221,201 2,958,084 33,743,763 
2005 March Humboldt 972,881 2,156,081 24,012,159 
2005 March Kern 9,457,695 22,919,466 262,531,933 
2005 March Kings 10,385,354 24,822,325 283,054,494 
2005 March Madera 4,402,766 10,531,954 119,151,152 
2005 March Marin 654,847 1,613,798 18,286,366 
2005 March Merced 15,941,363 38,071,872 431,339,562 
2005 March Riverside 3,919,135 9,436,662 107,598,347 
2005 March Sacramento 1,236,763 2,868,126 32,731,199 
2005 March San Bernardino 7,875,717 19,023,038 217,301,918 
2005 March San Diego 284,336 709,479 8,148,626 
2005 March San Joaquin 7,118,501 17,079,136 194,445,664 
2005 March Santa Clara 23,823 56,801 649,726 
2005 March Siskiyou 94,124 222,373 2,525,240 
2005 March Sonoma 1,965,773 4,691,170 53,172,837 
2005 March Stanislaus 12,015,314 28,812,519 327,468,119 
2005 March Tehama 393,584 881,422 9,774,953 
2005 March Tulare 31,015,041 74,295,087 846,306,171 
2005 March Yuba 257,008 589,679 6,660,873 
2005 March 118,172,192 283,279,095 3,223,301,843 
2005 April Del Norte 184,679 416,522 4,632,869 
2005 April Fresno 7,300,326 17,763,303 201,279,339 
2005 April Glenn 1,180,427 2,894,335 32,869,241 
2005 April Humboldt 1,011,381 2,236,642 24,875,633 
2005 April Kern 9,349,718 22,746,738 259,843,904 
2005 April KinQs 10,095,774 24,373,134 276,978,989 
2005 April Madera 4,358,283 10,513,623 119,081,994 
2005 April Marin 632,003 1,583,807 17,874,235 
2005 April Merced 15,603,377 37,544,229 424,208,224 
2005 April Riverside 3,811,588 9,385,606 107,204,430 
2005 April Sacramento 1,187,236 2,785,153 31,681,753 
2005 April San Bernardino 7,768,957 19,216,572 219,638,736 
2005 April San Diego 276,489 728,435 8,346,562 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
San Joaquin 6,837,479 16,443,920 186,802,190 
Santa Clara 23,051 54,978 629,933 
Siskiyou 91,040 217,888 2,480,511 
Sonoma 1,891,405 4,587,363 51,781 ,140 
Stanislaus 11,816,943 28,451,108 322,607,061 
Tehama 390,611 874,456 9,748,532 
Tulare 30,534,734 73,621,375 836,670,031 
Yuba 245,310 564,617 6,350,494 

115,996,150 280364 825 3 183,539,997 
Del Norte 201,710 458,965 5,146,312 
Fresno 7,490,738 18,238,577 208,490,423 
Glenn 1,176,307 2,921,660 33,372,490 
Humboldt 1,103,471 2,467,644 27,584,637 
Kern 9,432,009 22,842,067 262,564,632 
Kings 10,274,779 24,960,022 285,525,227 
Madera 4,523,535 10,992,711 125,275,465 
Marin 651,295 1,627,200 18,517,895 
Merced 16,063,536 38,851,056 442,168,932 
Riverside 3,850,073 9,589,586 110,427,600 
Sacramento 1,230,300 2,894,795 33,167,641 
San Bernardino 7,814,616 19,633,090 225,838,222 
San DieQo 281,825 760,398 8,750,934 
San Joaquin 7,075,053 17,102,576 195,786,266 
Santa Clara 22,655 55,846 639,262 
Siskiyou 93,513 230,365 2,636,059 
Sonoma 1,954,490 4,756,967 54,000,391 
Stanislaus 12,261 ,882 29,699,203 339,330,900 
Tehama 406,787 909,894 10,210,253 
Tulare 30,821,987 74,559,729 852,622,724 
Yuba 246,992 559,134 6,355,950 

118,445,588 287,595,514 3,288,101,107 
Del Norte 190,035 429,421 4,823,863 
Fresno 7,175,881 17,764,867 202,930,855 
Glenn 1,145,180 2,795,796 32,058599 
Humboldt 1,123,111 2,491,195 27,908,518 
Kern 8,856,686 21,696,423 249,271,337 
Kings 9,810,317 24,025,659 275,132,455 
Madera 4,329,577 10,656,984 121,463,592 
Marin 633,025 1,561,148 17,759,667 
Merced 15,497,467 37,845,133 430,355,577 
Riverside 3,708,219 9,387,904 108,010,229 
Sacramento 1,205,913 2,874,110 32,948,813 
San Bernardino 7,147,754 18,237,251 209,605,189 
San Diego 261,305 713,811 8,215,438 
San Joaquin 6,761,417 16,444,385 188,273,512 
Santa Clara 20,678 48,561 556,827 
Siskiyou 94,643 229,450 2,623,188 
Sonoma 1,880,030 4,574,525 51,983,770 
Stanislaus 11,904,814 29,067,951 332,250,876 
Tehama 382,650 858,471 9,679,759 
Tulare 29,601 ,976 72,305331 828,290,049 
Yuba 228,764 524,396 5,962,306 
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4, 
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~7041:l19 

?~. 
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21,801 
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1,973,394 
11 OR<; n4~ 

393,735 
?R R'l~ ??4 

210,558 
11? n4R ?41: 

?n~,R~O 

7,002,617 
1,106,838 

979,521 
8,604,780 
9,875,201 
4,'l?O <;n1 

SNF 

277,R11: 14<1 
444,391 

17,365,749 
2,571,587 
? 4:)R ORR 

?n 0~'l,831 

10,497,834 
1 ,~n4,'l0? 

37,442,571 
9,191,523 
2,818,818 

17,611,685 
666,189 

1~ ?44 ;" 
51,243 

?'IO 0'1" 
4,681,014 

29,113,410 
872,243 

RO n<;~ n<;~ 

475,188 
?7n RR3,021 

4?R ~~~ 
17,7?? RIl7 

2,672,463 
? ~n? RR~ 

21,383203 
?'l oon '147 
10,71 

1,613,862 
37,975,780 

9,231,218 
? ROR40'l 

17,?OR,R"? 
691,650 

16,682,397 
52,927 

235,061 
4,700,873 

?O ~<;<; ?<;4 

909,631 
70,575,233 

491,239 
275,073,005 

447,996 
l' 

? R'I1l 4RQ 
2,061,610 

20,968,408 
?'l RRR,128 
1n RnR <;?R 

Total Milk 
Production 

199,853,061 
?O Q ,0 ~91 

27,430,819 
242,7RR 4~" 
269,210,898 
120,762,071 

1 R 'I?? "0" 
4?0 Rnn ~~? 

106,207,847 
'I? <;RR,118 

2( 

7,692,731 
187,303,834 

2,734,019 
<;~ ?RR,RnO 

335,49~, 739 
9,919,190 

798,025,006 
5,446,145 

3, t?? 1 R? RR4 
4,855,159 

202,S?? 450 
1,8, 1,524 

.n?~ 

2· ,169,751 
275,436,183 

31 
18,296,048 

433,613,417 
1( 

32,314,932 
19R R44,171 

191 'IRS "R~ 
599,146 

? RRO,S04 
53,1RR,??F 

336637,634 
10,251,346 

810,210,245 
, 

3,152,997,647 
5,049,703 

197,772,240 
30,026,834 
23,036,R04 

238,870,092 
271,413,804 
110 OR? o~o 
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Month 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 

CDFA-L 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Year Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 

2005 November Siskiyou 90,817 209,474 2,368,548 
2005 November Sonoma 1,884,163 4,416,732 49,727,895 
2005 November Stanislaus 11,900,269 28,311,282 317,500,785 
2005 November Tehama 380,135 852,608 9,351,968 
2005 November Tulare 30,608,640 72,284,933 813,719,752 
2005 November Yuba 214,751 490,858 5,424,611 
2005 November 114,434,317 271,009,085 3,049,257,851 
2005 December Del Norte 183,674 398,375 4,427,937 
2005 December Fresno 7,724,507 18,430,323 206,968,259 
2005 December Glenn 1,170,131 2,675,252 30,126,070 
2005 December Humboldt 846,413 1,750,760 19,415,908 
2005 December Kern 9,781,114 23,051,234 260,524,825 
2005 December Kings 10,829,165 25,490,587 287,626,842 
2005 December Madera 4,512,223 10,647,187 119,540,485 
2005 December Marin 661,252 1,604,435 18,132,335 
2005 December Merced 16,493,500 38,420,518 429,978,986 
2005 December Riverside 3,946,863 9,375,926 105,815,997 
2005 December Sacramento 1,064,756 2,403,243 27,147,929 
2005 December San Bernardino 6,824,714 16,496,032 186,733,445 
2005 December San Diego 245,921 618,047 6,987,841 
2005 December San Joaquin 7,099,051 16,643,198 187,349,409 
2005 December Santa Clara 23,152 51,792 586,323 
2005 December Siskiyou 93,088 213,926 2,416,971 
2005 December Sonoma 1,952,350 4,560,851 51,300,615 
2005 December Stanislaus 12,459,046 29,261,323 328,132,094 
2005 December Tehama 387,557 858,323 9,427,550 
2005 December Tulare 32,259,548 75,867,319 853,036,717 
2005 December Yuba 225,359 509,901 5,666,358 
2005 December 120,192,388 282,573,611 3,177,641,519 
2005 1,376,702,373 3,301,632,741 37,521,448,739 
2006 January Del Norte 180,093 402,352 4,474,789 
2006 January Fresno 7,829,061 18,550,217 208,806,074 
2006 January Glenn 1,192,635 2,757,732 31,075,258 
2006 January Humboldt 789,953 1,669,883 18,633,570 
2006 January Kern 10,448,441 24,457,698 277,220,558 
2006 January Kings 11,147,507 26,189,818 296,326,334 
2006 January Madera 4,554,981 10,678,217 120,303,771 
2006 January Marin 662,825 1,637,881 18,494,341 
2006 January Merced 16,639,086 38,807,886 435,625,197 
2006 January Riverside 4,077,236 9,684,728 109,454,267 
2006 January Sacramento 1,057,952 2,407,125 27,253,664 
2006 January San Bernardino 7,073,025 16,915,840 191,469,368 
2006 January San Diego 255,153 631,034 7,131,523 
2006 January San Joaquin 7,148,701 16,800,349 189,678,442 
2006 January Santa Clara 22,503 50,286 570,744 
2006 January Siskiyou 92,491 217,121 2,463,362 
2006 January Sonoma 1,911,807 4,491,941 50,683,045 
2006 January Stanislaus 12,536,979 29,345,727 330,093,968 
2006 January Tehama 377,385 842,136 9,240,182 
2006 January Tulare 32,817,827 76,879,028 866,391,864 
2006 January Yuba 228,583 511,166 5,716,744 
2006 January 122,514,216 287,338,003 3,239,232,601 
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2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
'2006 
'2006 
!2006 
12006 
12006 
12006 
12006 
12006 
12006 
12006 
12006 
12006 
12006 
12006 
~()()6 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Month 1'. • .. Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
I=~hn'~ru ~e 15?,A94 342.341 3.831.380 

7,276,657 17,:'\/l4 '4n 195,737,361 
February Glenn 1,112,875 ? M?,213 ?Q 4nQ ,,~n 

I 699,533 1,495,618 16,7on nn 
February Kern Q smQ Q~Q 23,150,317 ?n? AQ? ?~A 
=~hn ,~ru Kinlls 10,461,228 24,7: 280,193,724 

4,167,123 ~ R~n ~7.7 111,687,800 
Marin 612,774 ,512,311 17,061,048 

=phn'~ru 15,473,614 36 ;,34' ,740 408,701,302 
3,713,485 A ~nA 937 1nn ~4A 09? 

972,491 ? ?4n Q~Q ?~ ~R~,102 

=~hn,oru San 6,599,131 180,747,411 
San Diego 233,618 587,904 6,674,225 

=phnooru San Inon,,;n n ~~A "14 ," ~1n,374 17~ "nA,827 
I=~hn'~ru Santa Clara 19,972 45,287 512,289 

i 85,031 195,110 ? ?n'I:,\Rn 
=phn,oru 1,732,139 4,102,484 ??~,521 

11,500,307 27,101,028 305, 614,496 
348,970 776,478 8,611,848 

I=~hn 00' Tulare 305664?9 7:' 450 4M 817,361,037 
,Yuba 210,670 476,836 ~ '14? 7~n 

"" ""., n"Q ""R Qnn Q .. " " n,," """.184 
,March Del Norte 162309 361,068 774 
~ch I Fresno 8, 1~n ?4n 1~ 4nn,361 218,947,384 
March IGlenn 1~908 2,911,113 32,788,620 
,March 1,679,200 ' '"'' 
1 March I Kern 11 ,061,562 ?n,:'\?1'\,476 298,504,014 
I March I Kings 11,813,953 28,1~? ?"Q 318,021 ,889 
I March 4,740,110 11,208E 126,204 354 
I March IMarin ;R? ,01 1,671,334 11\ Rn,911 
I March l ' 113 41 , 465,040,108 
I March i 4,13~ M 9,853 ,189 111,43? 905 
I March l,lnn,non 2,514,181 28,410,249 
IMarch ISan 7,'14: ' ,~A9 17,745,731 200,767,765 
I March ISan Diego ?~Q,~~A n'ill ?4R 7,405,012 
I March ,an 7 ,"~", nfl4 17,""" ",,~ 197~ 
I March ,anta Clara 21,692 
I March 95,727 216,976 2,444,253 
I March 1,877,992 ~7 50,017,967 
March 12,836,122 3n '4~,410 340,070,852 
March 393,171 A"" ~"" 9,501,573 

2006 I March Tulare '14 690,963 R? 46? 770 928, 
2006 March Yuba ?~A A?n 538,411 6,005,416 
2006 1,651 .. ""~,907 .116 
2006 April Del Norte 176,674 4nli 4~n 4 5?A O4A 
2006 April 7,Ann ,,"" 18,798,087 21? "~Q,721 
:2006 ~ril ,Glenn 1,200,116 2,789,633 31. ""A "19 
12006 April RnA '14? 1,772,008 19,729,381 
12006 April I Kern 10,461,394 25,155,203 ?AA ?~~ 1 fin 

12006 April IKings 11,155,857 ?n nnR 237 30304?,l44 
12006 ,April " ~AA 195 10,788,241 122,152,855 
12006 iApril IMarin 659,769 1,621,051 18,281,~9~ 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Year Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
2006 April Merced 16,861,599 39,889,059 449,487,551 
2006 April Riverside 3,985,119 9,603,071 109,030,692 
2006 April Sacramento 1,087,906 2,499,629 28,378,125 
2006 April San Bernardino 7,086,980 17,288,525 196,523,235 
2006 April San Diego 251,615 640,391 7,258,257 
2006 April San JoaQuin 7,138,446 16,904,334 191,346,846 
2006 April Santa Clara 21,536 48,779 555,848 
2006 April Siskiyou 90,730 210,255 2,379,523 
2006 April Sonoma 1,809,442 4,286,123 48,259,382 
2006 April Stanislaus 12,339,595 29,166,220 329,437,423 
2006 April Tehama 372,090 820,034 9,014,539 
2006 April Tulare 33,024,227 79,095,676 895,244,012 
2006 April Yuba 222,077 496,567 5,575,082 
2006 April 122,642,756 292,272,285 3,307,808,470 
2006 May Del Norte 217,951 516,577 5,755,857 
2006 May Fresno 7,849,079 19,292,321 219,481,848 
2006 May Glenn 1,135,237 2,750,379 31,454,265 
2006 May Humboldt 905,756 2,046,907 22,841,001 
2006 May Kern 10,153,274 24,715,329 284,490,675 
2006 May Kings 11,112,987 27,060,012 310,045,435 
2006 May Madera 4,532,419 10,994,039 125,841,164 
2006 May Marin 677,544 1,704,367 19,264,598 
2006 May Merced 16,908,763 40,912,230 464,232,787 
2006 May Riverside 4,078,430 10,098,593 115,664,040 
2006 May Sacramento 1,108,760 2,622,941 30,063,819 
2006 May San Bernardino 6,989,221 17,493,931 200,501,305 
2006 May San DieQo 245,529 649,689 7,450,953 
2006 May San Joaquin 7,170,350 17,306,144 197,597,939 
2006 May Santa Clara 23,594 55,875 633,958 
2006 May Siskiyou 92,369 216,853 2,459,484 
2006 May Sonoma 1,819,853 4,449,571 50,366,219 
2006 May Stanislaus 12,472,978 30,255,950 344,428,419 
2006 May Tehama 362,207 823,379 9,230,777 
2006 May Tulare 32,078,496 78,318,267 894,403,806 
2006 May Yuba 220,544 506,733 5,733,247 
2006 May 121,610,574 296,216,618 3,380,825,896 
2006 June Del Norte 218,147 509,376 5,716,648 
2006 June Fresno 7,400,940 18,288,363 208,398,959 
2006 June Glenn 1,041,888 2,528,089 29,105,405 
2006 June Humboldt 873,793 1,981,259 22,258,803 
2006 June Kern 9,624,671 23,350,938 269,354,879 
2006 June Kings 10,411,719 25,339,443 290,959,825 
2006 June Madera 4,529,881 11,003,917 126,099,156 
2006 June Marin 659,679 1,648,977 18,717,453 
2006 June Merced 16,063,725 38,985,788 443,917,167 
2006 June Riverside 3,770,641 9,344,689 107,552,469 
2006 June Sacramento 1,070,035 2,552,801 29,360,457 
2006 June San Bernardino 6,225,791 15,742,532 180,944,763 
2006 June San DieQo 229,278 618,256 7,104,748 
2006 June San Joaquin 6,822,623 16,462,447 188,642,304 
2006 June Santa Clara 22,740 55,085 622,752 
2006 June Siskiyou 88,502 210,139 2,389,296 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Year ... Fat SNF p~O;:1 "~~Ik .u .... . .uu"" 

2006 June 1.7'18.9' 4. 17 ',4! 48,475.197 
2006 June i 11. "''''0 "'?" <;?O 
2006 June ~ : !'l «! 18 '.21 8.892,335 
,2006 June I UJare 30,180,713 73,651 ,582 IY? "'07 ,653 
~2006 June Yuba 700 !'l!'l5 474,334 5.376.529 
12006 June 1 U R7F: R<I" 77<1 <I<IR F:"" :\ 7n:\ R<ln ... 1<1 

12006 July )el Norte 229,136 <;"'''' 1?0 ~I;R 

12006 July =resno 7,047,946 l' 29 20( 702 
12006 July 31enn 993,627 2,437,803 71 l41 
12006 July OOR 0<;0 2,015,718 22,718,904 
12006 July Kern 9,291 ,504 261."°",527 
12006 ,July Kings 10,231,748 7" R7~,797 287.401 ,036 
12006 iJuly 4358857 1( 122.nQo,328 
12006 IJuly IMarin 686,167 1,711,759 19,447,509 
12006 IJuly 1" ""0,510 '7 "OR ;0<; ,,~~ !'l«~ MR 

12006 IJuly 3, 8.820, '57 102,610,556 
12006 IJuly 1053,123 2,503, '46 7Q 05Q nOQ 

12006 IJuly ISan " R?« "OIl 14.713,066 170,<;7n n~<; 

12006 IJuly ISan Diego 221 ,015 582,763 6J91 ,1 33 
12006 IJuiv ISan " "n 15,8110,762 1R' nn7,610 
12006 IJuly ISanta Clara 2 582,10< 
12006 IJuly 9 2'17,543 2,467,31: 
2006 IJuly 1 137, " .... 7 7"R 50 5:M Rn 
2006 IJuly bnid 11 ;?" 27,R"? Q?O 321 ,815,996 
2006 IJuly I<W 803 ?2Q 9.140 ,761 
2006 IJuly I UJare 29,167,009 70,731 ,533 '510 816, nfi~ 

2006 July Yuba 197,988 ""? ""R 5,177,389 
2006 July 111 ?"~ RnR 269,957,838 3.117.822.763 
2006 Del Norte ?"'1;,421 531 202 5,967,811 
2006 7,478,119 18,780, 125 213,756,762 
2006 Glenn 1,mJl,381 75«7 \<17 29,218,031 
2006 878,213 1 0" 473 21 ,764,199 
12006 Kern 9,770,844 )~ Q<l<l,133 275,391 ,292 
12006 KinQs 1 n "0" .... " ?" ?"R ??? 300,975,408 
12006 4,637.537 1 . "«R ana 

2006 Marin 703,465 1,724,783 19,479.060 
12006 Allnll" 16.567,389 40,481,162 460,477,204 
12006 i ~ 8fi7,616 QM« .... 5 111. 
12006 IAllnll.' 1,120,741 2,678,859 30,711, ,6.98 
12006 IAlln, .. ISan llnO " OIY.001 15,273,527 175,247,244 
12006 ISan Diego 7:'\5 R8R n778M 7. o«n 

12006 IAllnll" ISan I; 0?7 ?"" 16,881 ,385 1Q~ ~nn fin5 

120()6 I Santa Clara 22,053 53.743 "nR ,,5« 

. 2006 IAllnll.' 0<; RR<; 224,556 75«5,701 
2006 1~,178 4,481,204 <;n ""R Q<ll; 

2006 IAllolI.' 17,777,'>00 30,029,627 3«3 
2006 Hnll" 367,596 R"R ,,"', 9,666,413 
2006 I Ulare 30,758,137 75,7§'t580 AA<l,OAA "OIl 

2006 Yuba 204,112 "Rn Q91 5,422,812 
2006 117.112,764 ~ «gn «:\<I 

.. 7Qn 196,793 
2006 Del Norte 226,379 ~436 
2006 7.298304 1R n?<; I;R? ?m QdQ,"7« 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 " In Pounds 

Year Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
2006 September Glenn 1,029,904 2,454,345 27,963,033 
2006 September Humboldt 840,636 1,767,838 19,767,219 
2006 September Kern 9,510,226 22,986,724 263,007,117 
2006 September Kings 10,510,528 25,354,930 289,085,333 
2006 September Madera 4,569,714 11,044,230 125,191,027 
2006 September Marin 670,080 1,621,560 18,227,432 
2006 September Merced 16,241,534 39,029,960 441,341,056 
2006 September Riverside 3,722,451 9,175,994 105,187,863 
2006 September Sacramento 1,087,966 2,537,776 28,862,096 
2006 September San Bernardino 5,767,046 14,464,636 165,139,074 
2006 September San Dieqo 226,711 590,069 6,764,573 
2006 September San Joaquin 6,804,352 16,171,077 183,964,960 
2006 September Santa Clara 20,131 49,658 565,698 
2006 September Siskiyou 94,020 215,475 2,432,271 
2006 September Sonoma 1,792,728 4,215,408 47,448,267 
2006 September Stanislaus 12,084,554 29,028,286 329,500,139 
2006 September Tehama 346,529 782,906 8,748,217 
2006 September Tulare 30,206,606 72,957,569 828,000,987 
2006 September Yuba 202,373 464,359 5,212,275 
2006 September 114,634,135 276609,931 3,141,789,282 
2006 October Del Norte 196,503 422,035 4,712,907 
2006 October Fresno 7,645,841 18,582,901 208,775,947 
2006 October Glenn 1,226,970 2,880,881 32,286,377 
2006 October Humboldt 868,879 1,820,541 20,420,324 
2006 October Kern 10,766,002 25,900,141 294,198,867 
2006 October Kings 11,053,560 26,426,561 298,966,968 
2006 October Madera 4,641,257 11,225,905 126,357,019 
2006 October Marin 666,319 1,611,205 18,026,010 
2006 October Merced 16,845,121 40,049,996 449,125,331 
2006 October Riverside 3,948,131 9,667,245 109,926,820 
2006 October Sacramento 1,126,856 2,597,269 29,353,881 
2006 October San Bernardino 5,917,726 14,647,391 165,981,472 
2006 October San Diego 244,544 624,918 7,095,261 
2006 October San Joaquin 7,072,909 16,711,770 188,714,621 
2006 October Santa Clara 20,745 48,929 555,664 
2006 October Siskiyou 84,740 216,051 2,436,848 
2006 October Sonoma 1,831,284 4,287,392 48,181,575 
2006 October Stanislaus 12,529,965 29,872,402 336,409,054 
2006 October Tehama 239,792 544,067 6,045,110 
2006 October Tulare 30,935,522 73,882,169 832,160,131 
2006 October Yuba 217,602 489,461 5,449,655 
2006 October 119,516,770 285804,913 3,222,244 496 
2006 November Del Norte 243,260 515,695 5,804,780 
2006 November Fresno 7,773,717 18,772,432 210,409,355 
2006 November Glenn 1,055,250 2,512,475 28,269,166 
2006 November Humboldt 780,261 1,604,644 17,964,055 
2006 November Kern 10,730,294 25,765,259 292,036,126 
2006 November Kings 10,922,512 25,994,855 293,231,193 
2006 November Madera 4,586,908 10,974,601 123,062,490 
2006 November Marin 633,710 1,555,085 17,309,677 
2006 November Merced 16,481,420 38,895,392 434,949,536 
2006 November Riverside 3,833,403 9,312,039 105,937,146 
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2006 
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2006 
2006 
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2006 
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2006 
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2007 
2007 
2007 
2007 
2007 
2007 
2007 
2007 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
November Sacramento 1,091,900 2,510,029 28,283,526 
November San Bernardino 5,449,884 13,431 ,688 152,313,474 
November San DieQo 240,798 605,622 6,878,276 
November San Joaquin 6,907,594 16,275,734 183,313,990 
November Santa Clara 19,331 46,845 529,638 
November Siskiyou 89,749 204,414 2,305,597 
November Sonoma 1,726,136 4,050,196 45383,451 
November Stanislaus 12,150,932 28,856,441 323,932,394 
November Tehama 312,981 678,542 7,439,531 
November Tulare 30,404,426 72,308,813 812,661 ,860 
November Yuba 213,363 481 ,719 5,344,747 
November 117 019 213 278514597 3132957,816 
December Del Norte 210,059 443,270 4,978,386 
December Fresno 8,407,169 19,794,211 222,245,822 
December Glenn 1,147,519 2,671 ,713 30,159,588 
December Humboldt 862,552 1,851 ,911 20,698,808 
December Kern 11 ,652,690 27,508,312 311,448,498 
December Kings 11,772,094 27,724,415 312,859,930 
December Madera 4,897,598 11,379,892 127,810,753 
December Marin 655,889 1,603,970 17,966,672 
December Merced 17,472,445 40,412,909 452,715,152 
December Riverside 4,063,345 9,706,341 110,270,354 
December Sacramento 1,135,483 2,571 ,535 29,041 ,064 
December San Bernardino 5,872,016 14,166,878 160,494,011 
December San Dieqo 258,085 630,191 7,162,413 
December San Joaquin 7,400,686 17,117,164 193,129,376 
December Santa Clara 18,728 42,979 492,613 
December Siskiyou 94,066 212,602 2,393,894 
December Sonoma 1,759,361 4,084,103 45,829,319 
December Stanislaus 12,777,136 29,730,769 334,237,123 
December Tehama 319,287 684,397 7,483,580 
December Tulare 32,672,885 76,696,116 861 ,601 ,675 
December Yuba 224,964 505,582 5,625,219 
December 125124881 292864,210 3295980311 

1,428,139,712 3,420 286,822 38,792169,167 
January Del Norte 193,005 414,855 4,663,242 
January Fresno 8,528,624 19,936,976 224,211 ,876 
January Glenn 1,187,789 2,757,635 31 ,216,658 
January Humboldt 667,150 1,403,826 15,695,251 
January Kern 12,182,030 28,561 ,152 323,055,194 
January KinQs 12,107,574 28,421 ,168 320,939,588 
January Madera 4,979,676 11 ,564,309 129,928,784 
January Marin 648,574 1,604,278 17,954,245 
January Merced 17,935,922 41,369,991 463,306,257 
January Riverside 4,197,198 9,966,863 113,102,869 
January Sacramento 1,149,678 2,618,545 29,575,018 
January San Bernardino 5,959,368 14,264,882 161,626,479 
January San Dieqo 261 ,725 643,780 7,327,088 
January San Joaquin 7,519,286 17,404,829 196,275,197 
January Santa Clara 16,307 38,360 435,589 
January Siskiyou 95,548 214,912 2,418,003 
January Sonoma 1,752,884 4,095,949 45,873,507 
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CDFA- L 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Year Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 

2007 January Stanislaus 12,956,736 30,038,150 337,676,868 
2007 January Tehama 327,837 701,467 7,696,766 
2007 January Tulare 33,907,296 78,882,324 887,221,054 
2007 January Yuba 227,321 511,113 5,691,222 
2007 January 128,301,310 298,839,627 3,364,332,600 
2007 February Del Norte 181,775 399,446 4,483,723 
2007 February Fresno 7,830,137 18,504,532 209,305,716 
2007 February Glenn 1,083,037 2,541,968 28,867,605 
2007 February Humboldt 683,900 1,466,012 16,531,600 
2007 February Kern 11,373,105 27,042,130 307,807,112 
2007 February Kings 11,243,168 26,613,795 302,081,216 
2007 February Madera 4,561,366 10,763,799 121,542,312 
2007 February Marin 597,099 1,475,366 16,575,363 
2007 February Merced 16,362,003 38,207,027 430,163,815 
2007 February Riverside 3,685,661 8,851,823 100,872,293 
2007 February Sacramento 1,047,586 2,415,634 27,424,108 
2007 February San Bernardino 5,745,743 13,806,505 157,488,619 
2007 February San Diego 242,051 587,635 6,721,184 
2007 February San Joaquin 6,867,283 16,053,522 181,865,740 
2007 February Santa Clara 11,237 26,506 305,107 
2007 February Siskiyou 86,042 194,536 2,190,476 
2007 February Sonoma 1,576,780 3,712,353 41,726,595 
2007 February Stanislaus 11,778,011 27,647,517 312,558,200 
2007 February Tehama 295,078 638,637 7,029,450 
2007 February Tulare 31,217,677 73,272,096 828,786,894 
2007 February Yuba 214,362 486,354 5,437,376 
2007 February 118,033,222 277 ,835,489 3,145,008,857 
2007 March Del Norte 210,144 468,465 5,259,004 
2007 March Fresno 8,797,208 21,091,865 239,412,397 
2007 March Glenn 1,199,890 2,835,025 32,287,408 
2007 March Humboldt 799,360 1,740,974 19,560,026 
2007 March Kern 12,439,649 29,832,320 340,841,579 
2007 March Kings 12,385,350 29,623,133 337,445,712 
2007 March Madera 5,183,972 12,352,679 140,141,701 
2007 March Marin 665,544 1,646,918 18,562,800 
2007 March Merced 18,416,337 43,275,298 489,127,632 
2007 March Riverside 4,085,792 9,900,059 113,142,863 
2007 March Sacramento 1,184,814 2,766,988 31,474,035 
2007 March San Bernardino 6,374,307 15,563,136 177,974,956 
2007 March San Diego 267,556 654,791 7,552,408 
2007 March San Joaquin 7,661,192 18,067,376 205,349,633 
2007 March Santa Clara 6,241 13,944 162168 
2007 March Siskiyou 96,446 220,719 2,491,471 
2007 March Sonoma 1,748,892 4,161,628 46,820,989 
2007 March Stanislaus 13,172,637 31,130,856 353,226,503 
2007 March Tehama 309,833 681,268 7,529,077 
2007 March Tulare 34,776,602 82,489,874 936,136,820 
2007 March Yuba 242,466 546,038 6,142,414 
2007 March 131,550,968 312,607,735 3,550,710,411 
2007 April Del Norte 210,954 477,830 5,378,058 
2007 April Fresno 8,445,390 20,555,348 233,055,772 
2007 April Glenn 1,144,116 2,788,411 31,784,309 
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Yea, Month 

2007 April 
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2007 April 
2007 April 
2007 April 
2007 Apri l 
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2007 IApril 
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2007 April 
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2007 May 
2007 May 
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2007 May 
2007 May 
2007 May 
2007 May 
2007 May 
2007 May 
2007 May 
2007 May 
2007 May 
2007 May 
2007 May 
2007 May 
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2007 May 
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2007 May 
2007 May 
2007 June 
2007 June 
2007 June 
2007 June 
2007 June 
2007 June 
2007 June 
2007 June 
2007 June 
2007 June 
2007 June 
2007 June 
2007 June 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 -In Pounds 

County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
Humboldt 860,513 1,949,495 21 ,826,098 
Kern 11 ,775,146 28,577,773 326,662,164 
KinQs 11 ,876,882 28,886,889 328,898,495 
Madera 4,998,521 12,131 ,342 137,761,494 
Marin 567,695 1,435,776 16,151,679 
Merced 17,707,833 42,271,156 477,450,719 
Riverside 3,929,829 9,587,292 109,616,295 
Sacramento 1,147,390 2,717,906 30,891,081 
San Bernardino 5,969,269 14,841 ,993 169,548,126 
San Diego 251 ,724 634,718 7,321,469 
San Joaquin 7,571 ,763 17,963,764 203,934,769 
Siskiyou 50,009 116,902 1,324,671 
Sonoma 1,686,109 4,092,621 45,950,744 
Stanislaus 12,478,291 29,971,241 , 339,737,075 
Tehama 291 ,033 654,459 7,264,948 
Tulare 33,085,168 79,717,210 905,235,275 
Yuba 225,477 519,906 5,836,329 

125775310 303408179 3445377,425 
Del Norte 237,844 538,557 6 ,035,068 
Fresno 8,274,542 20,501 ,235 232,504,216 
Glenn 1,162576 2,833,728 32,319,626 
Humboldt 930,721 2,096,559 23,440,157 
Kern 11 ,659,534 28,560,902 326,560,447 
Kings 11,796,547 29,032,370 330,769,465 
Madera 5,011 ,808 12,344,251 140,234,716 
Marin 589,666 1,504,954 16,952,234 
Merced 17,570,808 42,602,420 481,427,044 
Riverside 3,981,062 9,765,594 111 ,623,039 
Sacramento 1,139,701 2,711 ,190 30,815,434 
San Bernardino 5,831,502 14,682,851 167,786,574 
San Diego 250,518 635,833 7,355,664 
San Joaquin 7,501 ,068 18,083,379 205,456,441 
Siskiyou 50,038 118,566 1,347,498 
Sonoma 1,735,376 4,226,565 47591,891 
Stanislaus 12,399,349 30,235,793 343,415,908 
Tehama 277,327 629,740 6,994,151 
Tulare 32,900,910 80,309,979 912,810,947 
Yuba 231,573 535,388 6,003,785 

125,042539 305544538 3472151603 
Del Norte 236,160 534,924 6,063,604 
Fresno 7,919,068 19,494,003 221 ,969,327 
Glenn 1,099,983 2,708,546 31 ,038,292 
Humboldt 969,718 2,182,323 24,561,808 
Kem 10,999,626 26,780,706 307,652,119 
Kings 11 ,237,601 27,473,164 314,360,831 
Madera 4,924,151 12,107,060 137,831 ,774 
Marin 610,465 1,518,291 17,133,028 
Merced 17,125,100 41,475,895 469,852,439 
Riverside 3,697,092 9,078,318 104,100,161 
Sacramento 1,085,518 2,592,862 29,531 ,245 
San Bernardino 5,463,525 13,754,595 157,588,190 
San Diego 233,468 597,532 6 ,920,969 
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COFA- L 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Year Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
2007 June San Joaquin 7,307,366 17,692,258 201,399,109 
2007 June Siskiyou 48,100 115,522 1,315,741 
2007 June Sonoma 1,709,535 4,116,496 46,515,741 
2007 June Stanislaus 12,000,131 29,288,848 333,544,253 
2007 June Tehama 264,503 606,158 6,767,765 
2007 June Tulare 31,498,049 76,652,199 874,216,033 
2007 June Yuba 216,330 506,597 5,698,245 
2007 June 120,120,481 292,782,464 3,337,846,222 
2007 July Del Norte 236,334 541,436 6,119,679 
2007 July Fresno 8,131,017 19,989,570 228,787,911 
2007 July Glenn 1,243,029 3,028,146 34,899,324 
2007 July Humboldt 915,150 2,040,555 22,970,523 
2007 July Kern 11,104,458 27,132,453 312,434,929 
2007 July Kings 11,579,340 28,469,622 326,775,713 
2007 July Madera 5,230,017 12,897,870 147,485,696 
2007 July Marin 638,681 1,575,721 17,859,416 
2007 July Merced 17,967,675 43,704,007 497,001,014 
2007 July Riverside 3,556,446 8,768,460 100,906,867 
2007 July Sacramento 1,145,339 2,750,934 31,430,005 
2007 July San Bernardino 5,622,428 14,174,052 163,277,928 
2007 July San Diego 231,616 594,636 6,907,178 
2007 July San Joaquin 7,643,466 18,589,800 212,522,654 
2007 July Siskiyou 49,028 120,407 1,377,182 
2007 July Sonoma 1,773,647 4,264,598 48,358,857 
2007 July Stanislaus 12,591,564 30,824,698 352,761,686 
2007 July Tehama 274,940 631,119 7,122,613 
2007 July Tulare 31,650,853 77,135,225 883,260,657 
2007 July Yuba 202,085 474,919 5,349,202 
2007 July 123,318,709 301,313384 3,448,729,352 
2007 August Del Norte 227,989 510,328 5,774,257 
2007 August Fresno 8,199,919 20,039,314 229,498,000 
2007 August Glenn 1,247,168 3,039,972 35,037,007 
2007 August Humboldt 890,908 1,976,320 22,206,529 
2007 August Kern 11,100,553 27,071,239 311,419,107 
2007 August Kings 11,606,963 28,431,562 326,295,203 
2007 August Madera 5,305,651 13,070,967 149,435,931 
2007 August Marin 644,100 1,576,314 17,837,820 
2007 August Merced 18,242,700 44,202,429 503,195,587 
2007 August Riverside 3,487,217 8,594,784 98,939,781 
2007 August Sacramento 1,143,283 2,728,786 31,157,503 
2007 August San Bernardino 5,603,432 14,077,206 162,138,527 
2007 August San Diego 227,350 573,364 6,688,667 
2007 August San Joaquin 7,696,475 18,586,917 212,720,570 
2007 August Siskiyou 49,954 121,857 1,392,012 
2007 August Sonoma 1,786,431 4,242,169 48,065,183 
2007 August Stanislaus 12,732,034 30,976,993 354,926,334 
2007 August Tehama 280,355 637,974 7,177,425 
2007 August Tulare 31,633,595 77,092,823 883,801,711 
2007 August Yuba 193,475 453,521 5,086,442 
2007 August 123,809,237 301,512,254 3,452,819,477 
2007 September Del Norte 221,167 478,510 5,383,833 
2007 September Fresno 7,825,889 19,077,094 217,419,143 
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Califo.rnia Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 
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CDFA-L 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Year Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
2008 February Del Norte 188,779 409,041 4,579,698 
2008 February Fresno 8,229,953 19,330,360 218,588,854 
2008 February Glenn 1,311,142 3,128,623 35,356,169 
2008 February Humboldt 669,192 1,417,774 15,868,163 
2008 February Kern 11,978,038 28,311 ,398 321 ,990,396 
2008 February Kinos 12,414,525 29,061,896 330,266,834 
2008 February Madera 5,141,248 12,120,005 136,527,871 
2008 February Marin 583,293 1,405,952 15,851 ,744 
2008 February Merced 18,104,008 42,040,539 472,875,1 50 
2008 February Riverside 3,330,739 7,725,815 87,728,204 
2008 February Sacramento 1,090,664 2,533,314 28,609,622 
2008 February San Bernardino 5,718,772 13,686,229 155,630,072 
2008 February San Diego 243,073 580,116 6,620,473 
2008 February San Joaquin 7,594,139 17,744,951 200,605,901 
2008 February Siskiyou 41,662 94,428 1,063,736 
2008 February Sonoma 1,577,263 3,680,040 41,416,651 
2008 February Stanislaus 12,334,467 28,886,600 326,559,857 
2008 February Tehama 276,961 602,591 6,606,912 
2008 February Tulare 33,176,386 77,155,881 872,886,458 
2008 February Yuba 229,133 509,966 5,726,950 
2008 February 125,807,147 293981,179 3 325 438,655 
2008 March Del Norte 209,434 460,400 5,160,696 
2008 March Fresno 8,835586 21 ,085,943 239,164,674 
2008 March Glenn 1,362,687 3,332,820 37,752,375 
2008 March Humboldt 791 ,353 1,726,537 19,267,589 
2008 March Kern 12,800,037 30,708,015 350,236,299 
2008 March Kings 13,276,309 31,629,432 360,096,965 
2008 March Madera 5,561 ,189 13,339,194 150,618,580 
2008 March Marin 616,386 1,522,261 17,135,904 
2008 March Merced 19,386,507 45,759,579 515,886,225 
2008 March Riverside 3,456,751 8,278,847 94,519,791 
2008 March Sacramento 1,165,173 2,744,966 31 ,081,242 
2008 March San Bernardino 6,282,422 15,483,373 176,941,994 
2008 March San Diego 257,115 639,715 7,335,862 
2008 March San Joaquin 8,110,917 19,106,1 12 216,622,622 
2008 March Siskiyou 43,928 102,617 1,162,800 
2008 March Sonoma 1,654,519 3,953,239 44,479,508 
2008 March Stanislaus 13,163,664 31,155,703 353,324,051 
2008 March Tehama 311,591 698,139 7,713,327 
2008 March Tulare 35,573,933 84 412,705 957,912,442 
2008 March Yuba 239,045 537,660 6,054,223 
2008 March 134,792,333 320,586437 3 636,635,001 
2008 April Del Norte 229,405 509,886 5,692,079 
2008 April Fresno 8,452,021 20,362,793 231 ,322,323 
2008 April Glenn 1,314,938 3,201,024 36,331,897 
2008 April Humboldt ' 835,148 1,863,576 20,652,788 
2008 April Kern 12,153,063 29,285,147 334,113,870 
2008 April Kinos 12,632,921 30,299,111 345,249,185 
2008 April Madera 5,327,214 12,920,353 146,114,463 
2008 April Marin 586,914 1,482,921 16,679,025 
2008 April Merced 18,471 ,940 44,035,082 497,157,662 
2008 April Riverside 3,128,418 7,702,770 88,023,611 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

IYear 
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IYear 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Fat SNF 
Total Milk 
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2008 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
September Riverside 3,132,637 7,804,063 89,384,082 
September Sacramento 1,115,409 2,653,226 30,195,564 
September San Bernardino 5,067,641 12,804,359 146,695,897 
September San Dieao 213,845 548,609 6,340,522 
September San Joaquin 7,110,674 17,089,844 194,831,469 
September Siskiyou 45,871 107,324 1,216,686 
September Sonoma 1,674,784 3,959,245 44,638,629 
September Stanislaus 11,967,792 28,764,805 327,649,371 
September Tehama 278,756 644,789 7,163,647 
September Tulare 30,801,316 75,333,038 858,490,692 
September Yuba 221,381 516,613 5,807,067 
September 118,049,783 287,250,684 3,272,043,779 
October Del Norte 244,120 521,572 5,863,411 
October Fresno 8,207,302 19,869,543 224,634,388 
October Glenn 1,270,190 3,069,003 34,595,237 
October Humboldt 895,496 1,855,893 20,605,842 
October Kern 11,474,398 27,767,234 316,104,897 
October KinQs 11,968,946 28,638,645 325,115,008 
October Madera 5,294,726 12,913,753 145,605,362 
October Marin 605,623 1,495,574 16,742,806 
October Merced 17,934,344 42,940,171 482,400,608 
October Riverside 3,362,448 8,287,345 94,160,332 
October Sacramento 1,148,822 2,714,241 30,649,219 
October San Bernard ino 5,330,582 13,373,732 152,243,883 
October San Dieao 224,752 564,263 6,479,487 
October San Joaquin 7,416,794 17,791,789 201,183,016 
October Siskiyou 46,869 108,943 1,233,501 
October Sonoma 1,750,405 4,094,715 45,905,462 
October Stanislaus 12,284,592 29,287,079 330,177,852 
October Tehama 301,945 673,476 7,368,739 
October Tulare 32,949,575 79,130,296 894,300,130 
October Yuba 228,320 522,919 5,833,514 
October 124503444 299,213762 3381566524 
November Del Norte 229,751 497,120 5,601,151 
November Fresno 8,106,177 19,457,336 219,066,381 
November Glenn 1,241,161 2,981,338 33,495,478 
November Humboldt 840,531 1,718,836 19,050,116 
November Kern 11,462,546 27,734,550 314,622,003 
November Kings 11,891,157 28,433,784 321,874,857 
November Madera 5,332,034 12,800,107 143,890,346 
November Marin 573,443 1,416,451 15,849,453 
November Merced 17,570,731 41,734,831 467,306,128 
November Riverside 3,338,704 8,179,760 92,634,851 
November Sacramento 1,104,532 2,608,050 29,352,233 
November San Bernardino 5,216,558 13,033,580 147,870,465 
November San Diego 225,954 559,956 6,411,928 
November San Joaquin 7,231,212 17,349,902 195,792,514 
November Siskiyou 45,989 107,737 1,221,371 
November Sonoma 1,655,162 3,882,876 43,535,060 
November Stanislaus 11,877,669 28,355,667 318,503,787 
November Tehama 291,078 636,328 6,939,384 
November Tulare 32,589,267 77,978,044 878,411,834 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 -In Pounds 

Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Year Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 

2009 February Marin 517,765 1,306,270 14,684,161 
2009 February Merced 16,894,498 39,690,802 446,415,502 
2009 February Riverside 3,147,722 7,630,599 86,393,294 
2009 February Sacramento 1,032,888 2,390,197 27,066,577 
2009 February San Bernardino 4,800,167 11,723,156 133,094,362 
2009 February San Diego 166,403 407,578 4,667,482 
2009 February San Joaquin 6,491,387 15,433,165 175,280,009 
2009 February Siskiyou 39,436 93,007 1,056,175 
2009 February Sonoma 1,526,690 3,626,392 40,715,550 
2009 February Stanislaus 11,389,817 26,894,969 304,327,538 
2009 February Tehama 352,053 801,875 8,863,940 
2009 February Tulare 31,494,955 74,667,985 844,343,652 
2009 February Yuba 214,426 475,626 5,354,307 
2009 February 116,863,489 277,229,011 3,137,247,290 
2009 March Del Norte 209,419 461,952 5,227,663 
2009 March Fresno 8,382,343 20,137,397 228,101,220 
2009 March Glenn 1,251,792 3,052,959 34,524,811 
2009 March Humboldt 793,666 1,709,931 19,084,425 
2009 March Kern 11,904,341 28,847,014 329,858,125 
2009 March Kings 12,920,107 31,209,269 355,055,857 
2009 March Madera 5,084,105 12,167,835 138,121,831 
2009 March Marin 563,541 1,435,459 16,110,342 
2009 March Merced 18,672,514 44,306,969 499,013,700 
2009 March Riverside 3,321,257 8,122,726 92,426,047 
2009 March Sacramento 1,139,947 2,650,190 30,054,345 
2009 March San Bernardino 5,140,761 12,763,420 145,596,849 
2009 March San Diego 182,454 455,129 5,241,206 
2009 March San Joaquin 7,118,970 17,037,330 193,617,574 
2009 March Siskiyou 44,077 103,326 1,171,900 
2009 March Sonoma 1,669,971 4,001,625 44,881,090 
2009 March Stanislaus 12,609,031 30,095,854 340,925,621 
2009 March Tehama 379,026 878,733 9,756,530 
2009 March Tulare 35,423,986 85,344,197 966,322,890 
2009 March Yuba 235,761 526,512 5,946,378 
2009 March 128,675,214 309,097,819 3,503,667,941 
2009 April Del Norte 223,332 500,355 5,610,747 
2009 April Fresno 8,087,990 19,833,492 224,595,130 
2009 April Glenn 1,190,692 2,952,305 33,435,610 
2009 April Humboldt 843,512 1,863,972 20,673,611 
2009 April Kern 11,434,476 27,969,057 319,588,758 
2009 April Kings 12,517,619 30,577,465 347,753,543 
2009 April Madera 4,960,279 11,963,599 135,820,865 
2009 April Marin 545,668 1,408,389 15,805,033 
2009 April Merced 18,066,435 43,273,373 487,454,282 
2009 April Riverside 3,290,963 8,188,761 93,309,849 
2009 April Sacramento 1,101,399 2,596,266 29,471,616 
2009 April San Bernardino 5,041,908 12,829,560 146,380,731 
2009 April San Diego 168,372 443,551 5,083,102 
2009 April San Joaquin 6,798,587 16,403,766 186,613,233 
2009 April Siskiyou 44,044 104,518 1,187,837 
2009 April Sonoma 1,605,599 3,898,425 43,691,048 
2009 April Stanislaus 12,245,173 29,479,887 334,125,461 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Year Fat SNF 

2009 April \"0 '4? 841,756 
2009 ,April Tulare 34,273,616 83,517,261 
2009 IApril Yuba 223 179 507,092 
2009 IApril 124,571 573 ' "nQ 
2009 I May Del Norte ?f;~ ~f;4 571,558 
:2009 IMay resno 8, 20,7? .... n81 
!2009 IMay Henn 1!3 ',OR"','''4 
12009 IMay 12 2,072,246 
12009 IMay I Kern 11,302,138 27,ono,"'R4 
1~9 1"-1~y_ IKings12,S152 046 30,977,561 
12009 IMay 5.019,711 17 ?R4,RRR 
12009 IMay I Marin 557,008 1 ,4"? ?R" 
12009 IMay18,370,234 ,73 
12009 IMay IRi 3,170,811 8,osn QnR 
12009 IMay 1,116,866 2,697,563 
12009 IMay ISan 4 9~ : 429 12,751,975 
12009 IMay 5an Diego 166.691 454,909 
12009 May 5an 6~,022 16,936,577 
12009 May 45,407 108,844 
12009 May 1 ,R"? ?O" 4,n"n 
2009 May I 1: ,443,4f;4 30560 
2009 May 361,371 851 
2009 May I Ulare 34,278,937 84,631,993 
2009 May Yuba 227,244 529,278 
2009 May 125.0: .703 .. nR o;no;.106 
2009 June Del Norte 2- ,,086 547,205 
2009 June 7,5:8,919 18,961,091 
2009 June Glenn 1 nQn 74S 2,733,304 
2009 ,June 884,148 1~,378 
~2oo~9~IJ~une~ __ ~~~rn~ ______ +-__ ~110~2~99~91~R;'T~'7+-___ ~25~,,172 
2009 IJuneKings 11,507,419 28~044 
2009 IJune 4,712,167 11 ""'''1,079 
:2009 IJune IMarin 541,456 1,386,161 
j2oo9 IJune 17,n7R n1R 41 ,720,597 
12009 IJune 2,941,48r 7,409,159 
12009 IJune 1,048.194 2,546,151 
12009 IJune 5an i 4638543 12,047,770 
12009 IJune 5an Diego 140,271 371.057 
12009 June ISan 6,511,109 16,114,895 
12009 June 42,807 104.416 
2009 June 1,572,977 'I AAQ 412 
2009 June 11 , 'R RR<;,617 
2009 June '1'1? ?on 792.239 
2009 June Tulare 31,912,676 7R 7?" !75 
2009 June Yuba 209393 494,611 
2009 June 116.370.831 2R7 
2009 July Del Norte ''''' On? 516,790 
2009 July ,Fresno 7,477,519 18,670,145 
2009 IJuly !Glenn 1,069,454 2,672,308 
2009 IJuly 11::1' I 909,311 1,977,275 
,2009 IJuly I Kern 10,067,065 24,962,578 
12009 IJuly l!Sings 11309,813 27,937,114 
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2009 
2009 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Total Milk 
Month County Fat SNF 

Production 
July Madera 4,739,314 11,861,015 135,918,228 
July Marin 543,191 1,369,017 15,494,489 
July Merced 17,041,653 41,610,807 473,676,223 
July Riverside 2,804,514 7,057,838 81,237,319 
July Sacramento 1,012,932 2,464,365 28,228,852 
July San Bernardino 4,577,238 11,764,447 135,496,084 
July San Diego 137,593 360,433 4,158,592 
July San Joaquin 6,488,984 16,073,789 184,484,004 
July Siskiyou 43,510 103,286 1,173,834 
July Sonoma 1,633,702 3,981,735 45,035,421 
July Stanislaus 11,628,598 28,638,430 328,086,013 
July Tehama 315,694 744,128 8,446,623 
July Tulare 31,157,863 76,677,803 878,689,769 
July Yuba 212,804 502,021 5,704,965 
July 114,730,262 283,129,100 3,245,181,406 
August Del Norte 226,853 492,592 5,569,347 
August Fresno 7,485,441 18,594,892 212,488,010 
August Glenn 1,077,069 2,667,875 30,730,250 
August Humboldt 881,524 1,885,833 21,186,197 
August Kern 10,111,871 25,171,749 289,318,204 
August Kings 11,298,835 27,835,309 318,989,629 
August Madera 4,843,242 12,129,329 138,310,139 
August Marin 535,002 1,347,092 15,227,080 
August Merced 17,222,624 42,037,658 477,244,317 
August Riverside 2,783,512 7,005,671 80,097,739 
August Sacramento 1,007,722 2,445,296 27,915,695 
August San Bernardino 4,595,376 11,769,558 134,786,395 
August San Diego 137,558 354,110 4,074,788 
August San Joaquin 6,515,422 16,116,355 184,365,884 
August Siskiyou 44,358 107,406 1,225,397 
August Sonoma 1,627,893 3,926,267 44,313,107 
August Stanislaus 11,681,617 28,660,802 327,338,189 
August Tehama 313,042 734,658 8,284,332 
August Tulare 31,342,743 77,111,052 880,231,517 
August Yuba 218,587 508,915 5,761,175 
August 115,231,359 283,953,967 3,242,178,771 
September Del Norte 207,321 439,300 4,956,362 
September Fresno 7,158,474 17587,747 199,997,452 
September Glenn 1,040,413 2,551,784 29,115,444 
September Humboldt 815,340 1,709,860 19,162,972 
September Kern 9,792,904 24,063,627 275,086,294 
September Kings 10,687,861 26,018,287 297,055,061 
September Madera 4,728,684 11,662,006 132,500,903 
September Marin 495,691 1,247,409 14,048,923 
September Merced 16,731,679 40,108,784 453,517,676 
September Riverside 2,561,077 6,379,036 72,833,517 
September Sacramento 959,427 2,316,629 26,348,736 
September San Bernardino 4,266,379 10,853,738 124,127,484 
September San Dieqo 131,152 337,616 3,879,605 
September San Joaquin 6,228,663 15,213,335 173,337,989 
September Siskiyou 42,859 101,127 1,148,386 
September Sonoma 1,566,896 3,755,490 42,222,087 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
September Stanislaus 11,332,900 27,433,122 311,756,976 
September Tehama 300,207 690,248 7,730,379 
Seplember TUlare 30,354,458 73,803,397 840,069,538 
September Yuba 199,916 462,842 5,202,816 
September 110,833,006 269,638,374 3,066,946,624 
October Del Norte 193,550 402,942 4,517,120 
October Fresno 7,624,326 18,447,572 208,028,581 
October Glenn 1,140,095 2,747,032 30,935,823 
October HumbOldt 838,946 1,729,418 19,154,820 
October Kern 10,655,588 25,867,634 293,381,550 
October Kinas 11,702,332 28,150,203 318,063,690 
October Madera 4,781,257 11,478,955 129,607,321 
October Marin 511,307 1,275,554 14,319,805 
October Merced 17,825,145 41,963,304 470,471 ,255 
October Riverside 2,810,501 6,884,284 77,773,424 
October Sacramento 1,009,200 2,391,001 26,968,852 
October San Bernardino 4,575,131 11,375,124 128,823,739 
October San Dieoo 142,005 359,580 4,080,406 
October San Joaauin 6,618,900 16,078,116 181,560,430 
October siskiVou 43,666 101,154 1,144,790 
October Sonoma 1,601,408 3,796,639 42,577,403 
October Stanislaus 12,081,123 28,926,391 325,500,575 
October Tehama 324,499 729,084 8,022,008 
October Tulare 32,628,236 78,165,334 880,329,221 
October Yuba 212,284 506,148 5,625,787 
October 118,645,724 284,444948 3,205,227,401 
November Del Norte 171,288 354,091 3,973,644 
November Fresno 7,547,208 17,980,252 201 ,625,249 
November Glenn 1,131,134 2,703,900 30,333,434 
November HumbOldt 802,788 1,629,998 17,990,368 
November Kern 10,733,754 25,532,448 287,838,400 
November Kinos 11 ,718,590 27,741,868 311,597,327 
November Madera 4777,828 11,289,895 126,983,711 
November Marin 497,673 1,233,042 13,828,761 
November Merced 17,682,474 41,141,154 457,772,467 
November Riverside 2,856,608 6,851,761 77,105,318 
November Sacramento 993,517 2,328,519 26,053,230 
November San Bernardino 4,575,815 11,209,868 126,392,725 
November San Dieoo 146,574 362,527 4,095,761 
November San Joaauin 6,603,971 15,876,840 178,262,546 
November SisklVou 41 ,812 94,731 1,067,155 
November Sonoma 1,547,907 3,664,711 41,028,296 
November Stanislaus 11,951 ,719 28,240,095 315,479,583 
November Tehama 323,849 710,501 7,795,084 
November Tulare 32,535,752 77,044,708 861,566,094 
November Yuba 219,638 498,547 5,520,535 
November 118,204,585 279,611,063 3,131,109,650 
December Del Norte 177,110 360,230 4,090,854 
December Fresno 8,014,240 18,838,348 211 ,301,926 
December Glenn 1,215,217 2,922,475 32,828,506 
December Humboldt 795,009 1,597,570 17,776,842 
December Kern 11,624,964 27,327,827 308,437,529 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
December Kings 12,590,894 29,502,114 331,746,625 
December Madera 5,065,890 11,780,709 132,561,394 
December Marin 521,275 1,268,263 14,223,673 
December Merced 18,611,863 42,554,832 473,744,459 
December Riverside 3,050,519 7,212,069 81,202,016 
December Sacramento 1,032,090 2,383,767 26,699,229 
December San Bernardino 4,842,392 11,609,376 130,783,475 
December San DieQo 156,866 379,666 4,300,336 
December San Joaquin 7,023,755 16,618,917 186,668,310 
December Siskiyou 43,191 96,256 1,081,167 
December Sonoma 1,597,994 3,744,139 41,934,357 
December Stanislaus 12,616,822 29,389,626 328,760,751 
December Tehama 347,323 759,022 8,324,234 
December Tulare 34,560,385 80,685,512 903,311,952 
December Yuba 236,728 526,753 5,857,152 
December 125,583,653 292,894,656 3,282 786,504 

1,445,112,594 3,484,815,263 39,488,221,415 
January Del Norte 174,923 372,350 4,231,999 
January Fresno 8,176,788 19,287,773 217,477,450 
January Glenn 1,250,092 2,960,494 33,522,513 
January Humboldt 750,949 1,557,720 17,446,645 
January Kern 11,922,824 28,234,225 320,299,192 
January KinQs 13,046,254 30,690,790 347,015,686 
January Madera 5,034,771 11,668,154 131,811,215 
January Marin 522,312 1,270,803 14,300,138 
January Merced 18,925,547 43,641,377 488,918,548 
January Riverside 3,092,674 7,395,567 83,590,814 
January Sacramento 1,035,552 2,429,461 27,381,636 
January San Bernardino 4,944,422 11,826,927 133,725,449 
January San Diego 158,131 394,394 4,485,678 
January San Joaquin 6,993,112 16,679,967 188,406,737 
January Siskiyou 44,861 102,967 1,162,816 
January Sonoma 1,602,243 3,764,724 42,447,160 
January Stanislaus 12,700,029 29,963,440 337,171,977 
January Tehama 355,216 783,553 8,647,747 
January Tulare 35,136,655 81,966,582 922,326,637 
January Yuba 239,048 533,317 5,983,166 
January 127,589,839 298,944,539 3,368,639,373 
February Del Norte 161,265 351,480 3,977,873 
February Fresno 7,402,801 17,741,360 200,850,877 
February Glenn 1,137,436 2,702,717 30,752,140 
February Humboldt 665,494 1,404,907 15,795,516 
February Kern 10,789,020 25,943,941 295,358,386 
February Kings 11,848,406 28,431,381 322,782,966 
February Madera 4,446,970 10,490,605 118,988,418 
February Marin 470,317 1,153,084 13,004,746 
February Merced 17,156,196 39,979,544 449,970,492 
February Riverside 2,729,139 6,534,955 74,087,315 
February Sacramento 925,141 2,215,211 25,060,278 
February San Bernardino 4,296,630 10,370,608 117,626,506 
February San Diego 141,993 364,649 4,143,404 
February San Joaquin 6,375,434 15,398,570 174,639,111 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 -In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
February Siskiyou 40,125 93,997 1,066,093 
February Sonoma 1,434,716 3,412,854 38,503,362 
February Stanislaus 11,502,011 27,348,635 309,324,597 
February Tehama 320,201 719,854 8,006,073 
February Tulare 31,528,109 74,627,961 842,989,415 
February Yuba 215,366 487,173 5,495,086 
February 114911,947 272,869657 3087201622 
March Del Norte 182,775 398,816 4,492,422 
March Fresno 8,195,629 19,944,049 225,684,049 
March Glenn 1,234,311 2,985,028 33,850,617 
March Humboldt 783,280 1,664,680 18,625,249 
March Kern 11 ,949,203 29,154,321 331,855,697 
March Kings 13,203,121 32,135,572 364,359,649 
March Madera 4,922,518 11,766,248 133,382,254 
March Marin 523,138 1287,879 14,506,358 
March Merced 19,061,303 44,793,280 504,018,585 
March Riverside 3,057,747 7,484,773 85,108,497 
March Sacramento 1,036,789 2,489,850 28,141,904 
March San Bernardino 4,830,335 12,013,683 136,498,284 
March San Diego 164,731 419,186 4,765,322 
March San Joaauin 7,026,213 17,232,583 195,231 ,836 
March Siskiyou 44,092 102,804 1,164,918 
March Sonoma 1571,362 3,751,304 42,263,940 
March Stanislaus 12,736,891 30,591,829 345,804,536 
March Tehama 361,671 817,874 9,091,840 
March Tulare 35,141,679 84,524,500 954,672,555 
March Yuba 233,878 532,202 5,997,462 
March 127758,737 307,620719 3,479,070,551 
April Del Norte 200,913 441,947 4,922,879 
April Fresno 8,026,260 19,755,995 223,383,649 
April Glenn 1,180,839 2,892,756 32,677,932 
April Humboldt 783,714 1,681,383 18,740,474 
April Kern 11 ,622,943 28,628,145 326,012,366 
April Kings 12,840,254 31 ,597,403 357737,541 
April Madera 4,828,167 11,757,455 133,171,175 
April Marin 503,136 1,249,928 14,087,003 
April Merced 18,505,486 44,056,048 495,287,087 
April Riverside 2,967,848 7,483,457 85,293,550 
April Sacramento 1,006,080 2,426,316 27,465,687 
April San Bernardino 4,705,544 12,088,518 137,604,856 
April San Diego 157,322 407,844 4,663,259 
April San Joaauin 6,833,396 16,880,368 191,372,332 
April Siskiyou 44,814 103,619 1,172,158 
April Sonoma 1,511,249 3,658,859 41 ,208,880 
April Stanislaus 12,302,950 29,890,959 337,941,126 
April Tehama 344,862 784,192 8,725,500 
April Tulare 34,283,130 83,774,209 944,801,524 
April Yuba 227,724 525,516 5,893,484 
April 124,335,427 303,550,577 3,431,152,784 
May Del Norte 218,043 474,386 5,317,271 
May Fresno 8,286,505 20,557,472 231,942,623 
May Glenn 1,202,504 2,980,885 33,761,402 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Year I '"v'"''' 

2010 IMay 
2010 IMay 
2010 IMay 
2010 IMay 
2010 IMay 
2010 IMay 
;2010 IMay 
12010 May 
12010 May 
12010 May 
12010 May 
12010 May 
12010 May 
12010 May 

Kern 
Kings 

Marin 

iSao i 
ISao Diego 
ISan 

110 

12010 May II' 
12010 May II Ulare 
2010 May IYuba 
2010 May 
2010 June I Del Norte 
2010 ,June 
2010 IJune Glenn 
2010 IJune Humboldt 
2010 IJune Kern 
2010 IJune KinQs 
2010 IJune 
2010 IJune IMarin 
2010 IJune ~ 
E2~010--lIF.Juu:::..:o:.ne--lRiVerSid 
,2010 IJune 
12010 IJune 
12010 IJune 
12010 IJune 
12010 IJune 
12010 [June 
12010 June 
12010 June 
12010 June 
12010 June 
12010 June 
12010 July 
12010 July 
12010 July 
12010 July 
12010 July 
12010 July 
12010 July 
2010 July 
2Q1(lJuly 
2010 July 
2010 July 
2010 July 
2010 July 

San 
San Diego 
San 
':::;.~;"n, , 

iTulare 
IYuba 

Del Norte 

IGlenn 
IHu 
I Kern 
Il<ings 

IMarin 

IR 

ISan 
ISan Diego 

Fat 

871,184 
11,671,440 
13,012,865 

S OS9,:191 
508,110 

11 , ,11 
',9fiR ~9 

1,044,671 
4,719,766 

1S4090 
7,109,740 

"" ?Rq 
1,559,252 

12,651,976 
;" O"l~ 

35,054:180 
232,729 

127.181.216 
?OO :147 

7,Rno "61 
1 

RS? 000 
10,907500 
12,22' 992 
4,881638 

40? ?~ 

17,875,20: 
2,782,27· 

1,001~,,037 
" ~?", 

14S, 9 
6,766,?RR 

1,473,356 
1? n~~,o~? 

:I:IS 094 
"I"1,mR,1)75 

221,874 
120.207,381 

213,452 
7,733,673 
1,103fiR7 

R03347 
10,718,748 
12,121,303 
4,0?~ "InR 

521,820 
17,902,952 

2,740,?nn 
1 0?9 9RR 
4,524,449 

142,790 

SNF 

1 "0" "\f'~ 
32,377,501 
12,474,828 

1 ?7~ ""~ 

7,SR4 fiS~ 
? ~?? ?41 

1? qno RqO 

40~ :1:10 
17,657,252 

113,701 
3,805,777 

"In,o~? R"I4 

819,477 
86,579,365 

~4' ',"Ifi~ 

313,477,348 
451,851 

19,657,699 
2,829,006 
1,859,941 

27,266,018 
30,706,304 
12,179,516 

43 ,7 32 
( ,0, 25 
? 4Rn 4"1~ 

11,771,776 
401,782 

17,09n ?7' 
112,863 

"I R"I"I ~RQ 

?O R"R,705 
787,352 

R? nR?,712 

299,169,426 
456,1157 

19, 
2,775,524 
1 ,o~:: ~n~ 

26,681,648 
30,470,841 
1?,qOq 

1,301,857 
43,991,299 

6,982,610 
? ~4R,33? 

11,705,~0? 

;'190 RS3 

Total Milk 
Production 

21,193,186 
330,323,936 
"IR~ ,530,034 
141,042,423 

1 ","I?"I,RRO 
511,321,380 

Rfi,S"fi ~40 
?R ~4'i,418 

140,410,693 
4,680,303 

199,984,386 
1 ?on,587 

42,816,097 
\407R 74. 

o 
97562 ,,791 

32,281,423 
20,74? RQO 

310,971,153 
349,109,437 
138,115,941 

14,045,720 
491.308,130 

81,ROR R73 
27,910,370 
1, ,780 

4,588,413 
10,',?'<.<' ?"O 

1,?RR 0:17 
41,101,693 

339,035,766 
8,R4R Q~7 

928,930.697 
5,862,743 

~ ~<lO.723.14<1 

5,124,052 
224, 

31,866,976 
21,841,114 

"I4R 440 nRn 

141,358,703 
14,707,587 

497,On? ~Q1 

79,947,027 
?R ORR ~~R 

133,801,597 
4 SR4 404 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
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Year 

2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 • In Pounds 

Total Milk 
Month County Fat SNF 

Production 
October Glenn 1,208,913 2,872,682 32,471,514 
October Humboldt 840,838 1,739,209 19,333,028 
October Kern 11,117,902 26,835,946 304,687,293 
October Kinas 12,562,373 30,461,051 345,168,748 
October Madera 5,044,607 12,310,922 138,862,784 
October Marin 521,542 1,283,207 14,394,839 
October Merced 18,426,527 43,740,701 490,376,175 
October Riverside 2,809,658 6,933,856 78,475,102 
October Sacramento 1,026,322 2,459,301 27,722,886 
October San Bernardino 4,771,135 11,778,271 133,777,127 
October San Dieao 148,458 388,640 4,399,937 
October San Joaouin 7,182,348 17,488,009 197,731,508 
October Siskivou 51,317 149,123 1,364,463 
October Sonoma 1,560,459 3,694,545 41,425,163 
October Stanislaus 12,213,237 29,595,154 333,286,468 
October Tehama 341,643 782,774 8,629,017 
October Tulare 33,410,238 79,877,829 901,172,316 
October Yuba 232,646 528,839 5,886,617 
October 123,107,048 296,289,359 3,341,805,299 
November Del Norte 186,451 375,992 4,160,408 
November Fresno 8,055,107 19,118,838 213,770,678 
November Glenn 1,198,312 2,769,014 31,110,549 
November Humboldt 789,503 1,596,462 17,655,527 
November Kern 11,327,844 26,784,042 302,009,609 
November Kinas 12,805,629 30,355,441 340,863,927 
November Madera 5,076,130 12,161,325 136,092,943 
November Marin 504,444 1,233,274 13,819,944 
November Merced 18,449,690 43,048,657 478,413,578 
November Riverside 2,815,520 6,747,926 75,851,002 
November Sacramento 1,014,099 2,362,113 26,438,285 
November San Bernardino 4,837,840 11,536,437 130,245,282 
November San Dieao 155,551 383,493 4,326,130 
November San Joaouin 7,116,965 17,245,940 193,275,904 
November Siskivou 50,425 117,943 1,337,076 
November Sonoma 1,505,169 3,521,252 39,424,070 
November Stanislaus 12,171,026 28,988,731 323,863,380 
November Tehama 341,942 765,669 8,359,569 
November Tulare 33,678,705 78,941,591 882,089,096 
November Yuba 232,556 513,430 5,682,362 
November 123,769,674 291,844,180 3,265,237,540 
December Del Norte 183,162 375,081 4,169,316 
December Fresno 8,483,481 19,766,120 221,174,384 
December Glenn 1,247,659 2,841,850 31,984,616 
December Humboldt 750,049 1,538,190 16,971,868 
December Kern 12,068,802 28,136,860 316,989,574 
December Kinas 13,440,312 31,596,421 354,568,228 
December Madera 5,261,569 12,228,600 137,061,441 
December Marin 517,461 1,264,528 14,139,564 
December Merced 19,094,575 43,957,635 488,209,732 
December Riverside 3,052,528 7,164,230 80,196,676 
December Sacramento 1,063,785 2,453,494 27,469,014 
December San Bernardino 5,066,993 11,780,904 132,365,574 
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Year 

2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
201 1 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
201 1 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
201 1 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
201 1 
2011 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 -In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
December San Dieoo 160,413 385,836 4,337,004 
December San Joaquin 7,525,482 17,859,968 200,264,386 
December Santa Clara 338 892 9,974 
December Siskiyou 52,166 122,727 1,392,408 
December Sonoma 1,553,060 3,641 ,592 40,686,712 
December Stanislaus 12,853,252 30,021 ,874 335,517,683 
December Tehama 355,194 795,887 8,704,371 
December Tulare 34,957,094 80,732,676 901 ,412,551 
December Yuba 238,801 536,575 5,933,997 
December 129,455,361 300,604,009 3,361 ,458 394 

1,478,821,963 3573434854 40,355 114 869 
January Del Norte 185,717 392,974 4,369,167 
January Fresno 8,561 ,198 19,879,785 223,037,315 
January Glenn 1,335,570 3,080,329 34,793,548 
January Humboldt 754,450 1,567,052 17,528,999 
January Kern 12,298,738 28,697,878 324,254,509 
January KinQs 13,627,750 31 ,857,877 358,861 ,029 
January Madera 5,186,663 11 ,919,651 134,196,462 
January Marin 512,110 1,240,289 13,917,580 
January Merced 19,164,024 43,800,372 488,948,786 
January Riverside 3,099,922 7,245,716 81 ,699,338 
January Sacramento 1,081 ,636 2,498,916 28,100,607 
January San Bernardino 5,019,779 11,644,456 131,472,705 
January San Diego 154,480 372,872 4,235,128 
January San Joaquin 7,644,569 18,061,620 203,299,517 
January Santa Clara 573 1,438 15,987 
January Siskiyou 49,472 116,426 1,321 ,526 
January Sonoma 1,560,599 3,632,552 40,768,858 
January Stanislaus 12,955,999 30,120,693 338,159,008 
January Tehama 273,436 592,246 6,497,959 
January Tulare 35,203,066 80,988,423 908,344,419 
January Yuba 244,145 544,399 6,082,072 
January 130,453694 301,698,650 3388422237 
February Del Norte 164,864 352,980 3,920,159 
February Fresno 7,889,118 18,511 ,248 208,156,017 
February Glenn 1,228,155 2,863,733 32,442,320 
February Humboldt 665,371 1,431,282 15,856,169 
February Kern 11,550,358 27,110,092 307,017,300 
February Kings 12,519,455 29,565,073 333,930,984 
February Madera 4,945,776 11,547,074 130,367,686 
February Marin 452,037 1,111,079 12,506,969 
February Merced 17,198,719 39,562,907 443,171 ,228 
February Riverside 2,931,566 6,998,990 79,141,615 
February Sacramento 974,236 2,279,266 25,704,521 
February San Bernardino 4,711,827 11 ,274,636 127,796,633 
February San DieQo 143,874 366,315 4,162,423 
February San Joaquin 6,994,365 16,546,092 186,750,830 
February Santa Clara 754 1,935 21,716 
February Siskiyou 44,933 106,456 1,209,310 
February Sonoma 1,399,151 3,313,213 37,300,093 
February stanislaus 11 ,809,343 27,481 ,018 309,616,830 
February Tehama 254,438 564,009 6,211 ,966 
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IYear 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

County Fat SNF 

12011 ITulare 32,601,198 75,877,862 
12011 IYuba 221,895 489,806 
12011 120, 719 
12011 March Del Norte 194,403 414,203 
12011 March 8,788,810 20,937,292 
12011 March IGlenn 11RR fi76 3,193,701 
2011 IMarch 1-1, 734,523 1 'i'iR <1"'1 
2011 IMarch Kern 11 110 31,179,08: 
2011 IMarch Kings 14 n: ,719 11 RR1441 
2011 I March 5,621,254 l"'?RRORQ 

Total Milk 

'i <101 R'iR 

4,R07 a'll 
235,971,891 

1R ??R,765 
17,404,945 

353,311,946 
380,478,334 
140 ORO 'i76 

2011 I March IMarin 515,936 1 ?M; <l1R " 
2011 I March 19,269,464 44,631,962 500,'i14151 
2011 I March i 3,266,181 7,R'i0 ~Q 89,122,337 
2011 I March 1, , ? "?" 28,510,657 
2011 I March ian 5,216,239 1? R8R 19; 144,272,997 
2011 I March San Diego 162,717 420,194 4,780,125 
2.011 I March San 7,738,756 34 ~7 

2011 I March Santa Clara 610 ,551 17,603 
2011 I March " 40,074 115,711 1,314,001 
,2011 March 1,551,671 3,670,462 41,309,414 
12011 March 13,181,530 30,848,120 348,001,434 
12011 March 283,174 R?Q ann 6,941,789 
12011. March I' Ulare }6,562 ?~R 328 975,11R,530 
12011 March IYuba 251,774 558,278 R ?'i0 0<10 

12011 M~,ch 1"" """ Q'''' 318,164,167 3,587,541,120 
12011 April Del Norte 204.054 44: ',~R~ 4 RQ? OQ'i 
12011 April R 4R? mo ?0,'i07,'i1? 231,753,48 
12011 April IGlenn 1.306.097 3,078,727 "'~ 
12011 April 788,967 1,7' , lR~' ',18 
12011 April I Kern 12,452,162 "'0,0<;4,031 341,927,220 
12011 April IKings 13,631,912 ',O"R,ORR 
12011 April 13,.069,748 148,091,035 
12011 April I Marin 506,071 1,251,990 14,067,067 
12011 April 18,637,533 43,518,185 12 
12011 April 3,163,716 7,669,367 87,"7'i 767 
12011 April 1,014,657 2,428,788 27,"Q? R<l 
12011 April ISan 5,041,374 1?,3R1,ROR 141,331,968 
2011 IApril San Diego 163,658 405,915 4,661,403 
2011 IApril San '''''''''in 7,487,065 17,952,562 203,574,024 
2011 IApril Santa Clara 536 1,360 15,538 
2011 IApril i u 4R'i"'" 115,313 1,311,118 
2011 IApril 1 "on,801 'iRR nnR 40,1 , 
2011 IApril 12. 30,124,997 340,774,214 
2011 IApril 274,991 620 'iQQ 6,RR" ORR 
2011 IApril Tulare 35,386,786 R"",697 957,587.472 
2011 IApril Yuba 23~,?'i0 538,441 R,ORO RQR 
2011 IApril 12<1 <1<11': 159 "10 Rn",705 3,515,192_??" 

E20~11~lEIM~aY __ -£~~I~Nort~e ____ r-__ ~2~14:,,~389+-__ ~~464,,~129+-__ ~5~,133~,3\~:77'0 
2011 IMay'FreSi1Q R R?4,'i78 214'i11'l1 ?4? 107 1'i0 
2011 IMay Glenn 1 q",O,'i"~ 3,172,713 
2011 IMay R40,307 1 R4~ 347 
2011 IMay Kern 12,74 ',"R'i "n R'iR ORO 

20,641,760 
350,923,739 
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Year Month 

2011 May 
2011 May 
2011 May 
2011 May 
2011 May 
2011 May 
2011 May 
2011 May 
2011 May 
2011 May 
2011 May 
2011 May 
2011 May 
2011 May 
2011 May 
2011 May 
2011 May 
2011 June 
2011 June 
2011 June 
2011 June 
2011 June 
2011 June 
2011 June 

2011 June 
2011 June 

2011 June 
2011 June 
2011 June 
2011 June 

2011 June 
2011 June 
2011 'June 

2011 June 
2011 June 
2011 June 

2011 June 
2011 June 
2011 June 
2011 July 
2011 July 
2011 July 
2011 July 
2011 July 
2011 July 
2011 July 
2011 July 
2011 July 
2011 July 
2011 July 
2011 July 
2011 July 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
Kings 14,119,278 34404,013 389,512,335 
Madera 5,728,891 14,053,392 159,207,399 
Marin 504,934 1,280,056 14,371,215 
Merced 19,489,737 45,995,922 516,867,332 
Riverside 3,194,113 7,894,839 90,116,330 
Sacramento 1,070,164 2,561,738 29,015,403 
San Bernardino 5,101,748 12,716,166 145,591,166 
San Diego 157,326 393,602 4,520,309 
San Joaquin 7,815,824 18,990,127 215,063,231 
Santa Clara 277 730 8,352 
Siskiyou 51,634 123,431 1,404,545 
Sonoma 1,537,986 3,727,586 42,009,267 
Stanislaus 13,270,529 31,921,598 360,721,717 
Tehama 284,840 645,332 7,153,769 
Tulare 36,647,872 88,510,366 997,922,395 
Yuba 249,368 561,103 6,305,428 

134,719502 325,149,949 3,675122231 
Del Norte 211,085 449,967 4,980,575 
Fresno 8,273,598 20,135,358 228,465,082 
Glenn 1,262,120 3,012,466 34,432,437 
Humboldt 861,692 1,892,227 21,105,157 
Kern 11,982,822 29,000,426 330,774,649 
Kings 13,391,945 32,538,632 370,215,354 
Madera 5,497,442 13,444,226 153,082,664 
Marin 479,798 1,198,336 13,534,810 
Merced 18,619,329 44,098,489 497,652,006 
Riverside 3,001,020 7,539,334 86,082,786 
Sacramento 1,040,143 2,513,454 28,570,878 
San Bernardino 4,842,358 12,164,604 139,398,101 
San Diego 147,861 380,431 4,364,446 
San Joaquin 7,434,210 18,240,683 207,450,610 
Santa Clara 82 197 2,229 
Siskiyou 50,037 122,284 1,397,528 
Sonoma 1,482,557 3,596,276 40,699,538 
Stanislaus 12,630,205 30,509,843 346,481,813 
Tehama 269,029 615,525 6,854,984 
Tulare 34,756,425 83,737,234 948,246,922 
Yuba 236,447 533,274 6,018,622 

127,925589 309,132868 3,508 380 757 
Del Norte 223,922 473,074 5,276,489 
Fresno 8,166,991 20,188,153 230,153,192 
Glenn 1,243,201 3,028,616 34,798,518 
Humboldt 892,228 1,943,384 21,765,675 
Kern 11,654,247 28,509,456 326,395,949 
Kings 13,170,296 32,482,333 370,818,678 
Madeira 5,476,850 13,561,768 155,088,624 
Marin 494,513 1,221,041 13836,671 
Merced 18,610,659 44,772,974 507,754,899 
Riverside 2,998,280 7,506,843 85,891,718 
Sacramento 1,057,790 2,610,360 29,702,466 
San Bernardino 4,825,069 12,158,265 139,679,706 
San Diego 142,788 371,591 4,272,538 
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CDFA- L 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Year Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
2011 July San Joaquin 7,384,943 18,564,120 211,943,732 
2011 July Siskiyou 48,806 118,564 1,353,162 
2011 July Sonoma 1,499,707 3,641,730 41,293,432 
2011 July Stanislaus 12,652,067 31,006,699 353,689,619 
2011 July Tehama 271,257 629,984 7,047,840 
2011 July Tulare 34,145,371 83,143,231 946,731,691 
2011 July Yuba 232,323 540,847 6,145,505 
2011 July 126,627,490 309,864,300 3,532,077,705 
2011 August Del Norte 219,960 461,787 5,138,536 
2011 August Fresno 8,152,065 20,039,549 227,583,789 
2011 August Glenn 1,234,589 3,013,225 34,612,813 
2011 August Humboldt 867,261 1,867,181 20,879,200 
2011 August Kern 11,649,808 28,560,301 325,520,886 
2011 August Kings 13,078,854 32,076,624 364,795,791 
2011 August Madera 5,566,147 13,692,186 155,847,086 
2011 August Marin 493,618 1,193,980 13,506,076 
2011 August Merced 18,748,710 44,861,349 506,843,343 
2011 August Riverside 2,997,021 7,446,268 84,981,126 
2011 August Sacramento 1,056,961 2,566,719 29,158,696 
2011 August San Bernardino 4,803,309 11,996,169 137,497,810 
2011 August San Diego 142,637 365,943 4,194,266 
2011 August San Joaquin 7,331,815 18,439,684 209,722,260 
2011 August Siskiyou 47,132 115,848 1,325,041 
2011 August Sonoma 1,521,689 3,633,946 40,948,287 
2011 August Stanislaus 12,684,420 31,017,856 351,984,240 
2011 August Tehama 270,067 623,673 6,980,969 
2011 August Tulare 33,844,278 82,233,853 932,784,018 
2011 August Yuba 232,774 550,618 6,233,267 
2011 August 126,348,724 308,023,485 3,497,522,992 
2011 September Del Norte 205,813 427,172 4,727,748 
2011 September Fresno 7,766,777 18,953,061 214,433,753 
2011 September Glenn 1,189,147 2,854,317 32,568,619 
2011 September Humboldt 797,134 1,683,275 18,772,254 
2011 September Kern 11,101,610 26,973,029 306,520,378 
2011 September Kings 12,454,155 30,463,451 345,527,253 
2011 September Madera 5,264,893 12,983,951 147,563,863 
2011 September Marin 478,082 1,150,913 12,964,708 
2011 September Merced 17,853,722 42,459,474 478,879,594 
2011 September Riverside 2,876,394 7,140,335 81,173,780 
2011 September Sacramento 1,015,262 2,431,679 27,543,661 
2011 September San Bernardino 4,689,134 11,674,070 133,297,893 
2011 September San Diego 138,400 354,103 4,048,176 
2011 September San Joaquin 6,972,320 17,287,851 196,400,083 
2011 September Siskiyou 46,561 110,661 1,258,222 
2011 September Sonoma 1,457,771 3,468,819 38,959,850 
2011 September Stanislaus 12,027,960 29,147,931 330,011,011 
2011 September Tehama 256,752 582,326 6,477,203 
2011 September Tulare 32,470,511 78,651,758 888,753,254 
2011 September Yuba 227,596 530,546 5,974,122 
2011 September 120,649,006 292,477 ,079 3,311,346,840 
2011 October Del Norte 199,745 403,125 4,448,107 
2011 October Fresno 8,132,975 19,614,230 220,451,412 
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Month 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
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Year 

2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
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2011 
2011 
2011 
2012 
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2012 
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2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
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2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 

California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
December San DieQo 156,865 378,572 4,263,863 
December San Joaquin 7,688,940 18,329,346 205,234,665 
December Siskiyou 50,564 116,961 1,323,084 
December Sonoma 1,551,550 3,621,260 40,430,575 
December Stanislaus 13,221,439 30,890,753 343,762,607 
December Tehama 285,560 612,962 6,694,303 
December Tulare 36,639,455 85,212,095 944,514,813 
December Yuba 251,313 571,366 6,298,538 
December 134,279,366 313,728,499 3,492,751,525 

1,539,945,007 3,673,594,077 41,430,520,649 
January Del Norte 148,773 305,942 3,422,555 
January Fresno 8,667,709 20,443,053 228,842,808 
January Glenn 1,346,225 3,143,361 35,453,409 
January Humboldt 756,412 1,560,971 17,357,176 
January Kern 13,196,160 30,984,392 349,281,890 
January Kings 14,144,243 33,653,672 377,821,891 
January Madera 5,831,362 13,967,781 156,876,307 
January Marin 498,366 1,198,626 13,496,481 
January Merced 19,828,754 46,099,800 513,718,670 
January Riverside 3,326,555 8,018,803 90,395,267 
January Sacramento 1,101,548 2,621,211 29,374,642 
January San Bernardino 5,338,769 12,862,539 145,627,289 
January San DieQo 161,799 390,846 4,438,723 
January San Joaquin 7,618,972 18,289,958 205,821,219 
January Siskiyou 50,723 117,740 1,332,509 
January Sonoma 1,562,162 3,686,669 41,239,428 
January Stanislaus 13,824,507 32,478,776 363,360,749 
January Tehama 286,498 619,941 6,788,070 
January Tulare 37,790,237 88,331,017 984,891,149 
January Yuba 260,138 592,786 6,552,558 
January 137,335,567 322,960,022 3,615,973,429 
February Del Norte 131,086 275,816 3,117,731 
February Fresno 8,279,845 19,714,423 221,883,239 
February Glenn 1,300,460 3,065,197 34,637,364 
February Humboldt 707,957 1,499,652 16,795,623 
February Kern 12,725,910 30,251,420 342,221,919 
February KinQs 13,559,959 32,447,330 365,871,786 
February Madera 5,573,039 13,381,512 151,087,785 
February Marin 467,226 1,133,876 12,777,211 
February Merced 18,895,058 44,194,957 495,431,197 
February Riverside 3,202,324 7,822,060 88,172,603 
February Sacramento 1,029,449 2,446,239 27,535,644 
February San Bernardino 5,076,296 12,412,421 140,706,375 
February San Diego 156,994 381,346 4,343,757 
February San Joaquin 7,254,144 17,475,347 197,617,968 
February Siskiyou 46,100 109,962 1,251,278 
February Sonoma 1,478,486 3,503,689 39,398,531 
February Stanislaus 13,112,685 31,043,596 349,200,251 
February Tehama 269,742 587,090 6,465,221 
February Tulare 36,266,371 85,702,292 960,114,796 
February Yuba 242,166 555,799 6,168,992 
February 131,292,796 311,475,920 3,503,549 016 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 -In Pounds 
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Year Month 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Total Milk 
County Fat SNF 

Production 

Sacramento 1,098,641 2,653,303 30,006,166 
San Bernardino 5,218,035 13,089,025 149,184,087 
San DieQo 158,504 412,529 4,709,223 
San Joaquin 7,454,905 18,502,514 209,957,515 
Siskiyou 50,631 121,877 1,388,754 
Sonoma 1,489,363 3,653,338 41,120,565 
Stanislaus 13,883,540 33,760,981 380,997,397 
Tehama 270,961 611,031 6,770,538 
Tulare 36,981,490 90,293,637 1,018,677,069 
Yuba 252,595 574,052 6,428,706 

135,373,607 330,792,360 3,739,738,152 
Del Norte 199,998 428,831 4,757,846 
Fresno 7,982,890 19,551,156 221,712,896 
Glenn 1,245,020 3,020,388 34,478,049 
Humboldt 879,835 1,939,811 21,623,958 
Kern 12,235,021 30,069,301 342,259,924 
KinQs 12,955,715 31,706,992 360,120,666 
Madera 5,419,899 13,317,671 150,840,058 
Marin 458,251 1,115,298 12,572,539 
Merced 18,920,655 45,098,485 507,799,585 
Riverside 2,940,140 7,500,120 85,426,229 
Sacramento 1,057,216 2,581,922 29,220,893 
San Bernardino 4,806,346 12,042,497 137,515,904 
San Dieao 148,300 379,011 4,346,405 
San Joaquin 7,120,408 17,565,301 199,807,690 
Siskiyou 48,185 115,490 1,315,376 
Sonoma 1,445,894 3,507,339 39,565,751 
Stanislaus 13,337,717 32,277,701 365,056,129 
Tehama 256,244 580,296 6,451,548 
Tulare 34,716,429 84,273,290 952,235,032 
Yuba 225,815 528,298 5,930,231 

127,816,485 310,992,807 3,521,416,825 
Del Norte 201,873 424,306 4,717,131 
Fresno 7,956,876 19,440,538 221,441,730 
Glenn 1,238,631 2,984,761 34,331,096 
Humboldt 894,409 1,940,441 21,709,253 
Kern 12,013,711 29,371,852 335,646,744 
Kings 12,669,813 30,861,637 352,097,394 
Madera 5,225,229 12,841,914 146,467,972 
Marin 477,234 1,147,631 12,975,277 
Merced 19,234,420 45,692,116 516,726,943 
Riverside 2,922,749 7,393,960 84,536,281 
Sacramento 1,077,755 2,627,330 29,841,459 
San Bernardino 4,719,048 11,684,094 133,994,872 
San Diego 146,397 365,336 4,225,126 
San Joaquin 7,164,142 17,629,757 201,456,539 
Siskiyou 49,521 118,947 1,354,755 
Sonoma 1,479,974 3,565,083 40,222,563 
Stanislaus 13,380,971 32,402,519 368,185,595 
Tehama 251,314 576,172 6,427,156 
Tulare 34,315,517 82,599,595 937,810,719 
Yuba 226,808 539,902 6,079,018 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Fat SNF 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
December Yuba 190,591 413843 4,618,263 
December 131,977,378 305,973,185 3,413,899,090 

1,556,615,038 3704,791 767 41,764 982 037 
January Del Norte 141,275 287,669 3,173,251 
January Fresno 8,733,271 20,131,889 225,010,891 
January Glenn 1,388794 3,122,853 34,992,209 
January Humboldt 732,416 1,515,129 16,846,311 
January Kern 13,292,206 30,779,068 346,583,819 
January Kings 13,664,349 31,614,627 354,540,107 
January Madera 5,403,018 12,802,210 143,582,259 
January Marin 439,428 1,038,850 11,626,960 
January Merced 20,298,673 45,850,765 509,407,469 
January Riverside 3,230,042 7,629,902 85,471,835 
January Sacramento 1,122,175 2,572,371 28,735,687 
January San Bernardino 4,191,137 9,773,754 110,245,785 
January San Diego 148,977 355,085 4,022,726 
January San Joaquin 7,402,449 17,275,114 193,748,776 
January Siskiyou 53,040 120,457 1,357,569 
January Sonoma 1,464,715 3,404,744 38,126,097 
January Stanislaus 13,886,547 31,981,795 356,968,326 
January Tehama 273,770 574,521 6,252,562 
January Tulare 37,595,816 86,071,946 958,818,184 
January Yuba 198,003 426,762 4,760,790 
January 134,718,595 309,754,000 3461,354,730 
February Del Norte 125,816 263,229 2,915,406 
February Fresno 7,949,321 18,674,044 209,413,190 
February Glenn 1,263,889 2,908,044 32,741,265 
February Humboldt 650,313 1,369,916 15,304294 
February Kern 12,166,216 28,738,613 324,700,142 
February Kings 12,546,341 29,513,096 331,979,227 
February Madera 4,890,756 11,766,775 132,508,923 
February Marin 395,277 948,076 10,617,627 
February Merced 18,542,703 42,344,817 471,697,778 
February Riverside 2,913,572 7,024252 79,088,405 
February Sacramento 1,012,331 2,362,973 26,499,185 
February San Bernardino 4,020,689 9,611,887 109,125,604 
February San DieQo 134,666 333,290 3,778,801 
February San Joaquin 6,673,246 15,738,783 176,963,388 
February Siskiyou 45,815 105,734 1,195,549 
February Sonoma 1,327,920 3,135,639 35,122,666 
February Stanislaus 12,614,500 29,264,630 327,628,549 
February Tehama 247,637 529,789 5,812,295 
February Tulare 34,511,577 80,408,892 897,948,998 
February Yuba 187,717 407,938 4,565,738 
February 123,171,193 287,689,011 3,224,740,032 
March Del Norte 141,353 302,493 3,354,150 
March Fresno 8,884,020 21,207,471 238,942,681 
March Glenn 1,408,281 3,286,810 37,203,427 
March Humboldt 745,019 1,600,840 17,814,555 
March Kern 13,589,317 32,662,346 370,225,005 
March Kings 14,183,902 33,986,355 383,403,448 
March Madera 5,574,159 13,671,854 154,268,466 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Total Milk 
County Fat SNF 

Production 

Marin 441,563 1,082,929 12,084,569 
Merced 20,668,657 48,031,810 537,130,009 
Riverside 3,196,973 7,791,838 87,959,561 
Sacramento 1,113,304 2,648,377 29,844,862 
San Bernardino 4,328,015 10,622,249 120,721,422 
San Dieqo 147,311 373,205 4,248,451 
San Joaauin 7,437,151 17,820,217 201,094,167 
Siskiyou 51,947 120,116 1,358,782 
Sonoma 1,466,584 3,528,419 39,518,397 
Stanislaus 14,077,428 33,129,862 372,481,070 
Tehama 270,919 595,086 6,551,058 
Tulare 38,397,129 90,783,497 1,017,733,725 
Yuba 202,619 445,359 5,003,895 

137,397,569 326,273,562 3,670,071,196 
Del Norte 144,734 342,996 3,794,235 
Fresno 8,672,099 21,047,732 237,226,314 
Glenn 1,358,891 3,213,499 36,348,463 
Humboldt 782,686 1,716,923 19,069,487 
Kern 13,258,280 32,242,605 365,952,013 
Kings 13,623,495 32,983,364 372,188,558 
Madera 5,484,513 13,640,485 153,900,828 
Marin 430,104 1,072,394 11,987,808 
Merced 20,181,714 47,498,169 531,111,804 
Riverside 3,057,171 7,611,710 85,914,644 
Sacramento 1,083,550 2,603,366 29,288,747 
San Bernardino 4,176,085 10,469,797 118,936,867 
San Dieqo 133,501 348,490 3,946,197 
San Joaquin 7,303,407 17,714,764 199,710,284 
Siskiyou 52,057 121,521 1,377,014 
Sonoma 1,392,185 3,382,150 37,968,563 
Stanislaus 13,694,572 32,579,888 366,285,593 
Tehama 268,227 598,085 6,568,395 
Tulare 37,368,525 89,284,159 1,002,481,726 
Yuba 201,235 447,757 5,005,625 

133,701,094 321403,439 3,617 ,079,911 
Del Norte 188,584 408,475 4,517,781 
Fresno 8,847,917 21,611,761 244,301,216 
Glenn 1,353,828 3,260,584 37,055,020 
Humboldt 879,051 1,958,107 21,785,392 
Kern 13,157,362 32,416,207 368,746,316 
Kinqs 13,751,436 33,614,967 379,747,054 
Madera 5,665,969 14,208,323 160,635,469 
Marin 439,279 1,086,671 12,179,121 
Merced 20,622,573 49,012,424 550,283,832 
Riverside 3,009,127 7,587,318 85,973,821 
Sacramento 1,118,819 2,732,119 30,851,854 
San Bernardino 4,117,967 10,433,287 119,023,489 
San Diego 129,179 338,956 3,848,701 
San Joaquin 7,522,669 18,497,934 209,429,928 
Siskiyou 53,326 127,720 1,454,002 
Sonoma 1,438,179 3,496,361 39,429,111 
Stanislaus 14,027,847 33,781,170 381,026,858 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 -In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
May Tehama 271,763 616,497 6,799,595 
May Tulare 37,880,515 91,413,488 1,026,737,272 
May Yuba 202,972 463,311 5,183,191 
May 135,749,509 329,663,960 3,718401,368 
June Del Norte 193,130 408,016 4,512,661 
June Fresno 8,309,193 20,248,172 229,607,784 
June Glenn 1,254,008 3,015,828 34,487,350 
June Humboldt 847,318 1,867,038 20,874,803 
June Kem 12,144,910 29,940,912 341,467,520 
June Kings 12,931,079 31,640,543 359,081,351 
June Madera 5,364,743 13,423,370 152,066,445 
June Marin 417,155 1,020,942 11,476,672 
June Merced 19,516,269 46,328,286 522,226,700 
June Riverside 2,669,198 6,792,614 77,312,697 
June Sacramento 1,087,289 2,605,943 29,612,957 
June San Bernardino 3,512,785 8,922,897 101 ,724,034 
June San DieQo 120,533 307,684 3,504,648 
June San Joaquin 7,189,448 17,467,305 198,696,744 
June Siskiyou 51 ,009 123,405 1,407,930 
June Sonoma 1,414,448 3,417,163 38,641 ,384 
June Stanislaus 13,414,931 32,236,611 364,828,305 
June Tehama 256,851 584,632 6,490,859 
June Tulare 35,069,707 84,577,793 954,720,116 
June Yuba 190,648 443,873 4,971,526 
June 126955471 307812,021 3,485 408 743 
July Del Norte 203,623 428,661 4,749,725 
July Fresno 8,025,509 19,577,743 223,028,807 
July Glenn 1,191,386 2,843,211 32,794,838 
July Humboldt 875,237 1,917,914 21,543,746 
July Kern 11,532,208 28,401,432 324,874,745 
July KinQs 12,316,070 30,095,372 343,013,079 
July Madera 5,238,893 13,194,724 150,155,260 
July Marin 433,496 1,063,223 11,958,912 
July Merced 19,077,359 45,244,994 512,645,112 
July Riverside 2,522,257 6,357,302 72,588,263 
July Sacramento 1,078,170 2,601,556 29,741 ,240 
July San Bernardino 3,436,969 8,814,374 100,669,101 
July San Diego 127,920 323,129 3,699,071 
July San Joaquin 6,943,494 16,953,743 193,981,098 
July Siskiyou 52,092 125,188 1,426483 
July Sonoma 1,462,305 3,520,121 39,867,588 
July Stanislaus 13,139,060 31,555,803 359,472,166 
July Tehama 255,783 579,645 6,468,320 
July Tulare 33,329,952 80,036,069 908,333,206 
July Yuba 171,586 411 ,879 4,675,129 
July 122343 623 296257626 3370918984 
August Del Norte 191 ,573 392,406 4,355,539 
August Fresno 8,201,405 20,060,433 226,771,367 
August Glenn 1,208,126 2,926,590 33,426,386 
August Humboldt 846,129 1,816,749 20,449,034 
August Kern 11,647,888 28,827,261 327,210,521 
August Kings 12,450,787 30,437,291 344,517,702 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Year Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
2013 August Madera 5,217,809 13,316,287 150,494,704 
2013 August Marin 431,101 1,032,981 11,578,875 
2013 August Merced 19,454,346 45,911,052 516,759,180 
2013 August Riverside 2,535,794 6,340,838 72,007,451 
2013 August Sacramento 1,088,920 2,603,451 29,581,583 
2013 August San Bernardino 3,427,237 8,627,495 97,983,247 
2013 August San Diego 115,078 280,946 3,204,145 
2013 August San Joaquin 7,000,336 17,093,349 194,201,540 
2013 August Siskiyou 53,122 125,066 1,419,590 
2013 August Sonoma 1,481,346 3,478,207 39,173,888 
2013 August Stanislaus 13,445,739 32,165,503 363,908,708 
2013 August Tehama 260,114 590,246 6,534,092 
2013 August Tulare 33,941,267 82,093,958 923,447,180 
2013 August Yuba 188,231 445,322 4,982,638 
2013 August 124,101,990 300,702,984 3,396,236,181 
2013 September Del Norte 169,073 338,917 3,771,342 
2013 September Fresno 7,900,601 19,165,767 215,674,567 
2013 September Glenn 1,183,970 2,804,710 31,742,005 
2013 September Humboldt 788,580 1,656,158 18,615,630 
2013 September Kern 11,088,807 27,005,799 305,811,393 
2013 September Kings 11,993,998 28,819,320 325,075,493 
2013 September Madera 5,026,561 12,612,733 141,809,455 
2013 September Marin 419,384 989,952 11,084,818 
2013 September Merced 18,816,194 43,820,096 490,413,025 
2013 September Riverside 2,316,331 5,791,653 65,871,638 
2013 September Sacramento 1,020,166 2,433,361 27,486,229 
2013 September San Bernardino 3,093,802 7,786,803 88,741,036 
2013 September San Diego 107,516 258,338 2,965,838 
2013 September San Joaquin 6,594,815 16,049,060 181,191,428 
2013 September Siskiyou 48,647 112,666 1,274,503 
2013 September Sonoma 1,416,508 3,278,757 36,855,154 
2013 September Stanislaus 12,946,767 30,826,060 346,555,172 
2013 September Tehama 245,211 542,145 5,947,786 
2013 September Tulare 32,517,626 77,457,049 868,529,859 
2013 September Yuba 193,368 427,122 4,739,882 
2013 September 118,711,329 284,078,514 3,195,651,316 
2013 October Del Norte 170,466 330,697 3,630,059 
2013 October Fresno 8,431,927 20,085,393 223,347,425 
2013 October Glenn 1,246,426 2,886,396 32,218,998 
2013 October Humboldt 831,083 1,698,640 18,879,380 
2013 October Kern 12,176,753 29,008,331 324,477,638 
2013 October Kings 12,901,639 30,480,779 340,218,231 
2013 October Madera 5,325,583 13,040,039 145,209,916 
2013 October Marin 438,447 1,016,792 11,308,568 
2013 October Merced 19,909,451 45,913,005 507,573,462 
2013 October Riverside 2,667,342 6,440,409 72,018,273 
2013 October Sacramento 1,057,259 2,497,952 27,840,042 
2013 October San Bernardino 3,567,370 8,659,130 97,187,870 
2013 October San Diego 122,488 293,482 3,301,795 
2013 October San Joaquin 7,009,500 16,788,043 187,360,645 
2013 October Siskivou 49,321 110,718 1,245,137 
2013 October Sonoma 1,478,661 3,381,409 37,671,288 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 -In Pounds 

Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Total Milk 
Fat SNF 

Production 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Year Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
2014 March Sacramento 1 116,205 2,670,218 29,977,813 
2014 March San Bernardino 4,016,278 10,008,656 113,434,413 
2014 March San DieQo 136,612 343,169 3,891,241 
2014 March San Joaquin 7,998,881 19,269,450 216,645,335 
2014 March Santa Clara 253 628 7,216 
2014 March Siskiyou 50,996 119,629 1,356,799 
2014 March Sonoma 1,527,262 3,626,867 40,701,178 
2014 March Stanislaus 14,041,827 33,570,117 376,652,910 
2014 March Tehama 282,326 612,335 6,760,440 
2014 March Tulare 39,033,308 94,083,463 1,048,821,966 
2014 March Yuba 230,938 499,469 5,492,670 
2014 March 141113785 339,843 366 3,806 344 870 
2014 April Del Norte 179,129 391,028 4,269,799 
2014 April Fresno 8,838,158 21,914,585 246,056,161 
2014 April Glenn 1,278,359 3,063,045 34,548,123 
2014 April Humboldt 825558 1,813,704 20,153,277 
2014 April Kern 13,107,600 32,530,550 367,473,059 
2014 April Kings 14033,181 34,226,592 385,242,633 
2014 April Madera 5,842,477 14,313,293 160,283,757 
2014 April Marin 399,274 989,803 11,116,213 
2014 April Merced 20,802,139 49,464,716 552,828,369 
2014 April Riverside 2,859,497 7,179,531 80,784,754 
2014 April Sacramento 1,066,987 2,578,310 28,963,582 
2014 April San Bernardino 3,736,570 9,475,613 107,323,513 
2014 April San Diego 132,338 328,000 3,725,361 
2014 April San Joaguin 7,654,181 18,569,112 209,092,992 
2014 April Siskiyou 49,839 117,307 1,331,524 
2014 April Sonoma 1,448252 3,480,068 39,007,009 
2014 April Stanislaus 13,367,540 32,154,366 361 ,386,199 
2014 April Tehama 271,196 589,704 6,513,975 
2014 April Tulare 37,160083 90,483,052 1,012,249,155 
2014 April Yuba 219,935 474,382 5,228,753 
2014 April 134 554 303 327143 573 3671269759 
2014 May Del Norte 199,954 427,676 4,678,899 
2014 May Fresno 8,930,602 22,261,358 250,594,252 
2014 May Glenn 1,270,403 3,090,150 34,930,288 
2014 May Humboldt 893,630 1,997,871 22,295,314 
2014 May Kem 13,061,048 32,564,000 368,962,709 
2014 May KinQs 14,161,102 34,786,276 391,947,181 
2014 May Madera 5,981,120 14834,224 166,374,654 
2014 May Marin 410,885 1,005,688 11,385,052 
2014 May Merced 21,150,015 50,725,973 568,111,050 
2014 May Riverside 2,884,658 7,290,021 82,391,608 
2014 May Sacramento 1,092,447 2,644,495 29,771,960 
2014 May San Bernardino 3,737,885 9,551,275 108,583,397 
2014 May San DieQo 135,624 345,747 3,928,716 
2014 May San Joaquin 7,820,349 19,205,598 216,418,398 
2014 May Siskiyou 51,636 124,425 1,418,275 
2014 May Sonoma 1,473,223 3,580,549 40,421,486 
2014 May Stanislaus 13,629,792 33,127,257 372,965,596 
2014 May Tehama 266516 591,793 6,538,126 
2014 May Tulare 37,413,801 91,860,670 1,028,998,590 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Year Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
2014 May Yuba 218,292 484,101 5,328,729 
2014 May 136,069,138 333,526,812 3,750,168,575 
2014 June Del Norte 200,303 427,319 4,653,069 
2014 June Fresno 8,412,341 21,122,583 238,162,601 
2014 June Glenn 1,179,457 2,892,384 32,830,910 
2014 June Humboldt 863,540 1,920,633 21,416,572 
2014 June Kern 11,869,434 29,851,510 338,861,275 
2014 June Kinas 13,255,052 32,843,660 370,530,438 
2014 June Madera 5,700,907 14,282,417 160,395,005 
2014 June Marin 402,646 977,009 11,057,132 
2014 June Merced 19,765,327 47,889,765 536,846,509 
2014 June Riverside 2,577,452 6,559,169 74,186,174 
2014 June Sacramento 1,056,850 2,586,444 29,240,473 
2014 June San Bernardino 3,468,727 9,005,696 102,204,494 
2014 June San Dieao 130,815 338,193 3,844,901 
2014 June San Joaauin 7,481,840 18,474,603 208,244,221 
2014 June SisklVou 51,431 123,556 1,407,888 
2014 June Sonoma 1,435,484 3,488,713 39,374,509 
2014 June Stanislaus 12,991,218 31,977,524 360,606,051 
2014 June Tehama 256,796 573,563 6,363,100 
2014 June Tulare 34,892,710 86,093,808 966,478,908 
2014 June Yuba 204,356 459,236 5,083,374 
2014 June 127,390,969 314,710,259 3,543,688,984 
2014 July Del Norte 202,860 420,133 4,629,109 
2014 July Fresno 8,376,955 20,924,541 237,046,595 
2014 July Glenn 1,181,075 2,909,384 33,122,517 
2014 July Humboldt 872,811 1,908,907 21,437,147 
2014 July Kern 11,553,871 28,935,491 329,472,745 
2014 July Kinas 13,142,451 32,316,527 366,306,505 
2014 July Madera 5,722,634 14,361,553 161,959,215 
2014 July Marin 429,939 1,045,604 11,853,758 
2014 July Merced 20,015,051 48,380,953 545,028,285 
2014 July Riverside 2,617,891 6,736,764 76,359,974 
2014 July Sacramento 1,058,377 2,580,815 29,188,236 
2014 July San Bernardino 3,347,691 8,691,675 98,806,975 
2014 July San DieQo 121,842 322,448 3,668,491 
2014 July San Joaauin 7,457,576 18,364,571 207,630,989 
2014 July SiskiVou 50,686 122,855 1,402,131 
2014 July Sonoma 1,508,581 3,634,231 41,085,590 
2014 July Stanislaus 13,126,315 32,093,965 363,390,130 
2014 July Tehama 269,986 609,861 6,765,136 
2014 July Tulare 34,165,367 83,740,653 945,271,464 
2014 July Yuba 200,671 460,965 5,129,843 
2014 July 126,571075 311,301,199 3520544746 
2014 August Del Norte 200,664 409,064 4,464,798 
2014 August Fresno 8,206,844 20,485,354 231,535,206 
2014 August Glenn 1,163,187 2,836,203 32,228,656 
2014 August Humboldt 822,485 1,776,381 19,935,791 
2014 August Kern 11,336,254 28,370,763 321,975,269 
2014 August Kinos 12,813,118 31,551,217 356,506,256 
2014 August Madera 5,630,564 14,062,513 158,353,984 
2014 August Marin 429,429 1,028,099 11,639,959 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 -In Pounds 

Year Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
2014 August Merced 19,780,462 47,682,398 536,114,666 
2014 August Riverside 2,562,283 6,554,973 74,162,318 
2014 August Sacramento 1,031,235 2,516,959 28,376,536 
2014 August San Bernardino 3,202,937 8,256,803 93,827,961 
2014 August San Diego 118,113 310,804 3,527,892 
2014 August San Joaquin 7,435,093 18,185,608 205,443,617 
2014 August Siskiyou 50,446 119,447 1,356,894 
2014 August Sonoma 1,515,905 3,607,703 40,642,941 
2014 August Stanislaus 12,951,092 31,522,417 356,252,443 
2014 August Tehama 278,482 624,442 6,887,839 
2014 August Tulare 33,839,046 82,756,620 930,725,283 
2014 August Yuba 200,199 458,289 5,100,265 
2014 August 124,681355 305,767,714 3 448,891,769 
2014 September Del Norte 186,781 372,753 4,055,727 
2014 September Fresno 7,963,915 19,690,771 222,151,259 
2014 September Glenn 1,155,514 2,760,039 31,165,676 
2014 September Humboldt 783,309 1,659,918 18,559,189 
2014 September Kern 11,063,569 27,289,790 309,431,960 
2014 September Kings 12,546,358 30,434,635 343,425,656 
2014 September Madera 5,497,346 13,557,286 152,490,213 
2014 September Marin 416,976 983,889 11,137,879 
2014 September Merced 19,031,282 45,399,475 509,950,753 
2014 September Riverside 2,467,332 6,153,486 70,041,939 
2014 September Sacramento 968,209 2,351,971 26,484,141 
2014 September San Bernardino 2,946,451 7,431,358 84,704,769 
2014 September San Diego 116,642 282,576 3,266,319 
2014 September San Joaquin 7,144,340 17,257,855 194,675,143 
2014 September Siskiyou 48,111 109,061 1,228,577 
2014 September Sonoma 1,459,101 3,428,974 38,703,047 
2014 September Stanislaus 12,426,333 29,867,456 337,178,590 
2014 September Tehama 259,405 573,595 6,278,058 
2014 September Tulare 32,976,145 79,490,383 893,280,048 
2014 September Yuba 194,494 444,361 4,924,276 
2014 September 120706941 291996368 3290692882 
2014 October Del Norte 186,668 361,819 3,890,100 
2014 October Fresno 8,434,479 20,722,034 231,297,417 
2014 October Glenn 1,218,528 2,895,387 32,415,908 
2014 October Humboldt 799,582 1,675,641 18,665,724 
2014 October Kern 11,830,663 28,793,587 323,691,467 
2014 October Kings . 13,346,088 31,986,513 357,945,494 
2014 October Madera 5,791,349 14,090,205 156,840,207 
2014 October Marin 440,176 1,033,906 11,599,810 
2014 October Merced 20,147,153 47,434,311 527,145,712 
2014 October Riverside 2,651,528 6,651,237 74,766,928 
2014 October Sacramento 1,018,223 2,456,985 27,439,354 
2014 October San Bernardino 3,231,562 8,027,427 90,517,334 
2014 October San Diego 136,468 329,869 3,738,201 
2014 October San Joaquin 7,463,849 17,943,285 200,506,382 
2014 October Siskiyou 50,806 114,557 1,289,330 
2014 October Sonoma 1,519,195 3,563,489 39,913,211 
2014 October Stanislaus 13,163,482 31,264,374 349,156,668 
2014 October Tehama 267,091 576,502 6,257,167 
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California Milk Production, Fat, SNF, by County, by Month 

January 2000 through December 2014 - In Pounds 

Month County Fat SNF 
Total Milk 

Production 
October Tulare 35,337,118 84,460,637 939,665,099 
October Yuba 207,762 473,745 5,204,007 
October 128,410,006 307,551,375 3,431,900,707 
November Del Norte 180,732 343,999 3,693,188 
November Fresno 8,395,262 20,351,968 226,224,045 
November Glenn 1,213,897 2,843,807 31,614,439 
November Humboldt 780,653 1,606,490 17,795,604 
November Kern 11,730,394 28,368,205 317,419,983 
November Kings 13,202,773 31,233,440 348,050,953 
November Madera 5,717,123 13,744,155 152,089,327 
November Marin 431,270 1,012,209 11,333,492 
November Merced 19,878,828 46,646,673 515,655,711 
November Riverside 2,649,366 6,571,957 73,321,745 
November Sacramento 1,004,095 2,400,275 26,608,402 
November San Bernardino 3,191,704 7,787,844 87,235,312 
November San Diego 137,047 327,238 3,671,360 
November San Joaquin 7,338,519 17,625,273 195,613,806 
November Siskiyou 48,558 108,210 1,214,882 
November Sonoma 1,493,089 3,489,102 38,896,224 
November Stanislaus 13,063,165 30,869,120 342,609,151 
November Tehama 248,972 529,423 5,719,204 
November Tulare 35,274,694 82,929,217 917,800,633 
November Yuba 211,539 472,235 5,150,664 
November 127,381,185 301,960,618 3,351,522,511 
December Del Norte 170,623 332,454 3,602,509 
December Fresno 8,713,699 21,149,978 235,479,547 
December Glenn 1,274,628 2,973,653 33,263,880 
December Humboldt 763,861 1,569,448 17,389,141 
December Kern 12,409,310 29,743,158 332,896,014 
December Kings 13,819,317 32,632,285 364,137,256 
December Madera 5,915,507 14,063,268 155,911,723 
December Marin 443,978 1,034,430 11,603,226 
December Merced 20,081,401 47,009,157 521,587,840 
December Riverside 2,858,822 6,929,804 77,171,727 
December Sacramento 1,091,455 2,548,020 28,390,146 
December San Bernardino 3,334,813 7,930,844 88,697,738 
December San DieQo 150,018 348,142 3,896,523 
December San Joaquin 7,563,693 18,072,307 200,869,442 
December Siskiyou 47,896 108,563 1,222,965 
December Sonoma 1,538,741 3,579,973 40,002,794 
December Stanislaus 13,800,617 32,408,683 360,400,886 
December Tehama 248,442 523,393 5,662,612 
December Tulare 36,767,053 85,808,847 950,866,549 
December Yuba 223,073 497,868 5,469,160 
December 132,523210 312,244,842 3,471,480,994 

1,564 420,430 3 774,636,502 42,305,098 919 

Note: Some counties not shown because of confidentiality rules, but are included in the totals. 
Source: CDFA Dairy Marketing and Milk Pooling Branches 
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Year Month 

I 2009 January 
February 
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April 
May 

June 
July 
August 
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November 
December 

I 2010 January 

February 
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July 
August 
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October 
November 
December 

I 2011 January 
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March 
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June 
July 
August 
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I 2012 January 
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March 
April 

May 

June 
July 

Monthly Ranch-to-Plant Milk Movement by Month, by Market Area, 

by Transportation Allowance Status, January 2009 - December 2014 1 

(In Pounds of Milk) 

Into Northern CA Plants Into Southern CA Plants 

Non-Qualifying Qualifying Non-Qualifying Qualifying 

2,524,077,713 155,964,130 93,306,890 411,696,442 

2,293,374,252 138,578,330 84,567,591 377,957,154 

2,574,939,748 149,292,117 90,028,517 418,408,985 

2,528,306,865 144,838,078 87,892,659 401,244,942 

2,586,399,410 147,480,860 91,153,287 412,194,305 

2,406,961,366 138,981,369 88,849,311 390,911,223 

2,361,708,478 143,845,199 90,045,850 391,772,766 

2,323,262,001 147,400,279 92,394,089 416,184,020 

2,180,583,192 145,989,274 85,649,844 406,737,619 

2,286,311,680 153,697,598 81,347,999 426,778,608 

2,270,353,995 147,006,730 75,046,109 393,228,279 

2,405,272,788 148,155,205 74,501,009 401,482,176 

2,452,713,611 148,816,699 78,126,361 412,616,879 

2,232,724,932 133,207,190 73,443,826 377,559,427 

2,530,996,478 143,936,513 82,682,965 418,304,719 

2,502,646,516 137,832,592 78,086,350 415,558,991 

2,580,628,893 140,101,863 85,822,585 425,873,208 

2,490,994,544 125,802,316 81,552,500 401,382,969 

2,499,517,365 127,774,556 81,608,394 397,638,056 

2,495,382,219 135,943,253 81,729,623 399,753,597 

2,396,792,704 135,451,459 78,505,501 399,849,517 

2,426,325,638 141,902,852 76,324,417 407,140,552 
2,385,485,224 139,002,366 79,549,706 384,428,248 

2,471,716,372 142,887,259 74,514,567 390,536,787 

2,613,252,601 143,475,757 79,616,252 400,502,820 

2,456,027,570 128,122,772 71,857,633 365,482,154 

2,796,023,174 141,705,090 79,046,221 414,077,391 

2,761,870,923 128,432,048 79,614,074 384,109,305 

2,890,390,759 134,381,145 77,784,565 406,586,740 

2,767,837,426 123,433,385 71,309,417 379,226,478 

2,788,452,727 128,883,362 76,452,885 377,502,038 
2,735,919,102 136,380,316 86,602,062 384,242,835 
2,563,577,530 133,272,503 84,222,778 382,327,077 
2,645,830,128 144,280,433 82,803,559 401,944,412 

2,593,931,790 147,080,801 70,732,325 383,565,159 

2,740,975,658 145,558,145 74,415,919 379,784,243 

2,830,139,416 152,215,721 82,205,981 421,368,522 

2,759,965,821 137,527,765 95,574,919 393,666,018 
3,005,854,351 146,457,712 104,838,526 423,474,754 

2,864,769,299 140,020,758 100,011,535 406,302,745 

2,978,394,911 139,978,082 94,523,480 404,670,281 
2,805,404,601 127,593,078 85,416,075 387,048,413 

2,767,414,032 135,944,067 88,682,174 389,674,532 

CDFA-M 

Total 

3,185,045,175 
2,894,477,327 

3,232,669,367 
3,162,282,544 
3,237,227,862 

3,025,703,269 
2,987,372,293 
2,979,240,389 

2,818,959,929 

2,948,135,885 
2,885,635,113 

3,029,411,178 

3,092,273,550 

2,816,935,375 
3,175,920,675 
3,134,124,449 

3,232,426,549 
3,099,732,329 

3,106,538,371 
3,112,808,692 

3,010,599,181 

3,051,693,459 
2,988,465,544 

3,079,654,985 

3,236,847,430 
3,021,490,129 

3,430,851,876 
3,354,026,350 

3,509,143,209 
3,341,806,706 

3,371,291,012 
3,343,144,315 
3,163,399,888 
3,274,858,532 

3,195,310,075 
3,340,733,965 

3,485,929,640 

3,386,734,523 
3,680,625,343 

3,511,104,337 

3,617,566,754 
3,405,462,167 

3,381,714,805 



CDFA M -
August 2,559,323,947 145,765,674 84,646,233 389,422,164 3,179,158,018 
September 2,465,461,202 135,816,190 85,259,517 385,554,660 3,072,091,569 
October 2,537,621,629 146,194,167 89,059,177 412,565,432 3,185,440,405 
November 2,541,720,191 142,103,217 76,101,488 381,197,190 3,141,122,086 
December 2,679,962,745 141,227,686 84,481,882 387,838,880 3,293,511,193 

I 2013 January 2,675,082,590 144,713,335 77,538,878 411,766,129 3,309,100,932 
February 2,496,894,688 123,559,950 79,318,942 377,505,650 3,077,279,230 
March 2,872,358,482 133,639,294 86,246,217 414,689,778 3,506,933,771 
April 2,828,411,326 129,884,423 90,436,050 407,708,684 3,456,440,483 
May 2,937,100,483 127,458,920 80,667,287 407,201,686 3,552,428,376 
June 2,761,252,995 118,955,278 80,335,987 369,882,809 3,330,427,069 
July 2,629,163,240 130,461,195 84,238,303 376,256,961 3,220,119,699 
August 2,639,987,254 133,951,293 87,061,324 401,106,379 3,262,106,250 
September 2,458,345,429 134,026,765 84,854,457 391,676,023 3,068,902,674 

October 2,577,032,173 144,104,698 85,819,694 395,774,827 3,202,731,392 
November 2,555,080,431 142,072,955 83,671,929 369,303,889 3,150,129,204 
December 2,728,848,706 148,426,334 84,214,745 374,173,702 3,335,663,487 

I 2014 January 2,899,838,276 143,911,000 85,095,100 391,585,565 3,520,429,941 

February 2,707,202,663 137,529,908 73,610,814 374,552,636 3,292,896,021 
March 3,043,303,300 152,716,185 85,059,377 409,816,311 3,690,895,173 
April 2,944,636,719 147,810,540 76,731,182 393,816,277 3,562,994,718 
May 2,998,314,208 149,855,103 82,495,239 389,358,469 3,620,023,019 
June 2,821,354,658 150,864,035 80,015,769 369,991,234 3,422,225,696 
July 2,809,751,896 157,422,390 81,164,569 366,089,761 3,414,428,616 
August 2,707,330,095 158,975,629 86,307,708 378,613,381 3,331,226,813 
September 2,567,414,930 153,370,159 85,391,017 .367,580,661 3,173,756,767 
October 2,684,543,525 160,675,852 84,415,131 385,543,847 3,315,178,355 
November 2,641,516,740 160,104,309 76,197,996 362,975,363 3,240,794,408 

December 2,749,290,144 161,494,899 77,113,965 368,221,204 3,356,120,212 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 

1 Excludes 8,000,000 to 10,000,000 Ibs per month of pooled producer handler milk 
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Number of California Dairies, by Herd Size, by County - July 2015 
Grouped to Match as Closely as Possible the Areas from the CDFA Hauling Survey 

Herd Size (Number of Cows) 
< 500 500-999 1000-1999 >2000 

Humboldt-Del Norte' North Bay' South Bay 153 16 1 a 
North Sacramento Valley 34 11 5 0 
Sacramento Valley 32 4 0 0 
North San Joaquin Valley 264 149 84 35 
South San Joaquin Valley 70 142 192 173 
Southern California 34 32 28 4 

Totals 587 354 310 212 

Note: The CDFA hauling survey areas do not follow county lines. The number of dairies, by herd size, 
from this dataset are generated by county. As a result, the counties were grouped into the different CDFA 
hauling survey areas according to Ihe best fit The counties corresponding to each area are listed above. 

Source: CDFA Animal Health Branch 

Area Breakdown 

Humboldt-Del Norte North Bay 
Del Norte Mendocino 
Humboldt Sonoma 
SiSkiyou Marin 

Sacramento Valley 
Yolo 
Sacramento 

Solano 

North San Joaquin Valley 
San Joaquin 
Stanislaus 
Merced 

South Bay 
Santa Clara 
Monterey 
San Benito 

South San Joaquin Valley 
Madera 
Fresno 
Kings 
Tulare 
Kern 
San Luis Obispo 
Santa Barbara 

CDFA-N 

North Sacramento Valley 
Tehama 
Glenn 
Butte 
Yuba 
Shasta 
Placer 

Southern California 
Imperial 
Inyo 
Los Angeles 
Riverside 
San Bernardino 
San Diego 



Date 

200001 

200002 

200003 
- -

200004 
-

200005 

200006 
-

200007 

200008 

200009 

200010 

200011 

200012 

200101 

200102 

200103 

200104 

200105 

200106 

200107 
-

200108 

200109 

200110 

200111 

200112 

200201 

200202 -
200203 

200204 

200205 

200206 

200207 _. 
200208 

200209 

200210 .• 
200211 

200212 

200301 . 
200302 

. . 

Grade A Milk Used in Manufacturing Classes, Not Pooled 
January 2000-June 2015 

Product Lbs Grade A Fat Lbs Grade A SNF Lbs Grade A* 

23,752,221 945,658 --
22,454,340 897,371 --- - - --
21,038,575 788,602 -,-, . ~-- -
21,437,889 789,605 -- -. 
21,175,707 784,753 -- - . 
20,465,642 755,105 · - -- -- -- - -
21,534,534 792,814 · - - -
18,278,261 677,300 --
16,189,955 612,992 · 
16,980,765 649,638 · . -' . 
15,439,723 632,978 · - ._-

29,715 1,494 · _. - - -
88,129 4,011 -

124,512 6,033 -
· .• 

52,683 2,430 -
83,485 3,822 -- · -119,952 5,987 -

124,328 5,369 -
134,698 6,332 -- - - -
160,469 7,345 -- _. - - -. -
141,839 6,418 -- - . 

** ** .-
49,524 2,281 -- - - - -- _. 
56,710 2,571 --.- -
98,384 4,457 -. - · - -

110,228 5,112 -. - - ~- .- - -
125,265 5,813 -- - .. , - . .. ... - -
130,642 5,726 -.. ,. -- -
211,314 9,152 -. - . . 
168,020 7,261 -- - - - - - -
336,794 14,961 -- - . 
189,859 8,548 -· .. 
189,235 8,178 -. 

22,211 ,013 821 ,510 --
146,894 6,709 -I - · . -
179,866 8,458 -- . -
172,310 8,482 --
141,190 6,989 -

CDFA · 0 

. 



Date 

200303 

200304 

200305 

200306 

200307 

200308 

200309 

200310 

200311 

200312 

200401 

200402 

200403 

200404 

200405 

200406 

200407 

200408 

200409 

200410 

200411 

200412 

200501 

200502 

200503 

200504 

200505 

200506 

200507 

200508 

200509 

200510 

200511 

200512 

200601 

200602 

200603 

200604 

200605 

200606 

200607 

Product Lbs Grade A 

215,266 

155,206 

Fat Lbs Grade A 

9,946 

6,517 

SNF Lbs Grade A* 

265,968 11,290 

298,687 13,866 

25,778,531 

24,276,108 

26,900,547 

25,114,808 

21 ,815,922 ------ -
26,192,200 

25,082,920 

25,373,594 

29,263,595 

30,155,572 

32,042,673 

32,932,1 36 

32,647,579 

32,065,997 

32,230,041 

923,166 

874,489 

__ 1.:..,0_00,317 _ _ ______ _ 

961,995 

890,587 

1,061 ,279 

1,013,401 - - -- -" - ,--- -.-
999,602 

1,111,203 

1,079,590 

1,141 ,142 

1,182,539 

1,171,028 

1,160,761 

1,198,878 

32,418,641 1,233,796 -- - -- _. --- -~----

27,852,214 1,085,479 

27,345,803 

25,650,755 

22,944,913 

25,964,873 

26,922,357 

28,389,033 

28,532,322 ---
28,764,651 

28,162,850 

26,825,812 

27,546,530 

26,024,079 

25,915,819 

24,558,684 

22,830,508 

25,946,893 

25,703,075 

27,967,471 

27,534,529 -,- - -
27,876,864 

1,089,517 

1,030,687 

894,988 

968,184 

975,643 

1,022,348 
• ___ • _____ ~ 0_ •• _." ___ _ 

1,004,401 

997,841 

1,004,714 

1,034,771 

1,073,876 

1,034,205 

1,041 ,679 

954,837 

873,395 

964,516 

958,186 

991,458 

965,668 ----- - --- --.-- - -
985,396 

CDFA-O 
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CDFA-O 

Date Product Lbs Grade A Fat Lbs Grade A SNF Lbs Grade A* 

200608 29,993,038 1,060,969 

200609 28,504,537 1,050,830 

200610 27,763,709 1,039,317 

200611 28,594,451 1,106,700 

200612 28,671,519 1,149,444 

200701 27,529,384 1,119,331 

200702 27,135,888 1,082,056 

200703 31,666,951 1,236,057 

200704 31,696,752 1,215,454 

200705 31,769,954 1,189,521 

200706 32,525,915 1,210,813 

200707 34,394,976 1,269,495 

200708 34,722,568 1,294,470 

200709 32,682,014 1,232,960 

200710 34,672,789 1,328,387 

200711 4,728,665 215,325 

200712 5,219,265 240,225 

200801 735,040 33,167 

200802 420,059 17,796 

200803 382,821 14,885 

200804 1,463,002 56,317 

200805 1,483,542 57,901 

200806 1,006,079 40,405 

200807 1,025,407 40,943 

200808 1,305,450 51,915 

200809 957,788 37,413 79,674 
200810 567,532 22,074 48,230 
200811 26,063,584 1,026,163 2,347,726 

200812 26,628,378 1,068,416 2,400,594 
200901 36,016,567 1,457,764 3,239,782 

200902 43,494,833 1,787,080 3,474,885 

200903 48,463,941 1,971,017 4,389,857 
200904 48,375,823 1,914,451 4,299,820 
200905 48,302,084 1,866,784 4,319,985 

200906 44,852,464 1,714,071 4,008,861 

200907 34,629,223 1,262,490 3,053,164 

200908 47,233,239 1,837,417 4,253,999 

200909 45,424,956 1,793,500 4,019,769 

200910 46,313,796 1,904,494 4,167,995 

200911 45,885,848 1,891,277 4,097,608 

200912 46,294,017 1,957,747 4,168,497 

3 



Date 

201001 

201002 

201003 

201004 

201005 

201006 

201007 

201008 

201009 

201010 

201011 

201012 

201 101 

201 102 

201 103 

201 104 

201105 

201106 

201107 

201108 .- ~~ -
201109 

2011 10 

2011 11 

201112 

201201 

201202 

201203 

201204 

201205 

201206 

201207 

201208 

201209 

201210 

201 211 

201212 

201301 

201302 

201303 

201304 

201305 

Product Lbs Grade A Fat Lbs Grade A 

46,453,548 1,901 ,244 

1-
46,319,209 _ ____ ...:.4:..:, 1.:.65:.:,.:.92:;.:8 -------- .. -

1,885,495 

____ .• _____ 4...:.8:.;..,3::.::2::.::5;..:.,7.:.59=--+ _._ 1,931 ,980 4,385,471 

43,875,758 1,748,490 3,977,994 -- - -- - ------- ----
__ 1 ______ ~,378~~~_ _ ___ _ 1,704,030 3,871,076 

1-

44,446,438 1,773,204 3,985,632 

43,884,564 1,791,113 3,971 ,195 

44,900,170 1,856,906 4,076,439 ______ . __ I ____ ~~c:..:..:._I __ -"'''-'-'-....:....:..·_ 
42,925,260 1,860,185 3,938,736 

41 ,516,293 
----'-.-'-- - -

23,198,579 

21 ,783,947 

24,726,099 

1,849,746 

1,072,218 

983,004 - - ---
1,091 ,931 

3,796,314 

2,127,095 

1,990,944 

2,261 ,471 

- 1---- - 23,988,461 

24,505,533 

1,059,419 2,190,902 

1- . 

1,077,611 2,246,203 ---- - - - .. - -- - - - - --
23,764,494 

22,997,298 

22,324,732 - ----- ---
22,780,332 

22,685,484 

22,977,458 

24,742,462 

24,204,323 

13,522,322 

16,105,744 

1,037,205 2,180,232 

1,009,630 2,092,765 ._-- --------
980,305 2,051 ,707 - ---- - -------
983,488 2,083,558 --- ---_._---
939,085 1,958,807 

1,066,338 2,150,398 

1,123,340 2,319,586 

1,1 10,233 2,258,465 
-~ - -- -.- ---

646,210 1,262,995 ----_ .• 
726,492 - - - ----"-- - - - . -_ .. - .-- 1,478,708 __ 

15,464,049 

16,222,780 

16,221 ,144 _._--
18,404,182 ---_.- . --
32,912,019 

30,962,581 

31,962,289 

31 ,121 ,563 .. 
_ }_O,9_9~~.s __ • __ 

33,624,240 ---- -- - --. --
31 ,154,159 

34,319,416 

34,855,741 

36,976,246 

667,160 1,422 ,901 

700,660 1,489,498 - - - - -
720,404 1,481,424 -- --------
778,134 1,656,353 

1,382,268 2,943,921 

1,324,471 2,820,014 

1,408,771 2,936,993 ----- --
1,405,227 2,881 ,829 ---_._. _.-
1,379,819 2,793,355 - -- -----.. 
1,481 ,898 3,012,324 - ._-
1,368,417 2,853,190 - .--
1,485,286 3,135,098 - -. 
1,498,584 3,181 ,345 -
1,556,113 3,409,236 

... 
CDFA-O 
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Date Product Lbs Grade A Fat Lbs Grade A 

201306 35,924,968 

201307 36,999,910 

201308 20,381,800 

201309 18,755,510 

201310 22,014,459 

201311 22,436,511 

201312 23,123,697 

201401 25,568,633 

201402 24,157,522 

201403 26,921,400 

201404 27,914,556 

201405 27,804,819 

201406 27,685,253 

201407 27,997,658 

201408 27,821,906 

201409 24,952,520 

201410 25,751,175 

201411 25,746,057 

201412 27,569,987 

201501 28,901,564 

201502 27,530,232 

201503 31,592,385 

201504 29,979,758 

201505 29,876,894 

201506 41,510,713 

• SNF Pounds not collected prior to September 2008 

•• 200110 data is proprietary 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 

1,501,396 

1,555,608 

884,112 

819,300 

984,534 

1,001,700 

1,060,020 

1,143,896 

1,027,840 

1,199,587 

1,148,836 

1,163,077 

1,122,788 

1,115,048 

1,118,017 

1,010,259 

1,104,956 

1,090,504 

1,196,762 

1,239,695 

1,121,803 

1,331,418 

1,261,435 

1,223,108 

1,671,302 

CDFA-O 

SNF Lbs Grade A' 

3,244,209 

3,315,065 

1,915,726 

1,743,482 

2,104,912 

2,149,043 

2,241,057 

2,453,934 

2,210,134 

2,588,755 

2,551,812 

2,573,791 

2,520,918 

2,518,084 

2,523,021 

2,207,493 

2,367,563 

2,375,373 

2,525,775 

2,626,191 

2,477,263 

2,869,850 

2,716,900 

2,703,386 

3,746,765 
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Date 

200001 
- -
200002 

200003 

200004 

200005 

200006 

200007 

200008 

200009 

200010 

200011 

200012 

200101 

200102 

200103 

200104 

200105 

200106 

200107 

200108 

200109 

200110 

200111 

200112 

200201 

200202 

200203 .. 
200204 

200205 

200206 

200207 
-
200208 

200209 

200210 

200211 

200212 

200301 -
200302 

Grade B Milk Used in Manufacturing Classes, Not Pooled 
January 2000-June 2015 

Product Lbs Grade S Fat Lbs Grade S SNF Lbs Grade S* 

18,932,197 802,813 -- - - - -
17,469,699 754,909 -- '-- - - -
19,829,264 644,463 -- - -
22,135,017 903,469 -- -
22,837,295 934,324 -

- - -
22,602,588 1,217,353 -- -- . - .. 
23,289,003 1,248,876 · - -
22,246,017 1,192,660 -- - - - -.-
20,786,960 1,112,644 -- - .. -
20,069,108 1,074,106 --
18,036,727 924,095 -

1- - ._. -
16,551 ,354 797,367 --
13,043,240 564,086 · - -.~ 

12,658,048 583,546 -.. ---
15,813,294 823,753 -.-
16,165,842 776,029 -- -
17,940,426 729,874 · - . -
18,239,100 745,797 -- - -
17,907,564 733,531 -. - - - .-
17,789,676 734,181 --
16,860,676 712,009 · 
18,560,228 792,114 · - ... . .. . - _ . 

16,237,849 711,443 -- -
14,386,300 643,829 -. -
13,535,870 593,421 -.. -
13,264,529 565,361 --- .. -- -
15,009,189 617,667 · - ... - - .. .. 
17,104,722 695,111 · .- -.- - ... --
18,503,644 751 ,195 · . - -
19,166,890 769,988 · - ---
18,382,176 736,777 -.. - .. ---
16,189,147 667,048 -- - - - - --14,167,178 589,113 -- -
15,234,557 659,713 -- - - - - . -
12,820,674 548,245 -- 1- - - --
12,420,813 547,997 -
12,566,676 736,202 -- - -- -
11,141,540 474,097 -- -

CDFA- P 



f 

CDFA-P 

Date Product Lbs Grade B Fat Lbs Grade B SNF Lbs Grade B* --- .- -
200303 12,925,351 539,271 -- -- - - -
200304 13,239,034 547,334 -- ---- -- - -200305 13,099,897 535,549 -
200306 13,833,443 558,356 -_. --. ------ - -- ._. 
200307 13,812,552 557,385 -- -. ~--.- -- --- - - --.-
200308 14,745,990 611,471 -- ----.---- - -- --
200309 14,132,794 604,129 ---------.-~----- - ---- - -
200310 14,518,979 628,957 ----- - ------ - - - --------
200311 13,488,470 604,528 -- - ---------- ._- --
200312 13,742,518 618,089 -- ---- --
200401 17,305,145 762,082 -1·- - - - -
200402 14,368,457 617,927 ---- - - ---
200403 17,845,299 753,448 -- - ---- -- - - - -
200404 17,265,488 720,554 --- ._._- - - - -
200405 18,486,323 799,046 -- - --------- - --- --- - ------ -
200406 17,710,851 738,270 -- ----- - ---------
200407 18,005,096 748,198 -1- - -- - -- ------ _. -_._--
200408 18,799,695 794,816 ---- -- - - - _. -- - ------- -
200409 16,018,029 697,300 ---- -- '-- ----- -- ------.----
200410 16,296,064 728,325 --- -_._-_.- ---------- - - _, "W" 

200411 15,136,984 699,814 -I- - -.--.-- -. ---- - --------~- -- -
200412 15,139,284 691,130 -- - -- - ._-.- - - - - ---
200501 32,919,733 1,475,473 -- ----- - ---- - - - -
200502 31,423,983 1,403,178 -- - - ---- -
200503 36,649,894 1,568,571 --- --- .- - -- - ----~-

200504 36,194,797 1,547,246 -- - - - - --- ----
200505 39,199,126 1,655,826 -.--- ------ --- _ .. - -- - -
200506 38,182,537 1,611,519 -

1-- - - ---. --- ------- -
200507 38,295,421 1,600,999 -- - - ---- -- - - - - -- -------- -
200508 38,282,165 1,602,521 --- . - - -
200509 35,887,329 1,554,437 -- - . -_.- - - - -- , --.------- -
200510 37,506,700 1,658,608 -- - - -- - -
200511 36,190,730 1,624,587 -- - ---- - -- - - -- -
200512 37,566,893 1,695,687 -- - - - ---- - -
200601 58,774,988 2,702,316 - - - - - - -- - -
200602 54,144,600 2,437,844 -

- - - ----- . - ----------
200603 61 ,392,293 2,770,401 : -- -- -- - --- -- --
200604 60,390,247 2,681,739 -- - --- .- - -- -- ------.-
200605 64,750,474 2,759,980 -- - - - - - -- --- --
200606 62,712,677 2,647,771 -

1- - - -- - -- ---- -- - -
200607 62,836,672 2,626,131 -- - .. - - - - - - --- - -- -------

2 



CDFA-P 

Date Product Lbs Grade B Fat Lbs Grade B SNF Lbs Grade B' 
200608 66,212,428 2,816,837 

200609 62,444,412 2,719,942 .-
200610 62,059,064 2,789,408 - ., 

200611 56,689,966 2,614,609 

200612 58,077,359 2,723,109 

200701 72,620,424 3,319,748 

200702 67,592,993 3,017,002 

200703 77,087,386 3,338,574 

200704 79,443,359 3,383,433 _. 
200705 80,390,974 3,385,916 

200706 79,010,865 3,301,784 

200707 78,121 ,884 3,239,514 

200708 77 ,287,182 3,180,587 

200709 72,294,016 3,013,544 

200710 77,467,315 3,417,754 

200711 75,124,155 3,306,311 

200712 76,915,777 3,493,018 I, 
200801 50,339,924 2,313,265 

200802 48,777,577 2,228,891 

200803 52,181,705 2 ,333,497 

200804 51 ,704,738 2,285,144 

200805 52,976,978 2 ,326,492 

200806 50,574,261 2,209,447 

200807 50,571,157 2,120,788 -
200808 50,235,634 2,122,272 

200809 48,604,704 2,088,247 3,897,713 
200810 48,157,597 2,150,893 4,378,404 
200811 45,672,751 2,056,940 4,156,694 
200812 48,177,265 2,242,655 4,400,911 ---_. -- -
200901 153,025,407 6,595,924 13,499,960 
200902 128,324,090 5,397,730 

1-
11,640,695 

200903 143,221 ,155 5,954,285 12,960,662 
200904 142,990,908 - 5,893,449 12,936,040 
200905 151,463,172 6,092,631 13,661,521 
200906 145,262,955 5,776,312 13,080,067 
200907 157,557,891 6,284,226 14,172,378 
200908 145,314,720 5,792,609 13,041,531 -----
200909 137,484,193 5,603,832 12,401,749 
200910 143,125,222 5,996,569 13,035,319 

1-
200911 132,691 ,536 5,719,242 12,162,838 
200912 - -

143,500,417 6,329,274 13,153,278 - . ----

3 



CDFA-P 

Date Product Lbs Grade B Fat Lbs Grade B SNF Lbs Grade B* -.- - -
201001 171,454,372 7,283,328 15,580,329 --. --- -
201002 160,414,488 6,704,614 14,489,169 --- -
201003 180,143,593 7,448,933 16,287,473 -
201004 178,291 ,236 7,288,480 16,147,646 -
201005 184,650,426 7,537,188 16,736,413 .. - - --- ---_ .. 
201006 174,948,872 7,004,269 15,812,069 - . - ------- - -
201007 

1-
175,704,485 6,951,531 15,798,374 - ---_._-- -. 

201008 173,522,686 6,960,233 15,673,337 . -- ---- --
201009 167,025,337 6,833,584 15,163,934 - .- - -
201010 170,940,411 6,708,342 15,566,021 -
20101 1 164,447,610 7,026,222 15,109,346 

1- -
201012 167,442,839 7,278,116 15,406,255 

. - - -
201101 55,891 ,297 2,576,767 5,147,164 - - ---
201102 50,987,036 2,298,355 4,688,159 - 1- -- ----- --
201103 57,388,306 2,562,265 5,280,401 

1-' - ----- - -_. 
201104 56,905,850 2,502,730 5,222,625 .. --
201105 58,503,565 2,556,912 5,354,519 - - - - - - -- ._------
201106 55,870,746 2,417,886 5,109,031 -- --- -- - -. -
201107 56,901 ,749 2,399,793 5,154,712 --. 
201108 55,905,456 2,360,942 5,086,556 .. 1- _. ._------ -_ .. -
201109 52,988,803 2,263,750 4,832,112 -. - .. -- . - -
201110 54,103,368 2,372,217 4,965,216 

-- -- - -
201111 52,324,956 2,390,367 4,850,512 -
201112 53,317,655 

I-
2,489,070 4,950,414 -- --

201201 25,084,959 1,212,968 2,333,481 1 . - - -' - --- - -201202 24,344,700 1,147,242 2,253,106 - _. --. -- -
201203 26,717,705 1,254,263 2,488,683 - - - .-
201204 26,346,027 1,213,367 2,450,977 

- -
201205 26,415,862 1,202,274 2,454,224 - -- - .-
201206 24,966,833 1,135,920 2,314,820 .- ---
201207 24,873,885 1,133,417 2,300,968 .. - - --------- -
201208 23,881 ,279 1,092,813 2,200,659 

'- . .- - .. ~ 
201209 23,142,659 1,078,032 2,153,356 . - - -
201210 23,944,555 1,139,825 2,236,931 - --
201211 22,975,028 1,114,581 2,157,861 - - -- - .-
201212 23,661,721 1,154,821 2,226,542 - -201301 50,411,028 2,491,809 4,732,382 - - - -- --. 
201302 47,012,182 2,282,229 4,403,352 - - .-
201303 

1 
53,179,590 2,511,970 4,963,520 - --- ._----

201304 54,373,614 2,532,329 5,073,161 
'- -

201305 56,546,744 2,630,508 5,249,826 
- --

4 



Date Product Lbs Grade B Fat Lbs Grade B 

201306 

201307 

201308 

201309 

201310 

201311 

201312 

201401 

201402 

201403 

201404 

201405 

201406 

201407 

201408 

201409 

201410 

201411 

201412 

201501 

201502 

201503 

201504 

201505 

201506 

. 

53,493,159 

52,074,618 

51 ,914,909 

49,442,885 

51 ,037,413 

50,373,121 

52,618,968 

14,389,383 

13,280,642 

13,962,497 

13,873,607 

14,780,799 

14,689,017 

14,896,291 

14,492,604 

13,076,427 

13,628,379 

12,581,647 

12,151,230 

34,888,727 

32,701,263 

36,936,713 

36,522,084 

37,605,277 

35,489,749 

• SNF Pounds not collected prior to September 2008 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 

2,472,281 

2,370,007 

2,398,842 

2,334,018 

2,456,463 

2,461 ,751 

2,596,042 

689,963 

623,402 

648,961 

636,769 

667,119 

655,515 

654,077 

641,944 

595,247 

645,811 

613,010 

602,332 

1,693,295 

1,551 ,411 

1,733,691 

1,709,163 

1,742,825 

1,624,528 

SNF Lbs Grade B* 

4,951 ,592 

4,801 ,153 

4,810,168 

4,604,043 

4,808,015 

4,767,265 

4,985,667 

1,359,379 

1,249,086 

1,309,169 

1,300,467 

1,377,981 

1,367,272 

1,375,219 

1,340,381 

1,206,606 

1,271 ,201 

1,180,090 

1,138,927 

3,275,399 

3,061 ,781 

3,457,116 

3,417,753 

3,506,415 

3,296,822 

CDFA-P 
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MONTH 

IFEBRUAR' 
I MARCH 

IMARCH 
MARCH 

~~ 
~~ 
MARCH 

~ 
APRIL 

APRIL 
APRIL 

APRIL 

APRIL 
APRIL 
,APRIL 
,APRIL 

IAPRIL 

IAPRIL 
IMAY 

I MAY 

IMAY 
IMAY 

IMAY 

IMAY 
IMAY 

IMAY 
IMAY 

IMA' 
IJUNE 
IJUNE 

IJUNE 

IJUNE 
IJUNE 

UNE 

'UNE 
'UNE 

'UNE 
JUNE 
my 
IULY 

IULY 

IULY 

JULY 
IULY 

JULY 

IULY 

JULY 

JULY 

POUNDS OF PRODUCER MILK AND QUOTA FOR THE VARIOUS HAULING REGIONS1 • BY MONTH 
January 2012-June 2015 

HAULING REGION 

2012 
2012 Ch'ooArea 

2012 I 

2012 I ,D"go 

2012 North Ba, 
2012 North: ,Valle, 

2012 North: I 

2012 I 
2012 

2012 ,Joaq"'o Valle, 

20" 
2012 
2012 
~ Ilmpe,'al 5," Diego 

2012 :North Ba, 

2012 INorth I 

2012 INorth ,Vall" 
2012 , Valley and So"", Ba, 

2012 Isao Jadolo "'ea 

2012 ISOOlh Sao I 
2012 
2012 , 

2012 IH"mbo~1 "'ea 
2012 Ilmp,,'al San [);ego 

2012 

2012 II 

2012 I North Sao Joaq"'o Valle, 
2012 ,Valle, and So"'h Ba, 

2012 ''''ea 
2012 So"'h ,Vall" 
2012 

2012 Ch'no"'" 
2012 I 

2012 I , D"go 
2012 North Ba, 

2012 North: ,Va'e, 
2012 North: I I 

2012 , Vall" and So"'h Ba, 
2012 San, 

2012 ,Joaq"'n Valley 
2012 

2012 Ch'oo "'ea 
2012 I 

2012 
2012 North Ba, 

2012 ,North I ,Va'e, 
2012 'North ,Valley 

2012 II ,Ba, 

2012 IS," J,,'rno "'ea 
2012 , 

2012 IBa,,'ow!\<ea 
2012 , 

2012 IH"mbold''''ea 
2012 Ilmpe'al Sao 0'000 
2012 INorth Bey 

2012 INorth I 
2012 INorth San Joaq"n Vall" 
2012 , Valle, and So"", Ba, 

2012 IS," Jadrno"'" 

2012 ISo"'h: I 
2012 
2012 , 

2012 IH"mbold' "'ea 
2012 limpe,'al Sao D'ego 

2012 I North Ba, 

2012 I 
2012 

2012 ,Valle, aodSo"", Bay 

2012 

2012 ISo"'h San Joaq"'n Valle, 

MONTHL' POUNDS 

Mil. Fa' SNF a"0~:O::98 ~ 

1, 

1,059,07< 2,477,2571 

719,18' 
635,30' 

1,909,71C 

1,425,262 

1,970,116 4,852,574 

165,364 365,726 
94,023 235,914 

1,299,282 3,058,521 

431 ,305 1,048,469 

9,691,359 

998,638 2,424,235 

70,67~ ,~ ~ 
1,991,422,8691 ",~0~,964~~28l,,610,720 

27,389,953 1,011,319 571,486 1,393,172 

1,866,432 4,598,30' 
~0,018 154,695 342,131 

~~~ ::~~~ ,,2~~ 2~ 

1, 

59,957,4T 
51,869,231 

18,489,18' 

49,460,1l( 

105:064'T.l 

12~1 
20,764,728 

16,131,700 

72,417,631 
2,055,118,300 

l' 

14,316,629 

21 ,303,3111 

9,742,2961 
54,724,7911 

1,819,859 403,479 980,826 

92,581,751 9,070,311 2~ 

3,826,390 934,210 2;'67,833 

7~ 17~ ,103,109 2,699,94: 

1,073,657 610,898 1,489,253 

4,84~r_-,-;'11~ '923lg'' 740 f__--" ", ,;;9 .. 47""',',4~21f__-4:o;;~" 
720,157 1,561,952 165,364 365,726 
657,348 1,522,987 94,023 235,914 

2,221,28C 5,340,150 1,294,791 3,048,249 

~97f 431, 105 ,048,469 

42,199,232 9,691,669 23,468,471 

2,650,111 

755,10' 
608,40; 

40,20~ 
3,874,4961 

1,140,991 

829,2101 
612,521 

1,884,226 

3,890,032 

2,531,3331 

849,670 

538,918 
1,966,503 
1,734,752 

3,820,266 

2,37~ 
69,571 ,9691 

951,451 

864,49< 

353,3951 

1,733,6451 

9,737,797 998,638 2,424,235 
6,495,116 1,191,886 2,916,218 

1,693,737 28,740,178 
2,867,280 591,192 1,441,212 

1,884,601 4,645,033 

1,~9,342 160,029 353,929 

~ '-----;-;2 901,,990~C____;;_;2~281,,3o;;_J04 
4,904,439 1,253,024 2,949,919 

417,392 1,014,~7 

96,40~ __ 9:o;',,379;;:'~,,98':+_-~ 22" ",129,7" 
9,336,7261 966,424 2,346,034 

1,153,438 2,822,146 

176,45~ 11,312,455 
2,842,95( 613,430 1,495,453 

11,171,142 1,;:~,~ _~ 
1,858,9'" , •• , •• ,-365~726 

,,45~~---.-~ 944~"m123+---;;-;~ 
4,954,5631 1,299,205 3,059,222 

431 ,305 1,048,469 

99,710, a-I _-=.c9",8~06,573'_=;;7,23,7"2,,~'48 
9,518, 998,638 2,424,235 

6,378, :;t--1-----.,,1~,1911,,8~86-""',,~ 
181,612, 11,557,757 .i403,i66 
1~: iC;;,m77l"'1f__----;-25931,,'~"'42:~-.;c ", ,42;4i,,21~: 

1,884,601 4,645,033 

1,893,650 160,029 353,929 

1,281.004 90,990 228,304 
1,257,295 2,960,537 

9~~=9~,44~9021~,,:,~~~=~'~,012~'31~""~ 47~' 
~ 966,424 2,346,034 

16::~::~ ~ 2,813,146 

2,364,635 613,430 1,495,453 
1,883,033 4,635,687 

1,897,1~ 158,822 351,554 

858,453 g4,023 235,914 

4,850,221 1,299,205 3,059,222 

~367 43~ 1,047,437 
95,057,60 9,780,470 

~ 
2,889,346 

CDFA-Q 



CDFA-Q 

2 



CDFA-Q 

3 



IMONTH YEAR HAUUNG REGION 

2013 INo<1h 

~ 2013 
OcTOBER 2013 ISa, 

, a'" South Bay 

2013 South Sa' Joa,w. Valley 
2013 
2013 

~ 2013 H_''''''a 
NOVEMBER 2013 1"-",1 Sao [l;ego 

20.3 No<1hBay 
2013 
20.3 

20'3 
2013 

~~South 
~ ::~ C~oo A<ea 

, VaBey 

2013 I""""" Sao [l;ego 

~f--ffii 
~~ 
~ 2013 Sa" 

~ 201. 
201. ICNoo .... a 
2014 

,VaBey 

, Valley ..... South Bay 

20.4 [l;ego 

2014 IN_Bay 
2014 IN_ 
201. IN_ 
2014 
2014 ISa, 
201. ISouth 1 

2014 

, a'" South Bay 

MONTHLY POUNDS 

Milk I Fot SNF 

1 .... ~0271 70~ 
r.S27.3211 653.209j 

674.3461 

293.8381 •.. ""~~ 
.' .265.'89 1.65O,029j 

8 ,416,.'" 

5,762,4'5 

~4"1 
S'7,8921 

10,411 ,706 
943,516 

,282,"7 

,796 

,38< ,3'" 
1<' ,OSl 
90 ,990 

1.202 726 
346,086 

913.080 

1.300.191 

:~ 
29.125.211 

3*' 329, .... 

22 • . 304 

2.834 .... 7 

2~ 
::~ 

1 ...... 2.m 11.481.065 

IS.127,581 

l .o:.~ 

1.210,17' 

98,.21 .35' 

~'" 
53.000.392 

.... 905 333.556 806.960 

1.430.510 3,511 .160 

m. ~+-_-=333I' i;';7I'09 
332.1" ns."". --..:023 235.91. 

623,7S' 

3,225.714 

29~ 
3.405,412 

296.S73_ 
213,06< 

201. , Valley a'" SouIh Bay 3, 8,534.· . , = :~: ~hsan~ ... ·a , "OO~~ 7~~~~ 1 ..... 51.1 1~ 2'::960 

MAR"H 20 •• Cnoo .... a '~~ 3.S1 • . 431 """'~ 1,535,407 3.nO.278 
MARCH 20.4 .7.685.47i 71S,7321 1.575 .... j ~ 

~ :::NorthBay Ilieoo ...... 1'" 1 .:~-----:~"; ;;~I 1.'::~!~ ~ 
~ 2014 IN""" 1 48 ,60~, ~ 35'.106 Bn:669 
::::~~ ::: IN_ , ..... South Bay 1,36.j ~::::j '~ 25:~~ 
iMAR~~ ::: ISan. 73,071,7S7 2,580,'79 1~;;t---:29;;;:;~ 

.20'4 20.2S~ _--::-::723~,~",:31 3-°_-.; .'c;' 29,13511_--:~,.:; .:~ 780.'29 

r;::~::~--+~ :"~:.4EH""~bok11"""""" "",aC:-:-___ -+_----':""~:: 3.::~' I __ -,,:~~: I •. ~::;; ~ 
j~ 20.. Imparial Sao [l;ego .-;s58. .. , 345.1 855 .• 26 90.990 ~ 

201. North Bay 51.171.18< ~.' _---=4""".5617"'.0"'O'f-7_-" '1 ,,~IS7r,.='54f-_,:,22.7sO,561. ~:::::-t 
2014 North 'VaUey 1.756,57' L • . 107.531 347.522 844519 

~ 201. No<1h Sa, Joaqw. Valley 10.014.715 24.29' 
APRIL 2014 'Valley a'" South Bay ' .305,179 "5.515 2.147,233 
APRIL 2014 ,Area S,463.'" 1.322.975 

APRIL 201. South I I 2.~~ 75,08~ 1~. 
MA' 2014 ••• 485 •• 57 71S .• 30j ~ 333,556 806.960 

~ 2014 Chino .... . 1,535 .• 07 3,nO.". 
2014 22.341 .791 .... 381 1.999,,",, 130.'48 287,246 

IMAY 201. Ilieoo ' .• 12.128 347.22' 871 ."'" 94.023 235.'1< 

IMAY 2014 North Bay ' .937,3951 • . 69~ __ .:.e1;I.20~,0~59_--,2o;"'" :;;2'~ • .252 
IMAY 2014 :North 1 1.7 .... 91 . ,189.22< 35'.106 872.'" 

IMAY2014 1.14'237~:t---_~'02~, 4B1 
IMAY 201. ,."'SouthBay 103.236 .• 7.j ' 3.796.297 ' .183.0061 
IMAY 20 •• ISa,. 2,660,487 

~+-~~ iM7.857 3.523:i1O 

CDFA-Q 
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IMoN~H-~H::::j~YEAR~ HAUUNG REGION 
!MAY 2014 South S," Joa."'o Vall,y 

~ 2014 

JUNE 2014 Ch'" M" 
JUNE 2014 

JUNE 2014 lD'ogo 
JUNE 2014 North Bay 

~ 2014 Nort" ,Vall,y 

2014 Nort" 

~ 2014 
;JUNE 2014 '5,", 

IJUNE 2014 ,Joa."'O Vall,y 

IJUL' 2014 IBac,low Mea 
IJULY 2014 
!-JULy 2014 

IJUL 2014 Ilmp,nal 5," 0"90 
IJUL Y 2014 INorth Bay 

IJULY 2014 INorth ,Valley 

IJULY 2014 INorth 
IJULY 2014 I 'Bay 
IJULY 2014 IS," Jaciolo M" 

IJULY 2014 15m"" , 
IAUGUST 2014 

IAUGUS' 2014' 
AUGUS' 2014 IH""'''''~I M" 
AUGUS' 2014 I'mp,nal 5," Di'90 
AUGUS' 2014 I North Bay 
AUGUST 2014 II 
AUGUS' 2014 

AUGUS' 2014 

AUGUS' 2014 

,Joaq"o Va',y 

,Vall'yaod So,,", Bay 

'M" 
AUGUS' 2014 South 

2014 

2014 Ch'oo M" 
2014 H"",""~I M" 
2014 Imp,naIS," 0"90 
2014 North Bay 

2014 North' 
2014 North Sao 

2014 ,Vall,y ,"d So,,", Bay 
2014 

2014 So"'h Sao Joaq"'n Val.y 

~~~: ~M" 
2014 
2014 10,,,0 

2014 North Bay 

2014 Nort" 
2014 Nort" 

,Vall,y 

2014 , Vall,y and So,,", Bay 
2014 5,", 

2014 ,Joaq"'n Vall,y 
2014 Ba",low Noa 

2014 ,Ch'no M" 
2014 

2014 Ilmp,nal 5," Di'go 
2014 INorth Bay 
2014 INorth 

2014 INorth 

2014 

2014 Is'" I 
2014 
2014 

2014 I 

, Valley 

2014 IH"mbo~'M" 

,2014 lim''''al Sao 01"0 
2014 INorth B,y 
2014 INorth I 

2014 INorth San Joaq"'o Vall,y 

'Bay 

2014 ,Vall,y and So,,", Bay 

2014 ISao J,,'nto M'" 
2014 I So",", I 

2015 
2015 I 

MUk 

8,596,01' 

44,1O~ 
1,087,911,6221 

l00,33~ 

63,773,2" 

17,421,94' 

76,200,1151 

51,259,5631 

4~ 
1,028,992,1051 

1~1 
79,979,864 

5~ 
44~ 

1,068,294,515 

67,1710±, 

18,786,645 

MONTHU POUNDS 

Fa' SNF Q"otaF" ~ 
11,798,310 ~ 

658,461 

3,097,131 

863,7S! 

329,8881 

1,897,3221 

4~~ 
2,326,71; 

646,097 
2,971,000 

~ 
2,002,408 

4~ 
3,826,81: 

2,284,847 

633,995 
2,919,016 

826,399 

302,783 
2,006,927 

1,636,936 

3,677,91 ' 

609,0491 

78~ 
300,4" 

1,935,68' 

1,61~ 
38,016,2161 

679,191 

806,556 

334,141 

1,705,54; 

8,030,75< 

1,932,141 

821,107 

3,922T.l 
98,313, 

1,667,m 

322,796 780,929 
1,485,878 3,648,656 

125,950 277,980 

90,990228,304 
1,77,141 2,715,174 

347,52: 844,519 

885,515 2,147,230 
1,413,406 3,438,671 

11,398,105 

333,556 806,960 

1,535,407 3,770,278 

1,902~ __ 1~301,,'~48_-;2c;:;87'S,,246 
175,7s( 94,023 235,914 

1,216,379 2,867,680 

1O,~:~;;-r---,~""'" 
915,032 2,218,808 

5,877,3" 1,520,770 3,698,240 
28,821,538 

1,662,5" 336,109 813,160 

1,510,155 3,707,395 

1~3-__ ~,,,r,59:85 __ ~ 281"'2'1046 
767,066 94,023 235,914 

1,216,379 2,867,680 

o~ 359,106 872,669 
,3,520,8431 10,347,480 

8,896,457 '15,032 2,218,808 
5,640,141 ,520,770 3,698,240 

,747,417 

~:::!:~:O '*' 3* 
'~;~Tsl __ .:.,;" 9O~8~,":;;;;;--!--:~~:~:Ci:~ ;;:;--J~ 
4,543,170 ,77,141 2,715,174 

3,799~ 347,5" ~ 
91,395,168 24,306,818 

8,294,175 882,477 2,139,745 
5,298,083 1,543,754 3,755,567 

11,328,548 

1,677,526 33E,109 813,160 
7,088,994 I,4BC 195 3,634,910 

1,689,536 "',599 270,412 

80~_--;-;:_ "o-i,~0231--____;~ 235,-;;;;9",4;0-1 
4,732,1071 1,2lE,379 2,867,680 

3,977,9371 ,~ 25~ 

911,8" 2,211,070 
1,601,237 3,896,253 

11,675,22; 

691,113 ''68Cl2';;t-_;--;3;;;25�S'':267+------;;-~7861,,'92~9 
6,846,4" 1,405,286 3,450,226 

793,63; 1,630,44' 118,644 261 ,689 

343,22' 818,9201 90,990 228,304 

1,985,122 4,6291' ,,::~:;;-t_--"-"21751""ii:174;-J 
4~c.c,84 :;t----6----:~"" :~:~:_----;::' 3,-,,8~34, _~'~ 844,519 

1,043,672,345 39,887,L.. 94,241, 

78,021,BO 

98,83~ 
69,291,9651 

3,647,06' 8,582, I !~,4;77~_", 2~, 
2,386,752 5,893, 3,785,567 

734,998 

2,930,469 
776,451 

353,m 
2,047,,," 

1,765,571 

745,4BC 

1,727,264 
6,983,501 

8,911,900 

6,219,408 
174,141,530 

1,749,238 

7,170,693 

336,109 813,160 

1,452,128 3,565,234 

12~:;;-t __ ~ 21170;,;,'.-,4;;-;1:12;--{ 
94,023 235,914 

1,216,379 2,867,680 
359,106 872,669 

911,893 2,211 ,070 

1,607,481 3,911,753 

11,688,407 

336,109 813,160 
1,452,128 3,565,234 

CDFA- Q 
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[MONTH 

~ 
IMARCH 

I"'RiL 
IAPRIL 

IAPRIL 

IAPRIL 

IAPRIL 

IAPRIL 

IAPRIL 

IAPRIL 

IAPRIL 

IAPRIL 

IMAY 
IMAY 
IMAY 
MAY 
MAY 
MAY 
MAY 
MA' 
MAY 
MAY 

YEAR I 

2015 _boIdl Ate. 

20'5 1m""'" San o;,go 
2015 

* * 2Oi5 South San . 
2015 ~ 
2015 C_""'a 
2015 
2015 [);ego 

~ ~: ~ay ,v,"~ * Sao . 'V,"~ .... South Bay 

2015 South Sao. 
2015 

2015 C"""He' 

2015 ISao . 
2015 

2015 I".''' ....... 
2015 
2015 
2015 1'm_' S", [);ego 

2015 IN""" 'V.,~ 
2015 IN""" San. 
2015 ,a"" S_ Bay 
2015 IS," . 
2015 ISouth: w.ney 
2015 
2015 
2015 H"",boId1Afea 

2015 Imperial S", o;,go 

2015 ,Bay 

2015 "" .. 

IUNE 2015 

r:::~S-~;--I-* CN"" .... 

~ ::~ [>000 

r.;;~~~;--+*-,;; ~:: WaDey 

JNI 2015 , Vaney a"" South Bay 

JNI 2015 ,Sao . 
JNI 2015 

Mil. F" SNF I Quota Fat Quo" SNF 

'::~~:: l-1---2:~::"':'~oll-_'''''''':~: I '~~ ~~:::: 
!~: ;;;r1-7.~ 4.718.2 .. 1 ~ ~ 

2.740.445 1.311.600 3,220.211 

'~ _-,~=.!':.~83-9515 __ ...! IIS··463m""~'.:=t;~ __ '';2;:':·~7~2<35 __ 7.; :~'~:'08424: 
.~ 1.827.193 I,Ongo5 ~ 
42.812,832 1.624,142 324.354 -'88.217 

~3.482.5C ~~~;: ~ 
2.380.307 1.'51.918 

1.095 
3.533.196 

1.834.017.386 
750,996 1.851.83< '~ ~ 

~_-",:3'··:::;c.;r~·,,08599 :;t-,~~: 1--'S'I··::2.5;;;;;12998+-....:o~% 

" .031 .71 
~719 867~;;t--;-;;;:*~=:J?::~:2~! 

1,105.432~ ~8531 98.931.018 
100.916.667 3.783.80 

6.791 .1311 1.607.'" 3.911.753 
2.071 .915)361 76.279.m 28.791 .m 

752.215 1.841 .416 325.267 786.929 

~~,820 3--1----'2~.944~~". _-;7S,4n'.7331_--,I'S.'05;S;)86t-_~3.'50",.Z2;.\6 
20.353,7181 838: ... j 1.825.351 118._ 261.68' 

4:::::' I 1::::9041 4,::::: ~~:~ 
1.070.87i,i2i ~=140t--,24~"'7.14'2:7r:.7~40 

100.505-:;-;; 9,016.787 ----....633 2.154.745 

7 •. , ~ ~~;;;;::;),836;;;r-7.".55;:;;:5~ 3.785.867 
2.013. '.701 _ 73.66'.645j 179,889,187 11.333.974 

'.111 

'~370 
1.104~161 

,381 1.861.735 336~ .. '1009 
7.651 .248 1.452. 

.31' 1."'.041 122, 

~ 4~ -.,::~~; 
1.681.0201 359.106 

813,160 
3.585.234 

270.412 
235,91' 

2 .n~ 
872:669 

40.",!~ 98.'''.517 
3."'. 2~ 

918.254 2.: 

2.0~~T--;';73~,' 6.704~ 
179.993.052j 

1.607.481 3.911 .7" 
11.713 2~ 

701.940 
2.nO.'" 

866.487 
7,046.886\ 

54~ 315.368 4.~~~ 

325.287 786,929 

1.~::: 3.:~ 

1.1~~~ 2.¥.lW, 
347.521 42 .137~ 1.551.173 3."~ "'.519 

1.037.417.744 92,209.533j 

103.088~ _-;3C;' •• 75~'1"9'46 __ ~ .' •• ~'67: I '~.6"t--7.i.l;;:;"'~.745 
70.364.993 2.'07.709 6.210. ~ 

67,541.975 27:B62.8i6 

, The areas used ate based on the Hauling Survey. The areas are cflSpiayed on the map that can be found at the Ir* below. 
http://wwwcdfa ca govfdairyfpdflhaull2OO6'~fIkMovementMap pdf 

Sot¥ce: COFA Mik p~ Branch 

• 

CDFA-Q 
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Average Number of Market Milk Farms, by Area 

With More Than 315,000 lbs of Milk Production Per Month 

By Hauling Area, 2012-2015 

Hauling Area 1 2012 2013 2014 2015 YTD 

Barstow Area 10 9 8 8 

Chino Area 70 56 S2 51 

Humboldt Area 21 22 22 24 

Imperial/San Diego 7 5 5 5 

North Bay 6S 63 65 67 

North Sacramento Valley 3S 31 31 30 

North San Joaquin Valley 531 492 494 479 

Sacramento Valley / South Bay 70 68 69 66 

San Jacinto Area 27 25 24 24 

South San Joaquin Valley 565 537 534 528 

Total 1400 1308 1303 1281 

'The areas used are based on the CDFA Hauling Survey. 

The areas are displayed on the map that can be found at the link below. 

http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairv/pdf/hauI/2008/MilkMovementMap.pdf 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 

CDFA - R 



Date 

200001 

200002 

200003 

200004 

200005 

200006 

200007 

200008 

200009 

200010 

200011 

200012 

200101 

200102 

200103 

200104 

200105 

200106 

200107 

200108 

200109 

200110 

200111 

200112 

200201 

200202 

200203 

200204 

200205 

200206 

200207 

200208 

200209 

200210 

200211 

200212 

200301 

200302 

Bulk Milk from California Cooperatives 
Diverted to Out of State Plants 

January 2000-June 2015 

Product Pounds Fat Pounds SNF Pounds' 

11,327,208 414,257 -
11,078,450 411,743 -
12,465,321 466,010 -
16,924,527 608,682 -

18,654,604 656,564 -

17,412,840 605,901 -

18,096,713 629,603 -
15,276,833 536,916 -
14,278,880 514,315 -

16,655,361 606,090 -
17,025,571 635,407 -
17,301,347 648,881 -
19,485,311 745,714 -
16,494,170 618,075 -

19,647,305 741,182 -

15,251,455 556,178 -
13,964,344 513,207 -
12,286,535 453,647 -
11,787,922 432,968 -
14,948,689 549,989 -
13,170,609 486,242 -

14,364,914 548,553 -
15,229,025 602,062 -

17,889,160 697,416 -
21,944,049 825,295 -

22,413,170 829,822 -
26,152,490 955,655 -

26,036,624 939,140 -
27,412,738 975,889 -

28,021,875 991,248 -
20,603,658 705,691 -
21,456,214 749,597 -

1,841,457 65,201 -
27,831,130 1,006,647 -
26,347,869 982,998 -

30,584,658 1,146,640 -
29,922,461 1,112,913 -

25,200,644 920,296 -

CDFA- S 



Date 

200303 

200304 

200305 

200306 

200307 

200308 

200309 

200310 

200311 

200312 

200401 

200402 

200403 

200404 

200405 

200406 

200407 

200408 

200409 

200410 

200411 

200412 

20.9501 . 
200502 

200503 

200504 

200505 

200506 

200507 

200508 

200509 

200510 

200511 

200512 

200601 

200602 

200603 

200604 

200605 

200606 

200607 

Product Pounds Fat Pounds SNF Pounds· 

48,563,883 

39,707,013 

35,486,991 

24,601 ,148 --- - -
19,629,024 -- ---
15,814,431 

12,342,370 - -- --_.-
4,097,729 

1,801,494 

7,433,096 

1,266,318 

823,612 --- --- _._---
669,108 ---- - ----------1 
567,516 

447,701 -

147,693 -

3,037,364 113,133 
. -'-- - --._-----

5,408,834 202,144 

4,040,609 153,542 

4,527,174 

5,075,239 

3,422,998 

2,879,895 

9,852,784 

7,340,564 

5,147,002 - ---
4,316,207 

7,513,246 -- --
8,259,411 

9,151 ,690 

6 ,449,253 

7,543,555 

8,013,913 

9,374,058 

7,284,778 

4,675,814 

4,067,008 

3,479,401 - -.~---

3,890,609 

3,757,894 

4,392,744 

170,696 

184,613 

262,038 

98,111 
-

336,924 
-'- --

241 ,320 

170,687 

151 ,765 -------
276,519 -

- ---------- --.--
315,228 -

349,709 

245,132 -

277,641 -

288,070 -

315,880 

____ 245,498 _____________ -

162,463 -

136,726 

10~446 __ _ 

_ 1 ~~, 359 __ _ 

137,396 - ---.---- ---
161 ,869 

5,233,0::..:8:..:3_ 1 _____ ~19::..:5'_", 9:..:2:..:4+---
5,942,748 219,763 

8,439,920 

12,669,298 

15,1 94,738 

9,663,219 

7,209,569 

- -- 315,535 

._ _ _479:064 _____ . __ _ 

559,925 

343,094 

256,295 

7,155,301 248,182 

-----

-
-- -

COFA - S 
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CDFA-S 

Date Product Pounds Fat Pounds SNF Pounds' 

200608 26,833,183 919,385 

200609 27,632,191 946,705 

200610 29,725,640 1,046,168 

200611 28,574,470 1,027,237 

200612 30,645,920 8,419,045 

200701 26,710,435 955,222 

200702 31,443,933 1,147,762 

200703 37,602,470 1,369,291 

200704 36,542,848 285,342 

200705 32,985,561 1,166,977 

200706 32,575,065 1,126,377 

200707 13,919,036 509,718 

200708 15,375,645 573,277 

200709 13,840,120 501,827 

200710 17,724,573 663,784 

200711 12,118,711 461,588 

200712 12,042,417 468,700 

200801 12,730,735 493,370 

200802 10,455,274 409,409 

200803 20,939,064 795,912 

200804 15,411,151 585,508 

200805 11,354,291 424,682 

200806 18,191,512 1,451,225 

200807 11,470,062 410,340 

200808 9,606,608 351,159 

200809 8,177,573 313,142 725,463 

200810 7,476,483 293,763 667,033 

200811 9,024,094 355,533 800,390 
200812 11,202,984 424,805 997,692 

200901 6,350,537 236,790 561,379 

200902 10,407,215 394,613 917,701 

200903 14,478,155 551,990 1,273,403 

200904 12,689,374 467,304 1,113,553 

200905 4,839,869 173,942 422,353 

200906 6,108,788 218,022 528,749 

200907 622,033 23,186 54,559 

200908 4,196,923 147,981 361,608 

200909 3,932,186 139,588 341,306 

200910 4,834,044 180,177 425,659 

200911 1,684,841 63,681 149,059 
200912 401,284 15,940 35,489 

3 



CDFA-S 

Date Product Pounds Fat Pounds SNF Pounds' - -- - -- _.-.. ---
201001 1,098,367 42,568 95,613 ------ - --
201002 1,187,579 45,163 104,531 -
201003 1,088,203 40,152 95,513 ---
201006 123,914 4,870 11,015 ---- - - -------
201008 499,334 18,709 43,445 N_,_ - - - - - -
201009 1,090,014 44,880 97,939 -- - - - --- - --
201010 1,491,844 62,576 134,449 - ---- - - --.~- -----
201011 514,912 22,843 47,035 ------- - - -- ---
201012 87,611 4,160 8,229 -- ------- -
201101 709,692 29,912 64,337 
201102 1,356,577 56,404 122,717 --- - .. - - -
201103 1,707,368 66,475 154,114 --- - - - --
201104 6,960,710 251 ,984 616,652 -- ----- -- -
201105 2,301,290 81 ,246 204,190 - - - ---- ---------
201106 7,380,561 248,510 849,875 - -- ------ -------
201107 1,456,016 54,162 128,713 - -- ----- - - -
201108 1,859,984 72,523 165,071 

- - -- - --- --
201109 1,742,256 70,200 155,426 - - -- -
201110 1,061,303 45,485 96,243 - - - --- -- -
201111 337,509 14,221 30,409 -- -- --- ----
201112 232,192 10,049 21,308 - - - - - - -201201 1,865,991 68,031 166,629 - -- - -- -- - --
201202 2,930,989 105,418 262,224 - - ----- - ---
201203 5,805,973 198,189 519,562 - .. - -----
201204 4,916,880 164,763 437,289 - ----- - -- - -
201205 5,022,436 168,102 446,921 -- ---
201206 3,264,328 104,312 284,110 - - -- -- - ----- - ---
201207 1,918,308 63,516 167,689 - - - -
201208 209,100 6,994 18,432 -- - - -- - ----- -- ---
201304 1,914,437 72,289 169,491 - - -----
201305 539,836 19,760 47,211 - - - - - -•.. -- -
201306 620,096 21,714 53,168 - - - - - -
201309 93,248 4,277 8,508 - - ------
201310 561,820 22,116 49,993 ---- ---- -- -----
201311 105,434 4,207 9,495 - - - --- --- --
201312 3,290,097 130,003 296,167 - --- ----- -
201401 3,794,407 145,545 339,341 - -- - - -- --.-- -,- -, ._------- -
201402 9,863,553 367,114 877,420 --. --- -- -0 __ -

201403 12,960,996 467,419 1,153,044 
- ---

201404 8,827,499 319,769 779,729 - ---
201405 30,943,939 1,090,786 2,731,480 - - -- - -------- -
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Date Product Pounds Fat Pounds 

201406 5,293,789 189,326 

201407 6,657,873 235,298 

201408 22,571,752 814,156 

201409 30,492,061 1,120,279 

201410 25,042,147 916,541 

201411 23,009,317 817,076 

201412 24,629,836 842,843 

201501 26,204,648 905,473 

201502 22,018,593 774,684 

201503 34,201,034 1,212,493 

201504 33,230,035 1,158,084 

201506 23,167,939 815,926 

* SNF Pounds not collected prior to September 2008 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 

CDFA- S 

SNF Pounds· 

469,024 

584,754 

663,515 

2,690,648 

2,228,034 

1,997,329 

2,190,447 

2,330,176 

1,943,985 

3,012,100 

2,938,604 

2,045,429 
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CDFA- T 
California Handlers Reporting Production At Least One Month Of The Year 

2005 2015 

Handler City Handler City 

ADVANCE FOOD PRODUCT VISALIA 9TH STREET CHEESE INC, FOWLER 

ARIZA AUSENCIO PARAMOUNT ADVANCE FOOD PRODUCT VISALIA 

BAY VALLEY FOODS LLC CITY OF INDUSTRY AJAVA SYSTEMS INC TURLOCK 

BELFIORE CHEESE BERKELEY ARIZA AUSENCIO PARAMOUNT 

BELLWETHER FARMS LLC PETALUMA BAGNOLI MOZZARELLA HAWTHORNE 

BERKELEY FARMS INC HAYWARD BELFIORE CHEESE BERKELEY 

BOERSMA WILLIAM L TRAVER BELLWETHER FARMS LLC PETALUMA 

BORRELLI LATTICINI I FRESNO BERKELEY FARMS INC HAYWARD 

BROGUIERE'S FARM FRESH MONTEBELLO BLEATING HEART CHEESE LLC SEBASTOPOL 

BROWN COW WEST CORP ANTIOCH BROGUIERE'S FARM FRESH DAIRY MONTEBELLO 

BULK FARMS INC OAKDALE BULK FARMS INC OAKDALE 

CACIQUE INC CITY OF INDUSTRY CACIQUE INC CITY OF INDUSTRY 

CAL POLY CORPORATION SAN LUIS OBISPO CAL POLY CORPORATION SAN LUIS OBISPO 

CALIF STATE UNIV AGR FRESNO CALIFORNIA NATURAL PRODUCTS LATHROP 

CDI ARTESIA ARTESIA CDIARTESIA ARTESIA 

CDI FRESNO FRESNO CDI FRESNO FRESNO 

CDI LOS BANOS LOS BANOS CDI LOS BANOS LOS BANOS 

CDI TIPTON TIPTON CDI TIPTON BUTTER/POWDER TIPTON 

CDI TIPTON/UF PLANT TIPTON CDI TIPTON UF PLANT TIPTON 

CDITURLOCK TURLOCK CDITURLOCK TURLOCK 

CENTRAL VALLEY CHEES TURLOCK CDIVISALIA Visalia 
CHASE BROS DAIRY OXNARD CENTRAL COAST CREAMERY PASO ROBLES 

CLOVER-STORNETTA FARMS PETALUMA CENTRAL VALLEY CHEESE TURLOCK 

CONTINENTAL YOGURT GLENDALE CLARAVALE FARM CO PAICINES 

COWGIRL CREAMERY PT REYES CLOVER-STORNETTA FARMS PETALUMA 

CRYSTAL CREAM & BUTTER SACRAMENTO COWGIRL CREAMERY PTREYES 

DAIRY FARMERS OF AMERICA HUGHSON COWGIRL CREAMERY PETALUMA 

DAIRY FARMERS OF AMERICA CORONA CROWN NATURAL FOODS Hanford 
DAIRYMANS COOP CREAM TULARE CSU FRESNO AG FOUNDATION FRESNO 

DEA INC & ALTA DENA CITY OF INDUSTRY DAIRY GODDESS FARMSTEAD CHEESE LEMOORE 

DEAN FOODS BUENA PARK DE JONG HERMAN WILDOMAR 

DEAN FOODS CO OF CA BUENA PARK DEAN FOODS CO OF CA BUENA PARK 

DON FRANCISCO FOODS RIVERBANK DEAN FOODS COMPANY CITY OF INDUSTRY 

DREYERS GRAND ICE CREAM CITY OF COMMERCE DEAN FOODS OF SO CA LLC CITY OF INDUSTRY 

DRIFTWOOD DAIRY INC ELMONTE DFA HUGHSON HUGHSON 

F & A DAIRY OF CALIF NEWMAN DI STEFANO CHEESE POMONA 

FAGUNDES AGRIBUSINES HANFORD DOLE PACKAGED FOODS STOCKTON 

FARMDALE CREAMERY INC SAN BERNARDINO DON FRANCISCO FOODS MODESTO 

FAVORITE FOODS GUSTINE DRIFTWOOD DAIRY INC EL MONTE 

FISCALINI CHEESE CO MODESTO FAGUNDES AGRIBUSINES HANFORD 

FLEUR-DE-LAIT WEST CITY OF INDUSTRY FARMDALE CREAMERY INC SAN BERNARDINO 

FOOD4 LESS RIVERSIDE FARMDALE CREAMERY NONPOOL SAN BERNARDINO 

FORMAGGI DI FERRANTE BENICIA FISCALINI CHEESE CO MODESTO 

FOSTER DAIRY FARMS FRESNO FLEUR-DE-LAIT WEST CITY OF INDUSTRY 

FOSTER DAIRY FARMS MODESTO RALPHS GROCERY CO RIVERSIDE 
FRENTANO CHEESE CO, DOWNEY CRYSTAL - MODESTO MODESTO 

GALLO CATTLE COMPANY ATWATER GALLO CATTLE CO ATWATER 

GIOIA CHEESE SOUTH EL MONTE GIOIA CHEESE SOUTH EL MONTE 

GREEN VALLEY FOODS BARSTOW GREEN VALLEY FOODS BARSTOW 

GREGERSEN A & A SACRAMENTO HERITAGE CITY OF COMMERCE 

HILMAR CHEESE COMPANY HILMAR HILMAR CHEESE COMPANY HILMAR 

HOLLANDIA DAIRY INC SAN MARCOS HOLLANDIA DAIRY INC SAN MARCOS 

HP HOOD LLC SACRAMENTO HPHOOD LLC SACRAMENTO 
HUMBOLDT CREAMERY ASSOCIATION FORTUNA CRYSTAL-HUMBOLDT FORTUNA 

HUMBOLDT CREAMERY ASSOCIATION LOS ANGELES ICE CREAM PARTNERS USA TULARE 

ICE CREAM PARTNERS USA TULARE ITS IT ICE CREAM CO BURLINGAME 

IMPERIAL VALLEY CHEESE ELCENTRO JERSEYMAID MILK PRODUCERS CITY OF COMMERCE 
ITS IT ICE CREAM CO BURLINGAME KRAFT FOODS INC TULARE 

JERSEYMAID MILK PROD CITY OF COMMERCE LAND O'LAKES TULARE 

KRAFT FOODS INC TULARE LAND O'LAKES INC, ORLAND 
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CDFA T -
2005 2015 

Handler City Handler City 

VALLEY MILK MARKET INC MODESTO THRIFTY PAYLESS INC EL MONTE 

VELLA CHEESE CO OF CALIFORNIA SONOMA TOP 0 THE MORN FARMS INC TULARE 

WALLABY YOGURT AMERICAN CANYON TROPICALE FOODS INC ONTARIO 

WINCHESTER CHEESE CO WINCHESTER TULARE CULTURED SPECIALTIES TULARE 

YOPLAIT CARSON TURLOCK CHEESE ASSOCIATION TURLOCK 

UNIFIED WESTERN GROCERS LOS ANGELES 

VELLA CHEESE CD OF CALIFORNIA SONOMA 

VINTAGE CHEESE CO TRAVER 

WALLABY YOGURT AMERICAN CANYON 

WHITE WAVE CITY OF INDUSTRY 

YOPLAIT CARSON 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 
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California Class 1 Sales Out-Of-State 1 

January 2000 - December 2014 (In Gallons) 

Year 
Total Class 1 Sales 

",omll 
Out-Of-State 

2000 1 """ ?70 
2000- FebrUarY -'1"~ 

2000 MarCh 1.653.171 
2000 Aoril 
2000 ii8V 11. 0 
2000 une 0 

2000 ulv 1.770.698 
2000 = 1 
2000 1.928.784 

200C 2.027.703 
2000 1.911,939 
2000 1.705.192 
2000 .790 

2001 ~ 
2001 I~ ,684,239 
2001 I March 2."'''' o~" 

2001 IADriI ~ 
2001 IMav 2,184.011 
2001 IJune 2,105.247 

2001 rJUiV ~ 
2001 = , ?"O 00" 

2001 1.971,785 
2001 1,911]64 
2001 2,148,256 
2001 1 ,937,434 
2001 ?~ OA" "?,, 

2002 ~ 1, , 19 
2002 = 2,127,544 
2002 IM"rr.h , ~?" ~"" 

2002 IAoril ~ 
2002 rMaV 1,755.784 

2002 June 1.550.712 
2002 JUiV 1.738.171 
2002 IA= 1.770.953 

2002 1.944.095 
2002 2042752 
2002 1.635.746 

2002 1,491,5i1 
20 0: ~ 
2C 0: 1,617,449 
2Cm 1 AAO ?"" 

200S IM8.i'Ch 1 
2003 IADiiI 1.589.936 

2003 IMav ~~ 
2003 r:JlJile 1 ""0 """ 

2003 IJuiv 1 "A~ ~?~ 
2003 I A"n"o+ 1B94T95 

2003 ri'iJer 1 "on """ 
7003 1.719.288 
2003 ~ 
2003 I U"~"" IL"" 1 ,748,437 

CDFA - U 



California Class 1 Sales Out-Of-State 1 

January 2000 - December 2014 (In Gallons) 

Year 

~ )3 
)4 
04 

2004 
1004 
:004 
1004 
2004 
2004 
2004 
2004 
2004 
2004 
2004 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 
2005 
21 
21 
21 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2006 
2007 
2007 
2007 
2007 
2007 
2007 
2007 
2007 
2007 
2007 
2007 

IAoril 
IMav 
IJune 

lulv 

.I~nll~rv 

IApril 
I May 
June 
July 

IAoril 
May 
June 
July 

IApril 
IMav 
IJune 

luly 
~ugust 

Total Class 1 Sales 
Out-Of-State 

19,70.1:187 
1 ' aa" 
1 IAA7 

" 1 7~ ',541 
1 f\7 14:5 
1 
1.741 118 
1 IQiii; 

1.638,100 
1,71'1.425 
1,74: ':7sO 
1,81 917 

21 
1 
1 ' ,' 
1.9811.150 
1 Cf\M 

1 , "'51 
1,811:.217 
1 ~ 
2031 i.180 
7 ,,, .. ? 

1 ,7911:783 
1,rr ,578 
1 ,n nAn 

. 2~~,479 

1 ?'31 

1~679 
1~,300 
1 R7!i 173 
2,031 "52 
1,821 117 
1 R!i: ' R77 
1,73' .402 

1 ' """ 
1-:693.781 
1lQ1.703 

21 
1 R> 777 

1 

1 I'iiiii" 

1 f\R0879 
1 = 
1.704.209 
2.027.086 
1,873--:t14 
ill7,372 
1.824.194 

CDFA- U 
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California Class 1 Sales Out-Of-State 1 

January 2000 - December 2014 (In Gallons) 

Year 

2007 
2007 
200B 
200B 
200B 
200B 
200B 
200B 
200B 
200B 
200B 
200B 
200B 
200B 
2008 
2009 
2009 
2009 
2009 
2009 
2009 
2009 
2009 
2009 
2009 
2009 
2009 
2009 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 
2010 

110 
111 
111 

2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 
2011 

,M",lth 

IJanuary 

I March 
IAprii 
IMay 
IJune 
July 

December 

January 

,v,arc" 
April 

IMay 
June 
July 

Jctober 

April 
IMay 
June 
July 
"", '0' 

F, 
: March 
iAprii 
IMay 
IJune 
IJuly 

Total Class 1 Sales 
Out-Of-State 

1,761,B47 
21 ?,,? n? .. 

1,700,032 
1,729,10B 
1,747,449 
1,943,902 

1,nnR,?OR 

1,906,515 
2,111,137 
1,Q04,4Q:l 
2,134,9B4 
1,B27,173 
1,902,546 

22,479,06B 
1, Q:l<; Q<;n 
1,B06,7'I2 
2,004,B19 
1,929,527 
1,95B130 

1,922,614 
1,BBB,120 
1,B11,511 
1,7! 
1,700,7BO 

2251 ~:--I 
17· 
16: 
1,7B5,337 
1,710,676 
1,5B9,742 
1,710,305 

2,051,454 
1,B19,B21 
1,793~ 
1,79B,026 
1,B77,501 

21,461,794 
1 
1,632,724 
1, 14,246 
1, )7,001 
1 lR,n4Q 

1,791,995 
1,7B9,,,n<; 
1,610,113 
1,662,656 

GDFA - U 
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California Class 1 Sales Out-Of-State 1 

January 2000 - December 2014 (In Gallons) 

Year Month 
Total Class 1 Sales 

Out-Of-State 

2011 November 2,082,339 
2011 December 2078,116 
2011 20998,410 
2012 January 1,784,262 
2012 February 1,627,031 
2012 March 1,614,588 
2012 April 1,563,739 
2012 Mav 1,634,030 
2012 June 1,531,208 
2012 JulII 1,730,290 
2012 AUaust 2,091,585 
2012 September 1,435,704 
2012 October 1,679,563 
2012 November 1,527,414 
2012 December 1,507,971 
2012 19727385 
2013 Januarv 1,562,720 
2013 Februarv 1,367,364 
2013 March 1,604,080 
2013 Amil 1,511,438 
2013 Mav 1,859,191 
2013 June 1,773,317 
2013 JUiv 1,881,688 
2013 AUQust 1,880,969 
2013 SeDtember 1,688,815 
2013 October 2,060,309 
2013 November 1,829,325 
2013 December 2,125,157 
2013 21144 373 
2014 January 2,161,144 
2014 February 2,077,169 
2014 March 2,399,891 
2014 April 1,940,047 
2014 Mav 1,946,725 
2014 June 2,262,603 
2014 Julv 2,480,802 
2014 AUaust 1,946,816 
2014 . September 2,162,889 
2014 October 2,402,854 
2014 November 2,447,130 
2014 December 2,516,858 
2014 26744 928 

1 Includes all whole, reduced fat, lowfat, and skim market 
milk product sales 

Source: CDFA Dairy Marketing Branch 

CDFA-U 
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CDFA- V 

Bulk Milk, Skim, or Cream Transferred by 
Cooperatives to Out of State Plants 

January 2000-June 2015 

Date Product Pounds·· Fat Pounds SNF Pounds· 
200001 6 ,465,320 2,702,655 --
200002 284,620 114,549 -
200003 290,220 110,962 -
200004 7,745,800 3,245,672 --
200005 12,530,310 5,227,622 -

-
200006 11 ,452,290 4,776,306 -... -- - -

200007 12,785,220 5,296,479 --
200008 8,136,870 3,348,019 --
200009 6 ,393,850 2,646,884 --
200010 5,039,490 2,083,106 -
200011 5,659,340 2,321,358 -
200012 5,162,060 2,164,165 -.. 
200101 9,488,100 4,184,962 - -
200102 9,359,880 4,099,118 -

- -
200103 10,682,498 4,744,926 --
200104 10,846,980 4,773,282 --. 
200105 14,223,730 5,791,763 -
200106 12,758,860 5,628,121 -
200107 11 ,253,580 4,902,193 -. 
200108 11 ,702,780 5,148,209 -- -
200109 11 ,923,240 5,233,420 -.•.. -.. . .. -. 
200110 6,980,020 3,257,797 -
200111 9,370,300 4,434,816 -.-
200112 7 ,957,970 3,683,247 -- - -
200201 13,370,730 4 ,986,999 -- - - - 1-- --
200202 14,203,517 4 ,127,476 -- - -
200203 16,573,290 4 ,602,144 --
200204 16,680,920 4,431,507 -
200205 10,800,740 4 ,141,882 -
200206 13,268,120 5,802,889 -- --200207 13,322,350 5,802,323 --
200208 10,821,830 4 ,623,910 -
200209 9,500,140 4,328,025 -. 
200210 10,204,520 4,712,683 -
200211 9,048,850 4 ,167,481 -
200212 8,930,890 4,255,811 -- - -
200301 9,003,210 4,192,448 --
200302 9 ,928,100 4 ,672,270 -

- - -.-



Date 

200303 -- -
200304 

200305 

200306 

200307 

200308 

200309 

200310 

200311 

200312 

200401 

200402 

200403 

200404 

200405 

200406 

200407 

200408 

200409 

200410 

200411 

200412 

200501 

200502 

200503 

200504 

200505 

200506 

200507 

200508 

200509 

200510 

200511 

200512 

200601 

200602 

200603 

200604 

200605 

200606 

200607 

Product Pounds" Fat Pounds SNF Pounds' 

13,051,28_0 _ _ _ __ 5, 961 ,5~ _______ : __ 

12,672,330 5,830,602 -

11,541,650 5,228,593 -
--'---'----1--- - ----- - -

12,664,190 5,620,326 ---- ------- -----
10,948,335 4,907,344 -

~- - -- --
10,612,410 4,783,866 -
--- - -- -- --~--.---- ----
8,488,610 3,624,271 

8,222,020 3,546,773 

8,642,590 3,814,313 

9,910,010 4,565,839 
----I 

15,660,800 7,116,594 

_ _11,0..0_7,_13_0 ______ 4,472_,4_9_4 _____ ---- - 1 
19,300,230 

10,883,496 

12,839,940 
13,183,-190 -

10,641,630 

11,971,590 

12,827,700 

11 ,659,560 
... --- -----

8,562,060 

6,630,360 

9,194,470 

10,213,540 

9,337,460 

8,178,560 

7,656,188 

4,674,985 

5,477,547 

5,932,361 

4,741,648 

3,961,424 
- ---
4,268,440 

5,111,050 ---._-
3,870,243 

3,144,750 

4,318,783 

4,662,419 

4,199,885 

3,319,938 

9,961,090 4,440,096 
-- - ---- -- - -.-

5,962,610 2,366,357 
- --_._--- - - - -

6,957,920 2,945,665 

5,476,440 2,339,961 

6,130,210 2,612,329 

5,278,340 2,341,056 - ._---_.- --
3,017,874 1,342,070 

4,586,800 2,156,285 -

4 ,1 17,100 1,850,655 -

2,746,535 

4,964,790 

6,197,150 

7,081,240 

7,905,300 

5,327,300 

1,201 ,394 -

2,227,984 -- --- --
2,897,019 

3,321,789 

3,715,084 

2,445,041 

CDFA-V 
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CDFA- v 

Date Product Pounds" Fat Pounds SNF Pounds' 

200608 7,661,620 3,372,237 

200609 5,567,120 2,519,316 

200610 6,653,340 2,637,863 

200611 5,326,520 2,546,984 

200612 5,009,260 2,449,481 

200701 8,260,450 3,939,959 

200702 5,982,640 2,817,726 

200703 7,607,860 3,649,901 

200704 8,001,300 3,894,049 

200705 9,271,840 4,388,580 

200706 6,420,440 2,995,618 

200707 6,608,970 2,797,466 

200708 9,567,510 3,112,113 

200709 9,253,640 2,948,792 

200710 8,854,450 3,366,057 

200711 6,412,090 2,890,838 

200712 27,012,530 4,549,284 

200801 35,259,891 5,468,791 

200802 26,685,570 6,696,404 

200803 21,027,096 5,041,548 

200804 13,238,420 4,344,633 

200805 5,415,770 2,611,138 

200806 3,531,400 1,626,091 

200807 5,200,670 2,309,998 

200808 8,437,040 3,687,890 

200809 6,592,700 3,073,710 311,209 

200810 7,889,640 2,972,411 438,272 

200811 9,472,450 2,284,010 645,999 
200812 6,415,410 2,454,136 357,725 --
200901 11,124,530 5,247,306 522,571 

200902 9,601 ,870 4,586,039 445,526 
200903 10,065,410 4,821 ,196 453,901 
200904 20,017,510 5,391 ,226 1,311 ,021 
200905 13,587,800 5,294,163 735,762 

200906 10,601 ,787 5,014,468 494,149 
200907 10,390,025 4,965,726 472,146 

200908 11 ,375,620 5,343,061 524,921 
200909 9,241 ,320 4,463,672 419,289 -
200910 11,420,190 5,396,256 536,538 
200911 10,668,110 5,079,698 497,732 
200912 10,027,700 4,802,865 469,139 _ . . -~. -- .,'" 
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Date 

201001 

201002 

201003 

201004 

201005 

201006 

201007 

201008 

201009 

201010 

201011 

201012 

201101 

201102 

201103 

201104 

201105 

201106 

201107 

201108 

201109 

201110 

201111 

201112 

201201 

201202 

201203 

201204 

201205 

201206 

201207 

201208 

201209 

201210 

201211 

201212 

201301 

201302 

201303 

201304 

201305 

--

Product Pounds·· Fat Pounds SNF Pounds· 

-
-

5,033,120 2,216,318 - ----- - ----
4,619,610 2,038,222 

5,000,880 2,191,249 -
8,758,580 3,768,759 -----_._. 
9,981 ,920 4,261 ,394 

9,194,540 3,979,548 .. 
8,155,020 2,676,877 -_. _. -_._---'--'-----

11,045,195 
-.---------

9,258,310 
- I-- -

9,200,600 

5,778,820 

4,620,380 -
3,949,974 --- ..•. 
3,917,997 

2,464,981 

253,143 

232,268 

250,632 ----
450,024 -
512,665 

464,418 

336,608 ------
558,274 

-
463,531 - ---
468,548 

296,220 ---- -- --
1,678,081 208,693 - -

3,990,700 
- -- --'---'--

4,665,680 1,998,706 - -- - ---
240,533 

211,725 4,072,520 

5,698,930 

4,000,990 

4,483,020 

5,899,270 

4,921,210 

5,722,770 
---'-'-- ---

3,664,970 

4,930,040 

3,952,610 

3,313,250 

4,400,695 

4,851 ,270 

1,723,820 - -
2,399,675 

1,694,956 

1,885,851 

2,464,401 

2,063,515 

2,417,949 

1,530,337 

2,062,701 

1,667,332 

1,418,066 

1,832,266 

2,016,987 

-

-

297,925 
----
207,280 

233,769 

309,226 

254,102 

294,564 

191 ,922 
- - ---

257,662 

205,871 

170,827 --
231,634 -----
256,726 - --

-

-

--
612,608 ~_,8_62_,4_5_1 _ .. __ 2_, 1_64_,77 __ 8 ____ ~=~ __ 

10,973,360 1,779,422 

3,145,550 1,289,588 

3,136,360 1,299,072 

5,090,012 2,133,065 
--- . 1--
2,618,455 6,516,860 

5,498,990 2,354,674 

3,869,300 1,653,691 .-
4,325,150 1,837,667 ---_. 
3,303,015 1,400,012 -- -----
2,411,920 1,01 6,589 

833,514 

167,133 --- -
164,430 _.-
259,468 

.. -- .-
337,337 

273,390 

199,094 

224,222 

173,390 - .. 

126,540 '----'- '--'-
1,937,130 - -- -
2,918,762 

808,194 

1,070,726 

102,599 

168,009 

2,653,369 1,102,776 141,810 
.... - --1-- - --- - ... - --

2,499,884 1,038,167 132,356 

CDFA-V 
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Date Product Pounds" Fat Pounds 

201306 2,064,076 864,071 

201307 2,172,637 908,828 

201308 2,132,749 887,264 

201309 2,188,917 918,137 

201310 2,214,980 925,406 

201311 2,705,308 1,132,801 

201312 2,226,285 936,018 

201401 2,645,463 1,085,609 

201402 2,116,050 871,347 

201403 4,455,207 1,831,629 

201404 2,611,240 1,091,703 

201405 5,549,035 2,315,905 

201406 5,227,307 2,200,640 

201407 9,100,111 3,798,548 

201408 4,483,726 1,888,513 

201409 5,435,716 2,314,371 

201410 1,280,634 541,808 

201411 1,217,298 516,042 

201412 689,714 291,073 

201501 642,568 264,595 

201502 882,792 365,537 

201503 881,733 369,490 

201504 738,050 305,518 

201505 767,832 322,182 

201506 1,366,953 566,400 

• SNF Pounds not collected prior to September 2008 

•• Data does not include condensed skim 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 

CDFA- V 

SNF Pounds' 

107,260 

115,113 

114,124 

116,292 

117,920 

144,683 

116,876 

140,696 

112,143 

237,795 

136,864 

283,390 

265,120 

458,408 

232,682 

277,567 

67,822 

65,209 

35,984 

34,555 

47,154 

46,708 

39,300 

40,694 

72,352 

5 



Date 

200001 

200002 

200003 

200004 

200005 

200006 

200007 -
200008 

200009 
-

200010 

200011 

200012 

200101 

200102 

200103 

200104 

200105 

200106 

200107 

200108 

200109 

200110 

200111 

200112 

200201 

200202 -
200203 

200204 

200205 

200206 

200207 

200208 

200209 

200210 

200211 
-

200212 

200301 
-

200302 -

Bulk Proprietary Milk, Skim, or Cream 
Transferred to an Out of State Plant 

January 2001-June 2015 

Product Pounds" Fat Pounds 

8,443,925 2,103,003 
- - - -

7,910,523 1,779,991 - -
7,450,019 1,889,901 

5,681,186 1,430,974 

5,173,938 1,370,671 -
7 ,079,615 2,184,004 - - - -- - -
9,016,630 2,931,366 

6,893,659 1,902,524 -
7,450,358 2,145,299 -- -- -
7,364,504 2,066,542 - -
9,211,043 2,405,635 

-
8,308,897 2,306,842 

9,213,387 1,998,134 

6,941 ,668 1,641,026 
- - -

8,002,893 1,751,105 
-

6,415,725 1,234,053 

9,370,111 1,681,818 
-

7,232,690 1,600,925 

9,933,577 2,120,440 

9,708,143 1,498,171 
-

8,889,854 1,323,260 - - -
9,730,491 1,291,772 -

10,207 ,113 1,524,243 
- -
10,273,216 1,657,812 

-
11,121,829 2,019,508 - -
7,936,658 1,107,143 -- -
6,197,937 1,061 ,925 --
7,819,398 1,113,778 

- -
8,100,346 1,223,743 . 
5,776,673 873,670 -
8,082,098 1,238,045 . 

10,064,235 1,416,187 -
9,400,738 1,759,900 

- - - .-
13,715,470 2,616,515 - - -
12,681 ,325 2,504,669 

- -
11 ,538,226 1,648,010 

- -
10,983,844 1,682,804 

10,486,202 1,272,272 

CDFA-W 

SNF Pounds' 

-
-
-
-
-
- -
---
-
-
- -
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
--
-
-
-
-
---
- -
-
-

-

-
--
---
: .-
-
-
· 

--
· 

--
· 

-



Date Product Pounds" 

200303 10,511 ,587 ------.. ~ 
200304 10,633,331 

200305 

200306 

200307 

200308 

200309 

200310 

200311 

200312 

200401 

200402 

200403 

10,181 ,517 

9,925,856 

11 ,966,119 ---
11,868,128 

11,265,189 

11,661,264 

10,062,636 

9,931 ,080 

12,124,039 

11,239,550 

12,909,278 
-

Fat Pounds SNF Pounds' 

1,354,434 -
--.- ------.- - -----

----

1,254,059 -

1,325,289 

1,261,816 

1,909,696 

1,520,588 

1,129,528 

1,117,492 

986,722 

--1--------

_1,014_,3_90___ _ ___ -_ 1 

1,817,691 

1,551 ,521 

1,677,038 - -- - ----- - - --
200404 

200405 

200406 

200407 

200408 

200409 

20041C 

200411 

200412 

200501 
- -
200502 

200503 

200504 

200505 
-- ---

200506 

200507 

200508 

200509 

200510 

200511 

200512 

200601 

200602 

200603 

200604 

200605 

200606 

200607 

10,083,084 

9,348,943 

7,788,678 

8,488,633 

9,341,554 

8,564,736 

11,921,737 

11,779,013 

11,264,916 

13,865,534 

11,541,285 

11 ,375,242 

11,732,432 

10,629,340 

8,878,560 

10,273,670 

12,008,593 

11,420,683 

12,828,552 

12,263,210 

11,252,380 

14,820,977 

12,157,150 

13,006,271 - .---
13,211,137 

12,921,784 

11,605,250 

13,095,045 

923,687 
- - ---

780,974 

653,624 -----
846,063 

785,765 

1,067,556 
- -- ---

1,077,324 

1,187,880 

1,064,727 
- -----
2,066,787 

1,464,236 
- .---

1,343,961 

1,346,441 

943,260 

793,659 
- - -

1,093,684 

793,126 - -
1,179,633 

1,130,068 -
- ------- - - ----_.-

1,025,705 -

1,007,774 

1,537,906 

1,188,462 

1,362,119 - ------
1,330,153 

1,256,412 - ----1-
1,1 21 ,765 

1,165,753 

- -- ----

CDFA-W 
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COFA-W 

Date Product Pounds·· Fat Pounds SNF Pounds· 

200608 15,029,487 1,085,836 

200609 13,602,213 1,315,447 

200610 14,732,545 1,223,664 

200611 14,345,603 1,284,154 

200612 13,839,886 1,521 ,233 

200701 16,320,156 2,396,347 

200702 14,667,482 1,564,257 

200703 15,009,500 1,649,101 

200704 15,419,669 1,323,905 

200705 14,977,777 1,550,354 

200706 12,768,965 1,429,701 

200707 14,777,405 1,236,716 

200708 15,698,719 1,495,446 

200709 14,718,539 1,500,523 

200710 19,679,819 1,818,889 

200711 15,896,030 1,508,578 

200712 24,765,774 2,224,239 

200801 19,429,865 2,294,401 

200802 17,975,000 2,148,972 

200803 18,268,681 1,714,871 
-

200804 18,158,600 2,062,703 

200805 16,733,758 1,634,199 

200806 15,603,486 1,519,279 

200807 17,040,264 1,611 ,502 

200808 17,520,784 1,678,051 

200809 17,528,404 1,684,402 1,431,279 
200810 16,686,006 1,641,725 1,381,532 

-
200811 16,322,050 1,560,552 1,353,160 

200812 16,416,026 2,031,100 1,324,011 

200901 18,703,954 2,850,430 1,454,320 

200902 16,669,353 2,194,203 1,318,548 

200903 16,939,682 1,900,278 1,373,164 

200904 15,623,691 1,549,495 1,286,465 
200905 15,687,730 1,715,366 1,268,711 
200906 13,973,122 1,342,641 1,142,109 
200907 14,252,990 1,320,890 1,167,377 

200908 16,444,1 36 1,347,422 1,374,749 

200909 14,588,450 1,472,310 1,189,866 

200910 14,820,500 1,477,941 1,234,321 

200911 15,628,399 1,479,273 1,318,804 

200912 14,481,850 1,697,017 1,188,636 

3 



COFA-W 

Date Product Pounds" Fat Pounds SNF Pounds' - _. - - - . _- - -. ._. ---_._---
201001 14,628,440 1,813,573 1,186,327 -- -. ------
201002 11,491,122 1,020,375 961,302 - - - - - ---
201003 13,872,608 1,230,022 1,157,946 ----- - -
201004 13,194,761 1,148,290 1,107,299 - ---- -
201005 14,119,518 1,413,763 1,155,996 -. 
201006 12,375,596 1,488,773 991,973 .- - --
201007 13,443,082 1,272,810 1,102,968 - - -- ---- -201008 17,774,044 1,476,804 1,486,701 -- - -- - --
201009 14,843,318 1,381 ,792 1,222,060 - - . - ---- ---
201010 16,641,973 2,112,463 1,333,517 - - -- -
201011 16,258,787 1,587,371 1,359,540 -- . -
201012 16,274,167 2,417,383 1,278,473 -- - - -------
201101 19,606,555 2,662,579 1,623,893 - - - _. 
201102 16,795,147 2,486,201 1,316,292 - - -
201103 19,441 ,770 2,992,070 1,511,913 .- - - -- ... - --- -
201104 15,074,391 1,609,864 1,231 ,170 

. -- -- - .• -.- , -
201105 14,721,362 1,587,687 1,198,515 - - .. - - -- -- - -
201106 12,834,192 1,610,520 1,024,904 

-- -. - -
201107 14,426,072 1,944,152 1,116,379 - - -
201108 17,751,257 1,803,478 1,583,157 - -. ----
201109 14,994,256 1,644,228 1,220,046 -- ._-- .-
201110 17,203,051 1,819,477 1,472,202 - --- - -
201111 14,492,092 1,537,943 1,239,391 - - - - . - - --
201112 17,963,721 2,685,406 1,543,432 --
201201 17,187,896 2,369,536 1,366,871 - _._- -------- ,--
20120~ 15,548,300 2,215,154 1,224,258 -- -
201203 16,925,161 2,342,464 1,474,720 - -- - .. -
201204 16,446,603 1,952,072 1,389,428 - - - -
201205 14,635,131 1,790,960 1,280,816 --- - ---- . 

201206 12,381,178 1,535,738 1,065,534 --- .---. -
201207 15,180,769 1,584,363 1,242,595 - - - .. - -- ------ - -
201208 14,329,133 1,428,066 1,161,724 ----- -- - - -
201209 13,971,079 1,733,022 1,142,013 -- - -
201210 15,535,976 1,691 ,514 1,263,363 ----- -
201211 14,204,459 1,643,014 1,157,536 -- ---- ----- --
201212 15,649,597 1,930,862 1,278,818 - -- '- -
201301 15,939,496 2,111,610 1,307,134 - - - ._ .. _---- --. 
201302 13,925,960 1,565,258 1,234,992 _.- -- ----
201303 13,770,454 1,649,417 1,331 ,678 

. - _ . ----
201304 14,935,506 1,387,728 1,343,411 -- - - - -- -_.-
201305 12,309,046 1,370,113 1,039,660 -- . - -- -- - - --_.- -- -----
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Date Product Pounds" Fat Pounds 

201306 10,082,707 1,068,651 

201307 11,218,986 1,049,007 

201308 13,771,581 1,028,559 

201309 11,081,199 818,731 

201310 11,514,980 917,468 

201311 11,029,205 818,849 

201312 14,271,397 1,231,988 

201401 13,325,269 1,025,301 

201402 11,540,392 1,020,134 

201403 12,305,531 1,079,987 

201404 10,620,900 756,438 

201405 9,524,251 737,320 

201406 9,271,804 824,268 

201407 10,172,599 1,023,397 

201408 11,810,602 1,086,909 

201409 11,474,293 853,176 

201410 10,559,369 995,250 

201411 12,636,012 1,394,880 

201412 11,999,241 1,463,701 

201501 11,409,258 1,220,475 

201502 9,789,061 912,399 

201503 12,075,342 1,109,930 

201504 12,267,756 1,121,991 

201505 11,958,708 961,183 

201506 12,406,376 1,196,045 

• SNF Pounds not collected prior to September 2008 

.. Data does not include condensed skim 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 

CDFA-W 

SNF Pounds' 

814,300 

917,207 

1,162,561 

936,685 

981,194 

947,994 

1,213,132 

1,134,124 

966,170 

1,031,111 

906,376 

806,330 

773,206 

825,971 

995,518 

971,239 

880,806 

1,046,995 

1,017,335 

944,453 

814,832 

1,055,189 

1,134,584 

1,145,610 

1,154,857 
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CDFA- X 

BULK MILK, SKIM, AND CREAM RECEIVED BY CALIFORNIA POOL PLANT 
condensed skim reported at skim equivalent 

IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT 

BULK BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM 

ARIZONA COLORADO IDAHO NEVADA OREGON WASHINGTON OTHER AND 
AZ CO 10 NV OR WA 

YEAR MONTH (poun_d~) Jpo.un~st (pounds) ... (p_,?und~) Jpou~d~) (po~r:'ds) _ (~~unds) (pounds) 

1995 January 23,250,427 1,590,450 21,659,977 

February DATA NOT AVAILABLE 
March 25,647,369 1,626,120 22,820,744 1,200,505 

April 33,292,635 1,490,600 22,867,287 8,934,748 

May 31,714,453 2,241,814 17,844,572 11,628,067 

June DATA NOT AVAILABLE 

July 35,913,869 3,306,800 27,334,215 5,272,854 

August 34,338,972 3,823,760 26,464,285 4,050,927 

September 34,249,803 3,257,080 105,080 24,813,563 2,542,020 3,532,060 

October 32,643,499 9,636,280 20,849,059 104,200 2,053,960 

November 33,277,182 11,750,840 20,735,142 791,200 

.P~c~~~_er 39,196,714 J3,8_11,190 ?1 L998,224 3,387,_30{)_ 

1996 January 42,330,825 15,262,710 22,058,915 5,009,200 

February 42,045,561 6,164,920 15,640,231 20,240,410 

March 48,267,515 5,864,120 16,301,173 26,102,222 

April 45,702,804 4,270,140 16,262,686 25,169,978 

May 48,154,803 9,169,952 15,855,996 23,128,855 

June 50,885,560 8,382,424 13,930,324 28,572,812 

July 45,000,664 16,432,786 27,360,238 1,207,640 

August 35,585,180 7,151,990 27,089,626 1,343,564 

September 37,860,393 10,050,273 26,277,840 1,532,280 

October 36,640,457 6,461,558 26,563,219 3,615,680 

November 53,102,802 24,270,551 26,292,031 2,540,220 

Q~f_~mber 6.1 ,275,72~ - . 27!.0.77,36_~ ~9,157,735 5,{)40,~29_ 

1997 January 64,409,718 29,665,846 30,287,412 4,456,460 

February 58,197,432 29,982,320 23,785,916 4,429,196 

March 62,947,874 29,182,308 29,815,326 3,950,240 

April 63,196,123 28,478,399 30,998,134 3,719,590 

May 67,794,727 31,314,783 34,314,425 2,165,519 

June 63,999,452 27,563,489 34,601,154 1,834,809 

July 51,614,629 24,948,436 34,362,643 2,303,550 

August 47,968,602 13,959,616 31,961,996 2,046,990 

September 38,028,175 7,459,108 28,992,557 1,576,510 

October 39,151,260 8,637,032 29,132,248 1,381,980 

November 38,362,301 9,258,617 27,685,844 1,417,840 

"p_~~~f!1~_~~ ---_._._-----.- ~7___'_~~Q,4?~ _ __ __ ,1Q, __ ~J.!?~5 271,500 25!9~.a,!355 1,137,570 

1998 January 40,353,496 11,226,914 27,734,840 1,391,742 

February 38,178,980 12,249,230 228,980 24,654,200 1,046,570 

March 48,962,984 14,660,198 294,940 32,772,676 1,235,170 

April 44,359,133 12,880,541 307,080 28,470,082 2,701,430 

May 46,083,188 13,280,919 261,740 30,745,890 1,794,639 

June 43,836,555 12,335,555 112,800 29,761,140 1,627,060 

July 41,334,998 9,938,541 110,100 30,081,187 1,205,170 

August 56,950,472 22,475,874 163,060 32,950,678 1,360,860 

September 52,257,020 23,472,490 221,560 27,308,790 1,254,180 

October 43,569,380 8,725,668 283,720 33,125,553 1,434,439 

November 40,970,903 5,419,416 100,620 34,002,587 1,448,280 

___ ~ __ P~g~E!l~E:!r _,_ 1~0_37,??9 --~,~~.~,;:~~ _ 2~?,_3_o.0 __ __ ?§6_,Tf39 _ 34,?0~,861 ____ 1,~~~-,575 

1999 January 45,355,713 8,516,464 1,491,450 300,040 34,506,019 541,740 

February 49,962,128 9,634,688 258,172 284,940 27,048,880 12,735,448 



CDFA-X 
IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT 

BULK BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULKFRQM SULK FROM BULK FROM 

ARIZONA COLORADO IDAHO NEVADA OREGON WASHINGTON OTHER AND 
AZ. CO 10 NV OR WA 

YEAR MONTH (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) 

March 14.079,437 1,311,280 345,040 37,758,565 2.017,680 

April 13,094,697 170,200 347,980 37,873,350 

May 13,496,877 255,560 372,260 39,261,260 

June 11,377,317 242,320 317,120 38,685,235 

July 11,001 ,170 146,920 385,940 42,078,771 

August 7,3n,l84 229,272 367,000 29,965,929 
September 7,818,474 413,160 348,440 32,683,249 

October 10,107,096 302,160 281 ,540 37,289,375 

November 11 ,930,992 272,220 340,400 34,521,505 

, 
January 1.446,060 
February 6,122,744 341 .340 1,613,940 34,254,836 
March 6,325,599 387,140 1,608,340 36,535,831 

April 6,088,643 357,560 1,1 47,020 36,914,914 48,150 

May 13,031,492 569,000 1,716,664 33,687.754 

June 9,435,182 318,240 1,648,512 35,766.589 

July 12,524 ,948 273,760 4,488,734 32.208,180 

August 7,589,170 469,740 1,232,379 33.952,737 

September 13,289,593 411,040 1,418,116 24.301,980 

October 16,405,689 345,640 1,288,799 29,688,986 

November 18,605,369 442,800 996,500 25,236,074 

593,880 
February 19,812,006 272,393 1,515,740 27,259,276 
March 31,808,286 172,043 1,416,480 33,340,931 
April 31 ,459,456 474,417 1,723,860 31 ,646,557 

May 39,006.973 585,280 1,425,520 30,171 ,503 

June 36,364,223 526,480 1,242,300 29,553,670 

July 37,252,219 147,700 3,256,800 32,824.951 1, 

August 32,868,415 394,760 1,741 ,840 33,639,202 1, 
September 30,976,016 411 ,900 1,846,100 34,087,208 1, 

October 34 ,543,777 344,880 2,014 ,840 33,100,207 

November 38,576,354 701 ,380 2,019,640 28,691,678 1, 

53,283,357 519,920 
52,431 ,514 601 ,360 2,506,500 30.159.018 
59,562,732 415,840 2,211 ,220 36,850.161 
54,704 ,574 365,400 1,875,120 42,103,396 252.185 51 ,926 

54,622,552 2,719,780 2,561,240 48,618,679 305,883 
June 47,969,998 6,516,160 2.405,620 46,015,531 

July 45,775,476 609,580 2,460,037 41 ,994,709 99,340 
August 52,087,060 345,016 2,722,580 41,761 ,532 

September 48,134 ,419 331,740 2,627,500 48,155,093 43,438 

October 45,394,417 286,160 2,222,320 47,678,414 92,843 
November 22,781 ,634 91,820 1,925 ,660 47,961,605 144,168 

48,563,762 
48,057,982 817 ,560 42 ,959,969 393 ,666 
57,884,572 462.100 47,414,744 260,113 
54,573,779 391 ,840 43,065,935 95,990 

57,808,038 6.800 225,420 46,155,696 150.860 

53,020,329 489,200 44,175,892 41 ,840 7,529,463 

44,768,372 319,640 40,148.462 0 7,138,166 
2 
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CDFA-X 

IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT 

BULK BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM 

ARIZONA COLORADO IDAHO NEVADA OREGON WASHINGTON OTHER AND 
AZ CO 10 NV OR WA 

YEAR MONTH (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) 

August 86,823,468 35,111,235 47,460 518,560 43,796,173 202,500 7,147,540 

September 80,690,111 40,720,786 337,100 35,704,815 76,860 3,850,550 

October 83,788,278 38,974,777 90,720 38,453,422 0 6,153,399 

November 96,443,171 39,874,852 138,040 35,358,998 172,080 20,899,201 

. ______ Q~e}!l~~r _ 1_!3...!i34 ,349 ____ .~4,.a_~1_,_~~1 ___ j~A?Q_ . _~~,_~8,:!,9~~ _ _ _~~,_1~.o _ 45.'~_~2~ 184 

2004 January 114,338,792 38,894,824 278,180 40,092,698 153,180 34,919,910 

February 110,580,674 46,136,506 197,520 35,243,098 117,540 28,886,010 

March 109,211,044 39,634,844 96,760 38,249,172 252,230 47,877,994 

April 64,787,476 31,074,229 287,560 32,679,287 111,440 50,839,484 

May 140,839,054 60,293,336 556,520 50,490,105 377,556 29,121,537 

June 123,274,055 41,658,297 241,840 61,574,352 238,180 19,561,386 

July 99,384,555 35,855,577 269,600 40,255,305 237,000 22,767,073 

August 105,177,399 39,802,415 250,540 41,905,418 236,640 22,982,386 

September 99,421,256 38,407,047 50,160 46,689,109 401,760 13,873,180 

October 110,946,408 56,442,098 42,080 35,047,816 387,700 19,026,714 

November 99,685,592 44,745,054 32,601,151 444,480 21,894,907 

_ . __ ._.~~'!~rnb~r ._ _. ____ . ___ ... ~~.,_833,tn~ . . __ 5§.,_~6.Q,_~q! _ . _ . ____ ~.?.L~I?!~.~!. 4~_!,Q.OO _1.M_f!?,24 ~ . 

2005 January 108,893,898 63,419,106 34,612,339 364,400 10,498,053 

February 98,790,367 58,268,280 27,050,834 296,460 13,174,793 

March 106,031,250 57,571,360 33,477,507 450,360 14,532,023 

April 106,701,622 63,451,527 30,426,762 550,820 12,272,513 

May 111,845,970 62,562,442 468,120 32,924,675 395,700 15,495,033 

June 107,536,411 59,157,775 452,380 34,452,953 432,560 13,040,743 

July 110,249,911 54,486,960 4,185,000 41,899,601 435,900 9,242,450 

August 100,786,897 53,676,991 145,380 38,268,293 269,920 8,426,313 

September 93,400,630 53,432,432 440,741 33,500,920 356,640 5,669,897 

October 95,067,873 53,150,434 37,675,931 162,260 4,079,248 

November 89,998,991 39,906,598 563,700 43,710,036 556,380 5,262,277 

. Q~cember 90,947,~41 . 4!,5.53,74~ . 247,~20 37,844,19.1 .242,889 5,05.~,_908 

2006 January 101,522,376 56,019,050 276,360 38,902,918 160,320 6,163,728 

February 92,291,568 49,703,349 35,939,418 170,980 6,477,821 

March 109,067,921 60,463,970 298,280 42,487,304 410,317 5,408,050 

April 99,739,428 50,434,366 641,300 43,143,978 333,882 5,185,902 

May 99,567,775 44,738,849 494,040 46,608,278 412,835 7,313,773 

June 95,026,343 42,375,308 595,040 45,821,613 508,862 5,725,520 

July 94,802,693 42,376,750 297,140 46,788,621 294,342 5,045,840 

August 100,301,206 40,141,257 1,068,800 50,000,132 393,684 8,697,333 

September 89,312,699 45,812,209 247,020 38,261,116 477,104 4,515,250 

October 87,451,586 40,155,058 634,500 41,897,021 4,765,007 

November 87,681,973 39,779,650 351,180 39,845,070 96,620 7,609,453 

_ .__ _ p~cember 8~8-,928,3~§ .... 3.~&21 ,3_9~ .446,780 _ 41,§.~0!105 8,~~0,.056 

2007 January 94,734,414 43,058,224 1,446,400 41,784,589 8,445,201 

February 81,571,557 34,235,480 1,014,760 40,431,880 5,889,437 

March 94,324,461 33,505,256 1,681,420 48,073,945 11,063,840 

April 89,488,899 26,291,790 1,372,740 47,629,859 14,194,510 

May 86,341,973 29,J15,565 1,461,582 44,017,331 11,047,495 

June 79,936,228 26,946,988 681,201 46,112,239 6,195,800 

July 77,706,606 22,727,304 889,320 47,607,910 6,482,072 

August 73,442,484 19,997,822 446,620 48,636,102 4,361,940 

September 76,190,511 23,264,915 562,900 51,751,768 138,640 472,288 

October 74,736,032 22,588,471 140,380 51,709,731 297,450 

November 72,312,706 18,272,799 316,621 52,501,379 1,221,907 

December 62,252,444 13,302,916 813,300 47,852,848 283,380 
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CDFA-X 
IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT 

BULK BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM 

ARIZONA COLORADO IOAHO NEVADA OREGON WASHINGTON OTHER AND 
AZCO 10 NV OR WA 

(Dound.' 'pounds) YEAR MONTH {~unds) (pound.) (pound.) (pound'L-.(pound.) (pounds) 

2008 January 63,645,889 8,280,878 578,300 454,240 53,609,961 377,300 345,210 

February 64,421,308 10,592.211 893,420 52,406,554 137,173 391,950 

March 63,332,010 10,535,939 526,240 51 ,898,471 46,980 324 ,380 

April 71 ,401 ,386 15,814.379 190,520 503,520 54,257,251 99,453 538,263 

May 80.854,582 19,167.605 821 ,580 59,893,535 145,329 826,533 

June 70,724,109 12.562.948 688,870 56,942,751 329,540 

July 74,094 ,422 13,536,309 1,161 ,759 58,874,234 502 ,1 20 

August 70,497,963 11,379,154 1,144,239 57,810,290 164,280 

September 87,908,019 11,270,993 994,901 49,291,889 8,350,238 

October 78,485,019 30,127,859 1,188,440 48,680,360 468,580 

November 71,351,518 24,979,983 1,682,000 44,039,895 649,660 

December 70357938 12057.731 1,185,320 561805.770 309117 

2009 January 87,257,334 14,107,968 946,979 52,077,387 125,000 

February 64,832,627 10,648,697 764,660 53,300,631 98,839 

March 74,411 ,167 13,362,458 435,380 59,359,340 849,449 404,540 

April 64,055,849 14,000,603 444,840 49,610,408 0 

May 65,297,510 15,714,035 296,560 49,185,935 100,980 

June 67,172,535 13,013,880 347,459 52,771,188 1,040,010 

July 64,118,534 12,074,437 138,020 395,578 49,224,785 53,189 2,232,525 

August 61,793,170 7,084,535 600,299 47,558,810 6,549,726 

September 59,963,159 11 ,381,684 687,781 43,990,822 3,923,072 

October 59,942,741 13,091,184 1,409,661 41 ,984,088 192,840 3,264,988 

November 54,008,925 5,183,460 241,060 1,680,440 38,669,310 143,140 8,111,495 

Oecember 53 19751665 3412948 1136399 48170935 93441 1161942 

2010 January 51 ,449,394 6,170,325 547,850 44,592,508 138,713 

February 45 ,40~3,412 8,702 ,242 198,880 32,822,993 711 ,500 4,967,797 

March 51,641,803 8,447,439 39,869,425 5,324,939 

April 51,159,848 5,879,399 40,686,256 4,593,993 

May 55,343,979 6,710,211 396,139 42,676,498 148,208 5,214,925 

June 54,245,171 1,806,973 298,560 49,159,579 2,980,059 

July 56,978,682 7,089,908 132,320 345,340 47,917,140 246,598 1,247,376 

August 53,726,739 5,243,703 293,981 42,902,115 95,224 5,191 ,716 

September 50,399,310 2,145,349 99,559 46,769,002 1,385,400 

October 54,099,915 9,244,454 452,339 43,640,182 237,554 525,386 

November 53,852,304 3,652,904 46,811 612,523 47,477,239 232,301 1,830,526 

December 55655561 2981 357 950059 48717352 3006 793 

2011 January 59,818,992 6,688,808 901,960 49,106,030 383,334 2,738,880 

February 58,336,045 22,706,706 1,009,800 30,813,928 234,127 1,771,484 

March 54,403,188 13,856,654 857,281 38,869,107 820,144 

Apnl 55,209,826 2,650,938 1,340,140 50,679,547 237,922 301 ,279 

May 57,445,414 21 ,085,649 1,139,700 34,227,258 98,995 893,812 

June 58,077,222 10,172,047 1,285,661 45,160,847 291 ,163 731,442 438,062 

July 63,419,807 11 ,256,219 1,358,480 49,625,279 288,219 893,610 

August 58,675,525 1,364,438 948,300 55,393,808 988,981 

September 53,364,590 1,725,833 414,780 49,785,821 1,438,358 

October 56,049,420 13,616,822 957,881 41 ,095,932 378,785 

November 55,899,619 3,441,818 96,540 2,509,483 48,758,251 187,060 855.787 52,702 

December 53103783 1207440 94850 800940 50431 532 769021 
2012 January 57,391,073 1,827,760 1,255,928 53,455,376 852,009 

February 52,619,357 11 ,589,723 845,719 40,107,255 98,860 0 

March 62,478,119 2,329,639 497,440 58,260,917 1,390,123 

Apnl 63,368,709 2,049,462 932,901 56,672,536 476,680 3,237,130 

May 63,771,532 1,988,339 499,420 58,713,985 1,194,040 1,375,748 
4 



IMPORT 

BULK 

IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT 
BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM 

ARIZONA COLORADO IDAHO NEVADA 

YEAR MONTH (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) 
June 62,074,467 13,495,181 466,561 46,950,629 
July 64,178,968 1,680,953 1,397,880 58,732,736 
August 60,407,683 960,750 1,089,631 54,426,698 

OREGON 

(pounds) 
513,305 
953,940 

September 57,488,214 856,623 347,599 54,943,467 150,520 

IMPORT 
BULK FROM 

WASHINGTON 

(pounds) 

October 55,611,332 19,033,999 445,681 35,594,853 14,345 
November 49,017,247 827,044 812,849 45,926,049 31,560 

IMPORT 
BULK FROM 

OTHER AND 
AZ. CO 10 NY OR WA 

(pounds) 
648,791 

1,413,459 
3,930,604 
1,190,005 

522,454 
1,419,745 

___ ~~[l1...Q§!! __ ._~~_~2,041 ,65~ _~~_2g~q ______ ~ ____ ~. ______ 4~~~~~~~1tQJ§ _____ " _ _ ._~_~~J. __ ~_" ____ ~b~9~~_ _ ____ 1 ,449,311. 
1,293,895 
1,105,324 
2,433,581 

2013 January 52,886,854 19,896,080 637,520 30,768,399 290,960 
February 49,598,422 698,821 410,700 46,693,843 630,060 59,674 

March 57,398,966 2,345,159 689,120 51,340,806 590,300 
April 58,528,363 3,233,990 615,141 53,698,312 587,439 
May 59,813,509 1,330,904 255,981 55,552,474 628,479 
June 56,545,609 1,228,669 432,759 53,584,848 909,239 
July 54,259,151 1,462,978 537,641 50,277,486 522,450 
August 51,665,691 1,067,901 87,800 49,182,200 520,580 
September 48,760,269 1,626,293 239,420 45,304,328 919,120 
October 54,796,709 3,134,315 953,070 48,716,524 716,361 
November 53,625,440 3,161,239 436,261 753,281 44,972,816 717,700 

____ Dece~~! _____ ~~~_1_3, 196 ___ ?.l~~§1..L ____ "_~_52..9 ______ .!?_9, 1~ ___ 4?..&§~~~.z~ ___ 1...?X6--,---4Q.Q _____ . ___ _ 
2014 January 56,292,098 3,410,384 187,500 50,811,917 811,341 

February 46,180,169 1,267,685 48,060 42,649,707 287,560 
March 50,778,402 2,263,516 95,720 1,352,891 43,778,812 766,020 
April 50,395,400 1,871,213 525,000 1,739,771 41,504,407 964,400 
May 48,639,163 3,896,182 434,360 2,499,539 37,524,110 1,770,801 
June 43,636,009 1,573,491 50,140 2,417,645 33,924,865 1,373,050 
July 38,205,275 1,961,475 528,590 30,464,220 766,980 
August 39,585,946 1,374,529 623,120 32,570,474 1,736,300 
September 44,847,965 991,773 35,665,623 1,256,680 
October 41,934,020 3,094,572 46,360 459,800 34,303,749 860,280 
November 42,174,896 1,048,023 96,319 31,088,901 1,056,520 

_~. __ ~cerT]p_~r __ ~~ ______ ~~l9_~~E-~ ~~1, I33,~~~~_. __ ___ 136,980 ___ ~~~!~Q.!~ ______ 1d~~~§_1._ 
2015 January 45,109,800 2,019,844 32,759,941 2,052,740 

February 40,121,726 1,646,822 31,118,403 1,142,461 
March 48,422,901 3,407,214 867,410 35,018,701 1,155,739 
April 55,348,934 4,141,343 1,864,030 35,137,548 1,728,371 
May 53,556,304 2,614,455 1,379,811 35,041,466 2,176,909 
June 47,413,637 1,824,058 94,761 146,049 32,593,967 1,199,480 97,447 

July 
August 
September 
October 
November 

Source; CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 

393,481 
2,045,671 

390,094 
1,458,596 

807,210 
671,108 

1,276,439 
3,584,143 

_ ______ ~ __ ._1!.!?97 ,270 
1,070,956 
1,927,157 
2,521,443 
3,790,609 
2,514,171 
4,296,818 
4,484,010 
3,281,523 
6,933,889 
3,169,259 
8,885,133 

. ~ ______ . 8,479,051 
8,277,275 
6,214,040 
7,973,837 

12,477,642 
12,343,663 
11,457,875 

CDFA-X 
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CDFA- Y 

BULK MILK, SKIM AND CREAM RECEIVED BY CALIFORNIA POOL PLANT, January 2000-June 2015 
Condensed Skim Reported at Skim Equivalent 

IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT 

BULK BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM 

ARIZONA COLORADO IDAHO NEVADA OREGON WASHINGTON OTHER AND 
AlCO ID NVOR WA 

YEAR MONTH (po~nds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) 
-- - ------"---_. 

2000 January 44,719,421 9,269,924 254,640 1,446,060 32,611,277 1,137,520 

February 43,404,020 6,122,744 341,340 1,613,940 34,254,836 1,071,160 

March 55,333,211 8,325,599 387,140 1,608,340 36,535,831 8,476,301 

April 49,641,750 8,088,643 357,560 1,147,020 36,914,914 48,150 3,085,463 

May 50,151,090 13,031,492 569,000 1,716,664 33,687,754 1,146,180 

June 48,433,603 9,435,182 318,240 1,646,512 35,766,589 1,267,080 

July 50,800,945 12,524,946 273,760 4,486,734 32,208,180 1,307,325 

August 45,048,766 7,589,170 469,740 1,232,379 33,952,737 1,804,740 

September 43,390,939 13,289,593 411,040 1,418,116 24,301,980 3,970,210 

October 52,458,977 16,405,689 345,640 1,288,799 29,688,986 4,729,863 

November 48,853,223 18,605,369 442,800 996,500 25,236,074 3,572,480 

December 49,789,5_~9 16,~09,86(j~ 413"540 . . ~1,007,340 . ~8,1]4,350 3,824,460 
--_.".-----_._-

2001 January 53,402,375 18,442,975 593,880 1,324,540 30,315,100 2,725,880 

February 55,599,770 19,812,006 272,393 1,515,740 27,259,276 6,740,355 

March 74,798,309 31,808,286 172,043 1,416,480 33,340,931 8,060,569 

Aprif 74,571,801 31,459,456 474,417 1,723,860 31,646,557 9,267,511 

May 77,501,996 39,006,973 585,280 1,425,520 30,171,503 6,312,720 

June 73,426,982 36,364,223 528,480 1,242,300 29,553,670 5,738,309 

July 75,058,010 37,252,219 147,700 3,256,800 32,824,951 1,576,340 

August 69,847,029 32,868,415 394,760 1,741,840 33,639,202 1,202,812 

September 68,473,784 30,976,016 411,900 1,846,100 34,087,208 1,152,560 

October 70,964,334 34,543,777 344,880 2,014,840 33,100,207 960,630 

November 69,085,212 36,576,354 701,380 2,019,640 28,691,678 1,096,160 

December 77,925,973 . 42,562,885 0 2,485,880 30,829,474 2,047,73_4 
---" . - - _ .. 

2002 January 86,697,425 53,283,357 519,920 2,280,078 29,189,730 1,424,340 

February 87,185,992 52,431,514 601,360 2,506,500 30,159,018 1,487,600 

March 102,232,356 59,562,732 415,840 2,211,220 36,850,161 3,192,403 

April 101,108,861 54,704,574 365,400 1,875,120 42,103,396 252,185 51,926 1,756,260 

May 110,114,924 54,622,552 2,719,780 2,561,240 48,618,679 305,883 1,286,790 

June 113,870,984 47,969,998 6,516,180 2,405,620 46,015,531 10,711,899 

July 96,760,335 45,775,476 809,580 2,460,037 41,994,709 99,340 5,297,970 

August 100,649,608 52,087,060 345,016 2,722,580 41,761,532 3,733,420 

September 103,266,811 48,134,419 331,740 2,627,500 48,155,093 43,438 3,829,600 

October 99,196,234 45,394,417 286,160 2,222,320 47,678,414 92,643 3,522,280 

November 103,132,493 22,781,634 91,820 1,925,680 47,961,805 144,188 30,184,803 

December 104,758,341 44,048,528 _ 564,320 1,913,580 53,233,987 431,306 4,566,620 

2003 January 104,279,552 46,563,762 224,960 49,439,955 309,735 7,741,140 

February 97,434,237 48,057,982 817,560 42,959,969 393,666 5,205,060 



CDFA-Y 

IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT 

BULK BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM 

ARIZONA COLORADO IDAHO NEVADA OREGON WASHINGTON OTHER AND 
AZCO ID NVOR 

YEAR MONTH (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) 

March 57,664,572 462,100 47,414,744 260,113 

April 54,573,779 391,840 43,065,935 95,990 

May 57,808,038 8,600 225,420 46,155,696 150,860 

June 53,020,329 489,200 44,175,892 41,640 

July 44,768,372 319,640 40,148,462 0 

August 35,111,235 47,460 518,560 43,796,173 202,500 

September 40,720,786 337,100 35,704,815 76,860 

October 38,974.777 90.720 38.453.422 0 

November 39.874,852 138,040 35,358,998 172.080 

2004 January 38,894.824 
February 46,136,506 197,520 35,243,098 117.540 

March 39,634,844 96,760 38,249,172 252.230 

April 31,074,229 287,560 32.679,287 11 1,440 

May 60,293,336 556,520 50,490,105 377.556 

June 41,658,297 241,840 61,574,352 238,180 

July 35,855.577 269,600 40,255.305 237,000 

August 39,802,415 250,540 41.905,418 236,640 

September 38,407,047 50.160 46,689,109 401.760 

October 56,442,098 42.080 35,047,816 387.700 

November 44,745,054 32,601 ,151 444.480 
,127 

34,612,339 364.400 

February 58,268,280 27,050,834 296,460 

March 57,571.360 33,477.507 450,360 

April 63,451,527 30.426,762 550,820 

May 62,562,442 468,120 32,924,675 395.700 

June 59,157,775 452.380 34,452,953 432.560 

July 54,486,960 4.185,000 41,899,601 435.900 

August 53,676,991 145,380 38,268,293 269,920 

September 53,432.432 440,741 33,500,920 356,640 

October 53,150,434 37,675,931 162,260 

November 39,906,598 563.700 43,710,036 556,380 

December 37, 191 

2006 January 38,902,918 

February 92,291,568 49,703,349 35,939,418 170,980 

March 109.067.921 60,463,970 298,280 42,487,304 410.317 

April 99.739,428 50,434.366 641 .300 43,143,978 333.882 

May 99.567.775 44,738,849 494.040 46,608,278 412.835 

June 42,375.308 595.040 45,821,613 508,862 

July 94,802,693 42.376,750 297,140 46,788,621 294,342 

2 

~ -



CDFA- Y 

IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT 

BULK BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM 

ARIZONA COLORADO IDAHO NEVADA OREGON WASHINGTON OTHER AND 
AZ CO ID NV OR WA 

YEAR MONTH (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) 

August 100,301,206 40,141,257 1,068,800 50,000,132 393,684 8,697,333 

September 89,312,699 45,812,209 247,020 38,261,116 477,104 4,515,250 

October 87,451,586 40,155,058 634,500 41,897,021 4,765,007 

November 87,681,973 39,779,650 351,180 39,845,070 96,620 7,609,453 

December .. 88,928,335 _ .. 38,821,3~4 446,780 4.1 ,.S30.,1.0S . 8,130,~5.Ei 
--- ~.- --- . - - - ---

2007 January 94,734,414 43,058,224 1,446,400 41,784,589 8,445,201 

February 81,571,557 34,235,480 1,014,760 40,431,880 5,889,437 

March 94,324,461 33,505,256 1,681,420 48,073,945 11,063,840 

April 89,488,899 26,291,790 1,372,740 47,629,859 14,194,510 

May 86,341,973 29,315,565 1,461,582 44,017,331 11,547,495 

June 79,936,228 26,946,988 681,201 46,112,239 6,195,800 

July 77,706,606 22,727,304 889,320 47,607,910 6,482,072 

August 73,442,484 19,997,822 446,620 48,636,102 4,361,940 

September 76,190,511 23,264,915 562,900 51,751,768 138,640 472,288 

October 74,736,032 22,588,471 140,380 51,709,731 297,450 

November 72,312,706 18,272,799 316,621 52,501,379 1,221,907 

December . 62,252,444. 13,3_o.2,~16 813,30.0 .. 47,852,848 283c 380 
- --- -- -
2008 January 63,645,889 8,280,878 578,300 454,240 53,609,961 377,300 345,210 

February 64,421,308 10,592,211 893,420 52,406,554 137,173 391,950 

March 63,332,010 10,535,939 526,240 51,898,471 46,980 324,380 

April 71,401,386 15,814,379 190,520 503,520 54,257,251 99,453 536,263 

May 80,854,582 19,167,605 821,580 59,893,535 145,329 826,533 

June 70,724,109 12,562,948 888,870 56,942,751 329,540 

July 74,094,422 13,536,309 1,181,759 58,874,234 502,120 

August 70,497,963 11,379,154 1,144,239 57,810,290 164,280 

September 67,908,019 11,270,993 994,901 49,291,889 6,350,236 

October 78,465,019 30,127,659 1,188,440 46,680,360 468,560 

November 71,351,518 24,979,963 1,682,000 44,039,895 649,660 

December .. 7~,3§!,938 .. _12~0S.7,7:J.1 1,185,32il . 1j6,805,770 309,117 
"------- .-

2009 January 67,257,334 14,107,968 946,979 52,077,387 125,000 

February 64,832,627 10,648,697 784,660 53,300,631 98,639 

March 74,411,167 13,362,458 435,380 59,359,340 849,449 404,540 

April 64,055,849 14,000,603 444,840 49,610,406 0 

May 65,297,510 15,714,035 296,560 49,185,935 100,980 

June 67,172,535 13,013,880 347,459 52,771,186 1,040,010 

July 64,118,534 12,074,437 138,020 395,578 49,224,785 53,189 2,232,525 

August 61,793,170 7,084,535 600,299 47,558,610 6,549,726 

September 59,963,159 11,381,684 667,781 43,990,622 3,923,072 

October 59,942,741 13,091,164 1,409,661 41,984,088 192,840 3,264,988 

November 54,008,925 5,163,480 241,060 1,680,440 38,669,310 143,140 8,111,495 

December 53,975,665 3,412,948 1,136,399 48,170,935 93,441 1,161,942 
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CDFA - Y 

IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT 
BULK BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM 

ARIZONA COLORADO IDAHO NEVADA OREGON WASHINGTON OTHER AND 
AZ CO ID NVOR 

YEAR MONTH (pounds) (pounds) 

6. 
February 6.702.242 198.880 32.822.993 711.500 

March 6.447.439 39.869.425 
April 5.879.399 40.686.256 

May 6.710.211 396.139 42.876.498 146.206 

June 1.806.973 298.560 49.159.579 

July 7.089.908 132.320 345.340 47.917.140 246.598 

August 5.243.703 293.981 42.902.115 95.224 

September 2.145.349 99.559 46.769.002 

October 9.244.454 452.339 43.640.182 237.554 

November 3.652.904 46.811 612.523 47,477.239 232.301 

2011 January 901.960 49.1 

February 22.706.706 1.009.800 30.613.928 234.127 

March 13.856.654 857.281 38.869.107 

April 2.650.938 1.340.140 50.679.547 237.922 

May 21.085.649 1.139.700 34.227.258 98.995 

June 10.172.047 1.285.661 45.160.847 291 .163 731,442 

July 11.256.219 1.358.480 49.625.279 286.219 

August 1.364,438 948.300 55.393.806 
September 1.725.633 414.780 49.785.821 

October 13.616.822 957.881 41.095.932 

November 3.441.816 2.509.463 .48.756.251 187.060 855.787 

2012 January 
February 11 .569.723 845.719 40.107.255 96.660 

March 2.329.639 497.440 58.260.917 

April 2.049,462 932.901 56.672.536 476.680 

May 1.988.339 499,420 58.713.985 1.194.040 

June 13.495.181 466.561 46.950.629 513.305 

July 1.680.953 1.397.880 58.732.736 953.940 

August 960.750 1.089.631 54,426.698 
September 856.623 347.599 54.943.467 150.520 

October 19.033.999 445.681 35.594.853 
November 827.044 45.926.049 
December 

2013 January 
February 698.821 59.674 1. 
March 2.345.159 2.433.581 

April 58.528.363 3.233.990 393.481 

May 59.813.509 1.330.904 55.552.474 2.045.671 

4 



IMPORT 
BULK 

IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT IMPORT 
BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM BULK FROM 

ARIZONA COLORADO IDAHO NEVADA OREGON WASHINGTON OTHER AND 

YEAR MONTH (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) (pounds) 

June 56,545,609 1,228,669 432,759 53,584,848 909,239 
July 54,259,151 1,462,978 537,641 50,277,486 522,450 
August 51,665,691 1,067,901 87,800 49,182,200 520,580 
September 48,760,269 1,626,293 239,420 45,304,328 919,120 
October 54,796,709 3,134,315 953,070 48,716,524 716,361 
November 53,625,440 3,161,239 436,261 753,281 44,972,816 717,700 

__ ~_~c~m~ber ____ ~ __ ~~~~1l43, 19~_~~4~,§~18 ____ ~_95,1~_~_~~~J~1_~_4.7, 955,592~ __ 1c5_76,:!90_ 
2014 January 56,292,098 3,410,384 187,500 50,811,917 811,341 

February 46,180,169 1,267,685 48,060 42,649,707 287,560 
March 50,778,402 2,263,516 95,720 1,352,891 43,778,812 766,020 
Apnl 50,395,400 1,871,213 525,000 1,739,771 41,504,407 964,400 
May. 48,639,163 3,896,182 434,360 2,499,539 37,524,110 1,770,801 
June 43,636,009 1,573,491 50,140 2,417,645 33,924,865 1,373,050 
July 38,205,275 1,961,475 528,590 30,464,220 766,980 
August 39,585,946 1,374,529 623,120 32,570,474 1,736,300 
September 44,847,965 991,773 35,665,623 1,256,680 
October 41,934,020 3,094,572 46,360 459,800 34,303,749 860,280 
November 42,174,896 1,048,023 96,319 31,088,901 1,056,520 

_-==--O""ember __ ~_~ ___ ._44,064c~6 ~ __ 1L~3,~4_,,-_~~_!3_6,!l~Q~ __ ~_ _ 22,417,018 ____ _ ~92c~61 __ 
2015 January 45,109,800 2,019,844 32,759,941 2,052,740 

February 40,121,726 1,646,822 31,118,403 
March 48,422,901 3,407,214 867,410 35,018,701 
April 55,348,934 4,141,343 1,864,030 35,137,548 
May 53,556,304 2,614,455 1,379,811 35,041,466 
June 47,413,637 1,824,058 94,761 146,049 32,593,967 

July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

Source: CDAF Milk Pooling Branch 

1,142,461 
1,155,739 
1,728,371 
2,176,909 
1,199,480 

(pounds) 

AZ CO 10 NV OR WA 
(pounds) 

390,094 
1,458,596 

807,210 
671,108 

1,276,439 
3,584,143 

___________ ~~ ~ ___ ~ 1c597,2_70 
1,070,956 
1,927,157 
2,521,443 
3,790,609 
2,514,171 
4,296,818 
4,484,010 
3,281,523 
6,933,889 
3,169,259 
8,885,133 

. ___ ~ __ ~ ___ ~ __ ap9,0!;! 

97,447 

8,277,275 
6,214,040 
7,973,837 

12,477,642 
12,343,663 
11,457,875 

CDFA~ Y 
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CDFA- Z 
CLASSIFICATION OF BULK MILK, SKIM, AND CREAM RECEIVED BY CALIFORNIA POOL PLANT 

condensed skim reported at skim equivalent 

Year Month Total Product 
1 I 2 

Class 

3 I 4A I 4B 

20.0.0. 0.1 44,719,421 ALLOCATION NOT AVAILABLE 

20.0.0. 0.2 43,40.4,0.20. ALLOCATION NOT AVAILABLE 

20.0.0. 0.3 55,333,211 42,80.6,377 1,765,619 1,385,532 8,323,538 1,0.52,144 

20.0.0. 0.4 49,641,750. 42,712,530. 2,0.19,690. 840.,270. 2,119,117 1,950.,142 

20.0.0. 0.5 50.,151,0.90. 44,552,293 2,212,413 1,0.97,678 1,373,383 915,323 

20.0.0. 0.6 48,433,603 43,836,60.7 1,782,30.5 1,119,292 899,932 795,467 

20.0.0. 0.7 50.,80.0.,945 42,789,595 1,999,451 1,177,553 1,344,361 3,489,986 

20.0.0. 0.8 45,0.48,766 39,776,536 2,335,675 1,228,173 752,187 956,196 

20.0.0. 0.9 40.,511,0.90. 35,0.03,113 3,218,555 1,390.,350. 60.3,787 295,285 

20.0.0. 10. 49,287,20.9 42,670.,399 4,0.50.,674 1,314,264 845,0.80. 40.6,792 

20.0.0. 11 48,853,223 43,0.88,441 3,799,328 992,329 50.2,785 470.,339 

20.0.0. 12 49,789,559 43,662,144 3,598,0.66 1,0.96,429 971,0.96 461,823 

20.0.1 0.1 53,40.2,375 46,269,484 4,427,40.7 1,330.,853 846,840. 527,790. 

20.0.1 0.2 55,599,770. 44,987,482 5,650.,839 2,192,569 1,342,159 1,426,722 

20.0.1 0.3 74,798,30.9 66,668,383 3,879,812 1,80.2,717 1,271,968 1,175,429 

20.0.1 0.4 74,571,80.1 65,777,530. 4,864,0.93 2,337,370. 703,999 888,80.9 

20.0.1 0.5 77,501,996 68,248,70.1 4,927,569 2,80.0.,652 875,349 649,725 

20.0.1 0.6 73,426,982 65,211,495 4,630.,690. 2,516,969 640.,70.6 427,122 

20.0.1 0.7 75,0.58,0.10 66,793,324 4,265,370. 2,455,757 755,690. 787,869 

20.0.1 0.8 69,847,0.29 62,435,281 4,0.49,558 1,892,0.75 761,295 70.8,819 

20.0.1 0.9 68,473,784 61,592,977 3,629,366 1,850.,649 865,0.0.0. 535,792 

20.0.1 10. 70.,964,334 64,90.4,997 3,20.2,448 1,670.,50.1 70.9,679 476,710. 

20.0.1 11 69,0.85,212 62,722,339 3,580.,510. 1,326,314 665,891 790.,157 
20.0.1 12 77,925,973 69,526,641 4,90.3,106 1,454,783 1,293,237 748,20.6 

20.0.2 0.1 86,697,425 77,448,786 4,974,790. 1,583,931 1,60.1,287 1,0.88,631 
20.0.2 0.2 87,185,992 79,131,351 3,648,252 2,0.17,256 1,470.,216 918,916 
20.0.2 0.3 102,232,356 90.,435,258 5,0.95,739 2,40.6,635 1,171,488 3,123,235 

20.0.2 04 101,10.8,861 90.,776,447 4,671,596 2,545,563 1,119,563 1,995,692 

20.0.2 0.5 110.,114,924 96,859,420. 5,830.,60.5 2,937,385 2,357,391 2,130.,122 
20.0.2 0.6 113,870.,984 91,788,50.6 7,0.44,424 3,254,497 8,0.79,456 3,70.4,101 
20.0.2 0.7 96,760.,335 84,751,116 5,0.64,0.94 3,0.37,920. 2,493,730. 1,413,475 

20.0.2 0.8 10.0.,649,60.8 89,587,261 6,887,474 1,795,619 1,445,012 934,241 

20.0.2 0.9 10.3,266,811 92,228,233 7,148,40.1 2,175,762 810.,962 90.3,454 

20.0.2 10. 99,196,234 84,90.5,995 10.,552,722 2,0.79,725 869,0.37 788,755 

20.0.2 11 10.3,132,493 86,558,667 10.,365,270. 1,643,419 2,0.45,323 2,519,814 
20.0.2 12 10.4,758,341 85,141,132 14,766,113 1,422,60.5 1,438,822 1,989,668 
20.0.3 0.1 10.4,279,552 83,529,464 15,649,817 1,343,0.36 1,542,718 2,214,517 
20.0.3 0.2 97,434,237 80.,918,937 12,513,129 1,435,627 1,619,292 947,252 
20.0.3 0.3 111,219,569 94,457,813 12,396,0.95 1,491,328 1,542,447 1,331,886 
20.0.3 0.4 10.3,996,484 87,353,911 12,113,80.8 2,298,850. 1,226,170. 1,0.0.3,746 
20.0.3 0.5 111,976,70.2 93,371,248 13,0.34,0.0.9 2,791,618 1,636,884 1,142,944 
20.0.3 0.6 105,256,524 87,957,286 11,718,0.73 3,191,969 1,297,554 1,0.91,642 
20.0.3 0.7 92,374,640. 80.,0.42,717 8,241,0.83 2,311,0.29 990.,978 788,832 
20.0.3 0.8 86,823,468 75,293,134 7,0.21,953 2,249,795 1,278,792 979,794 
20.0.3 0.9 80.,690.,111 72,0.67,193 5,994,916 1,290.,612 731,70.1 60.5,689 
20.0.3 10. 83,788,278 75,646,326 4,60.8,555 1,766,242 1,10.7,927 659,227 
20.0.3 11 96,443,171 70.,965,855 6,247,618 2,764,106 8,138,826 8,326,765 
20.0.3 12 113,434,349 76,360.,656 9,581,435 2,975,745 13,114,0.96 11,40.2,418 
20.0.4 0.1 114,338,792 82,178,224 9,473,795 2,158,592 11,892,778 8,635,40.4 
20.0.4 0.2 110.,580.,674 78,0.86,310 9,385,572 2,747,425 11,450.,760. 8,910.,60.7 



, ... 
CDFA Z -

Class 
Year Month Total Product 

1 2 3 4A 4B 

2004 03 109,211,044 76,212,604 7,388,653 2,827,578 14,192,718 8,589,491 

2004 04 64,787,476 56,224,382 4,976,080 1,793,121 563,151 1,230,742 

2004 05 140,839,054 102,012,130 11,462,400 4,186,246 13,082,270 10,096,008 

2004 06 123,274,055 92,216,674 9,493,797 3,960,840 9,642,858 7,959,887 

2004 07 99,384,555 85,277,583 6,994,644 3,894,038 2,119,528 1,098,763 

2004 08 105,177,399 81,595,720 7,003,004 3,667,305 6,880,877 6,030,493 

2004 09 99,421,256 73,414,571 5,370,638 2,708,789 8,858,600 9,068,658 

2004 10 110,946,408 86,662,855 6,360,994 3,113,966 7,615,300 7,193,293 

2004 11 99,685,592 84,890,793 7,182,184 2,471,153 1,966,933 3,174,529 

2004 12 99,833,675 83,157,260 6,787,459 2,339,561 2,815,072 4,734,323 

2005 01 108,893,898 92,659,160 5,828,244 2,220,879 3,395,100 4,790,514 

2005 02 98,790,367 84,451,453 5,342,947 2,469,425 2,159,588 4,366,953 

2005 03 106,031,250 89,863,661 6,307,802 2,715,783 2,197,059 4,946,944 

2005 04 106,701,622 90,030,801 6,869,356 2,641,264 2,098,811 5,061,391 

2005 05 111,845,970 93,292,342 7,356,590 3,009,028 2,491,845 5,696,165 

2005 06 107,536,411 89,871,184 6,459,589 3,675,788 3,075,275 4,454,575 

2005 07 110,249,911 89,663,898 6,609,149 3,557,414 4,014,475 6,404,975 

2005 08 100,786,897 85,668,186 7,325,809 3,048,176 1,574,762 3,169,964 

2005 09 93,400,630 79,453,819 7,889,193 2,739,909 1,555,799 1,761,909 

2005 10 95,067,873 82,099,876 7,997,522 2,426,160 1,335,647 1,208,667 

2005 11 89,998,991 75,867,033 7,947,285 2,713,288 1,433,100 2,038,285 

2005 12 90,947,341 79,463,442 5,809,134 2,333,137 1,230,245 2,111,383 

2006 01 101,522,376 86,990,674 7,878,499 2,182,297 1,653,805 2,817,102 

2006 02 92,291,568 78,741,211 7,184,640 2,377,018 1,525,845 2,462,853 

2006 03 109,067,921 92,788,269 8,761,538 2,804,324 1,787,392 2,926,398 

2006 04 99,739,428 85,178,303 7,880,853 2,479,579 1,460,068 2,740,626 

2006 05 99,567,775 84,006,332 7,640,536 2,696,923 1,528,940 3,695,045 

2006 06 95,026,343 82,091,551 6,133,928 2,656,824 1,125,229 3,018,812 

2006 07 94,802,693 83,529,830 4,595,100 2,389,396 1,020,284 3,268,084 
2006 08 100,301,206 87,647,209 5,818,647 2,006,577 1,253,126 3,575,646 
2006 09 89,312,699 79,152,805 4,607,144 2,088,720 976,983 2,487,047 
2006 10 87,451,586 78,516,731 4,788,783 1,402,415 1,174,202 1,569,455 
2006 11 87,681,973 76,527,545 6,318,714 1,535,302 1,228,960 2,071,451 
2006 12 88,928,335 75,177,808 8,898,474 1,294,408 1,630,336 1,927,310 
2007 01 94,734,414 81,079,749 8,264,909 1,446,140 1,744,975 2,198,640 
2007 02 81,571,557 69,667,305 7,511,591 1,192,544 1,149,110 2,051,007 
2007 03 94,324,461 79,100,458 8,800,136 2,133,440 1,323,482 2,966,946 
2007 04 89,488,899 74,597,229 8,138,570 2,783,041 . 992,425 2,977,633 
2007 05 86,341,973 71,020,416 7,336,278 3,241,065 1,325,099 3,419,116 
2007 06 79,936,228 67,992,189 5,047,276 2,979,172 1,118,689 2,798,902 
2007 07 77,706,606 66,024,637 5,319,448 2,364,957 1,001,415 2,996,150 
2007 08 73,442,484 60,735,669 4,275,936 2,839,404 2,489,631 3,101,844 
2007 9 76,190,511 64,362,620 4,146,001 3,297,216 2,359,714 2,024,959 
2007 10 74,736,032 63,195,591 4,730,160 2,756,862 2,128,309 1,925,110 
2007 11 72,312,706 59,103,024 5,413,740 2,712,503 2,977,997 2,105,443 
2007 12 62,252,444 45,736,384 6,148,983 1,667,782 6,003,456 2,695,840 
2008 01 63,645,889 47,296,408 6,823,252 1,032,339 5,889,831 2,604,060 
2008 02 64,421,308 47,676,082 5,978,102 1,330,442 6,977,205 2,459,477 
2008 03 63,332,010 48,691,790 5,433,239 1,501,735 6,579,184 1,126,063 
2008 04 71,401,386 50,612,116 5,323,589 2,023,143 10,948,961 2,493,576 
2008 05 80,854,582 58,214,540 5,742,586 3,053,225 11,153,008 2,691,223 
2008 06 70,724,109 52,137,865 4,976,468 2,192,663 8,953,749 2,463,364 
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Year Month Total Product 
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2008 07 74,094,422 56,742,712 5,634,280 3,091,372 6,693,274 1,932,784 

2008 08 70,497,963 58,026,032 5,337,579 2,814,414 3,296,279 1,023,659 

2008 09 67,908,019 57,636,580 4,416,083 2,074,308 2,657,370 1,123,678 

2008 10 . 78,465,019 66,975,760 5,133,267 2,010,041 1,644,009 2,701,942 

2008 11 71,351,518 61,662,429 4,710,609 1,619,617 2,061,738 1,297,125 

2008 12 70,357,938 59,226,539 4,723,922 1,901,067 2,177,511 2,328,899 

2009 01 67,257,334 56,713,869 4,742,530 1,435,944 2,610,062 1,754,929 

2009 02 64,832,627 56,239,253 3,782,315 1,259,423 2,115,809 1,435,827 

2009 03 74,411,167 64,806,798 4,283,081 1,407,196 2,088,672 1,825,420 

2009 04 64,055,849 55,789,250 3,960,434 1,473,734 1,693,665 1,138,766 

2009 05 65,297,510 57,230,633 2,678,378 2,035,801 1,641,875 1,710,823 

2009 06 67,172,535 59,240,687 2,190,844 2,267,313 1,870,616 1,603,075 

2009 07 64,118,534 54,926,598 3,124,457 2,630,741 1,473,007 1,963,731 

2009 08 61,793,170 53,385,072 2,643,771 1,980,638 1,644,700 2,138,989 

2009 09 59,963,159 50,070,918 3,321,110 1,675,768 2,023,932 2,871,431 

2009 10 59,942,741 50,508,642 3,440,924 1,206,044 1,868,854 2,918,277 

2009 11 54,008,925 45,702,439 2,382,869 931,946 2,238,774 2,752,897 

2009 12 53,975,665 44,550,383 3,753,278 1,145,879 1,441,798 3,084,327 

2010 01 51,449,394 43,453,666 3,462,364 848,444 2,424,263 1,260,657 

2010 02 45,403,412 38,965,283 2,056,571 812,200 2,206,920 1,362,438 

2010 03 51,641,803 47,340,394 1,278,384 978,360 575,531 1,469,134 

2010 04 51,159,648 46,725,850 1,267,493 1,229,608 1,108,462 828,235 

2010 05 55,343,979 50,752,731 1,291,038 1,199,012 1,473,449 627,749 

2010 06 54,245,171 49,790,990 1,182,992 1,196,239 1,397,217 677,733 

2010 07 56,978,682 50,981,213 1,426,534 1,546,048 2,400,532 624,355 

2010 08 53,726,739 47,573,357 1,948,452 2,039,728 1,237,017 928,185 

2010 09 50,399,310 46,069,060 1,043,261 1,265,848 1,167,892 853,249 

2010 10 54,099,915 46,174,559 3,313,491 1,394,553 636,179 2,581,133 

2010 11 53,852,304 47,085,948 3,221,546 1,193,114 875,666 1,476,030 

2010 12 55,655,561 48,240,102 3,763,610 1,127,985 1,321,909 1,201,955 

2011 01 59,818,992 52,931,485 2,770,114 1,214,555 1,733,589 1,169,249 

2011 02 56,336,045 49,332,215 3,072,464 1,377,958 1,590,486 962,922 

2011 03 54,403,186 48,078,209 2,518,460 1,547,066 1,736,719 522,732 

2011 04 55,209,826 49,743,020 1,380,995 1,633,492 1,775,049 677,270 

2011 05 57,445,414 50,806,962 1,905,404 1,536,410 2,248,114 948,524 

2011 06 58,077,222 52,444,895 1,220,157 1,057,784 1,861,580 1,492,806 

2011 07 63,419,807 56,258,040 1,797,827 1,672,884 2,630,975 1,060,081 

2011 08 58,675,525 50,696,841 2,492,836 2,044,520 2,862,034 579,294 

2011 09 53,364,590 46,682,723 2,126,085 1,382,084 2,534,741 638,957 

2011 10 56,049,420 48,855,504 2,569,154 1,428,968 2,457,239 738,555 

2011 11 55,899,619 47,044,749 2,823,214 1,680,323 3,011,388 1,339,945 

2011 12 53,103,783 46,480,178 2,471,673 1,058,269 2,553,700 539,963 

2012 01 57,391,073 50,382,003 2,851,697 1,194,488 2,468,588 494,297 

2012 02 52,619,357 46,144,711 2,319,534 1,135,285 2,333,709 686,118 

2012 03 62,478,119 53,951,551 2,599,991 1,846,472 3,118,483 961,622 

2012 04 63,368,709 53,125,578 3,225,689 2,034,018 3,129,309 1,854,115 

2012 05 63,771,532 55,531,109 2,663,187 1,734,826 2,063,955 1,778,455 

2012 06 62,074,467 54,022,192 2,819,694 1,589,457 2,274,118 1,369,006 

2012 07 64,178,968 55,216,320 3,190,487 1,590,117 2,385,405 1,796,639 

2012 08 60,407,683 49,247,126 3,625,398 1,068,192 2,549,392 3,917,575 

2012 09 57,488,214 50,363,731 2,648,371 1,145,358 2,276,755 1,053,999 

2012 10 55,611,332 50,250,297 1,621,081 1,095,239 1,693,797 950,918 
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2012 11 49,017,247 42,981,578 1,711,369 862,098 1,897,785 1,564,417 

2012 12 52,041,656 45,007,273 2,660,860 1,237,381 1,906,694 1,229,448 

2013 01 52,886,854 44,689,462 3,848,818 1,447,117 2,146,824 754,633 
2013 02 49,598,422 43,374,688 2,832,840 1,099,712 1,494,842 796,340 

2013 03 57,398,966 49,513,586 3,091,972 1,940,002 1,876,704 976,702 

2013 04 58,528,363 51,460,538 2,577,418 2,086,768 1,633,734 769,905 

2013 05 59,813,509 51,929,216 3,435,897 2,135,259 1,492,326 820,811 

2013 06 56,545,609 48,684,191 3,232,289 1,875,629 1,657,451 1,096,049 

2013 07 54,259,151 45,954,327 2,934,409 2,000,847 1,702,589 1,666,979 

2013 08 51,665,691 45,213,318 2,661,045 1,722,541 1,099,846 968,941 
2013 09 48,760,269 41,738,443 2,379,940 1,502,041 1,841,943 1,297,902 
2013 10 54,796,709 46,590,081 2,339,365 1,494,287 1,958,272 2,414,704 
2013 11 53,625,440 43,687,272 3,075,766 1,326,731 1,988,701 3,546,970 
2013 12 53,943,196 45,933,296 3,024,247 1,410,645 1,836,033 1,738,975 

2014 01 56,292,098 48,461,970 2,988,389 1,503,721 1,793,957 1,544,061 
2014 02 46,180,169 41,063,879 1,624,015 1,510,023 1,474,538 507,714 
2014 03 50,778,402 43,214,642 2,264,393 1,371,874 2,669,764 1,257,729 
2014 04 50,395,400 40,894,197 2,913,476 1,912,954 3,294,222 1,380,551 
2014 05 48,639,163 35,889,115 3,635,901 1,994,492 4,522,003 2,597,652 
2014 06 43,636,009 31,410,737 3,659,561 2,500,721 2,530,407 3,534,583 
2014 07 38,205,275 26,658,306 3,524,401 2,408,418 2,267,149 3,347,001 
2014 08 39,585,946 27,160,795 4,819,126 3,194,007 2,244,489 2,167,529 
2014 09 44,847,965 34,176,877 4,489,227 3,321,916 1,430,255 1,429,690 
2014 10 41,934,020 32,576,811 5,098,078 2,140,349 1,360,990 757,792 
2014 11 42,174,896 31,347,010 5,583,930 2,234,004 1,233,663 1,776,289 
2014 12 44,064,256 32,624,564 4,568,366 2,143,632 1,453,105 3,274,589 
2015 01 45,109,800 32,494,295 5,450,817 2,222,282 1,584,982 3,357,424 
2015 02 40,121,726 29,219,226 3,675,764 2,095,904 1,819,413 3,311,419 
2015 03 48,422,901 33,894,339 4,389,554 2,773,721 3,061,190 4,304,097 
2015 04 55,348,934 34,973,142 5,618,022 2,714,072 4,441,131 7,602,567 
2015 05 53,556,304 34,632,815 5,354,097 2,297,430 4,058,832 7,213,130 
2015 06 47,413,637 32,328,227 5,910,987 2,082,322 2,849,118 4,242,983 
2015 07 44,651,871 32,847,887 5,229,844 2,665,617 1,776,321 2,132,202 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 
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1st of the No. of No. of Sales at 

month Sellers Buyers 100% 

CDFA - AA 

Average Market Price for the Transfer of Quota, August 1969~September 2015 

Sales 

W1ithout Cows 

Low Avg I High 

Sales 

With co~ 

Low I Avg I High 

Dollars Per Pound of Quota Sol ids 

Total Total Total Total 

Production Base Total Quota Production Base Total Quota 

Fat Transferred Fat Transferred SNF Transferred SNF Transferred 

In Pounds 



~~ __ '-____ r-__ ~~~~ ______ ~~ ______ '-______ ~=-______ r-__ ~~ __ ~ __ ~~ __ ,-__ ~~ __ ~ __ ~~~C~D~FA- AA 

Effective No. of Sales Sales Total Total Total Total 

1 st of the No. of No. of Sales at Without Cows With Cows Production Base Total Quota Production Base Total Quota 

month Sellers Buyers 100% Low I Avg I High Low I Avg I High Fat Transferred Fat Transferred SNF Transferred SNF Transferred 

Dollars Per Pound of Quota Solids In Pounds 

197211. __ 1~ _ ._16 _ ..!2 __ $ _ ~ ~. __ 296_~. 3381-$_ 2241-$ __ 292 ~ _ 373 _._ .. __ ~247 .. 65. _ . __ ~~3.97 ___ 5,16!!: 9~ ___ ~439c~C_ 

197212 14 25 1.0 $ 267 _~~ ..s~t-!--2.1:'.1... $ 3.03 $ ~4. _____ 2,278.94 __ ....!~785.6C 5 ,~8,C8 4 ,5C7 . 8~ 
1973.01 7 8 5 $ - $ - $ - j.!...23C $ 3.03 $ 378 1,436.6.0 1,.079.39 3,53,6, 18 2,724.61 

1973.02 12 -- 21 = 8 .~ 270' -$ i18-~-34i .!.. _2~~ti. 284~,3-iii 'l- - ,:8-04 . .08 =-=-1,~31 .8C 4,352 . .05 3,478.1.0 

1973.03 13 2.0 __ 1_2 __ $_~eL2~1. 2 _ 3.~ ._$_23~. $_ 286 $ 332 ___ 3,.027.54 __ _ _2,279.68 7,386.7.0 5, 88~ 
197304 19 29 15 $ 29.0 $ 311 $ 337 $ 222.. _$ 3.0'1 $ 327 4,513.75 3,8.03.74 1.0,874,42 9,885.13 

_ 1973.05 __ 2.0 3.0 16 $ 183 ~?7 e.L339 $ 123 $ 28.0 $ 339 2,m.2C 1-. 2, ~44.32 e--- 6,53,3.55 __ ....?,394.49 

I- '_~~ 21 26 __ ~ _$ __ 286 $ 318_e.!..-395 I_1.~_ ) 295- _$ __ ~ 1---':::::,4Ts4.81 -. 3,423.36 1.0,399.93 8,696.1.0 
1973.07 26 __ ~ _~ _$ _ 289 $ 315 $ 39.0 $ 153 .~ __ 3~ $ 466 ____ 4,7.06,.03.. 3,836,21 11 , 244~ 9,214,99 

1973.08 18 39 16 $ 279 $ 291 $ 3.09 $ 1.08 $ 256 $ 317 5,.015.6.0 4,241 .39 12,.065.5.0 1.0,8.04 . .07 

1973.09 23 27 19 '$----v4' $~ $ 37.0 $ 148 $ 282 ~4C5 4,897.64 3,948.73 11 ,517.84 9,513.41 
1-1973iO --'i~ - 21 --1- 3- $ 227 $ 319 ~.66 $ 188 -$- 2-76t-s 3 35 -. 2,736.9.0- 1,988.9.0 6,45.0.98 4,888,53 

197311 11 _~ __ ~_ t.!.--.319 $ 233 ..!.-.~89 I-L..!.8~ _$~g~9 ___ 1,68.0.32 __ 1,665.99 3,9.08,1.0 3,859.68 

1971~ __ 21 ___ 2~ ___ 16 __ $_~1. _~.J_2~~~_ ..s_22~ ..!...._28~ . ____ 4,249,97 ___ 4,.028.66_ 1.0,3.02. 15 9,694.19 

t------;s74C1 16 __ E..... __ 1_2_ . ..s~_.! __ 254 .J_2!l~..!..._~~ . ..s __ 2~+~. 281 2,735.53 1--_ 2,347.19 6,294,04 5,792.19 

_~7_~~ __ ~2 ____ .~2_. ___ 1.0.... .!....~~ ..s_ 276 ~C2 ~..E~ __ $_2~ ..!.-1~~. ___ . __ ~C597 __ . __ 2,,022.81. __ .s,~~.~Q ______ 5 , 225 . 7~ 

_ 1974.03 __ 22 ___ 2~ _.....!.~ _L_1.~.!..~9_ .!.._~2. eJ--.!~_$_2.~ _L..!~~ ___ 8,271 .27 . ___ 8,965,~ ____ ~?,-121 .C~ 22,397,55 
197404 24 37 2.0 $ 244 $ 295 $ 359 $ 172 $ 271 $ 315 1-- 5,621 .61 4,746.46 13,.065,99 11 ,657.12 

t--i97405 28 32 25 '$- 265 $ 297 ~.26 $ 19.0 -$-265~31 2 ' - --4,771M - --4-:0iQ.63 ---11 ,219~CC 9,985.72 

_. 197406 ~~ __ 2.!..., -~ $12~ S2e6 $ 321 $ 244 _$~. $ 311 2,791.23 I- 2,342.63 6,573.39 5,7.01 . .02 
1974.07 19 24 15 $ 212 $ 269 $ 311 $ 273 S 297 $ 33.0 3,664,59 3,6.09.62 8,7!l5,96 8,92.0.23 

1974.08 19 21 16 $ 281 $ 3.09 $ 353 $ 2.08 S 27.0 $ 318 . ___ ~62.C1 __ ~,53C.44 9,971 .15 8,781 ,88 

1974.09 19 __ 22 15 $ 275 $ 298 $ 357 $ 184 $ 264 $ 315 ____ 3_,755.5.0 3,135.56 8,395.89 8,.082.18 

19741.0 17_. 21 13 $ ~~ $ 293 $ 3.05 $ 2.03 _$_....3.?5_ ..!.-1~ _. 2,721 .17 __ 2,467 . .03 6 , 1~47 5,986 . .02 
197411 1.1.... 15 9 $ 251 $ 292 $ 358 $ 258 S 29.0 ~~ 2,722.97 2,513.29 6,561.92 6,168.52 

197412 15 __ 1~_'y __ $ __ 26C $ 293 $ 4.09 $ 196 S 285 $ ~!l.8 _____ 3,284,1~ ___ 3.~~~ __ ~Q3.o ,C5 ___ 6,646.74 

1975.01 15 18 1.0 $ 241 $ 294 $ 343 S 198 S 272 $ 317 4,6.06.27 3,86.0, 3.0 11 ,355.96 9,89.0.74 
t--i97502 - 13 -~ 1.0 $ 227 $ 262 $ 324 ~.2.1 2 -S-2s5~342·1-- 6,446.25 _ 6,389,24 14,957.3.0 15, 931 . 8~ 

1975.03 1.0 22 7 $ 217 $ 234 $ 261 $ 18.0 $ 224 $ 282 1,721 .59 1,911 .11 3,898,89 4,62.0,56 

197504 11 15 6 $ 242 ~272~. 315 $ 254 $ 282 $ 315 3,116.39 2,629,12 7,429,72 6,413,66 

1975.05 16 23 1.0 $ 222 $ 266 $ 419 $ 211 $ 264 $ 3.09 2,9.03.91 2,323.95 6,781 .42 5,654.18 
--'197506 13 16 '- '--10 -$ - 246' $ 268 $ 385 $ 238 $268 -$-3g~ 1--. 2,557.73 ---£276.03 ---5~i9C~C7 ==5~2~~ 
-m5ci --21- 1--. 3 3 16 $ 238 $ - 2'64 $ 312 $ 196 _$_2~~ 3~2.~~~ __ 4,58459 =-- 4,63J·,94 ____ ..21-'-~3!:! 1 . 1C , 125:~ 
'1 9750s --15 _~ __ ~ ..s~~~ $ 292 $ 32.0 $ 18.0 $ 248 $ 3.05 2,672.39 2,556,95 6,6.02 .42 6,219,57 

1975.09 21 37 17 $ 197 $ 299 $ 369 $ 238 $271'$3 26 ---5~58.55 4,823.04 12,743,37 11 ,863.45 

__ 1~751Q 13 13 1.0 $ 292 $ 296 $ 318 $ 235 S 262 $ 297 2,64.0.93 2,15.0,76 6,263.61 5,335.2.0 

197511 t--~6 22 __ ~ $ 224 $ 289 i--'-_ 31C ~ 2~ $ 256 $ 299 _ _ ~55.44 _ 4,922 . .01 11 ,~,!:91 12,.079.2.0 

-. 19751 21---11 '-1- 19 8 $ 222 S 268 S 297 ~7_..s~ L.21~ _2-,-~62.C1 1--._ 2,358.36 6,648.76 5,777,83 
1976.01 14 16 14 $ 254 $ 284 $ 381 $ 164 $ 26.0 $ 311 9,047.42 8,177.99 2.0,593.91 2.0,757,66 

__ ~~ __ .8 ____ ._~ _ ._ ~_ $_ ~3~ _$ __ 256_ ..s_ 268 .!..._1~ $........2,62, ..!.....22.:!. ____ .1,393 . 3~ ____ 1 ,~.O'S~ _____ 3,'!.4 !.:~ 3,.06.0.81 
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CDFA-AA 

Effective No. of Sales Sales Total Total Total Total 

1st of the No. of No. of Sales at Without Cows With Cows Production Base Total Quota Production Base Total Quota 

month Sellers Buyers 100% Low 1 Avg 1 High Low 1 Avg -I High Fat Transferred Fat Transferred SNF Transferred SNF Transferred 

Dollars Per Pound of Quota Solids In Pounds 

197603 10 12 6 $ 290 $ 299 $ 304 $ 179 $ 261 $ 307 1,675.21 1,626.26 4,311.26 4,465.53 
, 

197604 16 33 13 $ 236 $ 274 $ 313 $ 244 $ 279 $ 319 5,760.39 5,116.29 13,601.52 12,419.74 

197605 17 26 12 $ 244 $ 267 $ 350 $ 216 $ 261 $ 327 3,526.04 3,306.52 6,004.44 6,213.71 
. -

197606 20 21 14 $ 246 $ 267 $ 312 $ 204 $ 261 $ 309 3,470.65 2,790.07 6,210.64 6,996.00 
-

197607 9 9 7 $ 243 $ 290 $ 330 $ 215 $ 250 $ 266 1,531.36 1,157.35 3,430.44 2,731.17 

197606 16 20 16 $ 269 $ 312 $ 356 $ 199 $ 273 $ 346 4,542.34 3,240.67 10,504.:: 6,196.21 

197609 8 10 7 $ 275 $ 310 $ 373 $ 113 $ 199 $ 285 1,248.43 1,336.75 3,214.72 3,335.48 

197610 11 11 10 $ 275 $ 299 $ 338 $ 192 $ 277 $ 314 1,926.55 1,745.20 4,590.83 4,158,43 

197611 14 22 10 $ 200 $ 278 $ 326 $ 212 $ 271 $ 326 2,261,43 2,008.90 5,439.81 4,824.65 

197612 17 18 16 $ 279 $ 344 $ 407 $ 177 $ 253 $ 311 4,220.16 3,032.03 10,466,42 7,725.08 

197701 15 21 12 $ 216 $ 293 $ 443 $ 201 $ 235 $ 259 3,274.17 2,428.11 7,720.36 6,004,44 

197702 13 18 11 $ 263 $ 332 $ 378 $ 194 $ 266 $ 316 2,325.36 1,607.51 5,308.67 4,652.19 

197703 19 33 9 1$ 259 $ 299 $ 438 $ 274 $ 283 $ 300 3,661.63 3,334.46 8,763.:~ 6,087.04 

197704 18 23 13 $ 234 $ 286 $ 326 $ 141 $ 270 $ 338 3,479.70 3,517.78 8,612.76 8,502.64 

197705 15 22 12 $ 231 $ 306 $ 384 $ 281 1$ 310 $ 389 2,692.15 2,124.57 6,649.78 5,360.75 

197706 11 20 8' $ 260 $ 293 $ 406 $ 235 $ 303 $ 352 2,656.90 2,359.73 6,094.77 5,734.21 
-

197707 12 21 11 $ 273 $ 305 $ 383 $ 289 $ 310 $ 321 3,260.52 3,203.52 7,372.15 8,16651 
- -

197706 12 21 10 $ 276 $ 299 $ 328 $ 229 $ 260 $ 320 5,640.01 5,885.97 11,704.67 14,133.36 

197709 6 25 6 $ 297 $ 306 $ 325 $ 266 $ 305 $ 312 1,774.44 1,570.04 4,219.14 3,911.70 

197710 11 12 10 $ 297 $ 304 $ 319 $ 238 $ 297 $ 326 3,826.04 3,463.51 8,248.62 8,696.99 

197711 6 12 6 $ 296 $ 339 $ 476 $ 300 $ 312 $ 330 2,005.91 1,616.76 4,959.00 4,069.26 

197712 6 9 4 $ 346 $ 416 $ 542 $ 269 $ 345 $ 366 1,676.21 1,120.67 4,055.64 2,666.60 

197601 13 22 11 $ 206 $ 313 $ 349 $ 273 $ 277 $ 280 2,876.94 2,139.93 6,691.28 5,182,45 

197802 15 21 13 $ 267 $ 337 $ 454 $ 250 $ 315 $ 356 3,143,43 2,062.69 7,609.96 5,123.92 

197803 6 12 6 $ 292 $ 310 $ 348 $ 254 $ 294 $ 332 1,899.59 1,624.05 4,461.53 4,055.62 

197804 13 16 12 $ 341 $ 362 $ 405 $ 239 $ 265 $ 416 2,939.32 2,349.60 7,154.95 5,646,49 

197805 9 10 9 $ 280 $ 317 $ 404 $ 201 $ 265 $ 315 1,675.14 1,445.13 3,953.66 3,496.55 

197806 15 16 12 $ 160 $ 341 $ 479 $ 264 $ 307 $ 366 2,354.47 2,397.29 5,495.71 5,851.75 

197607 13 16 12 $ 249 $ 355 $ 499 $ 232 $ 261 $ 282 2,051.10 1,856.93 4,731,44 4,778.44 

197806 14 14 11 $ 219 $ 329 $ 464 $ 235 $ 276 $ 313 1,969.70 1,817.68 4,687.10 4,362.06 
- , 

197609 12 13 7 $ 

~~ri 
$ 312 $ 409 $ 248 $ 248 $ 246 2,640.96 2,165.10 6,306.20 5,212.13 

197810 10 ' 12 9 $ $ 332 $ 410 $ 275 $ 310 $ 329 2,155.86 2,077.57 4,777.26 5,194.90 

197811 12 12 11 $ 277 $ 318 $ 451 $ 226 $ 279 $ 341 4,776.19 4,159.33 11,438.67 10,204.60 

197612 13 17 13 $ 279 1$ 320 $ 476 $ 239 $ 309 $ 419 4,525.18 4,357.51 10,746.14 10,484.06 

197901 6 10 7 $ 260 $ 292 $ 308 $ 255 $ 296 $ 342 2,276.91 2,303.60 5,514.51 5,399.72 

197902 13 19 10 $ 183 $ 266 $ 408 $ 137 $ 217 $ 300 2,249.66 2,608.60 5,173.67 6,034.49 

197903 9 10 4 $ 261 $ 324 $ 366 $ 259 $ 272 $ 295 1,120.99 935.51 2,751.19 2,326.50 

197904 11 20 10 $ 249 $ 266 $ 306 $ 199 $ 224 $ 249 2,041.77 2,198.84 4,789.68 5,541.18 

197905 7 9 4 $ 265 $ 289 $ 305 $ 231 $ 276 $ 36 1,928.06 2,013.12 4,890.78 4,929.59 
-

197906 8 12 5 $ 246 $ 272 $ 304 $ 315 $ 315 $ 315 1,818.59 1,743.93 4,457.03 4,273.14 
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~~~'-____ '-____ r7~~ ______ ~~ ______ -r ______ ~~ ______ '-__ ~-'-__ ;-__ ~~ __ '-__ ~77 __ ~ __ ~~~C~D~FA-AA 
Effective No. of Sales Sales Total Total Total Total 

Without Cows IWith Cows 

Low I Avg I High Low Avg I High 
1st of the No. of No. of Sales at 

month Sellers Buyers 100% 

Production Base Total Quota Production Base Total Quota 

Fat Transferred Fat Transferred SNF Transferred SNF Transferred 

Dollars Per Pound of Quota Solids In Pounds 

197907 _ 14 ... ~3. _ 11 ~ 1.B~ L . 269 .!._ 304 1.. 232 $ ...3?~ .!..2 07. __ ... 2 ,450:~ ._ _ 2,43?2?, 5,756.88 5,815,30 

~~ .. __ 1...... .. _~ __ 6 $ 238 $ 274 $ 310 $ 242 $ 263 $ 283 1,488.1 3 ._ ....!t53~.s. __ E~5.34 ?:!i68,46. 
197909 13 15 9 $ 172 $ 278 $ 319 $ 224 $ ~ $ 319 _ 3,902.73 .. _ 3,687.90 ___ ~9.3L8_9_ 9,~~~ 

" 197910 1--1~ _ - 1:2 '- __ ~_ ! .. _ .3~~ ._2s6$3i3$- 257 '$ 310 $ 418 __ ~4.35 _ ~31 .32 ___ ,,-,313.91 3,878.50 

1979!,! _ ,,9 10 . 7.._" ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ __ ~3.!.... 1.._ 276 .!~ _ _ .. 1 ,83~~ 1,813.31 4,474,06 4,377.08 
197912 5 7 4 $ 250 $ 281 $ 397 $ _-=-- $ - ~_ - 1,090.34 947.40 2,592.77 2,221 .20 

. -=198001 = 9 '::' = .30 ._~ _$_ .336 .!._~ _$_2~ $ - ~ .~..:. 249 s .~~ ~_-1,981:87 _ 1,889.18 4,537,74 4,524.85 
198002 3 4 2 $ 272 $ 277 $ 282 $ 135 $ 193 $ 251 402,20 302.60 922.00 702.01 

. 198003 = 3 -- ~ _ ~ _ • __ 1_ .L~f-~~ ~~ .!. 240_ .L .. 240 .. .L 240 __ _ __ 1 ,670.7~ " 1,664.62 4,215,87 4,177.71 
.. 198004 7 8 f--. 5 $ 252 $ 286 $ 335 $ 239 $ 252 $ 265 1,441 .19 1,288.33 3,509.39 3,140,34 

198005 8 "--17 - 7-- $ 265 $ 274 $ 318 $ 224 $ 238 $ "241 - --3.207.55 3,223.93 7,800,77 ~:!!.09 .26 
198006 ="7 " ~ 20 ___ "-,,_$_. 230 ~. 258 $ 276 $ 209 $ 247 $ 307 _ .. 4,101.12 "':-~~57, 32 10,010,75 10,405.37 
198007 1--' 8 15 6 $ 264 $ 304 $ 369 $ 2~~ $ 264 $ 424 _2,184,25 _ _ 1,955.25 5,211 .40 4,891 .36 

=-19800~ -=~i'::' _ . ..!E.._ =-,,4 .!... 267 1 .. =-292" $ 331 $ -,, !!.27 $ _ 24f .L._ 25~ 6,042.86 6,357,27 _ .. ~,~7..3 .88_ 15,867,22 

_,,198009 ___ 3_ ... __ ... 7. " ___ 2." L~e! _~10 $ 343 _~_ 245 ~ .~.!._. 287 . ___ 3, 513~~ . _ .. _~,350.55 7,986,31 ____ 7,721.52 

... ~~l£ __ 7_" ._._2-. _ .. ~ __ ~ .. 293 1..~. $ 322 $ • $ - _$_...: __ ... _ .. _8~5, 55. ___ ~0.66 _._ 2 , 044:~ _._ 1,946.~~ 
_1..9~.!! .. __ ,,~ ___ !.. ___ 4_ .!." 216 $ 292 $ 369 $ 308 $ 336 $ 368 __ .. ..2~4.29 2,077.31 ~'!.76.68 5,060,62 

198012 7 ._8 __ .. ~.!.. 316 $ 326 $ 333 $ 262 _~~ $ ~2!.. __ ! ,570,77 _.. 1,746.56 ._ ':!'S.~:,96 4,285.61 
- 196101 - 20- "~ __ 1_3 ,, $ 288 $ 321 $ 3~~ $ 230 $ 311 $ 355 4,881 .95 3,540.01 11,307.55 12,866.09 

198102 14 ~ " 8 $ 297 $ 309 .!.....~ $ .. 306 $ 323 $ 34 _ 1,252.79 ,, 1,266,87 2,888.53 3,O~2. 32 
198103 14 17 12 $ 341 $ 341 $ 341 $ 237 $ 312 $ 402 2,374.02 2,433.67 5,653.49 5,849.47 

_ 198104 __ ~ " 18 5 _L.2.E...!._242. $ 432 $ - $ - $ - .. 1,828.25 .....!:!i86.98 4,189.99 3,896.04 
.. ~~ __ !!... _~ __ ...1£...... $ 300 $ 326 $ 349 _$_.E.!..~_ 307 $ 351 4,071 ,41 4,158.57 9,644.58 10,370.77 

_ 1981~ ,,_.s.... __ !B.... __ 8_ .L~ $ 323 $ 365 $ 284 .!..~ _$_~~~ _. __ 3 , 33~ __ .. ~,076.90 __ 7,037.50 7,719.01 
_ .!.98107 ___ ~ _ 4 _. 3 $ - $ - $ - $ 243 $ 274 $ 329 __ ... ~4.41 __ . 1,523.00 3,952.00 3,338.40 

~9810~ _ ~ _ 9 _~ $ 335 $ 344 $ 369 _~~.!... 377 _$_ 400 1,917.00 1,931 .60 _ 4,547,91 _ 4,777,27 
198109 3 6 2 $ _~ $ 334 $ 346 $ - $ - $ - f----. 612.92 624.97 1,446.63 1,583.52 

..!98110 __ .!!.... _ 10 =--5 -$- 235 $"'321$370 -$- 302 $ 332 1_ 355 __ 1 ,~~ 1,520.58 4,523.86 4,231 .54 

198111 6 18 3 $ ._. 309 $ 328 $ 343 $ 288 $ 324 $ 342 2,304.74 2,494.02 5,619.13 6,172.75 

..!~8112 _ ~ _ 9_ ~ $ 309 $ 332 $ 355 $ - _$ __ - __ $ __ - _ _ __ 1,312.50 _ 1,300.42 3,098.23 3,039.68 

._....!!I,s201 14 ~ _ 10 $ 295 $ 318 $ 340 $ 16~ _$_~~ .!....2..3~ 2,526,65 __ " 2,348.83 ,,5,743,36 5,660,45 

__ ....!!l_82021--- _ "-- __ ~ ___ 2_ .!.....1.!!... _$_~. $ 321 $ 144 $ 161 $ 177 .. ,,_ .. _~O,87 ___ 905.16 2,383,20 ___ ~~~~!_ 

" ... ~~203 " __ 3.... ,,._._~ ____ 3 " .!..~.!.~ .!.222 .. _$_~ .!.~. $_ 341 ____ 400.37 _,,_ .. __ ~ _____ 9~~~ ___ ~3.65 
__ ~~820'!. _ .!l ___ 1£.. _ ,, __ 5_ $ 169 $ 390 $ 324 $ 2..9.~ $ 351 $ 439 4,099,19 ___ 3,971 .93 9,661 .97 9,419,56 

_ 198205 .! ... ___ 6 4 $ 308 t-t- ~ _$_ 366 $ 246 $ 315 $ 383 t-- 3,974,45 ._~, 573.46 9,659:87 8,867.10 
_ 198206 6 ___ 8_ 5 $ 314 $ 318 $ 331 $ 315 $ 327 .... $_.340 ___ 32,64.63 3,145.51 8,072 ,53 7,574.69 

198207 7 __ 9_ 1-__ 5_ $ 335 5........341...!...28Il. $ 289 _$~ $ 301 __ ~12,34 _ 3,549.90 8,988.49 8,603,24 

198208 9 23 3 $ 317 $ 352 $ 359 $ 37_~ $_ 372 ~2 _. 1,814.58 1,873.50 4,299.23 4,663.46 

198209 .!... _ ._1..~ . __ 5 _ $ _ 300 .... $._ 344 $ 359 _$_3.4~ $ 343 $ 343" 3,238.34 3,195.19 7,362.82 7,876,59 

~~~~ _ 8_ .. " ~ ___ s..... $ 31!.....!. ..]~.!._ 359,, ~~~.,,$~ _$_2.3~ 1,072.76 _ 987.15 ___ .3,589A8 2,551 .79 
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CDFA-AA 

Effective No. of Sales Sales Total Total Tota! Total 

1st of the No. of No. of Sales at Without Cows With Cows Production Base Total Quota Production Base Total Quota 

month Sellers Buyers 100% Low I Avg I High Low I Avg I High Fat Transferred Fat Transferred SNF Transferred SNF Transferred 

Dollars Per Pound of Quota Solids In Pounds 

198211 9 10 5 $ 317 $ 338 $ 389 $ 299 $ 318 $ 336 1,704.86 1,649.14 4,021.97 4,002.23 

198212 9 18 7 $ 292 $ 307 $ 347 $ 293 $ 322 $ 347 4,643.97 4,682.74 11,352.55 11,666.87 

198301 14 15 10 $ 293 $ 317 $ 357 $ 257 $ 294 $ 340 3,585.13 3,327.64 8,609.13 7,935.44 

198302 19 21 6 $ 207 $ 293 $ 343 $ 146 1$ 292 $ 368 3,510.45 3,138.05 8,129.23 7,686.65 

198303 22 22 10 $ 226 $ 295 $ 329 $ 185 $ 225 $ 265 3,895.26 3,718.01 9,333.52 9,095.79 

198304 13 16 11 $ 283 $ 305 $ 330 $ 223 $ 278 $ 324 2,202.01 2,062.59 5,300.04 5,015.35 

198305 19 24 15 $ 276 $ 308 $ 321 $ 238 $ 294 $ 314 2,959.33 3,104.80 7,398.97 7,417.30 

198306 20 3D 18 $ 218 $ 300 $ 326 $ 218 $ 288 $ 385 5,553.12 5,223.75 13,536.05 12,694.01 
. 

198307 13 19 11 $ 298 $ 316 $ 326 $ 241 $ 305 $ 345 4,105.51 3,864.64 9,704.80 9,330.81 
-

198308 9 9 7 $ 221 $ 296 $ 321 $ 99 $ 236 $ 306 2,247.38 2,052.11 5,215.83 4,781.31 

198309 8 11 5 $ 260 $ 327 $ 381 $ 309 $ 326 $ 342 889.58 861.22 2,180.75 2,103.38 

198310 8 12 8 $ 252 $ 309 $ 326 $ - $ - $ - 3,768.90 3,595.75 9,224.51 8,893.60 

198311 7 11 4 $ 262 $ 297 $ 333 $ 320 $ 331 $ 354 1,848.42 1,747.69 4,419.56 4,251.24 

198312 5 5 4 $ 320 $ 320 $ 320 $ 316 $ 334 $ 350 1,632.27 2,314.01 4,418.16 5,265.71 

198401 10 10 5 $ 351 $ 362 $ 377 $ 212 $ 212 $ 212 1,729.05 1,733.27 4,149.14 4,293.73 

198402 8 8 4 $ 352 $ 369 $ 377 $ 261 $ 293 $ 317 1,756.58 1,725.15 4,214.41 4,310.73 

198403 17 41 6 $ 334 $ 375 $ 432 $ 262 $ 353 $ 396 5,095.36 5,118.02 12,031.95 12,503.19 
-

198404 14 41 7 $ 355 $ 375 $ 415 $ 320 $ 345 $ 371 5,057.65 5,166.49 12,192.15 12,815.40 

198405 11 21 8 $ 324 $ 386 $ 408 $ 325 $ 348 $ 389 5,134.37 5,145.45 11,790.11 12,179.80 

198406 10 11 6 $ 342 $ 393 $ 420 $ 319 $ 334 $ 349 2,017.04 1,866.63 4,821.74 4,577.99 

198407 16 24 8 $ 380 $ 396 $ 420 $ 342 $ 384 $ 426 4,132.80 3,877.04 9,709.18 9,347.41 

198408 7 9 1 $ 381 $ 393 1$ 405 $ 359 $ 359 $ 359 623.09 628.54 1,455.17 1,531.87 

198409 6 8 3 $ 296 $ 340 $ 360 $ 333 $ 342 $ 354 1,080.73 991.20 2,486.50 2,365.18 

198410 9 19 5 $ 302 $ 318 $ 349 $ 317 $ 317 $ 317 2,763.93 2,684.30 6,806.17 6,615.54 

198411 6 7 2 $ 286 $ 316 $ 370 $ 296 $ 296 $ 296 897.80 1,035.62 1,734.84 2,509.48 

198412 4 4 2 $ 295 $ 308 $ 320 $ 342 $ 342 $ 342 939.56 916.07 2,298.16 2,244.64 

198501 9 13 7 $ 246 $ 298 $ 325 $ 240 $ 240 $ 240 2,189.16 2,345.30 5,190.42 5,702.31 

198502 9 11 5 $ 306 $ 318 $ 340 $ 308 $ 308 $ 308 1,810.19 1,833.30 4,224.33 4,700.04 

198503 15 22 4 $ 300 $ 326 $ 348 $ 302 $ 302 $ 302 5,240.90 4,904.39 12,518.62 11,977.09 

198504 17 20 12 $ 284 $ 334 $ 371 $ 291 $ 310 $ 351 3,407.30 3,491.81 7,969.51 8,590.87 

198505 8 15 4 $ 333 $ 341 $ 371 $ 316 $ 316 $ 316 1,793.81 1,922.55 4,524.28 4,654.89 

198506 12 23 7 $ 344 $ 354 $ 387 $ - $ - $ - 2,911.53 2,689.49 6,958.47 6,564.45 

198507 7 7 4 $ 329 $ 363 $ 387 $ - $ - $ - 893.30 951.09 2,120.13 2,199.07 

198508 10 15 5 $ 284 $ 373 $ 413 $ 342 $ 342 $ 342 2,266.58 2,152.70 5,516.46 5,320.27 

198509 7 8 4 $ 357 $ 372 $ 381 $ 315 $ 315 $ 315 I· 
849.86 818.19 2,104.35 2,023.26 

198510 16 23 9 $ 242 $ 347 $ 412 $ 359 $ 359 $ 359 3,302.34 2,921.90 7,900.34 7,052.60 

198511 7 8 3 $ 303 $ 331 $ 363 $ 268 $ 314 $ 359 1,420.63 1,395.74 3,347.72 3,340.54 

198512 9 19 5 $ 285 $ 299 $ 313 $ 226 $ 290 $ 327 2,218.77 2,354.91 5,526.25 5,826.97 
... 

198601 6 13 5 $ 265 $ 288 $ 303 $ 235 $ 235 $ 235 2,019.73 1,967.21 5,061.21 4,936.53 

198602 8 10 5 $ 266 $ 305 $ 359 $ 296 $ 336 $ 377 910.57 805.74 2,171.65 1,944.82 
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~~~'-____ r-____ ~~~ ______ ~~ ______ -r ______ ~~ ______ r-__ ~-.-__ ,-__ ~~ __ ,-__ -=~ __ ~ __ ~~~~CD~FA - AA 
Effective No. of Sales Sales Total Total Total Total 

1st of the No. of No. of Sales at Wjithout Cows With Cows Production Base Total Quota Production Base Total Quota 

month Sellers Buyers 100% Low Avg I High Low I Avg I High Fat Transferred Fat Transferred SNF Transferred SNF Transferred 
Dollars Per Pound of Quota Solids In Pounds 

__ 1~~~ 11 __ ._3~ _ 9 ! _ 264 ._! .. ~~-~.-!_-~ $ 269 $ 276 __ . _._4,29C~ ___ ~~13.55 _ _ . __ 1C , 559~O. ___ ~_C;r~~ 

-~:::~:=~~~=- :~-=-2~_ !1~U-1~~ $ -~ : __ : . ! _~ ! ~~ _ 1 ~::~~:~~ ___ 1 ~ ::~~; ___ ~:~~:~!- ___ 3;:~~:::~ 
19860.6 _~ 53 36 $ ___ ~'!.. $ 284 S 358 $ - $ - $ - 12,70.5.15 12,885.12 30..433.59 ___ 31 ,486.12 

19860.7 42 _ _ 52 ~ _ L~ ..! __ 1i!.!..g~ .L27~.!-~ _$_3.~ __ .. E .421 .73 . 12,456.23 29,632.90. 29,992.0.3 
__ 1_9~~~ _.21 36 16 $ 269 $ 311 $ 368 $ - $ - $ - 5,473.11 5, 127.84 13,385.52 12,684.39 

_. 19860.9 17 21 __ ~.!. 265 ~_~_ ..!~._! __ .282 ._! __ 282 _$_~ . ____ 4,113.69 _~~~ __ 9,90.1.85 9,9.54.87 _ 

_ _ 198610. __ !!l. _ _ 16 10. $ 29C .!-~~.5! $ 235 $ 263 $ 319 2,370..81 2,114.56 5,734.79 5,244.16 

___ ~ __ ~ 30. . __ ~ _$_ 2~~ $ 310. $ 40.3 $ 30.3 $ 30.3 $ 30.3 _ 4 , 36C. 5~ _ _ 4,143.43 10.,60.6.91 10.,0.36.91 

198612 25 __ ~ _.2..~ ~ _ _ 28C $ 310. $ 40.1 $ 283 $ 316 1.~ _~7C.67 6,138.16 15,692.59 14,472.75 

~_ ~ ___ ~_ 15 ~. _2~..!_3~~_ $ 225. $ 225 $ 225 _ . ___ ..7,0.72.48 __ 7,314.90. 16,678.0.9 17,597.64 

19870.2 5 5 __ 2- .!...~~_ 334 $ 359 $ - $ - . .! __ -_ __ 714.67 _ 720..72 ___ 1,722.24 1,737.55 

_~~ __ ~_ 7 _ ~ $ 3~ $ 316 $ 351 _$_ ...: . __ $ __ - _ 1._ - .. 946.11 _ 90.5.79 . ...3E.?:~ ____ 2c!33.25. 

_ 29870.4 __ 1E.. _ __ . 10. 8 $ 298 $ 325 ~. '!_ 3.2C . ~_ 320. ..L...E~ . __ ~,48C. 71 1,314.36 3 , 58~~ __ 3,169.?~_ 
19870.5 8 11 5 $ 2~~ $ _.~ $_~ $ 314 $ 336 $ 357 ___ ~4.C8 2,80.5.46 6,0.31 .68 6 , 39~~ 

~ __ 1982,~6;'~. 9-= 3I::: ~~_~.~ $ ~~ ,J - 358 $ 383_ ..!... _3...!~_ .!~ .L2!.5!.. __ 4,164.48 ___ ~~ __ ~6~7~ 10.,164.98 
19870.7 14 28 11 $ 326 $ 344 $ 40.3 $ 336 $ 336 $ 336 4,20.2.99 4,138.39 9,778.77 9,90.1 .74 

1--196708 --'-13 =--1! _ - 11"- $ _-.E!.. $ 340. -$372 '$- -- - $--- - $ - -- 2,579.27 - ---2,518 67 6,313.41 6,246.29 

1-_ 19870.9 10. 23 1-._8_ ..!..... 2~1!. $ 333 $ 383 $ - $- - $ - - _ ~ ___ 4_,814.72 ~ 48iQ0s ---1i~C9_1..:.43 11 ,446.12_ 

198710. ...!i ____ 5 ._ 4 $ ~ $ 338 $ 353 $ 346 $ 346 $ 346 648.67 636.41 1,576.39 1,550..70. 

_ _ .~711 __ ~ _ 3 3 $ 328 $ 339 $ 350. $ 335 $ 335 $ 335 517.37 518.70. 1,237.37 1,239.99 

19871 ~ _. L _. __ 3 ____ 2_ .!... 20.0. $ 288 $ 345 $ - ~_ $ ...:_._ _ 20.8.32 _ _ 20.2.72 483.37 475.71 

_~! I---_1..... __ .1. ___ 1_ ..!..._ =-_ ._!_ -__ $ - $ 285 $ 285 $ 285 _ __ 212.22 204.52 1-____ ~2C.68 50.2.0.4 

_ 1988~~ 4 ___ 4.... ___ 4_ .!... .]_3~1. .2"~ $ 360. $ =-_ .!- _ - _ .L.. _- _____ 1,680..51 ___ 1 , 73~~ _. __ 3 , 9?~.56 4,234.0.7_ 
19880.3 __ ~. 5 4 $ 369 $ 387 $ 40.6 $ 294 $ 331 _$_~69 ____ ~C3.93 __ 933.50. 2,30.3.29. ____ 2,20.5.57 

.~ 8 9 4 $ . ~ _$_ 378 ~. 40.1 _$ _ 387 _$_ 387 $ .387 _. 1,231 .59 _ 1,161 .59 .....3,~!!:C2 2,785.58 
--. 19880.5 --1;-- I--- ~i----. 9 $ 383 $ 40.3 $ 431 $ 280. $ 348 $ 410. 3,612.20. 3,334.78 8,698.89 8,258.86 

19880.6 8 __ 18 __ 5_. ~_~~_ $ 430. $ 457 ~~96 $ 353 $ 411 ._ 2,477.28 ... 1,987.0.0. 6,0.86.07 5,0.28.81 
_ 19880.7 __ a...._ 14 5 $ 398 $ 412 $ 434 $ 336 $ 372 $ 40.7 4,617.0.0. 4,614.13 10.,966.51 11 ,377.0.4 

19880.8 5 6 4 $ 326 $ 397 $ 449 $ 363 $ 399 $ 434 1,234.0.3 1,195.74 3,0.54.94 2,941 .90. 
- 19880.9--9--- '9---8- $ 158$352$444 "'$ - 359' $"396 "$ - 418 _. 1,938.34 --1,939.C2 f--- · 4,694.0.7 4,741 .15 

. --198810. -- 10- - -13 ---8 -$ --375- $408 $ -4"47--$- 42"2$438 -$ - 453 2,882.96 - --2.~~ ---6,86"iii ---~9.s4 
~~19881-1 ~~~ J- ~. =: 7== __ 4 _ $ _ 3.~~ :!==-391 ~£"'!"' __ 4!)£" $ 40.0_ $ 4C~ - ---540:94.: ::-..:==-_--·574.37 ----1:324A5~ ___ ]~73. !~ 

198812 9 __ .12 8 $ 379 .!...~_~_ ..!. _ 263_ .!....385 ..!~I--_ 2,946.73 2,933.45 7 ,44~~ __ .....!,313.57 

198~~ I-- ~_ _ _~ ___ 4_ $ 386 $ 399 $ 411 $ 339 $ 355 $ 381 I- _ . 784.19 __ 820..85 1,825.42 2,0.0.7 .84 

19890.2 . ~ ____ 9 5 $ ~~ $ 380. $ 385 $ 332 $ 349 $ 367 1,577.40. 1,474.96 3,80.7.0.1 3,580..89 

1:~ 11 _ 17 . _ 7 1$- 275 $ 391 $ 42E _$ 3~2. _$_ 32,4 ~2E I- __ 2,879.48 __ 2,817.64 ___ 6,831 .58 6,7~ 
- 19890.4 - 11 12 5 $ 314 $ 397 $ 425 $ 466 $ _~ _~6 2,704.10. _ 2,886.0.9 5,343.57 7,278.01 

19890.5 9 9 7 $ 366 $ 412 . $ 440. $ 365 $ 365 $ 365 1,399.29 1,604.30. 3,518.93 3,729.93 

--1'9s906~10~ __ 1.:3.. _ _ _ 8_ $ _~31 -$ __ ~~4~"$ 4~I $ 466 $ _J6~ . ___ 2,70.1.:.75 ::-- _ 2,535.24 _~,1..4..~~ _____ 5,914.0.9 
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CDFA-AA 

Effective No. of Sales Sales Total Total Total Total 

1st of the No. of No. of Sales at Without Cows tith Cows Production Base Total Quota Production Base Total Quota 

month Sellers Buyers 100% Low I Avg I High Low Avg I High Fat Transferred Fat Transferred SNF Transferred SNF Transferred 

Dollars Per Pound of Quota Solids In Pounds 

198907 14 16 7 $ 289 $ 385 $ 434 $ 401 $ 430 $ 474 4,284.96 4,257.74 10,339.99 10,363.07 

198908 6 7 5 $ 354 $ 388 $ 427 $ 401 $ 405 $ 409 1,912.51 1,888.13 4,263.53 4,461,20 

198909 8 13 5 $ 308 $ 353 $ 440 $ 405 $ 405 $ 405 2,157.42 2,166.47 5,028.64 5,252.43 
-

198910 10 11 8 $ 293 $ 358 $ 394 $ 314 $ 328 $ 335 3,519.49 3,416.15 8,101.05 8,158.55 

198911 4 8 2 $ 286 $ 316 $ 323 $ 302 $ 336 $ 403 2,164.69 2,181.01 4,881.57 5,251.63 

i98912 3 4 3 $ 278 $ 324 $ 370 $ 243 $ 306 $ 370 3,140.35 3,136.20 7,678.50 7,660.28 

199001 4 4 4 $ 236 $ 263 $ 279 $ 304 $ 304 $ 304 1,618.29 1,601.51 3,719.39 3,693.97 

199002 9 14 7 $ 277 $ 329 $ 382 $ - $ - $ - 2,192.41 2,936.30 6,788.94 7,387.99 

199003 4 4 4 $ 312 $ 337 $ 380 $ - $ - $ - 1,069.08 964.00 2,730.91 2,513.61 

199004 7 9 3 $ 300 $ 382 $ 411 $ 375 $ 387 $ 400 1,431.77 1,774.75 3,401.45 4,165.80 

199005 6 8 5 $ 359 $ 369 $ 394 $ 405 $ 405 $ 405 909.51 888.51 2,190.25 2,177.82 

199006 5 6 2 $ 300 $ 357 $ 380 $ 386 $ 386 $ 386 1,165.37 1,177.70 2,734.40 2,727.73 

199007 6 7 3 $ 318 $ 347 $ 379 $ 270 $ 312 $ 353 2,747.47 3,045.07 6,973.77 7,331.26 

199008 3 3 3 $ 259 $ 330 $ 395 $ - $ - $ - 388.41 339.17 968.83 838.80 

199009 4 4 2 $ 
2:: 

$ 322 $ 351 $ 293 $ 322 $ 351 728.78 717.87 1,795.58 1,751.66 

199010 5 10 $ $ 315 $ 340 $ $ $ 2,511.01 2,525,33 
' _C 

6,231.47 4 300 - - - 6,3945: 

199011 7 7 7 $ 286 $ 301 $ 320 $ 279 $ 279 $ 279 1,922.25 1,871.22 4,195.47 4,213.08 
" 

199012 10 12 9 $ 227 $ 347 $ 395 $ - $ - $ - 3,665.11 3,612.04 8,708.14 9,084.51 

199101 2 2 1 $ 266 $ 271 $ 276 $ - $ - $ - 230.23 228.07 555.59 550.69 

199102 7 9 6 $ 277 $ 311 $ 355 $ 319 $ 340 $ 370 2,558.06 2,724.13 6,383.84 6,710.44 

199103 8 10 6 $ 300 $ 330 $ 374 $ 352 $ 353 $ 355 3,300.82 3,265,87 7,261.79 8,193.83 

199104 6 8 4 $ 321 $ 340 $ 350 $ 354 $ 362 $ 375 1,031.29 970.59 2,297.40 2,305.10 
-

199105 11 12 8 $ 320 $ 365 $ 410 $ 280 $ 347 $ 367 2,846.42 2,823.44 6,872.78 7,161.84 

199106 6 6 6 $ 349 $ 386 $ 416 $ 283 $ 331 $ 380 760.46 611.99 1,929.84 1,534.23 

199107 11 13 9 $ 375 $ 406 $ 434 $ 304 $ 374 $ 420 2,366.72 2,042.73 5,739.45 4,995.70 

199108 8 8 7 $ 391 $ 410 $ 433 $ 340 $ 399 $ 476 1,225.48 933.67 2,998.24 2,300.77 

199109 6 $ 360 $ 396 $ $ $ 2,036.19 2,031.14 
.-.-

6 1 $ 440 - - - 4,985.53 4,994.38 

199110 7 8 6 $ 360 $ 379 1$ 390 $ - $ - $ - 1,453.62 1,386.70 3,554.76 3,346.24 

199111 10 11 8 $ 337 $ 388 $ 440 $ 314 $ 358 $ 401 2,197.01 1,934.32 5,251.93 4,667.29 

199112 8 12 4 $ 362 $ 384 $ 401 $ 363 $ 373 $ 382 1,823.50 1,760.91 4,427.17 4,336.47 

199201 9, 14 6 $ 311 $ 371 $ 420 $ 308 $ 308 $ 308 4,275.61 4,413.92 10,490.38 10,928.62 

199202 15 16 10 $ 203 $ 368 $ 420 $ 374 $ 380 $ 386 2,269.86 2,179.40 5,402.95 5,225.02 
, 

199203 7 7 4 $ 333 $ 389 I~ 440 $ 386 $ 391 $ 396 3,768.75 3,734.11 9,506.96 9,224.78 

199204 10 . 12 4 $ 360 $ 400 $ 440 $ 405 $ 405 $ 405 1,779,59 1,685.34 4,383.79 4,127.36 

199205 12 21 9 $ 352 $ 398 $ 440 $ 367 $ 367 $ 367 4,064.77 4,288.50 9,352.03 10,208.99 

199206 8 10 6 $ 372 $ 416 $ 456 $ 317 $ 317 $ 317 1,985.38 1,884.69 4,892.86 4,562.32 

199207 2 3 1 $ 410 $ 420 $ 440 $ - $ - $ - 252.43 210.00 611.90 497.34 

199208 1 , 2 1 $ 394 $ 394 $ 394 $ 372 $ 372 $ 372 1,056.79 1,057.30 2,530.47 2,548.65 

199209 8 9 5 $ 376 $ 395 $ 438 $ 359 $ 384 $ 410 2,071.39 2,022.60 5,030.97 4,849.55 

199210 5 6 3 $ 355 $ 381 $ 394 $ 363 $ 363 $ 363 1,467.54 1,459.86 3,600.82 3,752.66 
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~~~,-____ ~ ____ ~~~ ______ ~~ ______ ,-______ ~~ ______ ~ __ ~-.-__ ,-__ ~~ __ ,-__ -=~ __ ~ __ ~~~~CD~FA-AA 
Effective No. of Sales Sales Total Total Total Total 

15t of the No. of No. of Sales at Without Cows With Cows Production Base Total Quota Production Base Total Quota 

month SeJlers Buyers 100% Low I Avg I High Low I Avg I High Fat Transferred Fat Transferred SNF Transferred SNF Transferred 

Dollars Per Pound of Quota Solids In Pounds 

_, . 19921.1. _ ~ __ , . __ 2 ___ 2 .! IE.!. . 409 $ 450 $ 408 .! __ ~e. $ 408 ___ ,_ 1,433:?~ _ _ __ !,257,45 3,457.53 ~,247.~~ 

199212 ~_ _ 11 2 _$ __ 3~2. .!. .~ ..L~~~ $ 376 L _ 389 ___ 1,602.84 ___ .-! ,506.50 __ 3.901 .01 ~,680. 79 
_ 199301 _~~ __ 19 9 .! ~ $ 398 $ 440 $ 354 $ 377 $ 400. _ __4,480.02 _ _ _ 4,297.65_ 10.916.31 10,512.91 

._~ __ ~_._ .. ~ ___ 2 _ $ 351 $ 398 $ 395 S - $ - $ - I---- 783.07 _7~ ____ 1,862: 57 1,959.61 _ 

199303 12 _ .2~ 9 .! ___ 2~ !-2?~~ 424 ..!_!~ . ..! _ 350 ..!_ 350 ___ .. 3 ,321~ _ _ 3,264.09 7,995.71 8,098.44 

__ ~993041-........!.!...'_1--~1---._8_ ..!~~ $ 373 S 420 $ 340 L ~~.LL~ ___ 3,472.59 3,898.1 6 8,651.25 9,545.72 
__ 19930~ _ ~ . _ 14 ___ 6_ ..! _~.! ~..!~.! __ : __ ..! __ ' _ .!_""':_ _. 2,607.65 _ 2,140.21 5: 836.7!l. ___ 4,855.53_ 

~06 _ ! _ .. __ 8_ .. __ 2 _ $ 356 $ 363 $ 385 $ _ 361_ $ 396 $ 432 __ 1,851.38 1,821.57 4,288.44 4,320.00 

1993~! __ ._ Il ._ 9 4 $ 345 ~. 372 $ 370 $ 327 $ 329 $ 331 _ 1,438.92 __ 1.'~0.6~ ____ 3,297.63 3,333.25 
199308 6 _ -~~I-- - 3 $- '357 $ :---3s7~~ $ 367-'$'--374 $ 380 - 3,210.25 . ....2,246.70 7,609.49 8,279.18 

199309 4 4 ..3_ .!_ ~O .!.. 382 $ 423 $ - . .! __ ' _ $ ' .• __ 778.59 ._ 847.59 1,895.44 2,086.64 

199310 6 7 3 $ 380 $ 389 $ 420 $ . $ - $ - 2,038.77 1,965.54 4,894.10 4,784.43 ----_._- ----
_.~931! 8 8 _ }_ ..L~.! ~I!.. $ 440 ..L.-=-- S .-=-- .! _-_. _ _ __ 1.c~ 885.21 2,496.92 2,201 .93 

199312 4 4 3 $ 396 $ 413 $ 429 $ - $ - $ - 613.84 517.31 1,502.16 1,279.40 

=-_1 994!l.1.~1·2-=-J::. = ___ 8_. $ -:-~.!. 4~$ 466 ..!_ 418 J_ 435_ .!_ 451: ~~-- 3,3,2,9.59
1

- = T.i96.86-==T735"2~: 7,976.70 
199402 8 13 7 $ 396 $ 422 $ 444 $ 459 $ 459 $ 459 2,718.41 2,557.23 6,446.82 6,292.84 

~~~_199403~'13.-:: ~-'_:::'IJ._ ~- 8-: $ -~ $ 428 ..!. 472 1:.:_ 348' ~_ 34S- $ -:::Y48 =-- 3,.085.74 ="-:'_.3:~ =.=];4i3.2'4---'7,312.06 
. _ 199404 _. !l__ 9 4 .! . 423 _L~~ .!.~ _. _____ .. __ . ____ 2,095.01 ___ ._.-!,976.44 __ . _. 5,098.61 ___ 4,863.94 _ 

_ ~ _~ __ ~_~o... $ 384 $ 422 $ 470 . - : 2,812.63 ._ 2,929.47 6,445.77 6,813.33 

199406 1~ __ 1!_ 11 $ 356 $ 422 S 456 . ___ - :... _ ... ___ 1 , 99~ __ 2,102.68 1--._ ~437 . 17 5,126.11. 

~~~ 14 18 8 $ 236 $ 413 S 450 $ 375 $ 375 $ 375 5,150.49 5,032.11 12,481.32 12,330.52 

__ 199408 __ ~ _ .~ __ ~ ..L 354 $ 417 $ 460 $ 456 S 466 .!.... 475 ____ 1,623.73 . __ 1,580.08 ___ 3,990.88 3,880.98 

199409 10 15 7 $ 415 $ 433 $ 446 $ 440 $ 440 $ 440 2,406.17 2,430.09 5,667.09 5,813.30 

_ 1994io l-- ~-= - 1 5 - 10 $ 417 $ 433 $ 480 - _._ : __ . ___ ' _ . 4,403.14 _ 4,204.67 _ 10,26Z:.~2.. 9,920.21 

1--~99411 _. ~ 14 7 $ 400 $ 431 e!--, 457 $ 434 $ 434 $ 434 _ 2,704.91 2,720.50 6,596.32 6,700.62 

•. _~99412 __ 2...._ _ .1_ _ 5 $ 409 $ 431 $ 449 - . - ______ .2 ,499.32 .__ ~,474.58 I-- 3,605.37 3,571 .42 

199501 10 10 8 S 412 $ 426 $ 440 $ 343 S 389 $ 435 1,388.65 1,430.88 3,131 .74 3,439.87 

_ 199502 _ 1~ _ ~. _ 9 .!..-. 382 $ 428 $ 469· _-__ ..:..____ __ 3,200.86 __ 3,153.14 1--_ . 7 , 55~~ __ ._ 7,503.16 

_ 199503 __ 1.2..... _ 17 8 $ _.~ S 423 ~ 444 ~_ -. 2,656.63 ____ 2,705.31 6,560.22 6,638.66 

199504 __ 1~ _~ ___ 7 __ $_: 412 $ - 416 $~ .L _358 .$ _ 358 .! 358 ____ 5,680.59 _ _ 5,893.42 1- S754.11 14,422.86 

_~.9505 __ 1.1.. _ ,,~ ___ 3_ ..L .~~.!.~~ $ 439 ___ . ____________ 2,391 .28 . ____ 2,~8.30 1-_. 5 , 844!!~ 6,378.23 

__ 1995~1-_!.2.... I. __ 1,2, ___ 1!_ .!.. . ..YIl.1..L ~~..!. 442 .!.~ _$_}..s~ _$_ .4~!... _._ 2,287.11 __ 2,28~ ____ .!! 545,~_ 5,538.73 
. __ 1..99507 . __ 1..2_. _ ~~ ..:. __ !... _$ __ ~O_ $ 388 $ 430 $ 395 $ 395 .!.... ,395 ____ 5~16. 04 5,584.26 13,310.37 ___ 13,363.18 

. ___ 199508 1-- 1~.~ __ ~.!_299 . $ 365 $ 406 $ ~~ $ 378 $ 411 ___ ~~ . ___ 5,9 14 .76 1--~,~6. 19 ___ 14,470.06 

1995091---_ !l... 10 4 .!_ 330 ~ 348 $ 366 $ 379 .!.... 389 1 _ 400 ' ___ 2,847.15 2,965.90 6,966.53 7,268.20 

._.199510 _ !... _ 11 . __ 5_ $ 322 $ 344 $ 380 $ 360 $ 360 $ 360 _. 2,422.20 _ 2,546.40 5,962.95 6,198.21 

[--199511 12 13 __ 3_ S 300 $ ~~~_3!6 ..:... _ -__ - _ __2,788.09 ~.~ __ ~7~0.25 6,794.91 
~12 -'10- 11 8 $ 300 ,,$ 318 $ 382 - _____ . ___ . 1,1 77.11 1,040.41 2,952.77 2,612.27 

199601 -._ !..... __ ~_ . __ 4_ $ 29.!. _S_ 306 ~20 : ____ .: ___ -____ . 2,181.45 _ 2,443.78 5,405.62 5 , 876 . 5~ 

___ 1~9602 __ 8 _. 11 5 $ _3~0 .S __ . 318L.$ __ 329 ..: ___ -._. __ :.... __ ___ .2c114.26 ___ 3.!.~1 .88. ____ 5,~2.05 __ 5 , 176~ 

8 



CDFA-AA 

Effective No. of Sales Sales Total Total Total Total 

1st of the No. of No. of Sales at Wthout Cows With Cows Production Base Total Quota Production Base Total Quota 

month Sellers Buyers 100% Low Avg I High Low I Avg-I High Fat Transferred Fat Transferred SNF Transferred SNF Transferred 

Dollars Per Pound of Quota Solids In Pounds 

199603 15 17 9 $ 297 $ 320 $ 334 1$ 326 $ 326 $ 326 3,059.36 3,311.63 7,990.45 8,193.09 

199604 7 7 6 $ 300 $ 323 $ 335 - - 927.96 1,149.32 2,761.02 2,764.78 

199605 18 16 15 $ 310 $ 328 $ 350 - - - 3,000.92 2,970.29 6,983.91 7,207.91 

199606 20 23 14 $ 275 $ 321 $ 343 - - - 4,403.18 4,372.04 10,524.10 10,653.43 

199607 20 20 18 $ 292 $ 311 $ 346 - - 2,126.59 2,168.88 5,118.23 5,465.58 

199608 15 15 12 $ 290 $ 314 $ 350 - - - 4,299.85 4,501.50 10,259.65 11,132.36 

199609 10 9 
I 

7 $ 290 $ 308 $ 345 - - 1,595.21 1,551.56 3,846.14 3,750.23 

199610 6 7 2 $ 290 $ 302 $ 315 - - - 1,556.67 1,594.76 3,645.08 3,945.69 

199611 4 2 2 $ 300 $ 301 $ 303 - - 386.84 384.30 939.03 937.58 

199612 9 9 8 $ 271 $ 307 $ 333 - - - 2,239.40 2,506.41 5,877.97 6,101.86 

199701 8 8 5 $ 280 $ 302 $ 310 - - - 1,843.64 1 ,643~~ 4,543.36 4,071.03 

199702 4 5 1 $ 240 $ 298 $ 322 - - 1,205.37 1,105.08 2,981.19 2,827.37 

199703 9 9 8 $ 290 $ 308 $ 354 - - - 1,211.58 1,221.70 3,000.6: 2,971.77 

199704 5 6 2 $ 303 $ 307 $ 310 - - - 658.12 663.92 1,657.49 1,667.25 

199705 9 9 7 $ 249 $ 292 $ 325 - - - 1,710.33 1,668.17 4,190.87 4,183.12 

199706 5 5 4 $ 300 $ 311 $ 327 - - - 1,164.50 1,183.04 2,829.96 2,880.74 

199707 8 10 5 $ 280 $ 301 1$ 323 $ 310 $ 310 $ 310 3,687.20 3,664.66 8,999.80 9,062.31 
- -

199708 7 7 6 $ 276 $ 295 $ 310 - - 696.48 724.69 1,685.72 1,780.43 

199709 4 4 3 $ 292 $ 302 $ 310 - 470.04 486.44 1,058.94 1,249.43 

199710 10 9 8 $ 295 $ 302 $ 307 - - - 2,650.24 2,674.40 6,459.42 6,570.90 

199711 12 10 9 $ 300 $ 309 $ 330 - - 2,731.83 2,696.80 6,6737~ 6,583.21 

199712 9 10 7 $ 290 $ 304 $ 310 $ 310 $ 310 $ 310 3,449.42 3,559.11 7,918.22 8,394.33 

199801 12 10 11 $ 292 $ 307 $ 315 - - - 2,041.85 2,079.11 4,922.22 5,174.94 

199802 3 3 3 $ 313 $ 316 $ 320 1$ 320 $ 320 $ 320 671.32 680.42 2,256.20 1,606.78 

199803 9 9 8 $ 300 $ 321 $ 348 $ 320 $ 320 $ 320 2,798.71 2,745.67 7,000.23 7,235.52 

199804 5 6 3 $ 310 $ 326 $ 337 $ 305 $ 305 $ 305 1,785.25 1,719.86 4,333.46 4,177.75 

199805 14 25 10 $ 294 $ 323 $ 350 $ 309 $ 309 $ 309 4,840.70 4,821.28 11,502.55 11,641.19 

199806 13 13 10 $ 330 $ 331 $ 331 $ 315 $ 330 $ 345 1,487.07 1,393.76 3,604~~ 3,416.73 

199807 7 11 6 $ 310 $ 316 $ 320 $ - $ - $ - 4,053.25 4,506.10 10,260.76 11,299.93 

199808 10 17 8 $ 320 $ 328 $ 400 $ - $ - $ - 3,491.81 3,491.42 8,125.06 8,133.55 

199809 12 12 10 $ 313 $ 327 $ 350 $ 331 $ 331 $ 331 4,088.65 4,450.71 9,679.19 10,931.27 

199810 9 13 8 $ 329 $ 315 $ 390 $ 330 $ 330 $ 330 1,479.49 1,491.28 3,524.77 3,591.93 

199811 7 9 4 $ 327 $ 328 $ 330 $ - $ - $ - 804.13 827.82 1,902.63 2,014.21 

199812 6 9 5 $ 290 $ 333 $ 400 $ - $ - $ - 2,583.27 2,821.01 6,136.57 6,898.68 

199901 4 5 3 $ 332 $ 335 $ 340 $ - $ - $ - 1,504.07 1,5_15.84 3,660.26 3,722.56 

199902 1 1 1 $ 404 $ 404 $ 404 $ - $ - $ - 296.24 286.75 695.63 673.74 

199903 2 2 2 $ 335 $ 355 $ 375 $ - $ - $ - 2,299.59 2,367.50 5,719.04 5,884.00 

199904 4 4 3 $ 300 $ 339 $ 369 $ - $ - $ - 2,581.39 2,439.64 5,492.96 6,052.87 

199905 5 6 3 $ 367 $ 394 $ 430 $ - $ - $ - 1,727.73 1,725.13 3,972.04 3,982.19 

199906 4 3 4 $ 336 $ 360 $ 400 $ - $ - $ - 394.02 390.19 1,009.98 1,000.66 
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CDFA-AA 

Effective No. of Sales Sales Total Total Total Total 

1st of the No. of No. of Sales at Without Cows With Cows Production Base Total Quota Production Base Total Quota 

month Sellers Buyers 100% Low I Avg I High Low I Avg I High Fat Transferred Fat Transferred SNF Transferred SNF Transferred 

Dollars Per Pound of Quota Solids In Pounds 

__ 1~~ 5 15 4 $ 400 $ 402 ~~3~ $ - $ - $ - _ 2 ,858.~ _~,204.~ 7,135.08 7,~ - - ----- -- - - ----- --- .- -- --- -. ---
199908 3 3 3 1 ___ ~ $ 408 $ 430 $ - $ - $ - 948.70 -:-~ ___ 2,240.47 2,188.79 

---- --- ---- -------1-"'-- -------- - ---. 
199909 11 15 9 $ 386 1 _~ $ 425 $ - $ - $ - 5,660.08 6,247.32 13 , 2~~.2 15,297.83 

---- -.-- -- --1-$- 435 
--_ . . - - .-

199910 10 22 8 $ 395 $ 414 $ 438 $ 435 $ 435 7,144.42 7,953.67 15,090.08 19 ,520.5~_ 
. --- ---/---- --,-- -------- --------

199911 6 7 4 $ 410 $ 421 $ 430 $ - $ - $ - 2,413.83 2,441 .66 5,659J11_ 5,828.14 
---- --- -- ---- ._-- - - ------
199912 8 10 7 $ 390 $ 411 $ 424 $ 375 $ 375 $ 375 2,178.55 2,225.74 5,025.97 5,217.44 

--- - --- . _--- .. -
200001 6 12 5 $ 384 $ 420 $ 430 $ - $ - $ - 4,165.01 4,156.43 9,918.23 9,965.64 --- -- - ~---- . - ---- -
200002 1 1 1 $ 392 $ 392 

$ ~~ $ - $ - $ - 86.51 ------~ 220.02 222.87 
------_ .. ----~ .. ---_.--_.- ----- -~-------- ----.-- - ._--

200003 6 9 2 $ 415 $ 421 $ 432 $ - $ - $ - 1,918.96 _1,923.9~ 4,566.39 4,588.92 
---.- - ._- - -- ._--- .--.. - -
200004 11 12 8 $ 390 $ 414 $ 433 $ - $ - $ - 3,793.09 3,812.84 8,962.13 8,965.54 

--- - -----.- -- -
200005 8 9 6 $ 395 $ 406 $ 430 $ 385 $ 385 $ 385 1,604.78 ____ 1~~ 4,410.62 4,410.58 

- -. -:-- - --'- - ._- ----- ------
200006 4 6 3 $ 330 $ 402 $ 427 $ - $ - $ - 1,333.68 1,314.64 3,1 42.53 3,107.19 

-----.-.----- $- 425 
-_ .- --- .-

200007 7 12 6 $ 391 $ 405 $ - $ - $ - _ ..3,7~~ 4,063.85 8,976.35 9,594.90 ---:-- ------ ---- ---- --_. -_.- -----------
200008 3 10 2 $ 400 $ 411 ~-~ $ - $ - $ - 1,717.83 1,843.80 3,615.62 4,742.43 

---- _.---- --_.- -_.------- ._-- - - - ------ - --------- ---- -
200009 8 17 6 $ 400 $ 416 ..! ~~ $ 419 $ 422 $ 425 3,496.13 . __ ~,475.45 ____ 8 ,24_5~ 8,575.18 

---_.--- ----- --_. __ . ---_ .. ----- _._-- . -- ,-- -------
200010 9 11 7 $ 400 $ 413 $ 425 $ 420 $ 420 $ 420 4,228.81 432933 _.3~~~ 10,523.48 ----.- --- -- .---.- ----- _._--._----- --------- "--- - ----- ----_._- - --------
200011 7 8 6 $ 389 $ 404 $ 415 $ 321 $ 321 $ 321 2,084.23 2,074.21 _.~930.24 4,888.97 

----.-- --.- ----- ---- -_._-. ---.-------- - - - ---------
200012 3 3 3 $ 410 $ 420 $ 439 $ - $ - 1$ - 727.05 724.58 ____ !,665.E., 1,689.97 

---- . --- - -_ . ---' --.•. -- ------ --- - ----. -- - -- -------
200101 11 12 10 $ 387 $ 398 $ 417 $ 340 $ 340 $ 340 3,816.50 3~~ 8,945.12 9,271.27 

- ----::-
200102 6 9 2 $ 400 $ 415 $ 420 $ :- $ . $ - 2,563.04 ____ 2,652.71 

I---
6,205.26 6,459.50 

---- - - -- -- $421 ------- ' .. -- .----
200103 1 1 1 $ 421 $ 421 $ - $ - $ - 311 .14 311 .92 744.05 747.13 

------ --- --- -
200104 6 10 4 $ 397 $ 410 $ 420 $ 418 $ 418 $ 418 1,997.10 2,150.47 4,906.21 5,304.63 ---- - --- -- --- ---------- - ---- -- --- ----- -
200105 5 5 2 $ 410 $ 410 $ 424 $ · $ - $ - 1,130.70 1,214.18 2,883.32 2,991 .35 ----- ---- -_.--- - ._- .. --------
200106 5 12 4 $ 416 $ 422 $ 430 $ 440 $ 440 $ 440 4,562.27 4,601.36 11,154.30 11,286.90 ------ - -- - --- ----- - _._- - -- - ------ - --_.- -------
200107 6 11 4 $ 403 $ 425 $ 445 $ • $ - $ - 1,516.20 1,524.68 3,898,67 3,938.70 

------ ---_ .. -- ------.- ---------_. 
200108 5 16 1 $ 420 $ 422 $ 440 $ - $ - $ - _ .. _ 3,544.92 2,728.40 6,140.75 6,684.31 ---- - -- - --_._- --- _._- -
200109 4 4 3 $ 410 $ 437 $ 465 $ • $ - $ - f-- 365.52 345.98 925. 19 873.75 ------- - ------ ---
2001 10 4 5 4 $ 425 $ 420 $ 430 ~ 426 $ 431 $ 435 837.58 866.60 2,063.30 2,129.51 

- .--I--- -- ----- -.-------- -'-- - - -- --------
200111 3 5 3 $ 412 $ 431 $ 440 $ - $ - $ - 1,091.30 1,191 .18 2,487.93 2,923.95 -------- ---:- --- -------- ----- --
200112 2 2 2 $ 445 $ 445 $ 445 $ · $ - $ - 726.64 685.77 1,814.84 1,709.73 

- ------ - ---- - - - ----- - _._-
200201 2 2 1 $ 420 $ 435 $ 451 $ - $ - $ - 2,032.32 2,061.56 ___ _ 5.c!.!.5~ ___ 5,21~~ -------- ---- ------ ------- ---- _._--
200202 3 3 3 $ 438 $ 450 $ 461 $ · $ - $ - __ 2,294.44 2,026.53 ____ 5 , 28s.:~ 5,033.34 ----- ------ --' ------------- ._------------ ------
200203 5 7 2 $ 427 $ 458 $ 468 $ - $ . $ · 1,215.32 1,260.86 ____ . ..31.~83!2. __ ...3..842.05 

. - - ... -- f-- --- -_. ------- ---- ---- -_ . -- ------- ----------
200204 3 5 3 $ 450 $ 459 $ 470 $ 460 $ 460 $ 460 733.12 741 .35 1,7~:66 1,743.99 . _--- ---- ---- F$ 

_. --------- -_ . ------
200205 3 3 -'3 $ 454 $ 468 493 $ - S - .. $ - '283.17 265.58 702.44 657.08 
'-- - -- ---- - - - -- ------ - -------
200206 4 10 1 $ 450 $ 474 $ 515 $ - $ - $ · 2,622.97 2,726.12 6,216.75 6,720.48 ._---.-- - ----- ------
200207 3 2 1 $ 515 $ 516 ~._5~ $ · $ - $ - 225.66 228.89 539.60 5~1:.8!. ._- -- -- -- - - -- ----- -.- --- - - ---
200208 11 13 7 $ 500 $ 520 $ 551 $ - $ - $ - 1,870.53 1,848.76 4,467.14 4,445.83 --- ---1-$ 500 ~5 --'- -----
200209 5 3 5 $ 400 $ 462 $ 462 $ 462 1,050.11 1,039.69 2,488.78 2,465.68 ---- --- ._------- - - - - -.----

2,263:52 200210 6 6 5 $ 500 $ 517 $ 550 $ - $ - $ · ____ 2,221.29 _ _ 5c~~:8::' ___ 5 , 527~. ------. - - _.- ----- '-'----. _._-- --------- -
10 



CDFA-AA 

Effective No. of Sales Sales Total Total Total Total 

1st of the No. of No. of Sales at wthout Cows tith COWi Production Base Total Quota Production Base Total Quota 

month Sellers Buyers 100% Low Avg I High Low Avg High Fat Transferred Fat Transferred SNF Transferred SNF Transferred 

Dollars Per Pound of Quota Solids In Pounds 

200211 2 3 2 $ 502 $ 526 $ 550 $ - $ - $ - 381.07 387.74 933.52 956.86 

200212 6 7 5 $ 525 $ 538 $ 550 $ 551 $ 551 $ 551 3,161.18 3,098.26 7,488.52 7,414.95 

200301 6 11 5 $ 500 $ 525 $ 550 $ 540 $ 540 $ 540 2,003.98 2,008.57 4,703.44 4,834.50 

200302 7 13 6 $ 480 $ 507 $ 534 $ - $ - $ - 4,953.49 5,357.28 12,371.58 12,719.41 

200303 5 7 1 $ 407 $ 495 $ 562 $ - $ - $ 5,775.62 5,883.12 14,017.37 14,420.10 

200304 10 10 4 $ 400 $ 469 $ 500 $ - $ $ - 3,790.44 3,823.51 9,073.62 9,308.15 

200305 9 8 7 $ 400 $ 443 $ 500 $ - $ - $ - 1,743.97 1,803.81 4,016.32 4,289.40 

200306 11 14 8 $ 384 $ 413 $ 490 $ 435 $ 435 $ 435 4,114.72 4,177.19 9,903.08 10,398.24 

200307 4 6 1 $ 420 $ 455 $ 460 $ - $ - $ - 978.71 1,009.91 2,313.94 2,527,61 

200308 4 4 3 $ 383 $ 414 $ 430 $ - $ - $ - 1,406.87 1,417.63 3,370.87 3,474.70 

200309 5 7 3 $ 393 $ 420 $ 450 $ - $ - $ 2,581.54 2,580.84 6,238.33 6,336.29 

200310 9 11 8 $ 400 $ 421 $ 450 $ - $ $ 5,944.43 5,954.58 14,602.37 14,947.63 

200311 7 8 6 $ 408 $ 433 $ 450 $ - $ $ 2,841.17 2,983.14 6,867.:: 7,656.74 

200312 3 4 1 $ 440 $ 460 $ 474 $ - $ $ 793.50 917.50 1,959.51 2,238.20 

200401 7 9 6 $ 440 $ 448 $ 475 $ - $ - $ - 2,957.10 3,146.28 6,749.60 8,016.65 

200402 6 7 5 $ 450 $ 460 $ 470 $ 450 $ 450 $ 450 1,734.25 1,917.08 4,292.48 4,739.13 

200403 
I 

3 4 3 $ 450 $ 450 $ 450 $ 400 $ 400 $ 400 1,120.11 1,156.92 2,666.30 2,815.44 

200404 4 4 3 $ 426 $ 444 $ 455 $ 460 $ 460 $ 460 1,620.49 1,728.41 3,983.17 4,323.15 

200405 7 13 7 $ 377 $ 454 $ 475 $ - $ - $ - 2,132,36 2,172.16 5,311.55 5,352.64 

200406 7 23 7 $ 445 $ 472 $ 475 $ 455 $ 455 $ 455 7,036.71 7,660.98 16,529.59 18,475.94 

200407 3 4 3 $ 450 $ 473 $ 480 $ - $ $ - 1,254.38 1,309.70 3,074.17 3,106.98 

200408 8 12 6 $ 400 $ 463 $ 480 $ - $ - $ - 5,848.28 5,973.70 13,656.62 14,926.85 

200409 11 11 9 $ 403 $ 455 $ 48() $ - $ $ - 2,131.50 2,094.97 4,961.76 4,859.17 

200410 9 12 7 $ 440 $ 457 $ 475 $ - $ - $ - 1,979.26 1,871.95 4,837.69 4,638.42 

200411 4 4 4 $ 458 $ 472 $ 480 $ - $ - $ - 1,819.42 1,901.58 4,330.35 4,676.50 

200412 3 5 2 $ 468 $ 474 $ 475 $ $ - $ - 586.97 646.18 1,400.03 1,567.52 

200501 6 9 3 $ 464 $ 471 $ 475 $ 455 $ 455 $ 455 1,925.38 1,918.49 4,612.05 4,771.43 

200502 4 7 3 $ 460 $ 472 $ 480 $ - $ - $ - 1,325.01 1,347.57 3,238~O 3,361.17 

200503 4 5 2 $ 465 $ 473 $ 475 $ 475 $ 475 $ 475 1,314.99 1,344.28 3,177.94 3,324.77 

200504 8 12 6 $ 465 $ 475 $ 487 $ - $ - $ - 7,228.12 7,465.01 17,213.90 18,212.97 

200505 7 8 7 $ 475 $ 488 $ 527 $ - $ - $ - 2,048.78 2,044.10 4,781.57 4,984.99 

200506 4 4 4 $ 457 $ 472 $ 483 $ 475 $ 475 $ 475 1,383.82 1,348.40 3,411.93 3,361.02 

200507 2 4 2 $ 475 $ 475 $ 475 $ - $ - $ - 926.58 1,059.26 2,131.82 2,504.73 

200508 4 5 3 $ 475 $ 486 $ 491 $ 460 $ 460 $ 460 1,815.99 1,832.28 I 4,336.66 4,405.04 

200509 6 7 4 $ 412 $ 470 I" 485 $ 462 $ 462 $ 462 2,299.07 ' '-' 5,514.92 5,859.81 2,399.84 

200510 7 7 3 $ 465 $ 484 $ 507 $ - $ - $ - 930.31 936.72 2,303.41 2,291.88 

200511 5 4 5 $ 475 $ 484 $ 510 $ 459 $ 459 $ 459 823.43 729.82 2,050.20 1,859.86 

200512 8 7 6 $ 480 $ 490 $ 500 $ - $ - $ - 2,299.20 2,288.76 5,294.85 5,305.44 

200601 10 11 9 $ 475 $ 494 $ 543 $ 462 $ 481 $ 491 3,287.67 3,385.11 7,743.77 8,020.75 

200602 2 5 2 $ 475 $ 495 $ 500 $ - $ $ - 1,815.65 1,845.77 4,494.16 4,634.02 
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~~~'-____ r-____ ~~~ ______ ~~ ______ -r ______ ~~ ______ r-__ ~~ __ ,-__ ~~ __ ,-__ ~~ __ ~ __ ~~~~CD~FA-AA 
Effective No. of Sales Sales Total Total Total Total 

1st of the No. of No. of Sales at Without Cows ,With Cows Production Base Total Quota Production Base Total Quota 

month Sellers Buyers 100% Low I Avg I High low Avg I High Fat Transferred Fat Transferred SNF Transferred SNF Transferred 

Dollars Per Pound of Quota Solids In Pounds 

760.78 1,804.87 1,823.94 

12 



CDFA - AA 

Effective No. of Sales Sales Total Total Total Total 

1st of the No, of No, of Sales at Without Cows With Cows Production Base Total Quota Production Base Total Quota 

month Sellers Buyers 100% Low I Avg I High Low I Avg I High Fat Transferred Fat Transferred SNF Transferred SNF Transferred 

Dollars Per Pound of Quota Solids In Pounds 

200907 13 12 12 $ 375 $ 402 $ 425 $ - $ $ 5,538.22 5,681.01 13,035.82 13,762.13 

200908 13 12 12 $ 350 $ 378 $ 480 $ - $ $ - 3,821.73 3,961.56 9,154.09 9,420.14 

200909 4 6 2 $ 350 $ 364 $ 402 $ - $ $ - 1,651.42 1,880.24 4,006.17 4,443.17 

200910 10 16 8 $ 325 $ 359 $ 403 $ - ,$ - $ - 3,424.38 3,529.61 8,008.29 8,449.57 

200911 4 5. 1 $ 350 $ 355 $ 370 $ - $ - $ - 1,202.65 1,336.91 2,853.10 3,089.47 

200912 7 8 5 $ 350 $ 364 $ 380 $ - $ - $ - 1,623.15 1,661.26 3,795.46 3,912.22 

201001 4 5 3 $ 350 $ 378 $ 390 $ - $ - $ - 1,251.67 1,215.68 2,999.60 2,906.76 

201002 1 1 1 $ 400 $ 400 $ 400 $ - $ - $ - 66.60 60.00 166.50 150.00 

201003 1 1 1 $ 400 $ 400 $ 400 $ - $ - $ - 124.07 111.82 322.85 290.89 

201004 3 3 2 $ 400 $ 415 $ 425 $ - $ - $ - 1,275.21 1,269.98 3,081.84 3,092.77 

201005 4 4 2 $ 395 $ 408 $ 435 $ - $ - $ - 1,084.22 1,190.71 2,600.80 2,676.75 

201006 5 4 2 $ 415 $ 427 $ 440 $ - $ - $ - 1,082.82 1,090.28 2,628.87 2,675.11 

201007 10 9 4 $ 417 $ 431 $ 440 $ - $ - $ - 1,777.64 1,861.23 4,390.86 4,524.32 

201008 6 7 5 $ 425 $ 434 $ 450 $ - $ - $ 1,543.29 1,602.01 3,684:8 3,987.53 

201009 7 7 5 $ 370 $ 434 $ 475 $ - $ - $ - 5,192.45 5,201.32 12,647.56 12,874.67 

201010 4. 4 4 $ 435 $ 441 $ 450 $ - $ $ - 934.38 982,06 2,306.79 2,484.74 

201011 3 2 2 $ 450 $ 450 $ 450 $ - $ $ - 1,285.43 1,116.43 3,180.64 2,782.37 
... I 

201012 4 8 3 $ 450 $ 450 $ 450 $ $ - $ - 2,203.46 2,099.39 5,391.23 5,207.76 

201101 3 7 2 $ 445 $ 448 $ 450 $ $ $ - 1,657.10 1,643.90 3,952.93 3,919.22 

201102 3 3 2 $ 420 $ 435 $ 445 $ $ - $ - 1,343.21 1,338.23 3,179.09 3,187.74 

201103 4 7 4 $ 440 $ 443 $ 450 $ 370 $ 370 $ 370 2,799.37 2,922.20 6,644.93 6,989.48 

201104 6 8 5 $ 390 $ 432 $ 440 $ - $ - $ - 2,299.42 2,278.30 5,587.13 5,587.98 

201105 2 3 1 $ 450 $ 450 $ 450 $ - $ - $ - 618.40 612.72 1,467.03 1,472.83 

201106 4 4 2 $ 450 $ 450 $ 450 $ - $ - $ - 568.65 567.04 1,400.70 1,400.47 

201107 6 11 4 $ 440 $ 448 $ 450 $ - $ - $ - 2,196.14 2,258.52 5,301.71 5,639.75 

201108 1 1 1 $ 364 $ 364 $ 364 $ - $ - $ - 393.04 336.02 947.46 864.99 

201109 2 2 1 $ 450 $ 450 $ 450 $ - $ - $ - 232.84 220.00 561.61 528.70 

201.110 4 4 4 $ 440 $ 454 $ 475 $ - $ - $ - 2,133.57 2,042.54 5, 184 ~3 5,017.03 

201111 4 4 4 $ 460 $ 469 $ 475 $ - $ - $ 988.57 1,017.19 2,403.91 2,525.00 

201112 1 . 1 1 $ 475 $ 475 $ 475 $ $ - $ - 66.60 60.00 166.50 150.00 

201201 6 6 4 $ 400 $ 456 $ 475 $ - $ $ 2,337.14 2,305.17 5,625.10 5,681.24 

201202 5 8 4 $ 460 $ 474 $ 483 $ 469 $ 469 $ 469 1,600.15 1,845.07 3,882.47 4,603.08 

201203 6 6 5 $ 475 $ 477 $ 480 $ - $ - $ - 2,996.62 3,505.25 7,243.25 8,598.11 

201204 4 5 4 $ 475 $ 482 $ 500 $ - . 
$ $ 904.29 966.17 2,151.23 2,328.34 

.. 

201205 7 .. 18 5 $ 477 $ 491 $ 500 $ - $ $ - 6,172.14 6,294.51 14,962.46 15,4682~ 

201206 5 5 3 $ 490 $ 498 $ 500 $ - $ - $ - 900.10 978.72 2,156.96 2,412.15 

201207 6 10 5 $ 480 $ 494 $ 500 $ - $ - $ - 4,295.01 4,508.39 10,425.51 11,104.17 

201208 10 10 7 $ 425 $ 476 $ 500 $ - $ - $ - 4,080.16 4,105.14 9,940.24 10,148.24 

201209 13 9 . 9 $ 450 $ 492 $ 500 $ - $ - $ - 5,920.84 6,299.86 14,183.47 15,616.44 

201210 14 14 14 $ 400 $ 435 $ 500 $ - $ - $ - 6,215.21 6,341.15 15,222.39 15,569.18 
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~~ __ ~ ____ r-____ ~~~ ______ ~~ ______ -r ______ ~ ________ r-__ ~~ __ T-__ ~~ __ ~ __ ~~ __ ~ __ ~~~C~D~FA-AA 

Effective No. of Sales Sales Total Total Total Total 

1st of the No. of No. of Sales at 

month Sellers Buyers 100% 

W1,thout Cows I With Cows 

Low Avg High Low I Avg _1 High 

Production Base Total Quota Production Base Total Quota 

Fat Transferred Fat Transferred SNF Transferred SNF Transferred 

Dollars Per Pound of Quota Solids In Pounds 

__ 201211 __ .?. _ 15 __ ~_ 1.. 360 ..!.-.. 4~f-r 440 $ - 1. __ - __ L . - _ _ _ __ ~~~3.47 ___ ~,367.7~ _._. 1~,7£~1.:' _ 13,3~ 
_20121~ ._ ~_._ ~ 4 e!-m ~_~5_ J~ ~_ -_ ~ __ ._ $ _-____ ....3,967.~ __ ._7,314.60 f---. ___ ~6,043.01 17,653.54 

_20130~~ ~2- 10 4 $ 360 ~. 400 __ $_ 436 $ - _ $ __ -_~ - 3,590.97 __ 2,741 . 64~_._ 1l,,~5-3£. 9,164.96 
201302 7 5 3 $ 360 $ ~~ ~400..£. - $ - $ - ____ 2_,266.67 2,233.67 5,602.32 5,517.76 

;- 20i3031-- 5- ~-_ 5 --2- ~ _. 3.95 1. 39.~e!-400 $ : $ - $ - _ ._. __ \507.94 _. ___ 1,,~15. 31 ~~26.66 . ___ 3,946.01 

1-. __ ~ 9 15 2 $ 395 $ 403 ~. 413 ~~ $ - _$ __ -_ 5,488.04 6,134.15 13,468.55 15,130.39 
- 201305 - 12 --16- 7 $ 390 $ 396 $ --.-413 $ : $ • $ - _ _ __ 5"~69.93 . __ ._ 5,764.45 ___ ._ 12,947.47 . __ . .E,957.79 
- 201:iOs1-- -3 - - -4" 3 $' --4-00 $ 400 $ 400 $ • $ ~ .. - -$'- - 5,671.57 5,739.12 13,626.92 14,166.22 

---201~.?2 1--' f~ 13 '-'--4- _$ - ~~~ .L-~.!_~1~f! _- ",::7-~·$'--::-- 1 -=- -~':-1l,,-:63.6~ =-_--_6,71616 ___ 15!-~3.30 16,431.10 

201306 __ ~ ___ ~ 5 ..!~ $ 396 $ 400 $ - ~-=-- _$_--.: ___ ._4,266.~ __ ._4,447.29 10,246.35 10,911 .07 

~:i01309 _ L __ 9 6 ~~.!_ 403_.~0_ ..!. _~_ ~._-_ $ - __ 3 356.54 3,330.46 6,201.76 6,121 .56 
' 2013i(j 9 6 " 7 $ 400 $ 405 $ 410 $ - $ - $ - 2,703.19 2,725.17 6,616.72 6,746.14 -----. 
~~!! _ 5 9 5 $ 400 $ 424 $ 470 $ __ "-~~ ~ ~_~~ _ 2,767.97 2,691 .74 6,622.66 6,476.71 

_~3~~ ___ ~ ___ Il..... 6_ ~~L.~~ _~q,~.---- ..! __ -_~ _ - _ 2,247.55 1---_ ~~ . ___ ~,30~:g. ___ 5,435.76 
201401 3 3 1--2 $ 415 $ 425 $ 445 $ - $ - $ - 1,147.59 1,159.54 2,663.36 2,696.23 

r:- 2014q,2 __ ._~_ ~=-_. __ 6 _~ __ 2 . $ 430 ~$ ~45 J - 4'50 ~_=400-~$ 400 $ :;;-00- ,=.~-_- 2'7.92.67.:~~~·-2.65_606 -_6"744.5~ __ .....s,926: 66 

t--~01403 ___ 3 _ __ L ___ 1_ .L_-:2.~ ~~ $ 450 y_ =----- _$ __ -_ 1_ .: _.+ ___ ._1,,~56 . 73 . _ _ 1,160.32 . ____ 3.591 .65 ___ ....3.615.7?,. 
_ 201404 __ "-___ 3 __ . __ 4_ ..!.. __ ~ $ 460 $ 475 $ - _$ __ - _~$ __ - . ______ J46.7~1_ -- 737.37 1 ,~2~ 1 ,79~. 13 

201405 _2... 3 1 $ 465 $ 463 $ 500 $ -___ $ __ -_ $ - 1-- 2,464.25 2,962.13 _~7.2. 11 7,133.36 

__ 201406 ___ !.._ 2 __ 1_ 1. ~~. $ 525 $ 525 $ _$ __ -_ L _- - f--- __ 790.20 _ _ _627.99 _. 1,611 .91 1,973.66 
201-407 . 3 5 3 $ 500 $ 519 $ 531 $ - $ - $ - 3,910.01 4,535.26 9,197.42 11 ,061.27 

1-- 2014'08 2 2 1 $ 525 $ 536 $ 550 $ - -$---- $ - 115.65 112.35 263.25 275.00 
- 20i409 - '6 - -. 6 --~5 $ 500 $ 523 $550 $'-:-- --S--:-r;- - - - - --9,536. 11 - 10,075.52 22,966.56 24,615.60 

__ .201410 _ 2 __ -'-3":::-- 1 _ t.!~..L...S.2.S.. $ ~~ .!_~-_ $ -__ $_ -__ =-.:---1-:s2D.26- 1,961.46 __ .~,~~:74 4!-606.76 
201411 3 5 3 $ 525 $ 525 $ 525 $ - $ - $ - ____ .....1 ,420.17 1,433.40 3,549.36 3,566.70 

201412 1----- ~_1-- -7-= 4 t.!-~_s....2.22 $ 525 $ - $ - I-L .:... -1-___ 3,714.06 __ 3,721 .34 ___ 6,756.69 6,934.74 

_ 201501 t-----~ 4 1 $ 525 $ 525 $ 525 ~.~ _$ __ - -t--~-----I-- 610.66 623.50 1,971 .91 2,006.72 

~ ~_ 0 0 $ - $ - $ - ~ --=- ..!... --.: __ ..!.. _: _____ - _______ - _I----_ - -
-_2015031-- ~_ =-_ 1 - - 1- $' 525 -$- 525$525 $ ' - $ - $ - ._ 246.66 219.64 662.32 563.43 

201504 2 3 2 $ 525 $ 525 $ 525 $ - $ - $ - 360.21 362.56 939.17 913.76 

-_20150~ = t =_~=I= =-!.._ ;--:-525 ..!~~~ _L..s.2~ $ - f - -~ $' ~ ~ __ 66.03 ...:::: ~~.- __ 6_1.29 1-- -= 170:26 =- 1534i: 
__ 20151!.~ __ 1... ___ 1 _____ .1 ___ ~~ !"_~2.S.. -!!.~t.!--~.- ~$ __ - _ .!.._ .: __ . __ .. __ ~~ ________ 92.29 _____ 2i.":5i. _____ 236.36 

___ 201507 _ LI_ _ ~ ____ 1_ $ - $ - $ - $ 525 _!.. 525 $ 525 ,,_~~E. 1,229.05 f--. _~906.46 ____ ~~~ 

._ } 01506 _ . 2_. . __ 2__ _ 1 ~ ___ ~2.S.. ._L 526_~~~ . ~ .:- t..!-.:.....- ..!.._. : _+ _. __ 272.1 1. _ ____ 267.23_ 1-_______ 666.57 _ _____ ~41~ 
201509 5 5 4 $ 525 $ 526 $ 530 $ - $ - $ - 2,066.51 2,093.95 5,252.29 5,271 .46 

Source: COFA Milk Pooling Branch 
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Report 120 - 17 
State of California 

Deparlment of Food and Agriculture 07/23/2015 

Milk Pooling Branch CDFA-AS 

Percent of Quota in Shipment 
for the month of June 2015 

Statewide 

Production 1 Quota Solids Quota Number of Number at 
Percent Production Solids Producers Equalization 

0 107,918,284 0 581 5 

1 - 5 25,578,970 765,951 91 27 

6 - 10 16,361,492 1,419,972 67 43 

11 - 15 16,847,382 2,337,111 60 45 

16 - 20 18,513,813 3,383,598 66 52 

21 - 25 15,447,409 3,665,418 56 45 

26 - 30 7,855,675 2,223,838 38 34 

31 - 35 11,495,445 3,805,343 48 43 

36 -40 10,123,614 3,930,032 38 34 

41 - 45 10,805,365 4,661,463 38 34 

46 - 50 8,950,045 4,378,857 44 41 

51 - 55 5,655,903 3,033,054 38 33 

56 -60 4,135,872 2,420,862 16 13 

61 - 65 5,198,673 3,309,315 25 24 

66 -70 4,756,972 3,243,264 25 19 

71 - 75 4,446,799 3,261,381 29 28 

76 - 80 3,204,274 2,561,644 18 15 

81 - 85 5,577,679 4,630,535 27 26 

86 - 90 3,544,384 3,100,163 21 19 

91 - 95 3,307,080 3,106,284 23 19 

96-100 4,699,083 4,671,620 45 37 

Statewide Totals 294,424,213 63,909,705 1,394 636 
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• CDFA-AB k-

, PROGRAtI' FAtlPB60/120 STATE OF CALIFORNIA PAGE 39 
REPORT' FAtlP120-17 DtI'ARTtlEN.T O.r fOOD AND AGRICULTURE 07/22/2005 

tlILK POOLING BRANCH 1245 
1 

!'EI\CEIIT QF QIJOTA IN SHIPMENT 
FOR THE MONTH OF JUN, 2005 , 

STATEWIDE 

1 PRODUCTION/QUOTA SOLIDS NO OF NO AT 
PERCENT PRODUCTION QIJOTA SOLIDS PRODUCERS EQUALIZATION 

10 1 + 1,486,763 1,841,616 31 27 
) 

96 - 100 1,6.8), .. 526 1 , 6.60 , 855 2 1 19 

91 - 95 2 ,3 48,620 2,195,016 22 21 

86 - 90 2,734,430 2,419,095 25 19 

81 - 85 3,936,037 3,;P3,580 33 30 

76 - 80 4 ,5 33,238 3,546,375 37 32 

71 - 75 4,364,616 3,205,177 41 35 
) 

66 - 70 7,879,265 5,424,308 46 42 

• 6 1 - 65 4,710,838 2,988,633 36 31 

56 - 60 8 , 401,583 4,963 , 048 52 51 

51 - 55 9,188,518 4,918,645 54 48 

46 - 50 8,642,806 4,163,007 60 53 

41 - 45 8,326,883 3,645,296 57 52 

36 - 40 11,223,093 4,307,302 68 61 

31 - 35 13,081,031 4,341,441 71 67 

26 - 30 11,983,979 3 ,'1 39 ,119 78 66 
II 

21 - 25 11,232,245 2.587.239 66 50 

II 16 - 20 15,687,588 2,059,345 93 63 

1 1 - 15 12,615,162 1 , 703, 158 94 48 
II 

6 - 10 18,375,878 1,632,543 121 50 

II 1 - 5 20,566,352 676,507 113 19 

° - 84,327,569 8 , 820 649 5 

" 
TOTALS' 267,328,020 65,800,125 1 , 868 889 
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COFA-AB 

- - -- --.-------
STATE OF CALIFORNIA PAGE 44 PROGRAM. FAMPB60/1Z0 

REP-O RT_,--EAMP.IZ 0.=..1.7_ ___ DE~ARIMENT. QLE.QD.!LA~O_ A.GRIC.U. L TURE _ _ _ _ . _ 02.!.;!QL!>.S _ _ _ ____ _ 

MILK POOLING BRANCH 

£'E.RCENJ. .O.F_QU.O-'.~ . IN .. S~IP.J:tE.tn _. _ .. _ 
FOR THE MONTH OF JUN, 1995 

ST.A..T.E.W.I DE 

PRODUCTION/QUOTA SOLIDS NO OF NO AT 

0904 

___ PERCEN.T _____ P.RO.IJl.I_Cn.O!'l. ___ . • ~U!nL$.O LlP-S. ___ l'.R_D.DJl.C<'KL __ " RU.l1.LJZA T1.Q.N _______ .• _ 
101 + 2,484,502 2,715 , 326 43 40 

__ ·· 96 . ..=........1..00' _ ___ _ 2 • .5.1.1. •. 59.0' _ _____ .2.. •. (1,58",22,5. _ ____ -"Z 6 24 

91 - 9.5 30 

86 - 90 5,412 ,3 15 " 4,! 783 ,133 ,. 57 
.--=c;--- --- -----. 

54 

__ 8.l_ - _ 85 ___ --'l . ,.9J.!< ,_7J..9"£. _____ ''-'.' ~. ;.O.2.Q....4..0.1 _____ .;>.S'-___ ---.5."-_ _ _ _ ______ _____ _ 

76 - 80 5,ti72,795 4.438,162 65 58 

- ---------
71 - 75 5,416.404 3,955,133 64 53 

__ 66-=---L0u. _ _ _ --"6.J .z.s.6....6.QL-.. _ __ -"4J.-"6"4..<2J •. ,,4.l10.:.3 _ _ . _~I~_~ _ _ '~ ___ _ 

61 - 65 5,825,446 62 55 

56 - 60 8,101,094 4;755,990 88 7 9 

46 - . 50 6,969,191 3,363,971 83 68 

41 - 45 81 69 

_ _ 3.L =-_ 4.L ____ 3 • .1.2.5....4.2.6, _____ ,3 .~9.hllZ.;:2_·'~· _____ 81 _____ -<r.!4._~ __ 

31 - 35 10,579,926 3,543,928 110 90 

26 - 30 6,824,21'1i 1,937,212 105 63 

• __ 2.1 - z2". _ _ _ . 7_,.86!L.!t.9..Ll ______ .1 .... 6!1_9~_6.9J. _ _ ___ .1.l5· _______ -'>..7£ ___ .-:.. ___________ _ 

16 - 20 9,506,011 1,786,250 132 64 

'.! 11 - 15 ; ' 1 0 , 199, 588---{}-;-~,.'·, ;-T; 3n,i~-'- --is'i '---' 40 

_ _ _ 6_ - _.10. _ __ Ll •. 52 6 .•. 6 6.9. ____ ~~_---9.7.1 •. 0.36b. _____ ,15.0 _____ _ 32~ ___ _ _ _ ___ _ 

1 - 5 8,953,904 352,631 69 14 

o - 9,169 403 9 

TOTALS; 177,435,798 65,758,941 2,147 1,166 

3 



Class 1 Pool Utilization Milk, Fat, SNF. Other Pool Statistics: August 2015 and Annual 2014 

(In Pounds) 

!AUGUST 2015: Cl1 Product CI1 Fat CIISNF 

Total Producer-Handler Class 1 Pool Utilization· 99,557,362 1,875,698 8,892,780 

Product Fat SNF 
Total Producer-Handler Exempt Class 1 Utilization - Quota" 20,989,392 755,182 1,830,212 

Product Fat SNF 

Total Producer-Handler Exempt Quota· 20,989,392 755,182 1,830,212 

CI1 Product CI1 Fat CI1SNF 
Total Pooled Class 1 Utilization 452,270,540 9,895,575 44,404,479 

Product Fat SNF 
Total Pooled Milk 3,211,295,789 116,069,890 285,629,317 

Total Daily Quota 
In Pounds 

Daily Pounds Fat - Producer-Handler Quota· ... , 24,078.14 
Daily Pounds SNF - Producer-Handler Quota ..... 57,914.10 
Daily Pounds Fat - Regular Quota 909,196.87 
Daily Pounds SNF - Regular Quota 2,215,977.26 

Daily Pounds 
Daily Pounds Fat - Pooled Milk 3,744,190 
Daity Pounds SNF - Pooled Milk 9,213,849 

$ Lb. of Fat $Lb.ofSNF $ Lb. of Fluid 
Northern CA Class 1 price $2.1520 $0.9083 $0.0253 
Southern CA Class 1 price $2.1520 $0.9083 $0.0284 
Overbase price $2.2010 $0.7960 

!January-December 2014 Total 
Number of Pooled Producers (As of Dec 2014) 1411 
Number of Handlers: 124 
Number of Class 1 Handlers (As of Dec 2014): 35 
Number of Class 1 Handlers buying Non-CA Milk: 14 
Number of Producer-Handlers (Option 70)" 4 

(10 Pounds) 
jJanuary-December 2014 Product Fat SNF 

Total Pounds based upon SNF 3,663,274,099 
Total Cooperative Pounds (Product) 33,991,473,679 
Producer-Handlers (Option 70) pounds exempt 243,733,051 8,868,772 21,537,281 
Bulk Non-CA milk packaged in California 425,478,903 

• Producer Handler Type 70 shan have its quota milk deducted from Class 1 usage plus a conditional 150 Ibs Fat and 3751bs SNF before accounting to the Pool. 
The exemption is based upon the lesser of herd production, Class 1 usage, or quota pounds . 

•• Renecllng aggregate total of all Type 70 Producer-Handlers. 

Source: CDFA Mijk Pooling Branch 

CDFAAC 

$ Per Cwt. 
$17.66 
$17.93 
$14.63 



-_'- cdfa 
--==----~ A" ' '' '~ ' ' ~ ••• " .. , ~. O. 

'''''~ ... h . .. . . CU,,~.~ 

Classification of Da iry Products DEPosmON 
EXHIBIT 

PRODUCT DESCRIPTION 
Acidified Half-and-Half 
Fluid Milk Products: 

Acidophilus 
Concentrated 
Filled 
Flavored 
High Nutrient 
Imitation 
With Lactobacillus Acidophilus Culture 
Lactose Reduced 
Modified 
Whole, Reduced Fat, Lowfat, Fat Free 

Half-and-Half 
Milk Drink 
Milk Drink Mix 

Acidified Buttermilk 
Acidified Half-and-Half Dressing 
Buttermilk 
Clotted Cream 
Condensed (Sweetened and Unsweetened) 

Milk 
Lowfat Milk 
Fat Free Milk 

Cottage Cheese: 

Cream 

Acidified or directly set 
Creamed 
Creamed Spread 
Lowfat 
Fat free 
Partially Creamed 
Uncreamed 

Acidified Cream 
Coffee Cream 
Light Cream 
Table Cream 
Whipping Cream 

Cream Dressing (Sour and Acidified Sour) 
Dry Whey (from Cottage Cheese) 
Eggnog (all varieties) 
Evaporated (Sweetened and Unsweetened): 

Cream 
Milk 
Lowfat Milk 
Fatfree Milk 

Fromage Frais (Lowfat, Fat Free) 
Hoop Cheese 
Kefir and Fruit Kefir 
Sour Cream and Light Sour Cream 
Sour Flavored Half-and-Half 
Sour Half-and-Half Dressing 

Ca2 
CLASSIFICATION 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

These products are assigned to 
Class 2 if packaged in pre
sterilized containers to meet 
out-of-state requirements and 
sold outside Califomia. 

These products must be assigned 
to the claSSification of ultimate 
usage when utilized in bulk by 
handlers, but are aSSigned to Class 
4a when sold to consumers. 

These products are assigned to 
>-- Class 4a if sold outside the U.S. 

These products are assigned to 
the classification of uHimate 

}- usage when utilized in bulk by 
handlers, but are assigned to 
Class 4a when sold to 
consumers. 

These products are assigned to 
Class 4a if sold outside the U.S. 



PRODUCT DESCRIPTION 
Ultra High Temperature (UHT) and 

Fluid Flavored Milk (Whole, Lowfat, Fat Free) 
Fluid Milk (Whole, Lowfat, Fat Free) 
Half-and-Half 
Cream 
Dairy Spread 
Eggnog 
Flavored Cream 
Flavored Drink 
Lowfat Milk 
Milk 
Milk Drink Mix 
Sour Cream 
Sour Flavored Half-and-Half 
Ultrapasteurized Half-and-Half (Hermetically) 

Whipped Cream (Cream Topping) 
Whipped Nonfat Yogurt Topping 
Yogurt (Flavored, Lowfat, Fat Free) 
Yogurt Drink (Lowfat, Fat Free) 
Yogurt Sherbet 

Frozen Dairy Dessert (Mix, Lowfat, Fat Free) 
Frozen Yogurt (Mix, Lowfat, Nonfat) 
Ice Cream and Ice Milk: 

Diabetic 
Dietetic 
Imitation 
Mix 
Nonfat 

Light Dairy Dessert 
Quiescently Frozen Confections 
Sherbet 

Butter 
Dry Buttermilk 
Nonfat Dry Milk 
Whole Dry Milk 

Cheese: 
Bakers 
Blue 
Brick 
Cheddar 
Colby 
Cream 
Full Skim 
Gorganzola 
Limburger 
Monterey Jack 
Mozzarella 
Muenster 
Neufchatel 
Parmesan 
Part Skim 
Provolone 
Ricotta 
Romano 
Swiss 

Dry Modified Whey 
Dry Whey (from other Cheese) 

CLASSIFIC;...:A..:...TI:.,:O:.:.N:....-________ -, 

1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

3 
3 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

4a 
4a 
4a 
4a 

4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 
4b 

These products are assigned to Class 
2 if sold for use outside Califomia and 
Class 4a if sold for use outside the 48 
contiguous states. 

These products are assigned to 
Class 4a if sold outside the U.S. 

~ These products are assigned to 
Class 4a if sold outside the U.S. 
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My testimony today concerns the pooling provisions contained in the cooperatives 

proposal, Proposal One, It will explain those pooling provisions, demonstrate how they operate, 

and indicate why the Cooperatives believe these provisions are both proper and necessary for 

inclusion in a California Federal Milk Marketing Order CFMMO"). Our proposal is designed to 

address the wide disparity in producer and handler prices that we have identified in previous 

testimony and exhibits and to restore equity and fairness to both produccrs and handlers. 

I. Designing a Proposal Which Addresses the California Marketplace. 

In order to design the proper pooling provisions, we start our analysis with estimated 

historical pool blends using the California State Order ("CSO") Class utilizations and prices and 

FMMO priccs. 

A. Methodology for Blend Price Estimation 

We have converted the published price and use data into estimated producer blend prices 

for the period January 2000 to July 2015, using the following methodology. 

1. We used prices as published by the FMMO. 

a. Cooperatives' Table 5.A (6 pgs.), "Announced Class Prices FMMO and 

CSO 2000 to July 2015" recaps the FMMO Class I Mover prices, a population weighted Class I 

differential for California and the Class II / IIII / IV prices used in this process. 

b. We used CSO published Class usage (total solids basis) for each 

monthly estimated blend price calculation. (Cooperatives' Table S.c.) 

c. We constructed a weighted average statewide Class I differential of 

$1. 92 per hundredweight by using each county's population as a percentage of the total state 

population, multiplying each county weighting times that county's differential and then summing 

the total weightings of per hundredweight values for the state. We also computed the weightings 



for both the CSO Northern pricing zone and the Southern pricing zone. The detail of this 

calculation is outlined in Cooperatives' Table 5.B (2 pgs.), "Calculation of Population Weighted 

Average FMMO Class I DilTerential, California Marketing Area, 2015." 

d. An estimated FMMO blend price was calculated by multiplying each 

Class price by its CSO Class Use percentage. This is shown in Cooperatives' Table S.C "Blend 

Price Estimate Calculation Using CSO Utilization Rates (Total Solids) and CSO and FMMO 

Class Prices 2000 - July 2015." 

2. We used prices as published by thc CSO. 

a. We used Class 1, Class 2 and Class 3 for Northern and Southern 

California and Class 4a and Class 4b prices. (Cooperatives' Table S.A) 

b. We used CSO published Class usage (total solids basis) for each 

monthly estimated blend price calculation. (Cooperatives' Table S.C) 

c. We used the population data to weight the Class 1, 2 and 3 uses by the 

two California pricing zones. (Cooperatives' Table 5.B) 

d. The weighted average result was 52% for Southern California and 48% 

for Northern California. (Cooperatives' Table S.B) 

c. An estimated CSO blend price was calculated by multiplying each Class 

price by its Class Use percentage. (Cooperatives' Table S.C) 

B. Results of Blend Price Estimates 

Cooperatives' Table S.C (6 pgs.), "Blend Price Estimate Calculation Using CSO 

Utilization Rates (Total Solids) and CSO and FMMO Class Prices 2000 - July 2015," displays 

the results of the estimated blend prices that result from the price multiplied by utilization 

process. 
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I want to 'highlight the data in several columns. Column H is the result of using CSO 

pricing and the Utilization rates and Column I is the FMMO based. Column J is the monthly 

change in value defined by subtracting the CSO price from the FMMO price. 

These calculations are "top line" prices with no deductions for any reason applied to 

either the CSO blend price or the FMMO blend price. 

Note that the Class I (Column C) use averages 15.2% for the entire 2000 - July 2015 

period and in recent months it has fallen to near 12%. Class II use (combine CSO Class 2 and 3 -

Columns D and E) averaged 8.69%; below the 12% average for all FMMOs. So the higher price 

use Classes represent a small proportion of the total pool usage. 

There is a calculation for each month. Our summary calculations show that the 2000 -

July 2015 blend price using CSO pricing (Column H) results in a $14.65 per hundredweight 

blend price and a FMMO blend price (Column J) estimate of $15.22. The average difference 

(FMMO less CSO) is an increase in the producer price of $0.57 per hundredweight - Column J. 

We have provided summary totals for ten periods on this table; including annual summaries for 

each year 2010 - 2014 and a year to date summary through July 2015. The CSO estimated blend 

price has always been lower that the proposed FMMO price for each period measured. 

These differences are not trivial. For the period August 2012 to July 2015, a period of 

much higher than average whey prices, the average difference between the estimated blend 

prices resulting from the use / price calculation of the two systems is $1.02 per hundredweight. 

The peak monthly difference for this period occurred in May 2014 at $1.58 per hundredweight. 

As whey prices have declined, the differences have narrowed and year to date through July 2015 

the spread has been $&.-iHl-. 

%o.8(P 
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Of these 36 months, there were no times that the CSO estimated blend prices were above 

the FMMO estimated prices. Every month, the difference was more than 25 cents pcr 

hundredweight, 35 times more than 50 ccnts per hundredwcight and 17 - half the period 

obscrvations, the difference was more than $1.00 per hundredweight. 

Based on the estimated blend prices calculated, a California FMMO will bring California 

milk prices into alignment with the national grid as they will be computed using similar product 

price formulas, announced based on the same timing sequence, derived from the same 

underlying national commodity prices, and computed on methods similar to all other FMMOs. 

In order to achieve these blend prices, the proposed California FMMO's pooling provisions must 

include all of the Class price values. 

C. Impact of the Quota program on Blend Prices 

The California FMMO must recognize the integration of the state's quota program. 

Based on calendar year 2015 calculations, the payments to quota holders will reduce monies 

available to pay through thc marketwide pool by approximately 37 cents per hundredweight each 

month. The proposed California FMMO presents a combination of low utilization in the higher 

use classes and the presence of the California quota system. No other FMMO has this 

combination of marketing factors. 

In order to grasp the monetary impact of the quota and other marketing programs on the 

proposed California FMMO blend price we will first review historical CSO pool and price 

results. 

Cooperatives' Table 5.0 (6 pgs.) "Comparison CSO Announced Class 4a, 4b and 

Overbase Price 2000 - July 2015." The overbase price is comparable to the FMMO blend price. 

Columns C, 0 and E are the CSO Class 4a, 4b and overbase price as announced each month 
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from 2000 to July 2015. Of the 187 months of published data, the overbase price is greater than 

both the 4a and 4b price only 17 times or 9 percent of the time. 

Of the 91 percent of the months in which the overbase is lower than either 4a or 4b, that 

is 171 observations, 78 times Class~s higher than the overbase price and 92 times 4a is higher 

than the overbase price. Absent California's current strict pooling requirements, significant 

volumes of milk would exit the pool an estimated 91 percent of the time, resulting in different 

minimum prices to producers depending on which Class was higher. 

When the overbase price (or in the FMMO, the blend price) is greater than the 

manufacturing prices the manufacturing milk will benefit from being pooled. That is, it draws 

monies from the blend pool to meet producer payment obligations. If the manufacturing class 

price is higher than the blend price the incentive is to exit the pool, if that is an option, and retain 

the gained value. This situation creates unequal minimum prices among handlers. The exited 

use class would be able to pay a higher standardized blend price than the milk remaining in the 

pool and the prices paid to similarly situated producers would not be uniform. Because of the 

likely frequency of depooling, and the attendant negative impact on marketing conditions, our 

proposed pooling provisions are the only solution. 

There is a common misconception that in FMMOs milk is depooled to clear the market of 

distressed milk when prices are low. That is never true. If possible, a hand ler will always try to 

pool distressed or lowest price milk in order to obtain the pool draw. Milk is depooled in 

FMMO markets due to the loss of Grade A status or the failure of meeting some level of 

performance standards or to retain the higher class value when the manufacturing class value is 

greater than the estimated blend price. 
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D. Pooling incentives and disincentives 

To further defi ne what pool ing provisions are required for the proposed California 

FMMO we evaluated the incentives to pool milk by analyzing the differences between the 

calculated blend prices as show in Cooperatives' Table 5.E (8 pgs.) "Blend Price Estimate 

Calculation Using CSO Utili zation Rates (Total Solids) and CSO and FMMO Class Prices 2000 
\(1 L I o..nd M 

- July 2015, Columns L, 101, and N Adjusted for Quota Premium Payment (estimated 37 

cents/cwt) and the Transportation Allowance (estimated 9 cents/cwt), and the RQA Adjustor 

(estimated at 3 cents / cwt) ." 

Looking to Table 5.E we can evaluate the expected incentive to pool or not pool milk for 

the manufacturing classes in the California FMMO pool by looking at Columns K, L, and M 

which compare the blend prices to the Class II, III, and IV prices. 

Column C is the FMMO estimated blend price obtained by multiplying the FMMO Class 

price times the Class utilization from Cooperatives ' Table 5.C. I-6. Columns E, F, and G are the 

FMMO Class prices for Class II , III and IV. Columns K, Land M represent the estimated blend 

price less an average 37 cents per hundredweight estimated cost to pay for the quota premium 

(Column H) and less nine cents per hundredweight estimated cost to pay for the transportation 

pool (Column I) and adding back three cents per hundredweight for the value of the RQAs 

(Column J) . Thirty-seven (37) cents per hundredweight represents the average cost to fund the 

quota premium for the first seven months of 20 15, and nine cents the cost of the transportation 

allowance system. Three cents per hundredweight is added back to the pool to reflect the 

contribution of the RQAs. A negative difference in the table indicates that if allowed, the Class 

would choose not to pool. 
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As shown on page 8 of Cooperatives' Table 5.E, for the 187 months from January 2000 

to July 2015 130 months or 70% of the time Class 11 would choose not to pool. In 111 months or 

59% of the time Class III would choose not to pool and in 80 months or 43% of the time Class 

IV would choose not to pool. 

Looking to the 36 month period from August 2012 to July 2015, the number and 

percentages of the times that a particular use Class would choose to depool arc shown. In 24 of 

the 36 months (67% of the time) Class II would choose not to pool; in 19 of the 36 months (53% 

of the time) Class III would choose not to pool; and in 17 of the 36 months (47% of the time) 

Class IV would choose not to pool. Over the entire period 34 of the 36 months (94% of the time) 

either Class III or Class IV would choose to be out of the monthly pool. 

The Class 4a / IV utilization for the 36 month period was 33% and the Class 4b / III 

utilization was 46 percent. Thus, there would be significant volumes of milk (one or the other 

class) choosing to exit the pool 94% of the time (34 out of 36 months). The result of this 

constant in and out decision making would make produccr milk pricing very unstable and the 

goal of uniform minimum prices to producers unlikely. 

Additionally, without the proposed pooling provisions and with the high frequency of 

incentives for Class III and IV to be out of the pool, the situation is prime for gaming the pool by 

creating a permanent "non-pool class of producers." In the milk dense counties of the Marketing 

Area there are significant volumes of producer milk produced on farms with nearly identical 

delivery cost to Class III and Class IV plant(s) owned by the same handler (or perhaps a pair of 

different handlers.) With little or no additional cost, these handlers could designate a block of 

producer milk to deliver to whichever plant / use Class that was incented not to pool each month 

and switch that block back and forth depending on the price relationships. This would be 
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relatively easy to arrange and for the pooling handlcr the financially correct marketing decision. 

Handlers without the easy ability to game would likely seek some type of arrangement with a 

second handler to crcate a gaming situation to gain a portion of the incentive monics though 

likely at a lesser rate, as they may have to share a portion of the gain. 

The Mid-Western Orders provisions that establish pooling limits based on prior month 

pooling volumes would not in any way prevent this "gaming" scenario from occurring because 

this milk would never seck to return to the pool. 

E. Necessary Pooling Provisions 

The combination of low FMMO Class I and Iluse, the very high and near equal volumes 

of Class III and IV use and the unique presence of the Quota system combine for a very different 

marketing condition that calls for specific and unique solutions. In order to accumulate and 

retain all the revenues necessary to provide for the blend prices proposed and to create an orderly 

milk market, this proposal requires that all milk delivered to plants located in the Marketing Area 

from farms located in California must be poolcd each month. Without the proposed pooling 

provisions the incentives to depool will be so great as to render blend prices unstable at best. 

Month to month producer milk pricing would have significant variation as the majority of 

months either Class III or Class IV would elect to depool and then repool in a subsequent month. 

Producer prices would vary depending on the volatility of class pricing and reduce the desired 

benefits of marketwide pooling tremendously. The ability to forecast prices would be extremely 

difficult and impact business planning for producers, processors, lenders and those desiring an 

improved risk management strategy. Unstable market conditions would prevail. 
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II. Proposed Pooling Compared to Other Orders: The Commonality and Uniqueness 
of Pooling Provisions in FMMOs. 

The FMMO system has shown that it is capable of creative, innovative and necessary 

solutions to unique and changing marketing conditions over time. in different regions of the 

country and at the system-wide level when necessary. The proposed pooling provisions will 

make the California FMMO different from any existing Order but they are necessary in order for 

the California FMMO to operate in an orderly manner. 

Pooling standards are common and necessary in all Orders but they differ in their exact 

specifications in each Order as they establish the terms of trade necessary to fit the unique 

marketing characteristics of a given marketplace. For example, the Southeastern Orders have a 

high number of touch base days per month while the Upper Midwest Order has "once per ever," 

so long as the farm does not get pooled on another Order. Several Orders prevent pooling a 

diversion of a producer's milk "until" that producer has "touched base" while other Orders 

prevent pooling a diversion "unless" there has been a touch base delivery. The result of this 

language is very ditTerent for the pooling handler. The Northeast. Central. Mideast and Upper 

Midwest Orders have special pooling provisions which apply solely to milk supplies located 

outside the marketing area. 

While the pooling terms of each Order stand on their own and are developed to meet the 

needs of the particular Order. there is consensus in the industry that completely unrestrained 

depooling destabilizes the marketplace, is not orderly and should not be allowed. So, the 

question becomes, what are the correct provisions for the particular Order? For the proposed 

California FMMO, the answer is the pooling provisions we have proposed. Limitations on 

depooling currently vary from Order to Order in the system. All Orders have addressed the issue 
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of proper pooling provisions and have crafted provisions that were proposed, heard and accepted 

for those Orders. 

Some examples of those would include dairy-farmer-for-other-markets provlSlons m 

Orders I, 124 and 131 as well as the state unit pooling provisions of Order I . Orders 30, 32 and 

33 have percentages limiting the amount of milk that can be pooled in any given month to a 

percentage of the milk pooled in the previous month. Additionally these same Orders have 

provisions (different from all the other Orders) that further govern the ability of an out of area 

plant to pool milk by requiring the deliveries for the qualifying volumes associated with that 

plant be delivered directly from the supply plant attempting to qualify producer milk and not 

allow any 1000 (9) (c) diversions to be included in the calculations qualifying the plant. Order 

124 chose instead of the percentage limitation provision to increase the touch base days for 

regaining pool status for a J3feaUeCrs whose milk was depooled. 
t> -rod. \.A.C..~ '(' 

While some of these provisions are rooted in market conditions that predate the FMMO 

Reform process, the provisions for percentage limitations and not allowing (9) (c) diversions to 

assist in qualifying a plant were "new" and "unprecedented" in the system of post-Reform 

Orders. In a similar vein, the pooling provisions proposed here are necessary in order for the 

California FMMO to function properly and should in no way be dismissed simply because they 

are new or unusual. 

III. Order Language Which Fits California Marketing Conditions 
Pool Plant, Producer and Producer Milk Provisions 

A. Section 1051.7 - Pool plants 

The specific language necessary to define the pool plant definitions is found in Section 
~OS I.'"':f-
·11 51. T (a) through (f), titled "Pool Plant." These provisions define which plants are regulated in 

the proposed California FMMO. Pool plants serve different functions. All serve to process milk 
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from producers who will share in the marketwide pool and thus generate revenues to be shared 

by producers. These plants are involved in the production of Class I and fluid associated 

products and also are plants that produce Class II, Class III and IV products. 

Some plants may provide a mix of uses and also serve to balance the needs of other 

plants across all the Class uses in the market. As plants become more specialized and process 

larger volumes, the need to have plant capacity dedicated in whole or in part to balancing all 

sectors of the market becomes more common and necessary. 

Our proposal pools all Grade A milk delivered to a plant in the marketing area and 

produced on a farm located in the marketing area. The inclusion of performance standards for in 

area milk found in many Orders, such as touch-base requirements, free ride periods or diversion 

limits is not needed. With limited exception, all Grade A milk produced in the marketing area is 

pooled no matter to which type of plant it delivers. 

In addition there are provisions that provide for milk delivered from outside the 

marketing area to be pooled. Further, milk from outside the marketing area may be associated 

with the pool even if not delivered to the marketing area if such milk is substantially related to 

deliveries to § I 051 (7) (a) and (b) plants. 

§ 1051.7 Pool Plant. 
Pool plant means a plant as specified in paragraphs (a) through 
(d) of this section, but excluding a piant specified in paragraph (I) 
of this section. The pooling standards described in paragraphs (d) 
of this section are subject to modification pursuant to paragraph 
(e) of this section.' 

(a) A distributing piant, other than a plant qualified as a pool plant 
pursuant to paragraph (b) of this Section or Section ----. 7(b) of any 
other Federal milk order, from which during the month 25 percent 
or more of the total quantity of fluid milk products physically 
received at the plant (excluding concentrated milk receivedjrom 
another plant by agreement for other than Class I use) are 
dLlpased of as route disposition or are transferred in the jiJrm of 
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packaged fluid milk products to other distributing plants. At least 
25 percent of such route disposition and transfers must be to 
outlets in the marketing area. 

This language outlines how a plant becomes qualified as a pool distributing plant. The 

proposal requires that, "during the month 25 percent or more of the total quantity of f1uid milk 

products physically received at the plant (excluding concentrated milk received !i'om another 

plant by agreement for other than Class I use) are disposed of as route disposition or are 

transferred in the form of packaged f1uid milk products to other distributing plants." Proponents 

consider the 25 percent packaged f1uid milk standard to be reasonable for this market. Of the 

plants meeting this standard, if at least 25 percent of the deliveries are made in the marketing 

area, the plant will be a pool distributing plant in the California FMMO. This standard should be 

sufficient to pool plants with a significant distribution presence in the marketing area but will not 

capture plants that do not have significant sales in the marketing area. 

(b) Any distributing plant located in the marketing area which 
during the month processed at least 15 percent of the total quantity 
offluid milk products physically received at the plant (excluding 
concentrated milk received ji-om another plant by agreement for 
other than Class J use) into ultra-pasteurized or aseptically
processed fluid milk products. 

This language serves to lock a plant located in the marketing area that processes at least 

15% percent of the total quantity of f1uid milk products physically received at the plant 

(excluding concentrated milk received from another plant by agreement for other than Class I 

use) ultra-pasteurized or aseptically-processed fluid milk products. These types of plants 

generally have much more diverse distribution patterns due to the extended shelf life of the 

product. It is not uncommon for these types of plants to have significant production for a 

specific geographic distribution in one month and then have much less (to none) for the next 

month. It is difficult to supply plants with this type of production / distribution as the FMMO 
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blend pnce may change depending on the area (or Order) in which the plant may become 

regulated and the mi lk supplier would be faced with the unforeseen consequence of a lower 

minimum price for milk or the buyer a higher price than expected. Additionally, California's 

proximity to the Pacific Rim export markets makes it more likely to ha·.;e business in those 

markets and perhaps a greater need for this provision to have a reasonable standard and a 

consistent raw materials cost. 

c. A plant that is located in the marketing area which during the 
month receives milk ji-om a producer located in the marketing 
area. 

f'n '> ( I"" 0 '(\ 1001. c.. "-
This provision provides that all other plants located in the marketing area that receive 

milk from a producer located in the marketing area be pooled. There is no allowance for this 

type of plant not to pool all the milk it receives . This is the key provision to provide for orderly 

marketing of milk in the proposed California FMMO. With this provision the operation of the 

California FMMO wi ll be more orderlyl. 
ell) 
er. A plant located in Churchill county Nevada thffI wllich durillg 
til e /1/ 011111 receives milk ji-om producer(s) in Churchill County or 
in the marketing area. 1\ +e.A 

i fiSt.I.e on"bo.C.\<... 'oCD: 
This provision allows for the deliveries to a plant located in Churchill County, Nevada to 

also be fully pooled on the California FMMO by receiving mi lk from producers located in the 

marketing area and/or from Churchi ll County. Any mi lk delivered to this plant will be pooled 

and paid the announced California FMMO producer prices. The producers in this Nevada 

milkshed have been affi liated with the Cali fornia market for many years and still ship milk to a 

distributing plant that has distribution in the proposed marketing area. Any milk pooled would 

be subject to the fu ll pooling provisions as called for in section 7 (c). 

1 The presence of underline and bold indicates a proposed language modification from the 
Hearing Notice. 
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Cd} 
(;!f A supply plant located outside the marketing area (except a 
plant subject to (7)(c)(1)) from which the quantity of bulk fluid 
milk products shipped to (and physically unloaded into) plants 
described in paragraph (a) and (b) of this section is not less than 
50 percent of the Grade A milk received from dairy farmers and 
handlers described in §1 000. 9(c), including milk diverted pursuant 
to §1 051.13, subject to the following conditions: 

(1) If milk is delivered directly from producers' farms that are 
located outside of the marketing area such producers must be 
grouped by state into reporting units and each reporting unit must 
independently meet the shipping requirements of this paragraph; 
and 

(2) Concentrated milk transferred from the supply plant located 
outside the marketing area to a distributing plant shall be excluded 
from the supply plant 's shipments in computing the percentages in 
paragraphs (d) (1). 

This provision provides for the qualification of a supply plant on the proposed Cal ifornia 

FMMO. A California FMMO will have a low Class I utilization. Nevertheless, where a plant 

located outside the marketing area provides a substantial and consistent supply to California 

FMMO §7(a) and (b) plants it should be in the pool. The shipping requirements for a supply 

plant establish that if the milk supply is truly needed and economically justified, it will be 

accommodated. 

Furthermore, if the milk that is delivered from producers' farms that are located outside 

of the Marketing Area and in more than one state, the producers and milk supplies must be 

accounted for individually by state and independently meet the shipping requirements described 

in § I 051, 7(d). Also we do not want to allow concentrated milk transferred from the supply plant 

" located outside the marketing area to a distributing plant to be a part of any computation made to 

determine if the supply plant can meet the requirements of this section. 

Our language does not allow for a split plant for which we see no economically justified 

function. 
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(e) 
{If The applicable shipping percentages of paragraphs (d) of this 
section and § 1051. 13(d)(2), and (d)(3) may be increased or 
decreased, for all or part of the marketing area, by the market 
administrator if the market administrator finds that such 
adjustment is necessary to encourage needed shipments or to 
prevent uneconomic shipments. Before making such a finding, the 
market administrator shall investigate the need for adjustment 
either on the market administrator's own initiative or at the 
request of interested parties if the request is made in writing at 
least 15 days prior to the month for which the requested revision is 
desired effective. If the investigation shows that an adjustment of 
the shipping percentages might be appropriate, the market 
administrator shall issue a notice stating that an adjustment is 
being considered and invite data, views and arguments. Any 
decision to revise an applicable shipping or diversion percentage 
must be issued in writing at least one day before the effective date. 

This provision allows for modification of the shipping percentages by the Market 

Administrator if needed to best serve the market and warranted by an investigation of market 

conditions. We support this provision and the methodology outlined. 
(f) 

.(gf The term pool plant shall not apply to the following plants: 

(1) A producer-handler as defined under any Federal order; 

(2) An exempt plant as defined in § 1000. 8(e); 

(3) A plant located within the marketing area and qualified 
pursuant to paragraph (a) of this section which meets the pooling 
requirements of another Federal order, and from which more than 
50 percent of its route disposition has been in the other Federal 
order marketing area for 3 consecutive months; 

(4) A plant located outside any Federal order marketing area and 
qualified pursuant to paragraph (a) of this section that meets the 
pooling requirements of another Federal order and has had 
greater route disposition in such other Federal order 's marketing 
area for 3 consecutive months; 

(5) A plant located in another Federal order marketing area and 
qualified pursuant to paragraph (a) of this section that meets the 
pooling requirements of such other Federal order and does not 
have a majority of its route distribution in this marketing area for 
3 consecutive months or if the plant is required to be regulated 
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under such other Federal order without regard to its route 
disposition in any other Federal order marketing area; 

(6) A plant qualified pursuant to paragraph (c) of this section 
which also meets the pooling requirements of another Federal 
order and from which greater qualifying shipments are made to 
plants regulated under the other Federal order than are made to 
plants regulated under the order in this part, or the plant has 
automatic pooling status under the other Federal order; and 

Paragraph (f) describes the special situations for which pool plant status does not apply. 

We support the situations as listed. The situation of a producer-handler in § (f) (I) and as 

described in § 1051.10 would not be a pool plant. A producer handler plant has special 

provisions relative to its ownership, operation, milk supply, milk processing and distribution and 

does not qualify as a pool plant. An exempt plant as described in § Cf) (2) and as described in § 

1000.S(e) has special provisions that describe its ownership, operation, milk supply, milk 

processing and distribution and it does not qualify as a pool plant. The unigue situations set forth 

in §§ (I) (3) through (6) describe plants designated individually by location, regulatory status and 

the length of regulatory status and refer to situations which cause a plant that has been regulated 

as a pool plant on this proposed Order to lose its pool plant status and become regulated on 

another Order. In each case we support the provision and concept as outlined. 

(g) Any plant that qualifies as a pool plant in each of the 
immediately preceding 3 months pursuant to paragraph (aj of this 
section or the shipping percentages in paragraph (c) of this section 
that is unable to meet such performance standards jiJr the current 
month because of unavoidable circumstances determined by the 
market administrator to be beyond the control of the handler 
operating the plant, such as a natural disaster (ice storm, wind 
storm, flood), fire, breakdown of equipment, or work stoppage, 
shall be considered to have met the minimum performance 
standards during the period of such unavoidable circumstances, 
but such relief shall not be granted/or more than 2 consecutive 
months. 
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Paragraph (g) describes the situation where circumstances beyond the control of the 

handler prevents the handler from complying with the regulations that establish pool plant status 

and, accordingly, allow the Market Administrator to make special accommodations under the 

given circumstances. 

B. Section 1051.12 - Producer 

This language and testimony outlines our proposal for the definition of a producer. 

§ 1051.12 Producer 
(aJ Except as provided in paragraph (b) of this section, 
producer means any person who produces milk approved by a duly 
constituted regulatory agency for fluid consumption as Grade A 
milk and whose milk (or components o(milk) is. 
(1) Received at a pool plant directly Fom the producer or diverted 
by the plant operator in accordance with §1 051.13; or 
(2) Received by a handler described in §1000.9(c). 

The term "producer" defines those dairy farmers whose milk is a part of the pool. Producer 

status under the California FMMO should be provided to any California dairy fanner who 

produces milk approved by a duly constituted regulatory agency for f1uid consumption as Grade 

A milk and whose milk or components of milk is received at a pool plant directly from the 

producer's farm or is marketed by a cooperative. 

Producer status also should also be accorded to dairy farmers located outside the state of 

California who deliver milk to pool plants as defined by §l051.7 and whose milk meets the 

requirements of §I051.13. 

(b) Producer shall no/ include a dailY jilrmer described in 
paragraphs (b)(l) through (5) of this section. A dairy jilrmer 
described in paragraph (b)(5) of this section shall be known as a 
dairy farmer for other markets. 

(1) A producer-handler as defined in any Federal order; 
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(2) A dairy farmer whose milk is received at an exempt plant, 
excluding producer milk diverted to the exempt plant pursuant to 
§105l.J3(d), 

(3) A dairy jClrmer whose milk is received by diversion at a pool 
plant from a handler regulated under another Federal order if the 
other Federal order designates the dairy farmer as a producer 
under that order and that milk is allocated by request to a 
utilization other than Class I; 

(4) A dairy farmer whose milk is reported as diverted to a plant 
./idly regulated under another Federal order with respect to that 
portion of the milk so diverted that is assigned to Class J under the 
provisions o/such other order; and 

(5) A dairy filrmer who having had a Grade A permit has marketed 
milk as other than Grade A milkfor more than 30 consecutive days 
shall not be a producer until 12 consecutive months have passed 
jrom the time non-Grade A status started. 

The producer definition proposed specifically excludes producer-handlers as defined in 

any Federal Order, and dairy farmers whose milk is delivered to exempt plants (unless the milk 

is diverted in accordance with §1051.13 (d) ). Since these operations are exempt from the 

proposed California FMMO's pricing and pooling provisions, milk which is excess of the needs 

of these operators should not be treated as producer milk when it is moved directly from the 

farms of these operators to a pool plant. Milk delivered to a pool plant from such operations 

would be other source mille 

In addition, provision IS made to preclude the possibility of a dairy fanner being a 

producer under two Orders with respect to the same milk. The producer definition excludes a 

dairy fanner with respect to milk which is received at a pool plant under this proposed Order by 

diversion from a pool plant under another Order if the dairy farmer is a producer under the other 

Order with respect to such milk and the milk is allocated to Class II or Class III use under this 

Order. Also, the definition excludes a dairy farmer with respect to milk which is diverted to a 
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pool plant under another Order from a pool plant under this Order with respect to the portion of 

such person's milk assigned to Class I milk under the other Ordcr. 

A dairy farmer for other markets provision is added to insure that a producer who loses 

his Grade A permit for less than thirty days does not lose his pool status upon the reinstatement 

of his permit. However, where a permit is given up for more than thirty days the producer is not 

eligible for pool status until 12 consecutive months have passed. 

Section (12) (b) (5) has been inserted to deal with the historical practice in the California 

market of producers volunteering to give up their Grade A status to avoid being pooled. 

Producers who voluntarily degrade must remain out of the pool for at least twelve consecutive 

months. Producers can lose Grade A status occasionally due to issues beyond their control and, 

therefore, we want to allow the producer the ability to regain pool status when this occurs. It is 

our expectation that such incidents are correctable in a thirty day period. 

C. Section 1051.13 - Producer Milk 

This language and testimony outlines our proposal for the definition of producer milk. 

0'1051.13 Producer milk. 

Except as provided for in paragraph (e) of this section, Producer 
milk means the skim milk (or the skim equivalent afcomponents of 
skim milk), including nonfat components, and butterfat in milk of a 
producer that is: 

(a) Received by the operator of a pool plant directly from a 
producer or a handler described in § 1000.9(c). All milk received 
pursuant to this paragraph shall be priced at the location of the 
plant where it isjirst physically received; 

This provision defines the status of the majority of the milk included in the pool. It defines 

milk received directly at pool plants, whether directly from producers or marketed by 
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Cooperatives. It is our intention that no location value be applied to payments for producer milk 

but location prices will apply to the handler value of milk used as Class I. 

(b) Received by a handler described in §JOOO.9(c) in excess of the 
quantity delivered to pool plants; 

This provision allows cooperatives to pool milk not delivered to pool plants provided all 

other requirements of producer milk are met. 

(c) Diverted by a pool plant operator to another pool plant. Milk 
so diverted shall be priced to (lte ltal1dler at the location of the 
plant to which diverted; or 

This provision allows pool plant operators to pool milk not delivered to their own pool 
plant provided all other requirements of producer milk are met. This will allow the operator of 
any pool plant to divert milk supplies to another pool plant and retain the producer milk status 
and payroll responsibility for such mille Without this provision, a plant operator who wants to 
retain regular producers on the plant's payroll for the entire month would have to physically 
receive the milk of such producers into the plant (so that it will be considered "producer milk"), 
then pump it back into the truck and deliver it to the other pool plant. Such milk would then be 
considered a transfer from one plant to another with the transferor-handler accounting to the pool 
for the milk and paying those producers as well. This practice is obviously uneconomic, resulting 
in unnecessary and costly movements of milk. In addition, the unnecessary pumping of milk is 
damaging to its quality. Permitting diversions of milk between pool plants will promote the 
efficient handling of milk. 

(d) Diverted by the operator of a pool plant or a cooperative 
association described in §JOOO.9(c) to a nonpool plant subject to 
the/allowing conditions: 

This provision, which defines the qualifications for diversions to nonpool plants, concerns 

primarily deliveries to plants located outside the Marketing Area as any delivery from a producer 

located inside the Marketing Area to a plant located in the Marketing Area is to a pool plant. 

Diverted milk must meet all of the following criteria (paragraphs 1 - 5) as applicable. 

(l) Milk of a dairy farmer shall not be eligible for diversion 
until at least five days production of such dairy farmer is 
physically received as producer milk at a pool plant during the 
first month the dairy jilrmer is a producer. If a dairy farmer loses 
producer status under the order in this part (except as a result of a 
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temporary loss of Grade A approval or as a result of the handler of 
the dairyfarmer's milkfailing to pool the milk under any order), 
the dairy farmer's milk shall not be eligible for diversion until at 
least jive days production of the dairy farmer has been physically 
received as producer milk at a pool plant during the first month the 
dairyjarmer is re-associated with the market: 

To be eligible for diversion live days production of a dairy farmer's milk must lirst be 

received at a pool plant. 

(2) The quantity of milk diverted by a handler described in 
§1000.9(c) may not exceed 50 percent of the producer milk 
receipts reported by the handler pursuant to o'I051.30(c) provided 
that the quantity of milk diverted may not exceed net less the:l 50 
percent of such cooperative's receipts are delivered to plants 
described in §1051. 7(a) or (bi These percentages are subject to 
any adjustments that may be made pursuant to §1051. 7(e): and 

(3) The quantity of milk diverted to nonpool plants by the 
operator of a pool plant described in §1051. 7(a) or (b) may not 
exceed 50 percent of the Grade A milk received Fom dairyjarmers 
(except dairy jarmers described in §1051.12(b)) including milk 
divertedpursuant to 0'1051.13: and 

Diversions as deli ned by (2) and (3) above are limited by the producer receipts reported 

and the shipments to plants described in §IOS1.7(a) or (b) - pool distributing plants. We chose 

this measure as the best choice to demonstrate a need for reserve milk supplies in the California 

market. Deliveries to these plants usually contribute the highest value to the pool and thus are a 

valid measure that the milk is needed by the market. The standards as proposed will insure that 

those deliveries are truly needed as the cost of meeting the standards will not be trivial. 

However, the diversion standard of 50% does recognize a balancing component of the Class I 

and II market and would not require uneconomical shipments of milk in order to qualify for the 

sharing of market proceeds. The need would have to be present and met each month. This is a 

strict requirement but the California market appears to have an adequate reserve supply for the 
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Class I market, the chosen standard for measure, and so the demonstration of need must also be 

stri ct. The combination of an initial five day touch base and the fifty percent diversion limitation 

should be a valid measure. 

The performance standards can be modified by the discretion of the Market Administrator 

if needed. As evidenced by this hearing, the California market is well represented by both 

producer and processor interests so the investigation required by the provision would be well 

researched and reviewed. 

(4) further such diverted milk is subject to the pooling 
requirementsof§I05I.(7) (d) (1); and 

A 

Diverted milk is subject to the state unit provisions as described in § I 051.(7) (d) (l). [The 

" sub-paragraph divider "(4)" was not inserted correctly before the forego ing language of "(5)" 

when submitted for the Hearing notice. It was incorrectly placed as the end of (3) and the word 

"diverted" was omitted.] 

(5) Diverted milk shall be priced to tbe bandler at the location of 
the plant to which diverted. 

(e) Producer milk shall not include milk of a producer that is 
subject to inclusion and participation in a marketwide equalization 
pool under a milk classification and pricing program imposed 
under the authority of a State government maintaining marketwide 
pooling of returns. 

This provision denies producer milk status to milk that could possibly be dual pooled in both a 

state Order and an FMMO. This provision is included in all FMMOs. 

(f) The quantity of milk reported by a handler pursuant to either 
§I05I.30(a) (I) or §I05I.30(c) (1) may not exceed II 5 percent of 
the producer milk receipts pooled by the handler during the prior 
month. Milk diverted to nonpool plants reported in excess of this 
limit shall be removed from the pool. Milk in excess of this limit 
received at pool plants, other than pool distributing plants, shall 
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be classified pursuanl to §JOOO.44(a)(3)(v) and §JOOO.44(b). The 
handler must designate, by producer pick-up, which milk is to be 
removed from the pool. if the handler fails to provide this 
information, the market administrator will make the determination. 

The following provisions apply: 
(1) Milk shipped to and physically received at pool distributing 
plants in excess of the previous month's pooled volume shall not be 
subject to the J J 5 percent limitation; 
(2) The market administrator may waive the J J 5 percent 
limitation: 
(i) For a new handler on the order, subject to the provisions of 
§J05J.13(j) (3) , or 
(ii) For an exisling handler wilh significanliy changed milk supply 
condilions due 10 unusual circumstances; 
(3) A bloc of milk may be considered ineligible for pooling if Ihe 
markel administrator determines thaI handlers altered the 
reporling of such milk for the purpose of evading the provisions of 
this paragraph. 

106 1.13 
§ H1TI':3 (f) regulates the vo lumes of milk that this type of handler may pool on the 

proposed Order from month to month. The provision limits the volumes to be pooled to not more 

than 115% of the vo lume pooled in the previous month unless the Market Administrator waives 

the limitation, provides for an allowance for a new handler or determines that the supply 

conditions of the reporting handler had a significant change. 

§ I 051.13 (f) prescribes procedures to be followed in case a handler reports milk in excess 

of the percentages allowed by the proposed Order. The excess quantity of milk would not qualifY 

as producer milk and would not be priced under the Order or would be down allocated for 

pricing purposes. Where possible, the reporting handler would be required to designate the dairy 

farmer de liveries that should not be considered producer milk. Absent such designation the 

Market Administrator will make the determination. 
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D. Pooling of Milk from Outside the Marketing Area 

The proposed Order primarily involves the marketing and pooling of milk in the state of 

California and the requirements for equal pricing to producers and handlers . Producers and plants 

outside the state can clearly participate in the pool, but as in other Orders with different benefits 

and burdens. Benefits may include the price improvement generated by the California FMMO 

pool versus the local market and burdens may include the high level of delivery necessary to 

share in those returns. 

Qualified distant reserve supplies ' may choose to pool or not pool depending on 

advantageous price relationships without causing the extent of disorderly marketing conditions 

that such behavior would result in if practiced within the Marketing Area. 

E. Section 1051.11 - Grade A Milk and Market Milk 

We propose to utilize the reserved § 105l.l1 to add a definition of Grade A milk and 

market milk, in order to assure that these terms which are used in the proposed Order and in 

California law and regulations are properly interpreted in the FMMO. 
1051. II 

§ }f}58.11 Grade A Milk 

"Grade A milk" shall mean milk approved bv a dulv constituted 
regulatory agency (or {luid consumption as Grade A milk or as 
"market milk" as defined under California law and regulations. 

Under California law the term "market milk" is the term used to define milk eligible for 

fluid consumption and is generally synonymous with the FMMO term "Grade A milk". Section 

11 was a reserved section of the proposed Order and to prevent any possible conflicts with terms 

and definitions going forward, the Cooperatives propose to insert this language for the proposed 

California FMMO into § 1051.11. 
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IV. Examples of Major Changes in Federal Order Regulations Over the Years. 

The adoption of pooling terms [or the California order which are different from any 

presently existing in other FMMOs is just one example of how federal orders under the AMAA 

are able to meet the needs of the marketplace as it inevitably changes over time. We note here 

just a few significant changes in FMMO regulations over the past several years. 

A. Elimination of Individual Handler Pools in Favor of Marketwidc Pools 

In the early periods of milk order regulation. the use of individual handler pooling 

regulation was neither unusual nor rare. For example, in 1961 there were 67 Federal Order 

markets with marketwide pools and 14 Federal Order markets with individual handler pools. 

However, as the FMMO system evolved, the presumed benefits of individual handler pools, as 

viewed through the lens of orderly marketing, became less acceptable, and the number of 

individual handler pools decreased over time. 

The Secretary discussed individual handler pools extensively in the Final Decision of the 

20 I 0 Producer Handler hearing, noting their place and use in the Orders and the ultimate 

elimination of that class of handler: 

The marketwide sharing of the classified use values of milk among 
all producers supplying a marketing area is an essential feature of 
the Federal milk marketing order systcm. It cnsures that producers 
supplying a given marketing area receive the same uniform priee 
for their milk, regardless of its end use. In combination with 
classified pricing, marketwide pooling has, among other things, 
successfully mitigated price competition between producers 
seeking the higher-valued t1uid outlets for their milk. 
Abandonment of the marketwide pooling system in favor of an 
individual handler pool system would reverse the stability achieved 
by its adoption in all Federal milk marketing orders. 

Over the years, USDA has repeatedly concluded that 
marketwidc pooling promotes orderly marketing conditions 
more completely and is one of the most important marketing 
order tools used to ensure uniformity in prices to producers. 
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In markets where much of the milk is handled by operating 
cooperatives and large surpluses of milk are unevenly 
distributed among handlers, conditions observable today, 
marketwide pooling best ensures orderly marketing. 

(75 Fed. Reg. 10122, 10148 (2010)) (emphasis added). 

Individual handler pools had been a viable part of the FMMO system for many years. As 

individual handler pools gradually fell out of favor due to the rise of larger markets and more 

complex pooling issues, the Secretary concluded that they no longer served the purpose of 

orderly marketing and made the significant decision to eliminate them. The last Individual 

Handler pool was in the Michigan Upper Peninsula Order (Order 44) and was eliminated in 

Order Reform. Undoubtedly, the handler in this Individual Handler pool was very opposed to 

the change in no small part due to the economic implications it brought. But the Secretary 

nevertheless concluded that the broader benefits to orderly marketing outweighed any negative 

consequences and thus made the change. 

Similarly, as we have documented, without the pooling provIsIons proposed by the 

Cooperatives, the benefits of marketwide pooling will be greatly impaired. In the many months 

where either Class III or Class IV would not be pooled, the resulting scenario would greatly 

resemble the deficiencies of an individual handler pooling system. 

B. Regulation of Large Producer-Handlers 

In 2010, the Secretary issued a Final Decision that substantially changed the FMMO 

regulations governing producer-handlers. In particular, the Final Decision amended "the 

producer-handler definitions of all Federal milk marketing orders to limit exemption from 

pooling and pricing provisions to those with total route disposition and sales of packaged fluid 

milk products to other plants of 3 million pounds or less per month." (75 Fed. Reg. 21157 

(2010).) 
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The Producer-Handlcr hearing was lengthy, with substantial testimony noting there was a 

longstanding tradition of treatment of produccr-handlers that was significantly different from 

what was being proposed; that the discussion of the issue was legitimate; and that the 

proponents' proposal would have significant negative economic impacts on the opponents (largc 

producer-handlers). The Secretary recognized these points in the Final Decision, noting that the 

historical exempt status provided to producer-handlers had been "based on the premise that the 

declared policy and objectives of the AMAA, namely orderly marketing, could be achieved 

without the extension of full regulation to this category of handler." (75 Fed. Reg. 10122, 10146 

(2010).) The Secretary determined that this significant change was necessary because "USDA 

found the activity of large scale producer-handlers to be a source of significant and measurable 

disorder in the Arizona and Pacific Northwest marketing areas." (Id. at 10147.) With regard to 

economic impact, the Secretary noted: "While this may cause an economic impact on those 

entities with more than three million pounds of total monthly sales that are currently considered 

producer-handlers under the Federal order system, the impact is offset by the benefit to other 

small businesses." (Id. at 10122.) 

Of course, the economic impact referenced by the Secretary would be a negative impact. 

The results of the Hearing Decision would increase some costs to the largest producer-handlers. 

But the overall effects of the change were deemed by the Secretary to be beneficial to the market 

as a whole, in part because the new provisions made the operations of producer-handlers more 

similar to the other pool distributing plants that competed within the market for sales. The 

Decision thus resultcd in more orderly markcting conditions. 
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C. Adoption of Multiple Component Pricing Plans 

Since the early days of federal orders in the 1930s, producers were paid and handlers 

were billed on the basis of skim milk and fat produced / purchased. But since the late 1980s, 

multiple component pricing (MCP) of milk has been used in the FMMO system, and it has 

become the predominant system of pricing. 

Generally the adoption of MCP in an Order serves to improve the pnce signals to 

producers and processors. Both parties payor receive a price more targeted to their production 

and processing requirements. While four of the existing ten orders still use some type of skim / 

fat-o riented pricing, the majority of all FMMO regulated milk is priced on a MCP basis (as is 

milk regulated under the current California milk marketing system). 

In 2013, 86% of the 132 billion pounds of producer milk under FMMO regulation was 

subject to an MCP plan by which dairy farmers are paid for the valuable solids content of farm 

milk - butterfat, protein, and other non-fat solids. The move from fat/skim to MCP in federal 

order pricing was a sea change in producer and handler relations, changing a system which had 

been in place for literally decades, ifnot more than a century in most markets. 

MCP was first introduced in the FMMO program following a 1986 hearing for the Great 

Basin Order. (53 Fed. Reg. 686 (1988).) In the following years, MCP was adopted for the Mid-

Atlantic market (56 Fed. Reg. 57850 (1991», the Ohio and Indiana markets (58 Fed. Reg. 33347 

(1993», the Pacific Northwest and Idaho markets (59 Fed. Reg. 8546 (1994», five of the Upper 

Midwest markets (60 Fed. Reg. 41833 (1995», and the Southern Michigan market (60 Fed. Reg. 

43066 (1995». The Federal Milk Marketing Order Reform Decision provided a uniform, 

protein-based MCP plan for all seven markets outside of the southeast and Arizona. (64 Fed. 

Reg. 16026,-16015 (1999).) 

\fo105 
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Mep plans are markedly different from thc specifics of the traditional skim / fat payment 

plans. The following thrce examples involving two different Orders and the Reform Decision 

highlight both the differences as well as the bcnefits resulting from the changes. First, in a 1994 

Decision made for the Pacific Northwest and Southwestern Idaho-Eastern Oregon orders, the 

pricing basis was shifted from skim / fat to a component basis, but the actual components of 

choice in the two side-by side Orders were not identical. "Under the Pacific Northwest order, the 

components to be priced will be nonfat milk solids and butterfat. Under the Southwestern Idaho-

Eastern Oregon order, the components to be priced will be protein and butterfat." 

(59 Fed. Reg. 8546, 8547 (1994).) 

Second, just one year later in 1995, five of the existing Orders in the Upper Midwest 

region (Orders 30, 65, 68, 76, and 79) adopted a Mep system that replaced the long-standing 

skim / fat method for paying producers. Notably, the choice of component alternatives was not 

identical to the 1994 Decision for the Idaho / Oregon / Washington markets. Rather, these Upper 

Midwest Orders determined that "[p Jroducers would be paid on the basis of the pounds of 

butterfat, protein and other nonfat solids (solids-no-fat other than protein) in their milk ... " (60 

Fed. Reg. 41833, 41834 (1995).) Further, the variations in Mep plans were noted in the 

Decision in which these changes were made, as follows: 

The multiple component pricing plans considered thus far for 
inclusion in Federal milk orders have been developed and 
proposed by the industry participants in the affected marketing 
areas. The plans have tended to be modified from one proceeding 
to the next, with ideas about the most appropriate provisions 
evolving as time goes on, and to reflect individual marketing 
conditions. 

Unlike the multiple component pricing plans adopted previously in 
other Federal Milk Marketing Orders, this decision recommends 
the adoption of a pricing plan for milk based on three components 
rather than two. 
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(Id. at 41838.) 

Lastly, in the Federal Order Reform Decision of 1999, several key changes were made 

that unified rather than diversified the component pricing provisions. MCP provisions were 

adopted for six of the ten currently remaining reformed orders with the difference being the 

inclusion of a somatic cell premium / deduction component in four of those six Orders. 

Under this final rule, producers in most Federal order markets will 
be paid on a multiple component basis since the basic formula 
price replacement is based on individual milk component prices. 
Producers will be paid for the pounds of butterfat, pounds of 
protein, pounds of other solids, a per hundredweight price known 
as the producer price differential, and a per hundredweight somatic 
cell adjustment. The producer price differential returns to 
producers their pro rata share of the proceeds of the classified 
pricing system. The butterfat, protein, and other solids prices paid 
to producers will be the same as the prices for those components 
announced for Class III use regardless of the utilization of the 
milk. Handler obligations and producer payments under the 
Federal orders that do not provide for component pricing will be 
based on hundredweight prices computed from these component 
pnces. 

(64 Fed. Reg. 16026, 16105 (1999).) 

This Decision collected the varIOUS MCP plans and formulated what the Secretary 

considered to be a superior alternative for all markets that utilized a MCP plan at that time. In 

formulating this alternative, the Secretary provided the following reasoning: "The formulas are 

relatively simple to use and can be applied uniformly. The formulas are transparent and the 

Class III and Class IV formulas meet the sound economics criterion." (64 Fed. Reg. 16026, 

16096-16097 (1999).) The basic product price formulas were, and remain, the same for all 

markets. Further, the price values of the formulas are all derived trom national, rather than 

regional, prices. In the MCP markets, the price formulas play out in the form of individual 

component values, while in skim / fat markets they play out in the form of butterfat and skim 
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values. All of the Orders (both MCP and skimlfat) calculate all pnccs from the same basic 

formula constructs. 

D. Development of Transportation Programs to Meet Market Needs 

The development of transportation programs in the FMMO system also provides an 

example of the type of variation that can exist from Ordcr to Order, in terms of implementation, 

change, and significance. 

The transportation credit programs were a result of the 1985 Farm Bill which allowed 

marketwide service programs to be implemented in the Orders if justified by a Hearing. 

Transportation credit programs are currently present in Orders 5, 7, and 30 to address specific 

needs of procuring both local and supplemental milk for the market by allowing partial recovery 

of transportation costs. The Order 30 model has been unchanged since implementation, while 

the Order 5 and 7 model has been modified several times in response to changing market 

conditions. 

The transportation credit provisions in Orders 5, 7, and 30 are similar in that they are 

transaction-based, mileage-based and subject to audits. They differ markedly, however, in how 

they are funded and what milk qualifies for payment. In particular, the Order 30 provisions are 

funded from the blend pool, while the Order 5 and 7 provisions arc funded via an assessment on 

Class I pounds. 

Interestingly, the first transportation program after the 1985 Farm Bill was authorized by 

the 1988 decision in the (pre-FMMO Reform decision) Texas Milk Marketing Area. That 

program was not included in the (post-FMMO Reform decision) Southwest Order. Unlike the 

existing transportation credit programs that are currently in place in Orders 5, 7, and 30 which 
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assist in getting milk supplies to market, this Decision assisted in moving surplus milk out of the 

market. 

The 1988 Texas Order Decision reversed the USDA mindset with regard to marketwide 

service payments for transportation assistance and granted them for dealing with surplus milk 

supplies. 

This final decision would provide transportation credits to handlers 
for hauling excess producer milk to nonpool plants located outside 
the State of Texas. The credits would represent a partial 
reimbursement of hauling costs from the orders' marketwide pool. 
Such credits would apply during the months of March - June and 
the last half of December and would be limited to milk going into 
Class II and Class III uses. The credits would be computed at a rate 
of 2.4 cents per 10 miles. Credits would be limited to handlers who 
transfer milk from plants located in Zone I of the marketing area 
while credits on milk that is moved directly from farms to nonpool 
plants would be limited to milk produced in northern Texas and 
southern Oklahoma. Handlers would also receive a credit to 
recognize costs associated with hauling milk from higher to lower 
prices areas. The amount of milk to which transportation credits 
apply would be reduced to the extent that a handler or affiliate of 
the handler caused milk from outside the State of Texas to be 
received at plants in the marketing area. 

(53 Fed. Reg. 36321 (1988).) 

There are a number of significant differences that distinguish the 
Texas situation from that described in the decision denying the 
issuance of such credits for the several southeastern markets. The 
primary differences are the geographical limitation of the proposal 
and the fact the reserve milk supplies for other markets are 
generally processed at El Paso Texas and do not displace Texas 
order producer milk at plants in the major production areas of 
northern Texas and southern Oklahoma. 

(53 Fed. Reg. 36321 (1988).) 

This Decision is notable because it implemented a new practice--a transportation credit 

concept--that had been recently denied in the Southeastern Orders, but that was determined to 

expressly meet market needs, market data and testimony in the Texas Order. 
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One year prior, in 1987, several proposals regarding transportation programs were made 

with regard to the Southeastern Orders. (52 Fed. Reg. 15951 (1987).) Two of the proposals 

were to provide transportation assistance for transporting milk supplies into the market and for 

transporting surplus milk out of the market. The hearing on these proposals was terminated with 

no Dccision. Later, in the 1990s, USDA allowed transportation credits for procuring 

supplemental milk supplies to the Southeastern markets as the proposals were refined to match 

unique and specific market needs. 

E. Modernizing the FMMO System in Federal Order Reform 

The Federal Order Reform decision was clearly a status quo altering decision. In one 

decision, the number of Orders was reduced from 31 to II, and multiple modifications were 

made to the remaining Orders. The differential pricing surface was altered all across the country, 

the price discovery system was changed from one drawn from a competitive survey to a product 

formula basis, product classification definitions were changed, transportation credit systems were 

modified, pooling provisions were altered, and producer payment methodologies were 

restructured into basically two methods driven by the same underlying set of formulas and based 

on nationally-derived prices. However, many provisions were made more uniform through "Pm1 

1000," in which many components of Order provisions were declared the same for all Orders. 

Definitions, price formulas and price discovery methodologies were a few of the features that 

were made uniform. 

If we were to review every FMMO Hearing over time, we would lind that most Hearings 

are about a short list of similar topics. Common are the decisions that modify performance 

standards, adjust an existing payment amount, or make a change to a boundary. But there are 

also clear-cut examples of significant policy shifts such as eliminating a type of order (e.g., the 
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individual handler pool), making significant changes to a handler definition (c.g., the definitiou 

of producer-handler), implementing an entirely new producer payment scheme with many subtle 

differences but very common underlying principles (e.g., MCI' plans), and transportation 

assistance programs that modify the pricing surface but not the differential surface itself. The 

FMMO Reform Decision made substantial changes to the existing system and standardized many 

key foundational provisions and principles that are common to all Orders. The FMMO Reform 

Decision thus provided a foundation that was national in scope while, at the same time, allowing 

for more unique provisions tailored to individual markets. 

F. Conclusion 

These examples show that the Secretary has a history of making decisions that alter the 

status quo, some of which have been adopted as written, and some of which have been tested in 

the courts. Therefore, the fact that some of the concepts offered in the Cooperatives' proposal 

may become the next status quo altering decisions should not weigh against their adoption, 

especially in the face of the supporting data submitted by the Cooperatives in this Hearing. 

The AMAA provides many tools and great flexibility for fashioning the pooling terms of 

a milk market order. It does not prescribe the rules for defining who is in and who is out of a 

marketwide pool. That is left up to the hearing process. The proposed California order 

provisions for pooling, although different from pooling provisions in other FMMOs, are 

designed to meet the marketplace, just as provisions for handler pooling, component pricing, 

transportation, and many other previously unutilized provisions have evolved over the years to 

address changes in the marketplace and thus become part of the federal order system today. 
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Cooperatives Table 5.A. I Announced Class Prices FMO and CSO 2000 to July 2015 -
A B ( D E F G H I I K L M N a p Q R 

FMO Class I FMO FMO Class I CSO [SO WACSO FMO Class (SO (SO (2 WACSO (SO C3 (SO 

Month Mover Differential Price Cl-S.CA Cl-N.CA C1 " C2-S.CA - N. CA (2 -5. CA C3-N.CA WACSO (3 FMO (III eso C4b FMO (IV (SO C4a 

Jan-DO $10.90 $1.92 $12.82 $ 12.19 $11.92 $12.06 $11.43 $12.44 $12.21 $12.33 $12.17 $12.16 $12.17 $10.05 $9.58 $10.73 $10.67 

Feb-DO $10.71 $1.92 $12.63 $ 11.96 $11.69 $11.83 $11.51 $11.62 $11.38 $11.50 $11.34 $11.33 $11.34 $9.54 $9.28 $10.80 $10.74 

Mar-DO $10.84 $1.92 $12.76 $ 11.88 $11.61 $11.75 $11.71 $11.62 $11.38 $11.50 $11.34 $11.33 $11.34 $9.54 $9.34 $11.00 $11.05 

Apr-DO $10.93 $1.92 $12.85 $ 13.25 $12.97 $13.12 $12.10 $11.82 $11.58 $11.70 $11.54 $11.54 $11.54 $9.41 $9.27 $11.38 $11.39 

May-DO $11.48 $1.92 $13.40 $ 13.77 $13.50 $13.64 $12.63 $11.82 $11.58 $11.70 $11.54 $11.54 $11.54 $9.37 $9.17 $11.91 $11.94 

Jun-OO $11.70 $1.92 $13.62 $ 13.99 $13.72 $13.86 $13.08 $12.59 $12.36 $12.48 $12.32 $12.31 $12.32 $9.46 $9.98 $12.38 $12.23 

Jul-OO $12.46 $1.92 $14.38 $ 14.77 $14.50 $14.64 $12.58 $12.59 $12.36 $12.48 $12.32 $12.31 $12.32 $10.66 $10.64 $11.87 $11.85 

Aug-DO $11.95 $1.92 $13.87 $ 14.20 $13.93 $14.07 $12.56 $12.96 $12.73 $12.85 $12.68 $12.68 $12.68 $10.13 $10.57 $11.87 $11.86 

Sep-DD $11.84 $1.92 $13.76 $ 14.10 $13.83 $13.97 $12.58 $12.96 $12.73 $12.85 $12.68 $12.68 $12.68 $10.76 $11.32 $11.94 $11.84 

Oct-OO $11.89 $1.92 $13.81 $ 14.11 $13.84 $13.98 $12.54 $12.77 $12.54 $12.66 $12.50 $12.49 $12.50 $10.02 $9.01 $11.81 $11.73 

Nov-DO $11.82 $1.92 $13.74 $ 14.03 $13.76 $13.90 $13.68 $12.77 $12.54 $12.66 $12.50 $12.49 $12.50 $8.57 $8.71 $13.00 $13.36 

Dec-DO $12.13 $1.92 $14.05 $ 14.86 $14.59 $14.73 $13.97 $13.47 $13.23 $13.35 $13.19 $13.18 $13.19 $9.37 $9.39 $13.27 $13.14 

Jan-Ol $13.99 $1.92 $15.91 $ 16.62 $16.35 $16.49 $12.82 $13.47 $13.23 $13.35 $13.19 $13.18 $13.19 $9.99 $9.22 $12.13 $11.99 

Feb-Ol $11.94 $1.92 $13.86 $ 14.07 $13.80 $13.94 $13.43 $13.48 $13.25 $13.37 $13.21 $13.20 $13.21 $10.27 $10.05 $12.70 $12.56 

Mar-Ol $12.65 $1.92 $14.57 $ 14.70 $14.43 $14.57 $14.17 $13.48 $13.25 $13.37 $13.21 $13.20 $13.21 $11.42 $11.34 $13.46 $13.31 

Apr-Ol $13.44 $1.92 $15.36 $ 15.44 $15.17 $15.31 $15.10 $13.85 $13.62 $13.74 $13.58 $13.57 $13.58 $12.06 $12.12 $14.41 $14.32 

May-01 $14.21 $1.92 $16.13 $ 16.19 $15.92 $16.06 $15.72 $13.85 $13.62 $13.74 $13.58 $13.57 $13.58 $13.83 $14.16 $15.04 $14.77 

Jun-Ol $14.99 $1.92 $16.91 $ 16.94 $16.66 $16.81 $16.05 $15.46 $15.23 $15.35 $15.19 $15.18 $15.19 $15.02 $14.82 $15.33 $15.14 

jul-Ol $15.34 $1.92 $17.26 $ 17.29 $17.01 $17.16 $15.96 $15.46 $15.23 $15.35 $15.19 $15.18 $15.19 $15.<16 $14.96 $14.81 $14.38 

Aug-Ol $15.40 $1.92 $17.32 $ 17.32 $17.05 $17.19 $15.98 $15.68 $15.45 $15.57 $15.41 $15.40 $15.41 $15.55 $15.26 $15.06 $14.82 

5ep-01 $15.56 $1.92 $17.48 $ 17.38 $17.11 $17.25 $16.24 $15.68 $15.45 $15.57 $15.41 $15.40 $15.41 $15.90 $15.55 $15.59 $15.35 

Oct-Ol $15.93 $1.92 $17.85 $ 18.01 $17.73 $17.88 $13.53 $16.00 $15.77 $15.89 $15.73 $15.72 $15.73 $14.60 $12.30 $12.77 $12.52 

Nov-Ol $15.76 $1.92 $17.68 $ 16.42 $16.14 $16.29 $12.78 $16.00 $15.77 $15.89 $15.73 $15.72 $15.73 $11.31 $10.60 $11.97 $11.73 

Oec-Ol $11.98 $1.92 $13.90 $ 13.88 $13.61 $13.75 $12.61 $13.05 $12.81 $12.93 $12.77 $12.76 $12.77 $11.80 $10.97 $11.79 $11.45 

Jan-02 $11.96 $1.92 $13.88 $ 13.78 $13.51 $13.65 $12.69 $13.05 $12.81 $12.93 $12.77 $12.76 $12.77 $11.87 $11.42 $11.93 $11.46 

Feb-02 $11.95 $1.92 $13.87 $ 13.96 $13.69 $13.83 $12.28 $12.38 $12.14 $12.26 $12.10 $12.10 $12.10 $11.63 $10.40 $11.54 $11.04 

Mar-02 $11.62 $1.92 $13.54 $ 13.54 $13.27 $13.41 $12.19 $12.38 $12.14 $12.26 $12.10 $12.10 $12.10 $10.65 $10.20 $11.42 $11.00 

Apr-02 $11.47 $1.92 $13.39 $ 13.54 $13.26 $13.41 $11.88 $11.94 $11.71 $11.83 $11.67 $11.66 $11.67 $10.85 $10.59 $11.09 $10.73 

May-02 $11.26 $1.92 $13.18 $ 13.30 $13.02 $13.17 $11.29 $11.94 $11.71 $11.83 $11.67 $11.66 $11.67 $10.82 $10.23 $10.57 $10.23 

Jun-02 $11.03 $1.92 $12.95 $ 12.76 $12.49 $12.63 $11.19 $11.45 $11.22 $11.34 $11.18 $11.17 $11.18 $10.09 $9.59 $10.52 $10.13 

Jul-02 $10.62 $1.92 $12.54 $ 12.79 $12.51 $12.66 $11.14 $11.45 $11.22 $11.34 $11.18 $11.17 $11.18 $9.33 $8.90 $10.45 $10.05 

Aug-02 $10.48 $1.92 $12.40 $ 12.60 $12.32 $12.47 $11.07 $11.06 $10.83 $10.95 $10.79 $10.78 $10.79 $9.54 $9.69 $10.41 $9.95 

5ep-02 $10.46 $1.92 $12.38 $ 12.60 $12.33 $12.47 $10.91 $11.06 $10.83 $10.95 $10.79 $10.78 $10.79 $9.92 $9.93 $10.22 $9.79 

Oct-02 $10.15 $1.92 $12.07 $ 12.24 $11.97 $12.11 $11.12 $10.84 $10.61 $10.73 $10.57 $10.56 $10.57 $10.72 $10.42 $10.50 $10.10 

Nov-02 $10.60 $1.92 $12.52 $ 13.47 $13.20 $13.34 $11.26 $10.84 $10.61 $10.73 $10.57 $10.56 $10.57 $9.84 $8.97 $10.58 $10.19 

Oec-02 $10.52 $1.92 $12.44 $ 12.60 $12.33 $12.47 $11.62 $11.11 $10.88 $11.00 $10.84 $10.83 $10.84 $9.74 $9.43 $10.49 $10.08 



Cooperatives Table 5.A. ZAnnouneed Class Prices FMO and CSO 2000 to July 2015 
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FMO Class I FMO FMO Class I e50 e50 WACSQ FMO Class e50 e50 e2 WACSO e50 C3 e50 
Month Mover Differential Price Cl-S.CA Cl-N.CA C1 " (2 -5. CA -N.CA C2 -5. CA C3-N.CA WACSO C3 FMOCIJI eso C4b FMO (IV eso C4a 

Jan-03 $10.56 $1.92 $12.48 $ 12.93 $12.65 $12.80 $11.29 $11.11 $10.88 $11.00 $10.84 $10.83 $10.84 $9.78 $9.58 $10.07 $9.60 

Feb-03 $10.23 $1.92 $12.15 $ 12.27 $12.00 $12.14 $10.66 $10.81 $10.58 $10.70 $10.54 $10.53 $10.54 $9.66 $9.36 $9.81 $9.31 

Mar-03 $9.81 $1.92 $11.73 $ 12.17 $11.89 $12.04 $10.54 $10.81 $10.58 $10.70 $10.54 $10.53 $10.54 $9.11 $8.84 $9.79 $9.46 

Apr-03 $9.64 $1.92 $11.56 $ 11.91 $11.63 $11.78 $10.44 $10.36 $10.13 $10.25 $10.08 $10.08 $10.08 $9.41 $9.21 $9.73 $9.56 

May-03 $9.71 $1.92 $11.63 $ 12.00 $11.72 $11.87 $10.43 $10.36 $10.13 $10.25 $10.08 $10.08 $10.08 $9.71 $9.28 $9.74 $9.54 

Jun-03 $9.74 $1.92 $11.66 $ 12.06 $11.79 $11.93 $10.46 $10.52 $10.29 $10.41 $10.25 $10.24 $10.25 $9.75 $9.50 $9.76 $9.64 

Jul-03 $9.77 $1.92 $11.69 $ 12.03 $11.76 $11.90 $10.63 $10.52 $10.29 $10.41 $10.25 $10.24 $10.25 $11.78 $12.59 $9.95 $9.96 

Aug-03 $10.97 $1.92 $12.89 $ 14.73 $14.46 $14.60 $10.81 $10.77 $10.54 $10.66 $10.50 $10.49 $10.50 $13.80 $14.03 $10.14 $9.95 

5ep·03 $13_71 $1.92 $15.63 $ 16.41 $16.14 $16.28 $10.76 $10.77 $10.54 $10.66 $10.50 $10.49 $10.50 $14.30 $14.14 $10.05 $9.88 

Oct·03 $14.27 $1.92 $16.19 $ 16.47 $16.20 $16.34 $10.84 $10.89 $10.65 $10.77 $10.61 $10.60 $10.61 $14.39 $14.21 $10.16 $9.98 

Nov·03 $14.37 $1.92 $16.29 $ 16.48 $16.21 $15.35 $10.99 $10.89 $10.65 $10.77 $10.61 $10.60 $10.61 $13.47 $12.50 $10.30 $10.08 

Dec-03 $13.84 $1.92 $15.76 $ 15.39 $15.11 $15.26 $11.30 $11.00 $10.77 $10.89 $10.73 $10.72 $10.73 $11.87 $11.61 $10.52 $10.45 

Jan·04 $11.85 $1.92 $13.77 $ 14.15 $13.88 $14.02 $11.67 $11.00 $10.77 $10.89 $10.73 $10.72 $10.73 $11.51 $11.10 $10.97 $10.75 

Feb-04 $11.59 $1.92 $13.51 $ 13.62 $13.34 $13.49 $12.90 $11.57 $11.34 $11.46 $11.30 $11.29 $11.30 $11.89 $11.74 $12.21 $11.94 

Mar-04 $11.94 $1.92 $13.86 $ 14.01 $13.74 $13.88 $14.79 $11.57 $11.34 $11.46 $11.30 $11.29 $11.30 $14.49 $15.57 $14.10 $13.93 

Apr-04 $13.64 $1.92 $15.56 $ 16.05 $15.78 $15.92 $15.21 $13.91 $13.67 $13.79 $13.63 $13.62 $13.63 $19.66 $19.88 $14.57 $14.32 

May-04 $19.65 $1.92 $21.57 $ 21.53 $21.26 $21.40 $15.03 $13.91 $13.67 $13.79 $13.63 $13.62 $13.63 $20.58 $1934 $14.50 $13.95 

Jun·04 $21.13 $1.92 $23.05 $ 22.31 $22.04 $22.18 $14.31 $15.11 $14.88 $15.00 $14.84 $14.83 $14.84 $17.68 $16.35 $13.72 $13.30 

Jul-04 $17.95 $1.92 $19.87 $ 18.63 $1836 $18.50 $14.00 $15.11 $14.88 $15.00 $14.84 $14.83 $14.84 $14.85 $12.76 $13.31 $12.75 

Aug-04 $14.62 $1.92 $16.54 $ 15.59 $15.32 $15.46 $13.13 $14.00 $13.77 $13.89 $13.72 $13.72 $13.72 $14.04 $14.01 $12.46 $11.91 

5ep·04 $13.94 $1.92 $15.86 $ 15.92 $15.64 $15.79 $13.66 $14.00 $13.77 $13.89 $13.72 $13.72 $13.72 $14.72 $14.03 $13.00 $12.65 

Oct-04 $14.78 $1.92 $16.70 $ 16.28 $16.01 $16.15 $13.57 $13.25 $13.02 $13.14 $12.98 $12.97 $12.98 $14.16 $13.60 $12.81 $12.46 

Nov-04 $14.29 $1.92 $16.21 $ 15.93 $15.66 $15.80 $14.09 $13.25 $13.02 $13.14 $12.98 $12.97 $12.98 $14.89 $15.14 $13.34 $13.17 

Dec-04 $14.43 $1.92 $16.35 $ 16.38 $16.10 $16.25 $13.98 $13.79 $13.55 $13.67 $13.51 $13.50 $13.51 $16.14 $14.99 $13.42 $12.97 

Jan-OS $16.65 $1.92 $18.57 $ 18.69 $18.112 $18.56 $13.04 $13.79 $13.55 $13.67 $13.51 $13.50 $13.51 $14.14 $14.38 $12.52 $12.26 

Feb-OS $13.79 $1.92 $15.71 $ 15.49 $15.22 $15.36 $13.36 $13.59 $13.36 $13.48 $13.32 $13.31 $13.32 $14.70 $13.93 $12.74 $12.46 

Mar-OS $15.43 $1.92 $17.35 $ 16.35 $16.08 $16.22 $13.25 $13.59 $13.36 $13.48 $13.32 $13.31 $13.32 $14.08 $13.87 $12.66 $12.31 

Apr·05 $14.13 $1.92 $16.05 $ 16.02 $15.74 $15.89 $13.24 $13.36 $13.13 $13.25 $13.09 $13.08 $13.09 $14.61 $14.34 $12.61 $12.11 

May-OS $14.80 $1.92 $16.72 $ 16.65 $16.38 $16.52 $12.78 $13.36 $13.13 $13.25 $13.09 $13.08 $13.09 $13.77 $13.39 $12.20 $11.72 

Jun-05 $13.62 $1.92 $15.54 $ 15.03 $14.75 $14.90 $13.06 $12.89 $12.66 $12.78 $12.61 $12.61 $12.61 $13.92 $13.62 $12.33 $12.04 

Jul-05 $13.89 $1.92 $15.81 $ 15.46 $15.19 $15.33 $13.79 $13.39 $13.16 $13.28 $12.61 $12.61 $12.61 $1435 $14.01 $13.17 $12.80 

Aug-OS $14.44 $1.92 $16.36 $ 16.11 $15.84 $15.98 $13.95 $13.39 $13.16 $13.28 $13.12 $13.11 $13.12 $13.60 $12.99 $13.44 $13.06 

5ep-05 $13.70 $1.92 $15.62 $ 15.49 $15.22 $15.36 $1435 $1339 $13.16 $13.28 $13.12 $13.11 $13.12 $14.30 $14.23 $13.75 $13.35 

Oct-OS $14.27 $1.92 $16.19 $ 15.83 $15.56 $15.70 $14.25 $14.17 $13.94 $14.06 $13.90 $13.89 $13.90 $14.35 $13.72 $13.61 $13.23 

Nov·05 $14.56 $1.92 $16.48 $ 15.79 $15.52 $15.66 $13.49 $14.17 $13.94 $14.06 $13.90 $13.89 $13.90 $13.35 $12.69 $12.90 $12.51 

Dec-OS $13.57 $1.92 $15.49 $ 15.26 $14.99 $15.13 $13.22 $13.84 $13.60 $13.72 $13.56 $13.55 $13.56 $13.37 $13.25 $12.57 $12.11 



Cooperatives Table 5 A."3 Announced Class Prices FMO and CSO 2000 to JulV 2015 

A B ( 0 E F G H I J K l M N a p Q R 

FMO Class I FMO FMO Class I [SO (SO WACSO FMO Crass (SO [SO (2 WACSQ (SO C3 (SO 

Month Mover Differential Price (1-S.CA Cl-N.CA C1 " C2-S.CA -N. CA (2 -5. CA 0- N. CA WACSO C3 FMOCIII eso c4b FMO (IV eso C4a 

Jan-06 $13.38 $1.92 $15.30 $ 14.76 $14.49 $14.63 $13.25 $13.84 $13.60 $13.72 $13.56 $13.55 $13.56 $13.39 $12.56 $12.20 $11.74 

Feb-06 $13.38 $1.92 $15.30 $ 14.74 $14.47 $14.61 $12.62 $12.90 $12.66 $12.78 $12.62 $12.61 $12.62 $12.20 $11.14 $11.10 $10.58 

Mar-06 $12.49 $1.92 $14.41 $ 13.46 $13.19 $13.33 $11.69 $12.90 $12.66 $12.78 $12.62 $12.61 $12.62 $11.11 $10.49 $10.68 $10.19 

Apr-06 $11.22 $1.92 $13.14 $ 12.80 $12.53 $12.67 $11.37 $11.36 $11.13 $11.25 $11.08 $11.08 $11.08 $10.93 $10.43 $1036 $10.04 

May-06 $10.97 $1.92 $12.89 $ 12.61 $12.33 $12.48 $11.13 $11.36 $11.13 $11.25 $11.08 $11.08 $11.08 $10.83 $10.48 $10.33 $9.96 

Jun-05 $10.75 $1.92 $12.67 $ 12.52 $12.35 $12.49 $11.00 $10.97 $10.74 $10.86 $10.70 $10.69 $10.70 $11.29 $10.55 $10.22 $9.83 

Jul-06 $11.34 $1.92 $13.26 $ 12.64 $12.37 $12.51 $10.83 $10.97 $10.74 $10.85 $10.70 $10.69 $10.70 $10.92 $10.28 $10.21 $9.83 

Aug-05 $10.97 $1.92 $12.89 $ 12.30 $12.03 $12.17 $11.16 $10.80 $10.57 $10.69 $10.53 $10.52 $10.53 $11.06 $10.80 $10.64 $10.50 

Sep·06 $10.85 $1.92 $12.77 $ 12.89 $12.62 $12.75 $11.74 $10.80 $10.57 $10.59 $10.53 $10.52 $10.53 $12.29 $11.87 $11.10 $10.79 

Oct-06 $12.42 $1.92 $14.34 $ 13.85 $13.57 $13.72 $11.79 $11.57 $11.33 $11.45 $11.29 $11.28 $11.29 $12.32 $11.40 $11.51 $11.02 

Nov-06 $12.40 $1.92 $1432 $ 1335 $13.08 $13.22 $11.98 $11.57 $1133 $11.45 $11.29 $11.28 $11.29 $12.84 $12.32 $12.11 $11.32 

Dec-05 $12.43 $1.92 $14.35 $ 13.51 $13.34 $13.48 $12.55 $12.09 $11.85 $11.98 $11.82 $11.81 $11.82 $13.47 $1237 $1230 $11.55 

Jan-07 $13.59 $1.92 $15.51 $ 14.00 $13.73 $13.87 $12.85 $12.09 $11.86 $11.98 $11.82 $11.81 $11.82 $13.56 $12.47 $12.53 $11.92 

Feb-07 $1339 $1.92 $15.31 $ 1537 $15.10 $15.24 $13.08 $12.71 $12.47 $12.59 $12.43 $12.42 $12.43 $14.18 $13.20 $12.71 $12.34 

Mar·07 $14.25 $1.92 $16.17 $ 16.01 $15.74 $15.88 $13.60 $12.71 $12.47 $12.59 $12.43 $12.42 $12.43 $15.09 $14.13 $13.71 $13.24 

Apr·07 $15.00 $1.92 $15.92 $ 16.71 $16.44 $16.58 $14.51 $13.71 $13.48 $13.50 $13.44 $13.43 $13.44 $16.09 $15.20 $16.12 $14.53 

May-07 $15.92 $1.92 $17.84 $ 17.71 $17.44 $17.58 $16.62 $13.71 $13.48 $13.60 $13.44 $13.43 $13.44 $17.60 $18.05 $18.48 $16.00 

Jun-07 $17.84 $1.92 $19.76 $ 20.28 $20.01 $20.15 $18.89 $16.19 $15.95 $15.07 $15.91 $15.90 $15.91 $20.17 $21.18 $20.76 $17.03 

Jul-07 $20.91 $1.92 $22.83 $ 23.26 $22.99 $23.13 $21.40 $16.19 $15.95 $16.07 $15.91 $15.90 $15.91 $21.38 $20.54 $21.64 $19.84 

Aug-07 $21.76 $1.92 $23.68 $ 23.76 $23.49 $23.63 $22.41 $1936 $19.13 $19.25 $19.09 $19.08 $19.09 $19.83 $19.41 $21.87 $21.21 

Sep·07 $21.91 $1.92 $23.83 $ 23.10 $22.83 $22.97 $22.16 $1936 $19.13 $19.25 $19.09 $19.08 $19.09 $20.07 $19.34 $21.51 $21.62 

Oct-07 $21.59 $1.92 $23.51 $ 23.81 $23.54 $23.68 $21.90 $22.34 $22.10 $22.22 $22.06 $22.05 $22.06 $18.70 $17.65 $21.31 $21.32 

Nov-07 $21.45 $1.92 $2337 $ 23.43 $23.16 $2330 $22.07 $2234 $22.10 $22.22 $22.06 $22.05 $22.06 $19.22 $19.75 $20.40 $20.66 

Dec-07 $20.04 $1.92 $21.96 $ 23.26 $22.99 $23.13 $20.82 $21.91 $21.68 $21.80 $21.64 $21.63 $21.64 $20.60 $18.58 $19.18 $19.14 

Jan-08 $20.97 $1.92 $22.89 $ 23.23 $22.96 $23.10 $19.75 $21.91 $21.68 $21.80 $21.64 $21.63 $21.64 $19.32 $16.91 $16.29 $16.40 

Feb·08 $19.68 $1.92 $21.60 $ 21.98 $21.71 $21.85 $18.46 $18.69 $18.46 $18.58 $18.42 $18.41 $18.42 $17.03 $17.54 $14.67 $14.28 

Mar-08 $16.70 $1.92 $18.62 $ 19.17 $18.90 $19.04 $15.63 $18.69 $18.46 $18.58 $18.42 $18.41 $18.42 $18.00 $15.94 $14.17 $1436 

Apr-08 $18.61 $1.92 $20.53 $ 20.19 $19.92 $20.06 $15.29 $15.24 $15.01 $15.13 $14.97 $14.96 $14.97 $16.76 $16.79 $14.56 $14.31 

May-08 $16.62 $1.92 $18.54 $ 19.05 $18.78 $18.92 $15.51 $15.24 $15.01 $15.13 $14.97 $14.96 $14.97 $18.18 $18.65 $15.26 $15.19 

JUn-08 $18.18 $1.92 $20.10 $ 20.50 $20.23 $2037 $16.19 $15.67 $15.44 $15.56 $15.40 $1539 $15.40 $20.25 $19.12 $15.92 $15.61 

Jul-08 $20.78 $1.92 $22.70 $ 22.77 $22.49 $22.64 $16.81 $15.67 $15.44 $15.56 $15.40 $1539 $15.40 $18.24 $17.77 $16.60 $16.08 

Aug-08 $18.47 $1.92 $20.39 $ 20.07 $19.79 $19.94 $17.45 $16.76 $16.53 $16.65 $16.49 $16.48 $16.49 $17.32 $16.14 $16.64 $16.24 

Sep-08 $17.65 $1.92 $19.57 $ 19.51 $19.23 $19.38 $17.58 $16.76 $16.53 $16.65 $16.49 $16.48 $16.49 $16.28 $16.63 $1S.45 $15.51 

Oct·08 $15.53 $1.92 $17.45 $ 18.50 $18.23 $18.37 $16.60 $16.80 $16.57 $16.69 $16.53 $16.52 $16.53 $17.06 $16.63 $13.62 $13.54 

Nov-08 $1733 $1.92 $19.25 $ 19.00 $18.72 $18.87 $14.45 $16.80 $16.57 $16.69 $16.53 $16.52 $16.53 $15.51 $15.14 $12.25 $12.20 

Dec-08 $15.43 $1.92 $17.35 $ 16.84 $16.57 $16.71 $11.21 $13.79 $13.56 $13.68 $13.52 $13.51 $13.52 $15.28 $13.95 $10.35 $10.15 



Cooperatives Table 5.A.Lf-Announced Class Prices FMO and CSO 2000 to July 2015 

A B e D E F G H I I K L M N 0 p Q R 

FMO Class I FMO FMO Class I eso eso WACSO FMO Class [SO [SO (2 WACSO [SO C3 e50 

Month Mover Differential Price Cl-5.CA (I-N.CA C1 " C2-S.CA - N. CA e2 -S.CA C3-N.CA WACSO C3 FMO(III eso C4b FMO (IV eso C4a 

jan-09 $15.74 $1.92 $17.66 $ 17.69 $17.42 $17.56 $10.41 $13.53 $13.30 $13.42 $13.25 $13.25 $13.25 $10.78 $9.02 $9.59 $9.53 

Feb-09 $10.72 $1.92 $12.64 $ 11.55 $11.27 $11.42 $10.25 $10.50 $10.27 $10.39 $10.22 $10.22 $10.22 $9.31 $10.11 $9.45 $9.40 

Mar-09 $9.43 $1.92 $11.35 $ 11.40 $11.13 $11.27 $10.36 $10.50 $10.27 $1039 $10.22 $10.22 $10.22 $10.44 $10.45 $9.64 $9.67 

Apr-09 $10.36 $1.92 $12.28 $ 11.85 $11.58 $11.72 $10.49 $10.20 $9.96 $10.08 $9.91 $9.91 $9.91 $10.78 $10.41 $9.82 $9.79 

May-09 $10.97 $1.92 $12.89 $ 12.96 $12.68 $12.83 $10.71 $10.20 $9.96 $10.08 $9.91 $9.91 $9.91 $9.84 $9.54 $10.14 $10.03 

Jun-09 $10.08 $1.92 $12.00 $ 11.97 $11.70 $11.84 $10.79 $10.57 $10.34 $10.46 $10.29 $10.29 $10.29 $9.97 $9.52 $10.22 $10.06 

Jul-09 $10.26 $1.92 $12.18 $ 12.15 $11.88 $12.02 $10.87 $10.57 $10.34 $10.46 $10.29 $10.29 $10.29 $9.97 $9.39 $10.15 $10.02 

Aug-09 $10.04 $1.92 $11.96 $ 11.98 $11.71 $11.85 $10.86 $10.70 $10.47 $10.59 $10.42 $10.42 $10.42 $11.20 $11.29 $10.38 $10.21 

5ep·09 $10.93 $1.92 $12.85 $ 13.48 $13.21 $13.35 $11.01 $10.70 $10.47 $10.59 $10.42 $10.42 $10.42 $12.11 $11.40 $11.15 $11.08 

Oct·09 $12.35 $1.92 $14.27 $ 14.02 $13.75 $13.89 $11.93 $11.30 $11.07 $11.19 $11.02 $11.02 $11.02 $12.82 $12.69 $11.86 $11.54 

Nov-09 $12.86 $1.92 $14.78 $ 15.31 $15.04 $15.18 $13.24 $11.30 $11.07 $11.19 $11.02 $11.02 $11.02 $14.08 $13.76 $13.25 $13.16 

Dec·09 $13.99 $1.92 $15.91 $ 16.31 $16.04 $16.18 $14.25 $13.01 $12.77 $12.89 $12.72 $12.72 $12.72 $14.98 $15.04 $15.01 $14.76 

Jan-lO $15.03 $1.92 $16.95 $ 18.49 $18.22 $18.36 $15.22 $13.26 $13.02 $13.14 $12.97 $12.97 $12.97 $14.50 $12.72 $13.85 $13.75 

Feb-l0 $14.84 $1.92 $16.76 $ 16.74 $16.46 $16.61 $15.65 $15.12 $14.88 $15.00 $14.83 $14.83 $14.83 $14.28 $12.95 $12.90 $12.84 

Mar-l0 $14.34 $1.92 $16.26 $ 16.71 $16.44 $16.58 $14.46 $15.12 $14.88 $15.00 $14.83 $14.83 $14.83 $12.78 $11.13 $12.92 $12.84 

Apr-lO $13.22 $1.92 $15.14 $ 14.64 $14.37 $14.51 $13.78 $13.40 $13.16 $13.28 $13.11 $13.11 $13.11 $12.92 $12.30 $13.73 $13.49 

May-l0 $13.80 $1.92 $15.72 $ 15.64 $15.37 $15.51 $14.90 $13.40 $13.16 $13.28 $13.11 $13.11 $13.11 $13.38 $12.40 $15.29 $13.95 

Jun-10 $15.28 $1.92 $17.20 $ 15.95 $15.68 $15.82 $16.01 $14.38 $14.15 $14.27 $14.10 $14.10 $14.10 $13.62 $12.23 $15.45 $15.26 

Jul-lO $15.66 $1.92 $17.58 $ 17.42 $17.14 $17.29 $17.10 $14.38 $14.15 $14.27 $14.10 $14.10 $14.10 $13.74 $13.37 $15.75 $15.62 

Aug-lO $15.77 $1.92 $17.69 $ 17.60 $17.33 $17.47 $16.98 $16.10 $15.87 $15.99 $15.82 $15.82 $15.82 $15.18 $14.39 $15.61 $15.69 

Sep-lO $15.50 $1.92 $17.42 $ 17.43 $17.15 $17.30 $17.60 $16.10 $15.87 $15.99 $15.82 $15.82 $15.82 $16.26 $15.48 $16.76 $16.61 

Oct·l0 $16.58 $1.92 $18.50 $ 18.71 $18.44 $18.58 $17.57 $16.81 $16.57 $16.69 $16.52 $16.52 $16.52 $16.94 $15.66 $17.15 $16.65 

Nov-lO $17.24 $1.92 $19.16 $ 18.98 $18.71 $18.85 $17.21 $16.81 $16.57 $16.69 $16.52 $16.52 $16.52 $15.44 $13.14 $16.68 $16.34 

Dec-lO $16.96 $1.92 $18.88 $ 18.55 $18.28 $18042 $15.77 $17.15 $16.92 $17.04 $16.87 $16.87 $16.87 $13.83 $12.22 $15.03 $14.67 

Jan-11 $15.20 $1.92 $17.12 $ 16.72 $16.45 $16.59 $16.79 $17.15 $16.92 $17.04 $16.87 $16.87 $16.87 $13.48 $12.49 $16.42 $16.49 

Feb-ll $15.89 $1.92 $17.81 $ 17.15 $16.88 $17.02 $17.97 $16.24 $16.01 $16.13 $15.96 $15.96 $15.96 $17.00 $16.92 $18.40 $17.88 

Mar-ll $18.23 $1.92 $20.15 $ 19.51 $19.24 $19.38 $18.83 $16.24 $16.01 $16.13 $15.96 $15.96 $15.96 $19.40 $16.76 $19.41 $19.06 

Apr-11 $19.43 $1.92 $21.35 $ 21.93 $21.66 $21.80 $19.66 $19.13 $18.90 $19.02 $18.85 $18.85 $18.85 $16.87 $14.34 $19.78 $19.45 

May-11 $19.75 $1.92 $21.67 $ 21.17 $20.90 $21.04 $20.63 $19.13 $18.90 $19.02 $18.85 $18.85 $18.85 $16.52 $14.74 $20.29 $19.94 

Jun-l1 $20.32 $1.92 $22.24 $ 21.68 $21.41 $21.55 $21.37 $20.35 $20.12 $20.24 $20.07 $20.07 $20.07 $19.11 $18.79 $21.05 $20.79 

Jul-11 $21.03 $1.92 $22.95 $ 22.65 $22.38 $22.52 $21.29 $20.35 $20.12 $20.24 $20.07 $20.07 $20.07 $21.39 $19.35 $20.33 $20.07 

Aug-ll $21.43 $1.92 $23.35 $ 23.51 $23.24 $23.38 $21.55 $21.09 $20.85 $20.97 $20.80 $20.80 $20.80 $21.67 $18.60 $20.14 $20.23 

Sep-l1 $21.78 $1.92 $23.70 $ 23.84 $23.56 $23.71 $20.55 $21.09 $20.85 $20.97 $20.80 $20.80 $20.80 $19.07 $16.33 $19.53 $19.29 

Oct-ll $19.56 $1.92 $21.48 $ 21.77 $21.50 $21.64 $19.41 $20.42 $20.18 $20.30 $20.13 $20.13 $20.13 $18.03 $15.78 $18.41 $18.29 

Nov-ll $18.45 $1.92 $20.37 $ 20.54 $20.26 $20.41 $19.26 $20.42 $20.18 $20.30 $20.13 $20.13 $20.13 $19.07 $17.19 $17.87 $17.70 

Dec-U $18.47 $1.92 $20.39 $ 20.94 $20.67 $20.81 $18.08 $18.65 $18.42 $18.54 $18.37 $18.37 $18.37 $18.77 $15.14 $16.87 $16.59 



Cooperatives Table 5 A.S Announced Class Prices FMO and CSO 2000 to July 2015 

A B e D E F G H I J K l M N 0 p Q R 

FMO Class I FMO FMO Class I eso eso WACSO FMO Class eso eso (2 WA(SO eso C3 eso 
Month Mover Differential Price Cl-5. CA (1- N. CA e1 " Cl-S.CA - N. CA e2 -$. CA C3-N.CA WACSO C3 FMOCIII eso (4b FMOCIV eso C4a 

Jan-12 $18.80 $1.92 $20.72 $ 20.15 $19.88 $20.02 $17.67 $18.65 $18.42 $18.54 $18.37 $18.37 $18.37 $17.05 $14.23 $16.56 $16.18 

Feb-12 $17.03 $1.92 $18.95 $ 18.79 $18.52 $18.66 $16.94 $17.D4 $16.81 $16.93 $16.76 $16.76 $16.76 $16.D6 $13.42 $15.92 $15.51 

Mar-12 $16.30 $1.92 $18.22 $ 17.87 $17.60 $17.74 $16.59 $17.04 $16.81 $16.93 $16.76 $16.76 $16.76 $15.72 $13.67 $15.35 $15.33 

Apr-12 $15.66 $1.92 $17.58 $ 17.48 $17.21 $17.35 $16.20 $16.08 $15.84 $15.96 $15.79 $15.79 $15.79 $15.72 $13.43 $14.80 $14.72 

May-12 $15.85 $1.92 $17.77 $ 17.21 $16.94 $17.08 $15.19 $16.08 $15.84 $15.96 $15.79 $15.79 $15.79 $15.23 $13.56 $13.55 $13.45 

Jun-12 $15.24 $1.92 $17.16 $ 17.08 $16.81 $16.95 $14.32 $14.74 $14.51 $14.63 $14.46 $14.45 $14.46 $15.63 $14.65 $13.24 $13.17 

Jul-12 $15.51 $1.92 $17.43 $ 17.87 $17.60 $17.74 $14.51 $14.74 $14.51 $14.53 $14.46 $14.45 $14.45 $16.68 $15.18 $14.45 $13.50 

Aug-12 $16.55 $1.92 $18.47 $ 18.28 $18.01 $18.15 $15.54 $13.99 $13.76 $13.88 $13.71 $13.71 $13.71 $17.73 $16.57 $15.76 $15.40 

5ep-12 $17.59 $1.92 $19.51 $ 19.61 $19.34 $19.48 $17.04 $13.99 $13.76 $13.88 $13.71 $13.71 $13.71 $19.00 $17.50 $17.41 $16.62 

Oct-12 $18.88 $1.92 $20.80 $ 20.82 $20.55 $20.69 $18.44 $16.67 $16.44 $15.56 $16.39 $15.39 $16.39 $21.02 $19.43 $18.54 $17.96 

Nov-12 $20.70 $1.92 $22.62 $ 23.44 $23.17 $23.31 $18.81 $16.67 $16.44 $16.56 $15.39 $16.39 $16.39 $20.83 $18.48 $18.56 $18.27 

Dec-12 $21.39 $1.92 $23.31 $ 23.35 $23.0S $23.22 $18.3D $IS.77 $18.54 $18.66 $lS.49 $18.49 $IS.49 $IS.66 $16.3D $17.83 $17.47 

Jan-13 $18.97 $1.92 $20.89 $ 20.51 $20.24 $20.38 $18.19 $18.77 $18.54 $18.65 $18.49 $18.49 $18.49 $18.14 $15.84 $17.63 $17.08 

Feb-13 $18.21 $1.92 $20.13 $ 20.10 $19.83 $19.97 $18.49 $18.04 $17.81 $17.93 $17.76 $17.76 $17.76 $17.25 $15.41 $17.75 $18.01 

Mar-13 $17.80 $1.92 $19.72 $ 19.60 $19.33 $19.47 $18.82 $18.04 $17.81 $17.93 $17.76 $17.76 $17.76 $16.93 $15.02 $17.75 $17.87 

Apr-13 $17.66 $1.92 $19.58 $ 19.77 $19.49 $19.64 $18.73 $18.40 $18.17 $18.29 $18.12 $18.12 $18.12 $17.59 $15.92 $18.10 $18.02 

May-13 $17.76 $1.92 $19.68 $ 19.66 $19.39 $19.53 $18.43 $18.40 $18.17 $18.29 $18.12 $18.12 $18.12 $18.52 $17.20 $18.89 $18.24 

Jun-13 $IS.93 $1.92 $20.85 $ 21.12 $2D.S4 $20.99 $19.14 $18.49 $18.26 $18.38 $18.21 $18.21 $18.21 $18.02 $15.91 $18.88 $18.39 

Jul-13 $18.91 $1.92 $20.83 $ 19.86 $19.59 $19.73 $19.22 $18.54 $18.31 $18.43 $18.26 $18.25 $18.26 $17.38 $15.65 $18.90 $18.61 

Aug-13 $18.88 $1.92 $20.80 $ 20.48 $20.21 $20.35 $19.27 $19.14 $18.91 $19.03 $18.86 $18.86 $18.86 $17.91 $16.32 $19.07 $18.70 

Sep-13 $19.16 $1.92 $21.08 $ 20.56 $20.28 $20.43 $19.78 $19.14 $18.91 $19.03 $18.86 $18.86 $18.86 $18.14 $16.65 $19.43 $19.47 

Oct-13 $19.20 $1.92 $21.12 $ 21.06 $20.79 $20.93 $20.56 $19.54 $19.41 $19.53 $19.35 $19.36 $19.36 $18.22 $16.82 $20.17 $20.00 

Nov-13 $20.20 $1.92 $22.12 $ 22.01 $21.74 $21.88 $20.76 $19.64 $19.41 $19.53 $19.36 $19.36 $19.36 $18.83 $17.30 $20.52 $20.63 

Oec-13 $20.37 $1.92 $22.29 $ 22.00 $21.73 $21.87 $21.66 $20.88 $2D.64 $20.76 $2D.6D $20.60 $2D.60 $18.95 $18.03 $21.54 $21.16 

Jan-14 $21.48 $1.92 $23.40 $ 23.11 $22.84 $22.98 $22.21 $20.88 $20.64 $20.76 $20.60 $20.50 $20.60 $21.15 $20.31 $22.29 $22.13 

Feb-14 $22.02 $1.92 $23.94 $ 23.38 $23.11 $23.25 $23.73 $22.21 $21.97 $22.09 $21.93 $21.93 $21.93 $23.35 $21.14 $23.46 $23.08 

Mar-14 $23.54 $1.92 $25.56 $ 25.65 $25.38 $25.52 $24.22 $22.21 $21.97 $22.09 $21.93 $21.93 $21.93 $23.33 $22.16 $23.65 $23.37 

Apr-14 $23.55 $1.92 $25.57 $ 25.15 $24.88 $25.02 $24.74 $23.79 $23.55 $23.67 $23.50 $23.50 $23.50 $24.31 $21.73 $23.34 $23.31 

May-14 $24.47 $1.92 $26.39 $ 26.15 $25.88 $26.02 $24.44 $23.79 $23.55 $23.67 $23.50 $23.50 $23.50 $22.57 $19.34 $22.55 $22.57 

Jun-14 $22.86 $1.92 $24.78 $ 25.37 $25.10 $25.24 $23.94 $23.50 $23.27 $23.39 $23.22 $23.22 $23.22 $21.35 $19.07 $23.13 $23.19 

Jul-14 $23.02 $1.92 $24.94 $ 25.40 $25.13 $25.27 $24.41 $23.45 $23.22 $23.34 $23.17 $23.17 $23.17 $21.60 $18.69 $23.78 $23.58 

Aug·14 $23.87 $1.92 $25.79 $ 25.55 $25.28 $25.42 $25.34 $23.97 $23.74 $23.86 $23.69 $23.69 $23.69 $22.25 $19.96 $23.89 $23.83 

Sep-14 $23.63 $1.92 $25.55 $ 25.66 $25.39 $25.53 $26.11 $23.97 $23.74 $23.86 $23.69 $23.59 $23.69 $24.60 $22.39 $22.58 $22.72 

Oct-14 $24.19 $1.92 $25.11 $ 26.36 $26.09 $25.23 $21.93 $23.94 $23.71 $23.83 $23.65 $23.66 $23.65 $23.82 $20.94 $21.35 $21.51 

Nov-14 $24.05 $1.92 $25.98 $ 24.60 $24.33 $24.47 $19.91 $23.94 $23.71 $23.83 $23.66 $23.66 $23.66 $21.94 $18.70 $18.21 $18.14 

Dec-14 $22.53 $1.92 $24.45 $ 23.99 $23.72 $23.86 $19.09 $20.48 $20.25 $20.37 $20.20 $20.20 $20.20 $17.82 $14.78 $15.70 $16.57 



Cooperatives Table 5.A. ~ Announced Class Prices FMO and CSO 2000 to July 2015 

A B e D E F G H I J K l M N a p Q R 

FMO Class I FMO FMO Class I eso eso WACSO FMO Class eso eso (2 WACSO eso e3 eso 
Month Mover Differential Price Cl-S.CA Cl- N. CA C1 " C2-S.CA - N. CA e2 -S.CA C3-N.CA WACSO C3 FMO CIII eso C4b FMOCIV eso C4a 

Jan-IS $18.58 $1.92 $20.50 $ 19.76 $19.49 $19.63 $16.18 $20.48 $20.25 $20.37 $20.20 $20.20 $20.20 $16.18 $13.75 $13.23 $13.09 

Feb-IS $16.24 $1.92 $18.16 $ 17.36 $17.08 $17.23 $14.48 $15.49 $15.25 $15.37 $15.21 $15.21 $15.21 $15.46 $13.78 $13.82 $13.46 

Mar-IS $15.56 $1.92 $17.48 $ 16.93 $16.66 $16.80 $14.50 $15.49 $15.25 $15.37 $15.21 $15.21 $15.21 $15.56 $13.97 $13.80 $13.42 

Apr-IS $15.50 $1.92 $17.42 $ 17.21 $16.94 $17.08 $14.98 $14.10 $13.87 $13.99 $13.82 $13.82 $13.82 $15.81 $14.22 $13.51 $13.36 

May-IS $15.83 $1.92 $17.75 $ 17.34 $17.06 $17.21 $14.81 $14.10 $13.87 $13.99 $13.82 $13.82 $13.82 $16.19 $14.63 $13.91 $13.91 

Jun-15 $16.14 $1.92 $18.06 $ 17.74 $17.47 $17.61 $14.77 $14.29 $14.06 $14.18 $14.01 $14.01 $14.01 $16.72 $15.55 $13.90 $13.65 

Jul-15 $16.53 $1.92 $18.45 $ 18.70 $18.42 $18.57 $14.65 $14.29 $14.06 $14.18 $14.01 $14.01 $14.01 $16.31 $14.98 $13.16 $13.03 

Aug-IS 

5ep-15 

Oct-IS 

Nov-IS 

Dec-IS 



Cooperatives Table 5.61 Calculation of Population Weighted Average FMMO Class I Differential, California Marketing Area, 2015 
ABC D E G H (D*F) 

ST Cty DIFFERENTIAL POPULATION POPPCT N (1) or S CA (2) We'ght , 
lOA ALAMEDA $1.80 1,594,569 4.12% 1 $0.07 

2CA ALP!NE $1.70 1,12.1 0.00% 1 $0.00 

3CA AMADOR $1.70 36,312 0.09% 1 $0.00 

HA BunE $1.70 2.2.4,323 0.5B% 1 $0.01 

SCA CALAVERAS $1.70 45,668 0.12% 1 $0.00 

6CA COLUSA $1.70 21,715 0.06% 1 $0.00 

7CA CONTRA COSTA $1.80 1,102,B71 2.85% 1 $0.05 

SCA DEL NORTE $1.80 28,031 0.07% 1 $0.00 

9CA EL DORADO $1.70 184,917 0.48% 1 $0.01 

10 CA FRESNO $1.60 972,297 2.51% 1 $0.04 

11 CA GLENN $1.70 28,728 0.07% 1 $0.00 

12 CA HUMBOLDT $1.80 134,398 0.35% 1 $0.01 

13 CA KERN $1.80 874,264 2.26% 1 $0.04 

14 CA K!NG5 $1.60 149,721 0.39% 1 $0.01 

15 CA "'"' $1.80 64,918 0.17% 1 $0.00 

16 CA LASSEN $1.70 32,092 0.08% 1 $0.00 

17 CA MADERA $1.60 155,878 0.40% 1 $0.01 

18 CA MAR!N $1.80 258,972 0.67% 1 $0.01 

19 CA MARIPOSA $1.70 17,791 0.05% 1 $0.00 

20 CA MENDOC!NO $1.80 88,863 0.23% 1 $0.00 

21 CA MERCED $1.70 266,134 0.69% 1 $0.01 

22 CA MODOC $1.70 9,399 0.02% 1 $0.00 

23CA MONTEREY $1.80 425,413 1.10% 1 $0.02 

24 CA NAPA $1.80 140,362 0.36% 1 $0.01 

25 CA NEVADA $1.70 98,193 0.25% 1 $0.00 

26 CA PLACER $1.70 369,454 0.95% 1 $0.02 

27 CA PLUMAS $1.70 19,560 0.05% 1 $0.00 

28 CA SACRAMENTO $1.70 1,470,912 3.80% 1 $0.06 

29 CA SAN BEN!TO $1.80 58,344 0.15% 1 $0.00 

30 CA SAN 8ERNARD!NO $1.80 2,104,291 5.44% 1 $0.10 

31 CA SAN FRANC!SCO $1.80 845,602 2.18% 1 $0.04 

32 CA SAN JOAQU!N $1.70 719,511 1.86% 1 $0.03 

33 CA SAN MATEO $1.80 753,123 1.95% 1 $0.04 

34 CA SANTA BAR8ARA $1.80 437,643 1.13% 1 $0.02 

35 CA SANTA CLARA $1.80 1,889,638 4.88% 1 $0.09 

36CA SANTA CRUZ $1.80 211,646 0.70% 1 $0.01 

37 CA SHASTA $1.70 178,673 0.46% 1 $0.01 

38 CA S!ERRA $1.70 3,10S 0.01% 1 $0.00 

39CA SISK!YOU $1.80 45,119 0.12% 1 $0.00 

40 CA SOLANO $1.80 429,552 1.11% 1 $0.02 

41 CA SONOMA $1.80 496,253 1.28% 1 $0.02 

42 CA STANISLAUS $1.70 532,297 1.37% 1 $0.02 

"CA sunER $1.70 95,948 0.2S% 1 $0.00 

44 CA TEHAMA $1.70 64,323 0.17% 1 $0.00 

45 CA TR!N!TY $1.80 13,571 0.04% 1 $0.00 

46 CA TULARE $1.60 462,189 1.19% 1 $0.02 

47 CA TUOLUMNE $1.70 54,337 0.14% 1 $0.00 

48 CA YOLO $1.70 209,393 0.54% 1 $0.01 

49 CA YU8A $1.70 74,076 0.19% 1 $0.00 

50 CA IMPER!AL $2.00 183,429 0.47% 2 $0.01 

51 CA !NYO $1.60 18,574 0.05% 2 $0.00 

52 CA L05 ANGELES $2.10 10,136,559 26.18% 2 $0.55 

53 CA MONO $l.60 14,695 0.04% 2 $0.00 

54 CA ORANGE $2.10 3,147,655 8.13% 2 $0.17 

55CA RIVERSIDE $2.00 2,308,441 S.96% 2 $0.12 

56 CA SAN D!EGO $2.10 3,227,496 8.34% 2 $0.18 

57 CA SAN LU!S OBISPO $1.80 274,293 0.71% 2 $0.01 

58 CA VENTURA $1.80 848,073 2.19% 2 $0.04 

38,114,725 100.00% $1.92 

48% Northern CA Percent 

52% Southern CA Percent 



Cooperatives Table 5.B2 Calculation of Population Weighted Average FMMO Class I 

Differential, California Marketing Area, 2015 

Section 200.0. "Southern California Marketing Area" means all portions of Imperial, Inyo, 

los Angeles, Mono, Orange, Rivers'lde, San Bernardino, San Diego, San Luis Obispo, and Santa 

Barbara Counties; and that portion of Ventura County lying south of the standard parallel 

between Township 5 North and Township 6 North, San Bernardino Meridian; all of said Area 

being within the State of California, or as such Area may hereafter be modified by the Secretary 

of Food and Agriculture. 

Section 200.0. "Northern California Marketing Area" refers to all portions of Alameda, 

Alpine, Amador, Butte, Calaveras, Colusa, Contra Costa, Del Norte, EI Dorado, Fresno, Glenn, 

Humboldt, Kern, Kings, lake, lassen, Madera, Marin, Mariposa, Mendocino, Merced, Modoc, 

Monterey, Napa, Nevada, Placer, Plumas, Sacramento, San Benito, San Francisco, San Joaquin, 

San Mateo, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Shasta, Sierra, Siskiyou, Solano, Sonoma, Stanislaus, 

Sutter, Tehama, Trinity, Tulare, Tuolumne, Yolo, Yuba Counties. All of said Area being within 

the State of California, or as such Area may hereafter be modified by the Secretary of Food and 

Agriculture. 



Cooperatives Table 5.c._l Blend Price Estimate Calculation Using CSO Utilization Rates (Total Solids) 

and CSO and FMO Class Prices 2000 - July 2015 

ABC D E F G H J 

Month Total Pounds Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4a Class 4b eso Blend FMO Blend FMO - eso 

Jan-DO 2,646,787,576 19.56% 3.83% 3.33% 35.85% 37.43% $10_65 $10.97 $0.33 

Feb-OO 2,506,396,124 19.55% 4.33% 4.96% 34.54% 36.62% $10.48 $10.80 $0.32 

Mar-DO 2,683,491,012 19.79% 4.32% 5.46% 32.52% 37.91% $10.58 $10.90 $0.32 

Apr-DO 2,670,756,843 18.17% 4.31% 5.97% 32.50% 39.05% $10.90 $10.99 $0.10 

May-DO 2,733,106,657 19.22% 4.50% 6.89% 29.99% 39.40% $11.14 $11.31 $0.17 

Jun-OO 2,607,979,439 19.25% 4.69% 7.51% 28.61% 39.94% $11.66 $11.57 ($0.09) 

Jul-OO 2,720,882,506 18.62% 4.01% 7.48% 28.54% 41.35% $11.93 $11.95 $0.02 

Aug-DO 2,623,187,623 20.17% 4.86% 6.20% 27.05% 41.72% $11.87 $11.66 ($0.21) 

Sep-OO 2,541,213,451 18.41% 6.16% 5.05% 30.06% 40.32% $12.13 $11.91 ($0.22) 

Oct-DO 2,631,418,652 20.70% 4.44% 4.67% 29.06% 41.13% $11.15 $11.59 $0.44 

Nov-DO 2,540,889,606 20.31% 5.21% 4.28% 28.89% 41.31% $11.48 $11.42 ($0.06) 

Dec-DO 2,670,445,950 18.63% 4.77% 3.32% 30.75% 42.53% $11.85 $11.85 ($0.00) 

Jan-01 2,723,563,897 18.94% 3.83% 2.70% 28.53% 43.11% $11.39 $11.62 $0.23 

Feb-01 2,511,675,750 18.75% 3.84% 4.46% 30.28% 42.67% $11.81 $11.94 $0.13 

Mar-01 2,799,867,866 18.63% 4.29% 5.53% 28.28% 43.27% $12.69 $12.85 $0.17 

Apr-01 2,780,117,645 18.11% 4.28% 5.94% 28.33% 43.34% $13.48 $13.63 $0.16 

May-01 2,878,139,685 18.32% 4.51% 6.64% 27.33% 43.20% $14.62 $14.79 $0.18 

Jun-01 2,772,521,583 17.55% 4.20% 6.71% 27.50% 44.04% $15.30 $15.55 $0.25 

lul-01 2,809,312,243 18.42% 4.30% 6.55% 26.08% 44.65% $15.24 $15.68 $0.43 

Aug-01 2,802,039,154 18.99% 4.43% 6.61% 25.78% 44.19% $15.54 $15.81 $0.27 

Sep-01 2,697,375,684 18.75% 4.27% 6.05% 27.35% 43.58% $15.81 $16.15 $0.34 

Oct-01 2,793,375,901 19.36% 4.34% 4.35% 28.57% 43.38% $13.75 $14.61 $0.87 

Nov-01 2,705,980,782 19.00% 4.26% 3.31% 30.20% 43.23% $12.42 $12.83 $0.41 

Dec-01 2,804,149,943 17.86% 4.21% 2.50% 32.05% 43.38% $11.75 $12.23 $0.48 

Jan-02 2,839,729,632 18.45% 3.63% 4.26% 29.74% 43.92% $11.96 $12.32 $0.37 

Feb-02 2,640,241,714 18.14% 3.82% 4.77% 29.99% 43.28% $11.37 $12.07 $0.70 

Mar-02 2,997,314,674 17.39% 3.78% 4.97% 31.52% 42.34% $11.18 $11.53 $0.35 

Apr-02 2,942,796,972 17.64% 3.68% 5.27% 30.90% 42.51% $11.23 $11.46 $0.23 

May-02 3,087,522,343 17.53% 3.75% 4.95% 31.26% 42.51% $10.88 $11.20 $0.32 

Jun-02 2,974,715,209 16.53% 3.73% 5.12% 31.59% 43.03% $10.41 $10.80 $0.39 

lul-02 2,987,091,988 17.62% 4.01% 4.78% 29.58% 44.01% $10.11 $10.39 $0_28 

Aug-02 3,003,014,581 17.65% 3.76% 4.71% 28.99% 44.89% $10_35 $10.43 $0.07 

5ep-02 2,842,802,563 18.71% 4.20% 4.48% 26.95% 45.66% $10.45 $10.55 $0.10 

Oct-02 2,912,827,154 18.87% 4.43% 4.09% 28.45% 44.16% $10.67 $10.95 $0.28 

Nov-02 2,828,328,113 18.15% 4.63% 3.51% 27.42% 46.29% $10.24 $10.64 $0.41 

Dec-02 2,952,216,042 17.66% 4.47% 2.97% 30.35% 44.55% $10.28 $10.58 $0.31 



Cooperatives Table S.C. 2. Blend Price Estimate Calculation Using CSO Utilization Rates (Total Solids) 

and CSO and FMO Class Prices 2000 - July 2015 

ABC DE F G H J 

Month Total Pounds Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4a Class 4b eso Blend FMO Blend FMO - eso 

Jan-03 2.992,977,798 17.85% 4.12% 4.25% 30.44% 43.34% $10.27 $10.48 $0.20 

Feb-03 2,765,978,184 17.46% 4.14% 4.39% 30.83% 43.18% $9.94 $10.23 $0.29 

Mar-03 3,100,064,441 17.28% 3.96% 4.20% 30.99% 43.57% $9.73 $9.89 $0.16 

Apr-03 3,023,969,278 17.05% 4.04% 4.73% 30.45% 43.73% $9.84 $9.96 $0.13 

May-03 3,093,203,393 17.17% 3.91% 4.65% 29.38% 44.89% $9.88 $10.11 $0.23 

Jun-03 2,978,529,943 17.16% 4.04% 5.50% 25.98% 47.32% $10.03 $10.15 $0.12 

Jul-03 2,941,077,757 17.66% 4.70% 6.05% 24.20% 47.39% $11.59 $11.20 ($0.39) 

Aug-03 2,940,839,951 17.49% 4.46% 5.33% 25.75% 46.97% $12.74 $12.41 ($0.33) 

5ep-03 2,798,157,081 18.76% 4.48% 5.05% 24.81% 46.90% $13.14 $13.16 $0.01 

Oct-03 2,892,089,010 19.41% 4.43% 4.42% 26.16% 45.58% $13.21 $13.32 $0.11 

Nov-03 2,816,712,291 17.79% 4.80% 3.79% 28.84% 44.78% $12.33 $12.84 $0.51 

Dec-03 2,953,483,302 17.50% 4.40% 2.91% 29.54% 45.65% $11.85 $12.11 $0.26 

Jan-04 2,991,827,740 17.53% 3.92% 3.72% 29.03% 45.80% $11.49 $11.81 $0.32 

Feb-04 2,852,666,921 17.53% 4.30% 4.36% 29.10% 44.71% $12.07 $12.35 $0.28 

Mar-04 3,088,170,383 17.76% 4.82% 6.58% 25.30% 45.54% $14.38 $14.31 ($0.06) 

Apr-04 2,950,317,794 15.97% 4.26% 5.75% 28.82% 45.20% $17.03 $17.09 $0.07 

May-04 3,012,792,305 13.85% 4.14% 5.66% 30.26% 46.09% $17.44 $18.33 $0.89 

Jun-04 2,886,621,154 14.22% 3.88% 4.69% 31.46% 45.75% $16.10 $16.91 $0.81 

Jul-04 2,943,563,985 14.48% 3.69% 4.22% 31.28% 46.33% $13.76 $15.03 $1.27 

Aug-04 2,945,500,188 15.70% 4.30% 4.40% 29.84% 45.76% $13.59 $13.88 $0.29 

Sep-04 2,843,327,522 16.17% 3.98% 4.07% 28.88% 46.90% $13.90 $14.32 $0.43 

Oct-04 2,946,197,154 15.47% 4.19% 3.66% 30.58% 46.10% $13.60 $14.09 $0.49 

Nov-04 2,833,327,406 15.36% 5.22% 3.36% 28.35% 47.71% $14.51 $14.58 $0.08 

Dec-04 2,960,136,282 14.78% 4.18% 2.30% 29.94% 48.80% $14.48 $15.22 $0.74 

Jan-OS 2,931,519,182 14.95% 3.77% 3.14% 28.85% 49.29% $14.34 $14.26 ($0.08) 

Feb-OS 2,700,465,870 14.97% 4.19% 3.61% 29.20% 48.03% $13.67 $14.17 $0.50 

Mar-OS 3,058,049,109 14.65% 4.05% 4.10% 29.11% 48.09% $13.72 $14.08 $0.36 

Apr-OS 3,023,663,202 13.93% 3.96% 4.28% 29.37% 48.46% $13.80 $14.11 $0.31 

May-OS 3,122,012,990 14.16% 3.99% 4.55% 28.39% 48.91% $13.34 $13.66 $0.32 

Jun-OS 3,021,603,498 14.04% 4.32% 4.93% 28.28% 48.43% $13.27 $13.62 $0.35 

Jul-05 2,960,482,328 14.04% 4.56% S.26% 26.83% 49.31% $13.74 $14.18 $0.44 

Aug-OS 2,999,149,787 15.02% 4.82% 5.28% 26.67% 48.21% $13.48 $14.01 $0.53 

5ep-05 2,929,572,871 15.69% 4.35% 4.22% 28.94% 46.80% $14.06 $14.35 $0.29 

Oct-OS 2,994,948,383 15.23% 4.41% 4.06% 28.79% 47.51% $13.91 $14.41 $0.50 

Nov-OS 2,906,250,059 15.12% 4.96% 3.21% 28.46% 48.25% $13.20 $13.71 $0.50 

Dec-OS 3,029,354,996 14.23% 4.56% 2.12% 31.59% 47.50% $13.19 $13.41 $0.22 



Cooperatives Table S.C. 3 Blend Price Estimate Calculation Using CSO Utilization Rates (Total Solids) 

and CSO and FMO Class Prices 2000 - July 2015 

ABC DE F G H J 

Month Total Pounds Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4a Class 4b eso Blend FMO Blend FMO - eso 

Jan-06 3.081.193.292 14.71% 3.95% 3.33% 31.18% 46.83% $12,69 $13,29 $0,60 

Feb-06 2,888,241,672 14.02% 4.13% 3.38% 30.96% 47.51% $11.57 $12,33 $0,75 

Mar-06 3,253.389,969 14.39% 3.97% 3.86% 30.35% 47.43% $10,98 $11.50 $0.52 

Apr-06 3,137,789,129 13.31% 4.02% 3.87% 30.30% 48.50% $10,67 $11.09 $0,42 

May-06 3,203,678,441 14.31% 4.27% 4.27% 28.67% 48.48% $10,67 $11.01 $0.33 

Jun-06 3,036,537,888 14.26% 4.30% 4.91% 28.05% 48.48% $10,75 $11.16 $0.41 

lul-06 2,948,076,768 14.56% 4.59% 5.04% 26.40% 49.41% $10.53 $11.06 $0,53 

Aug-06 3,115,121,167 14.87% 4.96% 5.03% 25.21% 49.93% $10,91 $11.24 $0,33 

Sep-06 2,979,084,353 14.87% 4.62% 3.75% 27.08% 49.68% $11.60 $11,99 $0,39 

Oct-06 3,059.971,380 15.49% 4.88% 3.47% 27.22% 48.94% $11.65 $12,37 $0,71 

Nov-06 2,976,977,143 14.99% 5.14% 3.28% 28.80% 47.79% $12,09 $12,78 $0,69 

Dec-06 3,135,626,270 12.65% 5.73% 2.05% 30.83% 48.74% $12.25 $13.15 $0,89 

Jan-07 3,195.511,507 14.68% 4.19% 3.01% 30.04% 48.08% $12,47 $13.49 $1.02 

Feb-07 2.979,476,804 13.91% 4.03% 3.56% 30.37% 48.13% $13,17 $13,81 $0.64 

Mar-07 3,357,490,999 13.67% 4.30% 3.69% 29.76% 48.5S% $13,98 $14,71 $0,73 

Apr-07 3,256,061,174 14.00% 4.24% 4.71% 29.56% 47.49% $15.04 $16.07 $1.03 

May-07 3,280,493,557 14.51% 4.75% 4.89% 27.10% 48.75% $16,99 $17,78 $0,79 

Jun-07 3,150,118,076 13.51% 4.79% 4.88% 28.53% 48.29% $19,35 $20,16 $0.80 

Jul-07 3,266,618,425 14.06% 4.76% 4.62% 2S.74% 47.82% $20,28 $21.66 $1.38 

Aug-07 3,255.951,506 14.75% 4.74% 4.06% 28.84% 47.61% $20,53 $21.21 $0,68 

Sep-07 3,067,091,217 14.69% 4.77% 3.40% 30.3S% 46.76% $20,55 $21.43 $0,88 

Oct-07 3,226,261.315 15.37% 4.S1% 3.35% 30.S3% 45.64% $20,08 $20,51 $0.43 

Nov-07 3,165,305,574 14.81% 4.67% 2.9S% 31.20% 46.34% $20,74 $20,42 ($0.32) 

Dec-07 3,314,222,006 14.23% 4.07% 1.91% 34.54% 45.25% $19,61 $20,32 $0,71 

Jan-08 3,372,314.067 14.81% 3.93% 3.14% 33.S4% 44.2S% $17,99 $18,85 $0.86 

Feb-08 3,213.653,140 14.07% 3.94% 3.2S% 34.57% 44.14% $17,09 $16,96 ($0,13) 

Mar-OS 3,502,370,315 13.50% 3.89% 3.86% 36.29% 42.46% $16.41 $16.51 $0,10 

Apr-OS 3,383.800.665 13.88% 4.24% 4.21% 35.27% 42.40% $16,22 $16.38 $0.16 

May-OS 3,449,757,357 13.82% 4.26% 4.09% 35.55% 42.28% $17,16 $16,97 ($0,19) 

Jun-08 3,277,094,833 13.68% 4.2S% 4.89% 33.58% 43.57% $17,78 $18.40 $0,63 

lul-08 3,281,577,002 14.44% 4.80% 4.52% 32.57% 43.67% $17,71 $18,22 $0.51 

Aug-08 3,271,295,420 14.39% 4.96% 4.15% 33.15% 43.35% $16,76 $17.55 $0,79 

Sep-08 3,152,525,S65 15.01% 5.18% 3.99% 32.01% 43.81% $16.68 $16,63 ($0,05) 

Oct-08 3,260,392,395 15.16% 5.37% 3.48% 32.50% 43.49% $15,89 $15.96 $0.D7 

Nov-08 3,162,329,342 14.19% 4.74% 3.00% 35.49% 42.5S% $14,74 $14,80 $0,06 

Dec-08 3,287,543,920 14.4S% 4.63% 2.02% 36.77% 42.10% $12,93 $13,50 $0,57 



Cooperatives Table S.c.! Blend Price Estimate Calculation Using CSO Utilization Rates (Total Solids) 

and CSO and FMO Class Prices 2000 - July 2015 

ABC D E F G H J 

Month Total Pounds Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4a Class 4b eso Blend FMO Blend FMO- C50 

Jan-09 3,185,788,199 14.54% 4.41% 3.22% 39.17% 38.66% $10.79 $11.29 $0.49 

Feb-09 2,896,116,750 14.98% 4.82% 3.71% 36.73% 39.76% $10.06 $9.94 ($0.12) 

Mar-09 3,232,973,051 14.71% 4.93% 4.06% 36.24% 40.06% $10.28 $10.28 $0.00 

Apr-09 3,165,271,579 14.50% 4.94% 4.55% 35.57% 40.44% $10.34 $10.63 $0.29 

May-09 3,240,437,458 14.65% 5.07% 4.76% 35.19% 40.33% $10.24 $10.48 $0.24 

Jun-09 3,023,658,215 14.89% 5.42% 4.83% 34.85% 40.01% $10.14 $10.44 $0.30 

Jul-09 2,985,848,167 15.52% 5.16% 4.62% 33.81% 40.89% $10.11 $10.46 $0.35 

Aug-09 2,983,939,675 15.81% 5.67% 4.67% 32.88% 40.97% $10.94 $11.02 $0.07 

Sep-09 2,820,771,945 16.73% 5.70% 4.31% 31.07% 42.19% $11.54 $11.83 $0.29 

Oct-09 2,950,019,796 16.37% 5.89% 3.49% 33.02% 41.23% $12.36 $12.66 $0.30 

Nov-09 2,886,548,239 16.27% 6.27% 2.84% 34.53% 40.09% $13.54 $13.83 $0.29 

Oec-09 3,031,220,901 15.84% 5.84% 2.29% 36.61% 39.42% $14.94 $15.08 $0.14 

Jan-IO 3,088,823,230 15.31% 4.84% 2.86% 38.03% 38.96% $14.00 $14.68 $0.68 

Feb-lO 2,827,588,207 15.42% 4.78% 3.16% 37.89% 38.75% $13.63 $14.25 $0.62 

Mar-l0 3,187,716,702 15.22% 5.38% 4.09% 35.50% 39.81% $12.93 $13.52 $0.59 

Apr-l0 3,147,220,623 15.04% 5.23% 4.64% 36.05% 39.04% $13.15 $13.63 $0.48 

May-l0 3,246,132,950 14.31% 5.51% 4.51% 36.47% 39.20% $13.49 $14.56 $1.07 

Jun-l0 3,111,048,789 14.08% 5.68% 4.74% 34.92% 40.58% $14.00 $15.01 $1.01 

Jul-l0 3,116,549,437 14.21% 5.46% 4.26% 33.41% 42.66% $14.76 $15.28 $0.53 

Aug-l0 3,119,948,369 15.06% 5.61% 4.86% 31.18% 43.29% $15.42 $15.88 $0.46 

Sep-l0 3,018,207,823 15.56% 6.01% 4.25% 30.79% 43.39% $16.16 $16.73 $0.58 

Oct-l0 3,059,242,820 15.58% 5.78% 3.24% 33.17% 42.23% $16.53 $17.31 $0.78 

Nov-l0 2,995,527,263 15.39% 5.78% 2.51% 33.88% 42.44% $15.39 $16.58 $1.19 

Dec-l0 3,088,878,890 15.15% 5.03% 2.10% 36.57% 41.15% $14.40 $15.17 $0.78 

Jan-11 3,247,116,004 14.29% 4.42% 2.85% 34.98% 43.46% $14.80 $15.27 $0.47 

Feb-11 3,028,854,495 13.78% 4.93% 3.55% 35.08% 42.66% $17.20 $17.68 $0.49 

Mar-11 3,439,776,345 13.90% 4.94% 4.15% 35.15% 41.86% $17.87 $19.46 $1.59 

Apr-11 3,368,668,650 12.66% 4.45% 3.45% 37.00% 42.44% $17.54 $18.73 $1.19 

May-11 3,527A29,161 13.07% 4.75% 3.42% 36.12% 42.64% $17.79 $18.89 $1.10 

Jun-11 3,361,817,762 12.61% 5.33% 4.35% 35.44% 42.27% $19.98 $20.41 $0.43 

Jul-11 3,390,297,942 12.27% 5.10% 4.14% 35.46% 43.03% $20.07 $21.20 $1.13 

Aug-11 3,356,387,792 13.75% 5.05% 4.21% 32.85% 44.14% $19.99 $21.39 $1.40 

Sep-11 3,174,956,443 14.37% 5.00% 3.47% 32.81% 44.35% $18.73 $20.01 $1.28 

Oct-11 3,282,640,006 14.15% 5.24% 3.18% 32.95% 44.48% $17.81 $18.76 $0.95 

Nov-11 3,205,364,283 14.25% 5.38% 2.68% 34.63% 43.06% $18.07 $18.85 $0.78 

Dec-ll 3,352,871,165 13.28% 4.70% 2.01% 37.11% 42.90% $16.66 $18.23 $1.58 



Cooperatives Table S.C. 5' Blend Price Estimate Calculation Using CSO Utilization Rates (Total Solids) 

and eso and FMO Class Prices 2000 - July 2015 

ABC DE F G H J 

Month Total Pounds Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4a Class 4b eso Blend FMO Blend FMO - e50 

Jan-12 3,503,922,644 13.21% 4.49% 2.57% 37.49% 42.24% $16.03 $17.39 $1.37 

Feb-12 3,406,725,978 12.48% 4.53% 3.00% 37.51% 42.48% $15.10 $16.43 $1.33 

Mar-1Z 3,695,520,970 12.15% 4.34% 3.28% 38.07% 42.16% $15.00 $15.95 $0.95 

Apr-12 3,527,542,167 12.41% 4.44% 3.33% 37.38% 42.44% $14.59 $15.64 $1.05 

May-12 3,632,724,020 12.22% 4.54% 3.43% 37.52% 42.29% $14.11 $14.91 $0.80 

Jun-12 3,421,683,809 11.74% 4.48% 3.61% 36.96% 43.21% $14.36 $14.82 $0.46 

Jul-12 3,395,054,264 12.68% 5.16% 4.16% 34.11% 43.89% $14.90 $15.81 $0.91 

Aug-12 3,189,335,715 14.47% 5.70% 4.48% 29.87% 45.48% $16.24 $17.04 $0.80 

Sep-12 3,078,335,025 13.95% 5.64% 3.61% 32.35% 44.45% $17.27 $18.38 $1.10 

Oct-12 3,195,454,758 14.86% 6.16% 3.58% 31.19% 44.21% $19.01 $19.96 $0.95 

Nov-12 3,154,388,743 14.24% 6.08% 2.94% 32.19% 44.55% $18.91 $20.20 $1.30 

Oec-12 3,303,044,903 13.36% 4.54% 1.92% 35.84% 44.34% $17.57 $18.96 $1.39 

Jan-13 3,321,974,145 13.69% 4.68% 1.99% 36.08% 43.56% $17.04 $18.34 $1.30 

Feb-13 3,090,633,381 12.87% 4.93% 2.86% 36.26% 43.08% $17.13 $17.90 $0.77 

Mar-13 3,522,624,070 12.18% 4.84% 3.21% 37.15% 42.62% $16.85 $17.73 $0.88 

Apr-13 3,471,759,253 12.53% 4.91% 3.66% 35.96% 42.94% $17.77 $18.12 $0.35 

May-13 3,567,794,880 12.47% 5.11% 3.72% 35.37% 43.33% $17.95 $18.79 $0.84 

Jun-13 3,345,239,288 11.62% 4.60% 3.75% 35.75% 44.28% $17.54 $18.75 $1.21 

Jul-13 3,232,790,652 13.22% 4.84% 3.94% 32.63% 45.37% $17.39 $18.49 $1.10 

Aug-13 3,273,269,387 13.50% 5.44% 3.55% 32.84% 44.67% $17.88 $18.80 $0.92 

5ep-13 3,078,337,153 14.27% 5.12% 3.39% 31.63% 45.59% $18.28 $19.11 $0.83 

Oct-13 3,212,104,898 14.41% 5.69% 3.18% 31.81% 44.91% $18.66 $19.47 $0.81 

Nov-13 3,160,081,007 13.48% 5.73% 3.38% 32.54% 44.87% $19.20 $20.00 $0.80 

Dec-13 3,347,317,449 13.31% 5.31% 1.78% 34.45% 45.15% $19.72 $20.48 $0.76 

Jan-14 3,535,682,079 12.46% 4.61% 3.02% 34.85% 45.06% $21.31 $21.91 $0.60 

Feb-14 3,305,002,929 12.25% 4.85% 3.23% 35.60% 44.07% $22.16 $23.49 $1.33 

Mar-14 3,706,096,117 11.79% 5.14% 3.49% 35.31% 44.27% $22.97 $23.79 $0.81 

Apr-14 3,577,429,783 12.13% 4.88% 3.49% 35.04% 44.46% $22.84 $24.16 $1.32 

May-14 3,633,943,274 12.09% 4.72% 3.51% 35.19% 44.49% $21.63 $23.21 $1.58 

Jun-14 3,435,240,467 12.22% 5.32% 4.14% 33.21% 45.11% $21.59 $22.61 $1.02 

Jul-14 3,422,354,511 12.78% 5.13% 4.56% 31.25% 46.28% $21.50 $22.98 $1.48 

Aug-14 3,339,084,988 13.33% 5.34% 3.70% 31.14% 46.49% $22.24 $23.51 $1.27 

5ep-14 3,178,833,881 13.85% 5.66% 3.78% 28.73% 47.98% $23.05 $24.29 $1.24 

Oct-14 3,322,831,966 14.01% 5.00% 3.15% 30.41% 47.43% $22.08 $23.24 $1.15 

Nov-14 3,246,258,753 13.19% 5.14% 2.63% 31.97% 47.07% $19.68 $21.12 $1.45 

Oec-14 3,361,867,921 13.40% 5.02% 2.10% 32.38% 47.10% $16.97 $18.44 $1.47 



Cooperatives Table S.C. 0 Blend Price Estimate Calculation Using C50 Utilization Rates (Total Solids) 

and CSO and FMO Class Prices 2000 - July 2015 

ABC DE F G H J 

Month Total Pounds Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4a Class 4b eso Blend FMO Blend FMO· e50 

Jan-IS 3.407,055,000 13.03% 4.31% 2.00% 35.06% 45.60% $14.70 $15.71 $1.01 

Feb-IS 3,174,807,000 12.47% 5.29% 2.63% 34.72% 44.89% $14.22 $15.15 $0.93 

Mar-IS 3,613,367,000 12.26% 4.85% 3.23% 34.72% 44.94% $14.23 $15.10 $0.86 

Apr-IS 3,560,313,000 12.17% 4.98% 3.22% 35.11% 44.52% $14.24 $15.13 $0.89 

May-IS 3,658,818,000 12.06% 5.02% 3.31% 33.82% 45.79% $14.64 $15.49 $0.85 

Jun-15 3.426,983,000 12.36% 5.68% 3.69% 31.17% 47.10% $15.08 $15.82 $0.75 

Jul-15 3,271,884,458 12.80% 5.77% 4.14% 29.33% 47.96% $14.78 $15.51 $0.73 

Min 2000 / Jul2015 2,506,396,124 11.62% 3.63% 1.78% 24.20% 36.62% $9.73 $9.89 ($0.39) 

Max 2000/ Jul2015 3,706,096,117 20.70% 6.27% 7.51% 39.17% 49.93% $23.05 $24.29 $1.59 

Ave 2000 / Jul2015 3,097,796,769 15.22% 4.69% 4.00% 31.74% 44.33% $14.65 $15.22 $0.57 

Med 2000/ Jul2015 3,088,823,230 14.69% 4.63% 3.94% 31.20% 44.21% $14.11 $14.71 $0.49 

Min Aug 2012 / Jul2015 3,078,335,025 11.62% 4.31% 1.78% 28.73% 42.62% $14.22 $15.10 $0.35 

Max Aug 2012 / Jul 2015 3,706,096,117 14.86% 6.16% 4.56% 37.15% 47.98% $23.05 $24.29 $1.58 

Ave Aug 2012 / Jul 2015 3,353,398,301 13.03% 5.17% 3.28% 33.41% 45.11% $18.45 $19.48 $1.02 

Med Aug 2012 / Jul 2015 3,330,958,477 12.95% 5.12% 3.39% 33.52% 44.90% $17.92 $18.88 $0.94 

00-15 Avg 3,097,796,769 15.22% 4.69% 4.00% 31.74% 44.33% $14.65 $15.22 $0.57 

00-07 Avg 2,929,397,601 16.58% 4.34% 4.46% 29.22% 45.37% $13.01 $13.37 $0.37 

08-15 Avg 3,275,448,639 13.79% 5.06% 3.52% 34.40% 43.23% $16.39 $17.17 $0.78 

09 -15 Avg 3,271,533,820 13.72% 5.15% 3.49% 34.42% 43.23% $16.38 $17.23 $0.85 

10-15 Avg 3,314,157,878 13.41% 5.11% 3.40% 34.32% 43.75% $17.30 $18.26 $0.97 

2011 Avg 3,311,348,337 13.53% 4.94% 3.46% 34.97% 43.11% $18.04 $19.07 $1.03 

2012 Avg 3,375,311,083 13.15% 5.01% 3.33% 35.04% 43.48% $16.09 $17.12 $1.03 

2013 Avg 3,301,993,797 13.13% 5.10% 3.20% 34.37% 44.20% $17.95 $18.83 $0.88 

2014 Avg 3,422,052,222 12.79% 5.07% 3.40% 32.92% 45.82% $21.50 $22.73 $1.23 

2015 Avg 3,444,746,780 12.45% 5.13% 3.17% 33.42% 45.83% $14.56 $15.42 $0.86 



Cooperatives Table 5.D.1 Comparison CSO Announced 4a, 4b and Over base Price 2000 to July 2015 
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Cooperatives Table 5.0. 2 Comparison CSO Announced 4a, 4b and Overbase Price 2000 to July 2015 
A B 

M th 00 y '" 
Joo 2003 

F,b 2003 

Moe 2003 

Ap' 2003 

M,y 2003 

June 2003 

Ju!y 2003 

A", 2003 

Sept 2003 

001 2003 

N" 2003 

D" 2003 

Joo 2004 

F,b 2004 

Moe 2004 

Ap' 2004 

M,y 2004 

June 2004 

Ju!y 2004 

A", 2004 

Sept 2004 

001 2004 

No, 2004 

D" 2004 

Joo 2005 

F,b 2005 

Moe 2005 

Ap' 2005 

M,y 2005 

June 2005 

Ju!y 2005 

A", 2005 

Sept 2005 

001 2005 

No, 2005 

D" 2005 

C 
CS04 p' , nee 

$9.60 

$9.31 

$9.46 

$9.56 

$9.54 

$9.64 

$9.96 

$9.95 

$9.88 

$9.98 

$10.08 

$10.45 

$10.75 

$11.94 

$13.93 

$14.32 

$13.95 

$13.30 

' $12.75 

$11.91 

$12.65 

$12.46 

$13.17 

$12.97 

$12.26 

$12.46 

$12.31 

$12.11 

511.72 

$12.04 

$12.80 

$13.06 

$13.35 

$13.23 

$12.51 

$12.11 

D 

(S04bP' nee 

$9.58 

$9.36 

$8.84 

$9.21 

$9.28 

$9.50 

$12.59 

$14.03 

$14.14 

$14.21 

$12.50 

$11.61 

$11.10 

$11.74 

$15.57 

$19.88 

$19.34 

$16.35 

$12.76 

$14.01 

$14.03 

$13.60 

$15.14 

$14.99 

$14.38 

$13.93 

$13.87 

$14.34 

$13.39 

$13.62 

$14.Q1 

$12.99 

$14.23 

$13.72 

$12.69 

$13.25 

E 

(500 b ver ase 

$9.70 

$9.41 

$9.23 

$9.32 

$9.35 

$9.47 

$11.02 

$12.26 

$12.64 

$12.75 

$11.86 

$11.39 

$11.01 

$11.62 

$13.74 

$16.53 

$16.99 

$15.76 

$13.33 

$13.04 

$13.51 

$13.11 

$14.04 

$14.04 

$13.80 

$13.26 

$13.28 

$13.36 

$12.90 

$12.86 

$13.29 

$12.95 

$13.56 

$13.37 

$12.65 

$12.71 

nee 
G H 

H· h Ig er Ch alee (I 5 Depoo] " 
$9.60 

$9.36 

$9.46 depoo! 4, 

$9.56 decoo! 4, 

$9.54 depoo! 4, 

$9.64 de pool 4, 

$12.59 depoo! 4b 

$14.03 decoo! 4b 

$14.14 depoo! 4b 

514.21 depoo! 4b 

$12.50 denoo! 4b 

$11.61 depoo! 4b 

$11.10 depoo! 4b 

$11.94 depoo! 4, 

$15.57 deooo! 4b 

$19.88 depoo! 4b 

$19.34 depoo! 4b 

$16.35 deooo! 4b 

$12.76 

$14.01 depoo! 4b 

$14.03 depoo! 4b 

$13.60 deooo! 4b 

$15.14 depool 4b 

$14.99 depoo! 4b 

$14.38 denoo! 4b 

$13.93 deooo! 4b 

$13.87 depo~! 4b 

$14.34 depoo! 4b 

$13.39 deuool 4b 

$13.62 deooo! 4b 

$14.01 depoo! 4b 

$13.06 depoo! 4, 

$14.23 depoo! 4b 

$13.72 depoo! 4b 

$12.69 depool 4b 

$13.25 depool 4b 



Cooperatives Table 5,D,3 Comparison C50 Announced 4a, 4b and Overbase Price 2000 to July 2015 
A 

Month 

J" 

F,b 

Moe 

Apc 

M,y 

June 

July 

August 

Sept 

001 

N" 
Doo 

J" 

F,b 

Moe 

Apc 

M,y 

June 

July 

A"g 

Sept 

A" 

N" 

D" 

J" 

F,b 

March 

April 

M,y 

June 

July 

A"g 

Sept 

001 

N" 

0" 

B 

Year 

2006 

2006 

2006 

2006 

2006 

2006 

2006 

2006 

2006 

2006 

2006 

2006 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2007 

2008 

2008 

2008 

2008 

2008 

2008 

2008 

2008 

2008 

2008 

2008 

2008 

c D 

cso 4a Price CSO 4b Price CSO a b se Price ver a 

$11.74 $12.56 $12.21 

$10.58 $11.14 $11.05 

$10.19 $10.49 $10.49 

$10.04 $10.43 $10.20 

$9.96 $10.48 $10.20 

$9.83 $10.65 $10.20 

$9.83 $10.28 $10.01 

$10.50 $10.80 $10.43 

$10.79 $11.87 $11.10 

$11.02 $11.40 $11.17 

$11.32 $12.32 $11.61 

$11.65 $12.37 $11.80 

$11.92 $12.47 $12.00 

$12.34 $13.20 $12.75 

$13.24 $14.13 $13.58 

$14.53 $15.20 $14.63 

$16.00 $18.05 $16.59 

$17.03 $21.18 $19.00 

$19.84 $20.54 $19.90 

$21.21 $19.41 $20.04 

$21.62 $19.34 $19.99 

$21.32 $17.65 $19.46 

$20.66 $19.75 $20.23 

$19.14 $18.58 $19.09 

$16.40 $16.91 $17.44 

$14.28 $17.54 $16.72 

$14.36 $16.94 $16.01 

$14.31 $16.79 $15.86 

$15.19 $18.66 $16.77 

$15.61 $19.12 $17.42 

$16.08 $17.77 $17.35 

$16.24 $16.14 $16.31 

$15.51 $16.63 $16.22 

$13.54 $16.63 $15.44 

$12.20 $15.14 $14.27 

$10.15 $13.95 $12.41 

H'gher , 
$12.56 

$11.14 

$10.49 

$10.43 

$10.48 

$10.65 

$10.28 

$10.80 

$11.87 

$11.40 

$12.32 

$12.37 

$12.47 

$13.20 

$14.13 

$15.20 

$18.05 

$21.18 

$20.54 

$21.21 

$21.62 

$21.32 

$20.66 

$19.14 

$16.91 

$17.54 

$16.94 

$16.79 

$18.66 

$19.12 

$17.77 

$16.24 

$16.63 

$16.63 

$15.14 

$13.95 

G 

Choice 

depoe I 

deeoel 

de pool 

deDool 

depoel 

depool 

deDool 

deoeor 

depool 

depool 

depoe I 

depool 

de poor 

depeol 

deoool 

depoel 

depoe I 

deooor 

deooor 

depoo! 

depoo! 

deDoe! 

depool 

depeor 

deoool 

deoool 

depoe I 

deoool 

deoool 

depoo! 

deoool 

deoool 

depool 

H 

Class Depool 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4, 

" 
4, 

4, 

4, 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 



Cooperatives Table S.D. 4-eomparison eso Announced 4a, 4b and Overbase Price icoo to July 2015 
A 

Month 

J" 

F.b 

M" 

Ap' 

M,y 

June 

July 

A'g 

Sept 

Oct 

N" 
Doc 

J" 

F.b 

M" 

Ap, 

M,y 

June 

July 

A'g 

Sept 

Oct 

N" 
Doc 

J" 

F.b 

M" 

Ap, 

M,y 

June 

July 

A'g 

Sept 

Oct 

N" 
Doc 

B 

Y '" 
2009 

2009 

2009 

2009 

2009 

2009 

2009 

2009 

2009 

2009 

2009 

2009 

2010 

2010 

2010 

2010 

2010 

2010 

2010 

2010 

2010 

2010 

2010 

2010 

2011 

2011 

2011 

2011 

2011 

2011 

2011 

2011 

2011 

2011 

2011 

2011 

C 
C50 4a P 'ce " 

$9.53 

$9.40 

$9.67 

$9.79 

$10.03 

$10.06 

$10.02 

$10.21 

$11.08 

$11.54 

$13.16 

$14.76 

$13.75 

$12.84 

$12.84 

$13.49 

$13.95 

$15.26 

$15.62 

$15.69 

$16.61 

$16.65 

$16.34 

$14.67 

$16.49 

$17.88 

$19.06 

$19.45 

$19.94 

$20.79 

$20.07 

$20.23 

$19.29 

$18.29 

$17.70 

$16.59 

D E 

(50 4b P(ce , C50 a b se Price veT a 

$9.02 $10.40 

$10.11 $9.58 

$10.45 $9.84 

$10.41 $9.87 

$9.54 $9.76 

$9.52 $9.62 

$9.39 $9.60 

$11.29 $10.48 

$11.40 $11.04 

$12.69 $11.91 

$13.76 $13.13 

$15.04 $14.47 

$12.72 $13.48 

$12.95 $13.11 

$11.13 $12.41 

$12.30 $12.63 

$12.40 $12.95 

$12.23 $13.47 

$13.37 $14.24 

$14.39 $14.84 

$15.48 $15.55 

$15.66 $15.94 

$13.14 $14.75 

$12.22 $13.72 

$12.49 $14.42 

$16.92 $16.74 

$16.76 $17.31 

$14.34 $17.00 

$14.74 $17.27 

$18.79 $19.49 

$19.35 $19.54 

$18.60 $19.53 

$16.33 $18.17 

$15.78 $17.21 

$17.19 $17.61 

$15.14 $16.10 

H'gh r , • 
$9.53 

$10.11 

$10.45 

$10.41 

$10.03 

$10.06 

$10.D2 

$11.29 

$11.40 

$12.69 

$13.76 

$15.04 

$13.75 

$12.95 

$12.84 

$13.49 

$13.95 

$15.26 

$15.62 

$15.69 

$16.61 

$16.65 

$16.34 

$14.67 

$16.49 

$17.88 

$19.06 

$19.45 

$19.94 

$20.79 

$20.07 

$20.23 

519.29 

$18.29 

$17.70 

$16.59 

G 
(ho'ce , 

depoo! 

de pool 

depool 

depool 

de pool 

decool 

depool 

depool 

de coo! 

depool 

depool 

decool 

depoa! 

de coo! 

decool 

depool 

depoo! 

depoo! 

depool 

depool 

de pool 

depool 

decoo! 

depool 

depoo! 

de coo! 

depoo! 

depool 

decool 

de cool 

de pool 

depool 

depool 

depool 

H 

Class Depoo! 

4b 

4b 

4b 
., 
4, 

4, 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

., 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

., 
4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, ., 



Cooperatives Table 5.0. 5comparison CSO Announced 4a, 4b and Overbase Price 2000 to July 2015 
A 

Month 

J" 

F,b 

M" 

Ap' 

M,y 

June 

July 

Aog 

Sept 

00' 

No. 

Doe 

J" 

F,b 

M" 

Ap' 

M,y 

June 

Ju!y 

Aog 

Sept 

00' 

No. 

Doe 

J" 

F,b 

M" 

Ap' 

M,y 

Joo 

Jol 

Aog 

Sept 

001 

No. 

Doe 

B 

Yea , 
2012 

2012 

2012 

2012 

2012 

2012 

2012 

2012 

2012 

2012 

2012 

2012 

2013 

2013 

2013 

2013 

2013 

2013 

2013 

2013 

2013 

2013 

2013 

2013 

2014 

2014 

2014 

2014 

2014 

2014 

2014 

2014 

2014 

2014 

2014 

2014 

c D 

eso 4a Price eso 4b P(ce , cso a base Price w 

$16.18 $14.23 $15.55 

$15.51 $13.42 $14.59 

$15.33 $13.67 $14.58 

$14.72 $13.43 $14.10 

$13.45 $13.56 $13.65 

$13.17 $14.65 $13.97 

$13.50 $15.18 $14.44 

$15.40 $16.57 $15.78 

$16.62 $17.50 $16.72 

$17.96 $19.43 $18.47 

$18.27 $18.48 $18.49 

$17.47 $16.30 $17.27 

$17.08 $15.84 $16.60 

$18.01 $15.41 $16.66 

$17.87 $15.02 $16.33 

$18.02 $16.92 $17.29 

$18.24 $17.20 $17.43 

$18.39 $15.91 $17.08 

$18.61 $15.65 $16.85 

$18.70 $16.32 $17.31 

$19.47 $16.65 $17.74 

$20.00 $16.82 $18.10 

$20.63 $17.30 $18.61 

$21.16 $18.03 $19.28 

$22.13 $20.31 $20.83 

$23.08 $21.14 $21.69 

$23.37 $22.16 $22.47 

$23.31 $21.73 $22.34 

$22.57 $19.34 $21.07 

$23.19 $19.07 $21.05 

$23.58 $18.69 $20.83 

$23.83 $19.96 $21.64 

$22.72 $22.39 $22,45 

$21.51 $20.94 $21.49 

$18.14 $18.70 $19.00 

$16.57 $14.78 $16.52 

Higher 

$16.18 

$15.51 

$15.33 

$14.72 

$13.56 

$14.65 

$15.18 

$16.57 

$17.50 

$19.43 

$18.48 

$17.47 

$17.08 

$18.01 

$17.87 

$18.02 

$18.24 

$18.39 

$18.61 

$18.70 

$19.47 

$20.00 

$20.63 

$21.16 

$22.13 

$23.08 

$23.37 

$23.31 

$22.57 

$23.19 

$23.58 

$23.83 

$22.72 

$21.51 

$18.70 

$16.57 

G 

Choice 

depool 

depoo! 

deooo! 

depool 

depool 

deooo! 

depoo! 

depoo! 

deooo! 

depoo! 

deooo! 

deooo! 

depoo! 

depoo! 

deooo! 

depoo! 

depoo! 

deooo! 

deoool 

depoo! 

de pool 

depoo! 

deooo! 

depoo! 

depoo! 

deooo! 

depoo! 

depoo! 

depoo! 

deooo! 

depool 

de pool 

depool 

H 

Class Depool 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4b 

4, 

4, 

4, 
4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, 

4, .. 
4, 

4, 



Cooperatives Table S.D. b Comparison CSO Announced 4a, 4b and Overbase Price 2000 to July 2015 
A B 

M th 00 y ." 
Joo 2015 

F.b 2015 

Moe 2015 

Ap' 2015 

M,y 2015 

J" 2015 

J,J 2015 

A'g 2015 

Sept 2015 

Oct 2015 

No, 2015 

Doc 2015 

C 
(S04 p' , rice 

$13.09 

$13.46 

$13.42 

$13.36 

$13.91 

$13.65 

$13.03 

D 

(50 4b P . nce 

$13.75 

$13.78 

$13.97 

$14.22 

$14.63 

$15.55 

$14.98 

(500 base P . m rice 

$14.15 

$13.83 

$13.82 

$13.85 

$14.24 

$14.64 

$14.32 

F G H 

H' h r 
" . Ch olce (I s Depool " 

$13,75 

$13.78 

$13.97 depool 4b 

$14.22 denool 4b 

$14.63 deaool 4b 

$15.55 depool 4b 

$14.98 denool 4b 



Cooperatives Table 5.E.L Blend Price Estimate Calculation Using C50 Utilization Rates (Total Solids) and CSO and 

FMMO Class Prices 2000 - July 2015, Columns L, M, and N Adjusted for Quota Premium Payment (estimated 37 cents/cwt) and 

the Transportation Allowance (estimated 9 cents/cwt), and the RQA Adjustor (estimated at 3 cents / cwt) 

A B c D E F G H J K 

Base Zone 

L 

Month CSO Blend FMO Blend FMO - CSO CII C III CIV Quota Transport RQA Bid - II Bid - '" 
Jan-OO $10.65 $10.97 $0.33 $11.43 $10.05 $10.84 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.89) $0.49 
Feb-OO $10.48 $10.80 $0.32 $11.51 $9.54 $10.92 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.14) $0.83 
Mar-OO $10.58 $10.90 $0.32 $11.71 $9.54 $11.11 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.24) $0.93 
Apr-OO $10.90 $10.99 $0.10 $12.10 $9.41 $11.51 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.54) $1.15 

May-OO $11.14 $11.31 $0.17 $12.63 $9.37 $12.02 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.75) $1.51 
Jun-OO $11.66 $11.57 ($0.09) $13.08 $9.46 $12.50 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.94) $1.68 
Jul-OO $11.93 $11.95 $0.02 $12.58 $10.66 $11.99 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.06) $0.86 

Aug-OO $11.87 $11.66 ($0.21) $12.56 $10.13 $11.99 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.33) $1.10 
Sep-OO $12.13 $11.91 ($0.22) $12.58 $10.76 $12.06 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.10) $0.72 
Oct-OO $11.15 $11.59 $0.44 $12.54 $10.02 $11.93 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.38) $1.14 

Nov-OO $11.48 $11.42 ($0.06) $13.68 $8.57 $13.11 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($2.69) $2.42 
Dec-OO $11.85 $11.85 ($0.00) $13.97 $9.37 $13.39 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($2.55) $2.05 

Jan-01 $11.39 $11.62 $0.23 $12.82 $9.99 $12.13 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.63) $1.20 

Feb-01 $11.81 $11.94 $0.13 $13.43 $10.27 $12.70 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.92) $1.24 
Mar-01 $12.69 $12.85 $0.17 $14.17 $11.42 $13.46 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.75) $1.00 

Apr-01 $13.48 $13.63 $0.16 $15.10 $12.06 $14.41 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.90) $1.14 
May-01 $14.62 $14.79 $0.18 $15.72 $13.83 $15.04 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.36) $0.53 

Jun-01 $15.30 $15.55 $0.25 $16.05 $15.02 $15.33 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.93) $0.10 

Jul-Ol $15.24 $15.68 $0.43 $15.96 $15.46 $14.81 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.71) ($0.21) 

Aug-01 $15.54 $15.81 $0.27 $15.98 $15.55 $15.06 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.60) ($0.17) 

Sep-01 $15.81 $16.15 $0.34 $16.24 $15.90 $15.59 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.52) ($0.18) 

Oct-01 $13.75 $14.61 $0.87 $13.53 $14.60 $12.77 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.65 ($0.42) 

Nov-01 $12.42 $12.83 $0.41 $12.78 $11.31 $11.97 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.38) $1.09 
Dec-Ol $11.75 $12.23 $0.48 $12.61 $11.80 $11.79 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.81) ($0.00) 

M 

Bid -IV 

($0.30) 

($0.55) 

($0.64) 

($0.95) 

($1.14) 

($1.36) 

($0.47) 

($0.76) 

($0.58) 

($0.77) 

($2.12) 
($1.97) 

($0.94) 

($1.19) 

($1.04) 

($1.21) 

($0.68) 

($0.21) 

$0.44 

$0.32 

$0.13 

$1.41 

$0.43 

$0.01 



Cooperatives Table S.E. 2. Blend Price Estimate Calculation Using CSO Utilization Rates (Total Solids) and CSO and 

FMMO Class Prices 2000 - July 2015, Columns l, M, and N Adjusted for Quota Premium Payment (estimated 37 cents/cwt) and 

the Transportation Allowance (estimated 9 cents/cwt), and the RQA Adjustor (estimated at 3 cents / cwt) 

A B c D E F G H J K 

Base Zone 

L 

Month (SO Blend FMO Blend FMO - (SO (II ( III (IV Quota Transport RQA Bid - II Bid - III 

Jan-02 $11.96 $12.32 $0.37 $12.69 $11.87 $11.93 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.80) $0.02 
Feb-02 $11.37 $12.07 $0.70 $12.28 $11.63 $11.54 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.64) $0.01 
Mar-02 $11.18 $11.53 $0.35 $12.19 $10.65 $11.42 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.09) $0.45 
Apr-02 $11.23 $11.46 $0.23 $11.88 $10.85 $11.09 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.85) $0.18 

May-02 $10.88 $11.20 $0.32 $11.29 $10.82 $10.57 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.52) ($0.05) 

Jun-02 $10.41 $10.80 $0.39 $11.19 $10.09 $10.52 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.82) $0.28 
Jul-02 $10.11 $10.39 $0.28 $11.14 $9.33 $10.45 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.18) $0.63 

Aug-02 $10.35 $10.43 $0.07 $11.07 $9.54 $10.41 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.07) $0.46 
Sep-02 $10.45 $10.55 $0.10 $10.91 $9.92 $10.22 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.79) $0.20 
Oct-02 $10.67 $10.95 $0.28 $11.12 $10.72 $10.50 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.60) ($0.20) 

Nov-02 $10.24 $10.64 $0.41 $11.26 $9.84 $10.58 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.05) $0.37 
Dec-02 $10.28 $10.58 $0.31 $11.62 $9.74 $10.49 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.47) $0.41 

Jan-03 $10.27 $10.48 $0.20 $11.29 $9.78 $10.07 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.24) $0.27 
Feb-03 $9.94 $10.23 $0.29 $10.66 $9.66 $9.81 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.86) $0.14 

Mar-03 $9.73 $9.89 $0.16 $10.54 $9.11 $9.79 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.08) $0.35 
Apr-03 $9.84 $9.96 $0.13 $10.44 $9.41 $9.73 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.91) $0.12 
May-03 $9.88 $10.11 $0.23 $10.43 $9.71 $9.74 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.75) ($0.03) 

Jun-03 $10.03 $10.15 $0.12 $10.46 $9.75 $9.76 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.75) ($0.03) 

Jul-03 $11.59 $11.20 ($0.39) $10.63 $11.78 $9.95 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.14 ($1.01) 

Aug-03 $12.74 $12.41 ($0.33) $10.81 $13.80 $10.14 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $1.17 ($1.82) 

Sep-03 $13.14 $13.16 $0.01 $10.76 $14.30 $10.05 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $1.97 ($1.57) 

Oct-03 $13.21 $13.32 $0.11 $10.84 $14.39 $10.16 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $2.05 ($1.50) 

Nov-03 $12.33 $12.84 $0.51 $10.99 $13.47 $10.30 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $1.42 ($1.06) 
Dec-03 $11.8S $12.11 $0.26 $11.30 $11.87 $10.52 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.38 ($0.19) 

M 

Bid -IV 

($0.04) 

$0.10 

($0.32) 

($0.06) 

$0.20 

($0.15) 

($0.49) 

($0.41) 

($0.10) 

$0.02 

($0.37) 

($0.34) 

($0.02) 

($0.01) 

($0.33) 

($0.20) 

($0.06) 

($0.04) 
$0.82 

$1.84 

$2.68 

$2.73 

$2.11 

$1.16 



Cooperatives Table 5.E . .3 Blend Price Estimate Calculation Using CSO Utilization Rates (Total Solids) and CSO and 

FMMO Class Prices 2000" July 2015, Columns L, M, and N Adjusted for Quota Premium Payment (estimated 37 cents/cwt) and 

the Transportation Allowance (estimated 9 cents/cwt), and the RQA Adjustor (estimated at 3 cents / cwt) 

A B c D E F G H J K 

Base Zone 

l 

Month eso Blend FMO Blend FMO· eso (II ( III (IV Quota Transport RQA Bid - II Bid - III 

Jan-04 $11.49 $11.81 $0.32 $11.67 $11.61 $10.97 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.29) ($0.23) 

Feb-04 $12.07 $12.35 $0.28 $12.90 $11.89 $12.21 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.98) $0.03 

Mar-04 $14.38 $14.31 ($0.06) $14.79 $14.49 $14.10 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.91) ($0.61) 
Apr-04 $17.03 $17.09 $0.07 $15.21 $19.66 $14.57 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $1.45 ($3.00) 

May-04 $17.44 $18.33 $0.89 $15.03 $20.58 $14.50 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $2.87 ($2.68) 

Jun-04 $16.10 $16.91 $0.81 $14.31 $17.68 $13.72 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $2.17 ($1.20) 

Jul-04 $13.76 $15.03 $1.27 $14.00 $14.85 $13.31 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.60 ($0.25) 

Aug-04 $13.59 $13.88 $0.29 $13.13 $14.04 $12.46 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.32 ($0.59) 

sep-04 $13.90 $14.32 $0.43 $13.66 $14.72 $13.00 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.23 ($0.83) 

Oct-04 $13.60 $14.09 $0.49 $13.57 $14.16 $12.81 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.09 ($0.50) 

Nov-04 $14.51 $14.58 $0.08 $14.09 $14.89 $13.34 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.06 ($0.74) 

Dec-04 $14.48 $15.22 $0.74 $13.98 $16.14 $13.42 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.81 ($1.35) 

Jan-OS $14.34 $14.26 ($0.08) $13.04 $14.14 $12.52 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.79 ($0.31) 

Feb-OS $13.67 $14.17 $0.50 $13.36 $14.70 $12.74 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.38 ($0.96) 

Mar-OS $13.72 $14.08 $0.36 $13.25 $14.08 $12.66 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.40 ($0.43) 

Apr-OS $13.80 $14.11 $0.31 $13.24 $14.61 $12.61 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.44 ($0.93) 

May-OS $13.34 $13.66 $0.32 $12.78 $13.77 $12.20 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.45 ($0.54) 

Jun-05 $13.27 $13.62 $0.35 $13.06 $13.92 $12.33 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.13 ($0.73) 

Jul-Os $13.74 $14.18 $0.44 $13.79 $14.35 $13.17 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.04) ($0.60) 

Aug-OS $13.48 $14.01 $0.53 $13.95 $13.60 $13.44 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.37) ($0.02) 

sep-05 $14.06 $14.35 $0.29 $14.35 $14.30 $13.75 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.43) ($0.38) 

Oct-OS $13.91 $14.41 $0.50 $14.25 $14.35 $13.61 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.27) ($0.37) 

Nov-OS $13.20 $13.71 $0.50 $13.49 $13.35 $12.90 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.21) ($0.07) 

Dec-OS $13.19 $13.41 $o.n $13.22 $13.37 $12.57 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.24) ($0.39) 

M 

Bid -IV 

$0.41 

($0.29) 

($0.22) 

$2.09 

$3.40 

$2.76 

$1.29 

$0.99 

$0.89 

$0.85 

$0.81 
$1.37 

$1.31 

$1.00 

$0.99 

$1.07 

$1.03 

$0.86 

$0.58 

$0.14 

$0.17 

$0.37 

$0.38 

$0.41 



Cooperatives Table 5.E. Lt-Slend Price Estimate Calculation Using C50 Utilization Rates (Total Solids) and CSO and 

FMMO Class Prices 2000 - July 2015, Columns L, M, and N Adjusted for Quota Premium Payment (estimated 37 cents/cwt) and 

the Transportation Allowance (estimated 9 cents/cwt), and the RQA Adjustor (estimated at 3 cents / cwt) 

A B c D E F G H J K 

Base Zone 

L 

Month (SO Blend FMO Blend FMO· (SO (II ( III (IV Quota Transport RQA Bid - II Bid - III 

Jan-06 $12.69 $13.29 $0.60 $13.25 $13.39 $12.20 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.39) ($0.53) 
Feb-06 $11.57 $12.33 $0.75 $12.62 $12.20 $11.10 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.72) ($0.30) 
Mar-06 $10.98 $11.50 $0.52 $11.69 $11.11 $10.68 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.62) ($0.04) 
Apr-06 $10.67 $11.09 $0.42 $11.37 $10.93 $10.36 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.71) ($0.27) 
May-06 $10.67 $11.01 $0.33 $11.13 $10.83 $10.33 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.55) ($0.25) 
Jun-06 $10.75 $11.16 $0.41 $11.00 $11.29 $10.22 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.27) ($0.56) 
Jul-06 $10.53 $11.06 $0.53 $10.83 $10.92 $10.21 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.20) ($0.29) 
Aug-06 $10.91 $11.24 $0.33 $11.16 $11.06 $10.64 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.35) ($0.25) 

Sep-06 $11.60 $11.99 $0.39 $11.74 $12.29 $11.10 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.18) ($0.73) 
Oct-06 $11.65 $12.37 $0.71 $11.79 $12.32 $11.51 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.15 ($0.38) 
Nov-06 $12.09 $12.78 $0.69 $11.98 $12.84 $12.11 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.37 ($0.49) 
Dec-06 $12.25 $13.15 $0.89 $12.55 $13.47 $12.30 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.17 ($0.75) 

Jan-07 $12.47 $13.49 $1.02 $12.85 $13.56 $12.53 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.21 ($0.50) 
Feb-07 $13.17 $13.81 $0.64 $13.08 $14.18 $12.71 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.30 ($0.80) 
Mar-07 $13.98 $14.71 $0.73 $13.60 $15.09 $13.71 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.68 ($0.81) 

Apr-07 $15.04 $16.07 $1.03 $14.51 $16.09 $16.12 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $1.13 ($0.45) 

May-07 $16.99 $17.78 $0.79 $16.62 $17.60 $18.48 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.73 ($0.25) 
Jun-07 $19.35 $20.16 $0.80 $18.89 $20.17 $20.76 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.84 ($0.44) 

Jul-07 $20.28 $21.66 $1.38 $21.40 $21.38 $21.64 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.17) ($0.15) 

Aug-07 $20.53 $21.21 $0.68 $22.41 $19.83 $21.87 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.63) $0.95 

5ep-07 $20.55 $21.43 $0.88 $22.16 $20.07 $22.16 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.16) $0.93 
Oct-07 $20.08 $20.51 $0.43 $21.90 $18.70 $21.31 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.82) $1.38 
Nov-07 $20.74 $20.42 ($0.32) $22.07 $19.22 $20.40 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($2.08) $0.77 
Dec-07 $19.61 $20.32 $0.71 $20.82 $20.60 $19.18 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.93) ($0.71) 

M 

Bid -IV 

$0.66 

$0.80 

$0.39 

$0.30 

$0.25 

$0.51 
$0.42 

$0.17 

$0.46 

$0.43 

$0.24 

$0.42 

$0.53 

$0.67 

$0.57 

($0.48) 

($1.13) 

($1.03) 

($0.41) 

($1.09) 

($1.16) 

($1.23) 

($0.41) 

$0.71 



Cooperatives Table 5.E. 5" Blend Price Estimate Calculation Using CSO Utilization Rates (Total Solids) and CSO and 

FMMO Class Prices 2000 - July 2015, Columns L, M, and N Adjusted for Quota Premium Payment (estimated 37 cents/cwt) and 

the Transportation Allowance (estimated 9 cents/cwt), and the RQA Adjustor (estimated at 3 cents / cwt) 

A B c D E F G H J K 

Base Zone 

L 

Month (SO Blend FMO Blend FMO - (SO (II ( III (IV Quota Transport RQA Bid - II Bid - III 

Jan-08 $17.99 $18.8S $0.86 $19.7S $19.32 $16.29 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.33) ($0.90) 
Feb-08 $17.09 $16.96 ($0.13) $18.46 $17.03 $14.67 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.93) ($0.50) 
Mar-08 $16.41 $16.51 $0.10 $15.63 $18.00 $14.17 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.45 ($1.92) 
Apr-08 $16.22 $16.38 $0.16 $15.29 $16.76 $14.56 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.66 ($0.81) 

May-08 $17.16 $16.97 ($0.19) $15.51 $18.18 $15.26 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $1.03 ($1.64) 
Jun-08 $17.78 $18.40 $0.63 $16.19 $20.25 $15.92 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $1.78 ($2.28) 
Jul-08 $17.71 $18.22 $0.51 $16.81 $18.24 $16.60 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.98 ($0.45) 
Aug-08 $16.76 $17.55 $0.79 $17.45 $17.32 $16.64 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.33) ($0.20) 
Sep-08 $16.68 $16.63 ($0.05) $17:58 $16.28 $15.45 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.38) ($0.08) 
Oct-08 $15.89 $15.96 $0.07 $16.60 $17.06 $13.62 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.07) ($1.53) 

Nov-08 $14.74 $14.80 $0.06 $14.45 $15.51 $12.25 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.08) ($1.14) 
Dec-08 $12.93 $13.50 $0.57 $11.21 $15.28 $10.35 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $1.86 ($2.21) 

Jan-09 $10.79 $11.29 $0.49 $10.41 $10.78 $9.59 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.45 $0.08 

Feb-09 $10.06 $9.94 ($0.12) $10.25 $9.31 $9.45 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.74) $0.20 
Mar-09 $10.28 $10.28 $0.00 $10.36 $10.44 $9.64 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.51) ($0.59) 
Apr-09 $10.34 $10.63 $0.29 $10.49 $10.78 $9.82 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.29) ($0.58) 

May-09 $10.24 $10.48 $0.24 $10.71 $9.84 $10.14 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.66) $0.21 

Jun-09 $10.14 $10.44 $0.30 $10.79 $9.97 $10.22 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.78) $0.04 
Jul-09 $10.11 $10.46 $0.35 $10.87 $9.97 $10.15 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.84) $0.06 
Aug-09 $10.94 $11.02 $0.07 $10.86 $11.20 $10.38 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.27) ($0.61) 

Sep-09 $11.54 $11.83 $0.29 $11.01 $12.11 $11.15 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.39 ($0.71) 
Oct-09 $12.36 $12.66 $0.30 $11.93 $12.82 $11.86 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.30 ($0.59) 

Nov-09 $13.54 $13.83 $0.29 $13.24 $14.08 $13.25 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.16 ($0.68) 

Dec-09 $14.94 $15.08 $0.14 $14.25 $14.98 $15.01 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.40 ($0.33) 

M 

Bid -IV 

$2.13 

$1.86 

$1.91 

$1.39 

$1.28 

$2.05 

$1.19 

$0.48 

$0.75 

$1.91 

$2.12 

$2.72 

$1.27 

$0.06 

$0.21 

$0.38 

($0.09) 

($0.21) 

($0.12) 

$0.21 

$0.25 

$0.37 

$0.15 

($0.36) 



Cooperatives Table 5.E. G Blend Price Estimate Calculation Using CSO Utilization Rates (Total Solids) and CSO and 

FMMO Class Prices 2000 - July 2015, Columns L, M, and N Adjusted for Quota Premium Payment (estimated 37 cents/cwt) and 

the Transportation Allowance (estimated 9 cents/cwt), and the RQA Adjustor (estimated at 3 cents / cwt) 

A B c D E F G H J K 

Base Zone 

L 

Month C50 Blend FMO Blend FMO - C50 CII C III CIV Quota Transport RQA Bid - II Bid - III 

Jan-10 $14.00 $14.68 $0.68 $15.22 $14.50 $13.85 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.97) ($0.25) 
Feb-10 $13.63 $14.25 $0.62 $15.65 $14.28 $12.90 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.83) ($0.46) 
Mar-10 $12.93 $13.52 $0.59 $14.46 $12.78 $12.92 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.37) $0.31 
Apr-lO $13.15 $13.63 $0.48 $13.78 $12.92 $13.73 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.58) $0.28 
May-10 $13.49 $14.56 $1.07 $14.90 $13.38 $15.29 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.77) $0.75 

Jun-10 $14.00 $15.01 $1.01 $16.01 $13.62 $15.45 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.42) $0.96 
Jul-10 $14.76 $15.28 $0.53 $17.10 $13.74 $15.75 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($2.25) $1.11 

Aug-10 $15.42 $15.88 $0.46 $16.98 $15.18 $15.61 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.53) $0.27 

5ep-10 $16.16 $16.73 $0.58 $17.60 $16.26 $16.76 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.30) $0.04 
Oct-10 $16.53 $17.31 $0.78 $17.57 $16.94 $17.15 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.69) ($0.06) 

Nov-10 $15.39 $16.58 $1.19 $17.21 $15.44 $16.68 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.06) $0.71 
Dec-10 $14.40 $15.17 $0.78 $15.77 $13.83 $15.03 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.03) $0.91 

Jan-11 $14.80 $15.27 $0.47 $16.79 $13.48 $16.42 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.95) $1.36 
Feb-11 $17.20 $17.68 $0.49 $17.97 $17.00 $18.40 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.72) $0.25 

Mar-11 $17.87 $19.46 $1.59 $18.83 $19.40 $19.41 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.19 ($0.37) 

Apr-11 $17.54 $18.73 $1.19 $19.66 $16.87 $19.78 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.36) $1.43 
May-11 $17.79 $18.89 $1.10 $20.63 $16.52 $20.29 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($2.17) $1.94 

Jun-11 $19.98 $20.41 $0.43 $21.37 $19.11 $21.05 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.39) $0.87 

Jul-11 $20.07 $21.20 $1.13 $21.29 $21.39 $20.33 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.52) ($0.62) 

Aug-11 $19.99 $21.39 $1.40 $21.55 $21.67 $20.14 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.59) ($0.71) 

5ep-11 $18.73 $20.01 $1.28 $20.55 $19.07 $19.53 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.97) $0.51 
Oct-11 $17.81 $18.76 $0.95 $19.41 $18.03 $18.41 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.08) $0.30 

Nov-11 $18.07 $18.85 $0.78 $19.26 $19.07 $17.87 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.84) ($0.65) 
Dec-ll $16.66 $18.23 $1.58 $18.08 $18.77 $16.87 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.27) ($0.97) 

M 

Bid -IV 

$0.40 

$0.92 

$0.17 

($0.53) 

($1.16) 

($0.87) 

($0.90) 

($0.16) 

($0.46) 

($0.27) 

($0.53) 
($0.29) 

($1.58) 

($1.15) 

($0.38) 

($1.48) 

($1.83) 

($1.07) 

$0.44 

$0.82 

$0.05 

($0.08) 

$0.55 

$0.93 



Cooperatives Table 5.E. 1 Blend Price Estimate Calculation Using CSO Utilization Rates (Total Solids) and CSO and 

FMMO Class Prices 2000 - July 2015, Columns L, M, and N Adjusted for Quota Premium Payment (estimated 37 cents/cwt) and 

the Transportation Allowance (estimated 9 cents/cwt), and the RQA Adjustor (estimated at 3 cents / cwt) 

A B c o E F G H J K 

Base Zone 

L 

Month (SO Blend FMO Blend FMO - (SO (II ( III (IV Quota Transport RQA Bid - II Bid - III 

Jan-12 $16.03 $17.39 $1.37 $17.67 $17.05 $16.56 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.70) ($0.09) 
Feb-12 $15.10 $16.43 $1.33 $16.94 $16.06 $15.92 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.94) ($0.06) 
Mar-12 $15.00 $15.95 $0.95 $16.59 $15.72 $15.35 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.07) ($0.20) 
Apr-12 $14.59 $15.64 $1.05 $16.20 $15.72 $14.80 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.99) ($0.51) 
May-12 $14.11 $14.91 $0.80 $15.19 $15.23 $13.55 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.71) ($0.75) 

Jun-12 $14.36 $14.82 $0.46 $14.32 $15.63 $13.24 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.07 ($1.24) 
Jul-12 $14.90 $15.81 $0.91 $14.51 $16.68 $14.45 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.87 ($1.30) 

Aug-12 $16.24 $17.04 $0.80 $15.64 $17.73 $15.76 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.97 ($1.12) 

Sep-12 $17.27 $18.38 $1.10 $17.04 $19.00 $17.41 1$0.37) 1$0.09) $0.03 $0.91 1$1.05) 
Oct-12 $19.01 $19.96 $0.95 $18.44 $21.02 $18.54 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $1.09 ($1.49) 

Nov-12 $18.91 $20.20 $1.30 $18.81 $20.83 $18.66 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.97 1$1.06) 
Oec-12 $17.57 $18.96 $1.39 $18.30 $18.66 $17.83 1$0.37) 1$0.09) $0.03 $0.23 1$0.13) 

Jan-13 $17.04 $18.34 $1.30 $18.19 $18.14 $17.63 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.28) ($0.23) 

Feb-13 $17.13 $17.90 $0.77 $18.49 $17.25 $17.75 1$0.37) 1$0.09) $0.03 ($1.02) $0.22 
Mar-13 $16.85 $17.73 $0.88 $18.82 $16.93 $17.75 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 1$1.52) $0.37 
Apr-13 $17.77 $18.12 $0.35 $18.73 $17.59 $18.10 1$0.37) 1$0.09) $0.03 1$1.04) $0.10 

May-13 $17.95 $18.79 $0.84 $18.43 $18.52 $18.89 ($0.37) 1$0.09) $0.03 ($0.07) 1$0.16) 

Jun-13 $17.54 $18.75 $1.21 $19.14 $18.02 $18.88 ($0.37) 1$0.09) $0.03 1$0.82) $0.30 
Jul-13 $17.39 $18.49 $1.10 $19.22 $17.38 $18.90 1$0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 1$1.16) $0.68 

Aug-13 $17.88 $18.80 $0.92 $19.27 $17.91 $19.07 1$0.37) 1$0.09) $0.03 ($0.90) $0.46 
Sep-13 $18.28 $19.11 $0.83 $19.78 $18.14 $19.43 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 1$1.10) $0.54 

Oct-13 $18.66 $19.47 $0.81 $20.56 $18.22 $20.17 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.52) $0.82 

Nov-13 $19.20 $20.00 $0.80 $20.76 $18.83 $20.52 1$0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.19) $0.74 
Oec-13 $19.72 $20.48 $0.76 $21.66 $18.95 $21.54 1$0.37) 1$0.09) $0.03 1$1.61) $1.10 

M 

Bid -IV 

$0.40 

$0.08 

$0.17 

$0.41 

$0.93 

$1.15 

$0.93 

$0.85 

$0.54 

$0.99 

$1.11 
$0.70 

$0.28 

1$0.28) 

1$0.45) 

($0.41) 

($0.53) 

1$0.56) 

1$0.84) 

($0.70) 

($0.75) 

($1.13) 

($0.95) 
($1.49) 



Cooperatives Table 5.E.1. Blend Price Estimate Calculation Using CSO Utilization Rates (Total Solids) and CSO and 

FMMO Class Prices 2000 - July 2015, Columns L, M, and N Adjusted for Quota Premium Payment (estimated 37 cents/cwt) and 

the Transportation Allowance (estimated 9 cents/cwt), and the RQA Adjustor (estimated at 3 cents / cwt) 

A B c D E F G H J K 

Base Zone 

L 

Month CSO Blend FMO Blend FMO - CSO CII C III CIV Quota Transport RQA Bid - II Bid -III 

Jan-14 $21.31 $21.91 $0.60 $22.21 $21.15 $22.29 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.73) $0.33 

Feb-14 $22.16 $23.49 $1.33 $23.73 $23.35 $23.46 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.67) ($0.29) 

Mar-14 $22.97 $23.79 $0.81 $24.22 $23.33 $23.66 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.86) $0.03 

Apr-14 $22.84 $24.16 $1.32 $24.74 $24.31 $23.34 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.01) ($0.58) 

May-14 $21.63 $23.21 $1.58 $24.44 $22.57 $22.65 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.66) $0.21 

Jun-14 $21.59 $22.61 $1.02 $23.94 $21.36 $23.13 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.76) $0.82 

Jul-14 $21.50 $22.98 $1.48 $24.41 $21.60 $23.78 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.86) $0.95 

Aug-14 $22.24 $23.51 $1.27 $25.34 $22.25 $23.89 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($2.26) $0.83 

Sep-14 $23.05 $24.29 $1.24 $26.11 $24.60 $22.58 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($2.25) ($0.74) 

Oct-14 $22.08 $23.24 $1.15 $21.93 $23.82 $21.35 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.88 ($1.01) 

Nov-14 $19.68 $21.12 $1.45 $19.91 $21.94 $18.21 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.78 ($1.25) 

Dec-14 $16.97 $18.44 $1.47 $19.09 $17.82 $16.70 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($1.08) $0.19 

Jan-15 $14.70 $15.71 $1.01 $16.18 $16.18 $13.23 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.90) ($0.90) 

Feb-15 $14.22 $15.15 $0.93 $14.48 $15.46 $13.82 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.24 ($0.74) 

Mar-15 $14.23 $15.10 $0.86 $14.50 $15.56 $13.80 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.17 ($0.89) 

Apr-15 $14.24 $15.13 $0.89 $14.98 $15.81 $13.51 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 ($0.28) ($1.11) 

May-15 $14.64 $15.49 $0.85 $14.81 $16.19 $13.91 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.25 ($1.13) 

Jun-15 $15.08 $15.82 $0.75 $14.77 $16.72 $13.90 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.62 ($1.33) 

Jul-15 $14.78 $15.51 $0.73 $14.70 $16.33 $13.15 ($0.37) ($0.09) $0.03 $0.38 ($1.25) 

2000 - July 2015 Would not pool count 187 130 111 

2000 - July 2015 Percent 70% 59% 

08/12 - July 2015 Would not pool Icount 36 24 19 

08/12 - July 2015 IPercent 67% 53% 

M 

Bid -IV 

($0.81) 

($0.40) 

($0.30) 

$0.39 

$0.13 

($0.95) 

($1.23) 

($0.81) 

$1.28 

$1.46 

$2.48 

$1.31 

$2.05 

$0.90 

$0.87 

$1.19 

$1.15 

$1.49 

$1.93 

80 

43% 

17 

47% 
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Western Order Termination 

DFA supports USDA's proposal to terminate FO 135 

January 15, 2004 
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Members of Dairy Farmers of America (DFA), who market milk in the Western Milk Marketing 
Order, are encouraged by the announcement, made earlier this week, that the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture is considering the termination of the order effective April 1, 2004. 
The Western Order (Federal Order 135) oversees the orderly marketing of fluid milk from 
farmers to processors in the states of Idaho, Utah, Oregon and Nevada. 

During the USDA voting process, dairy farmers in FO 135 failed to approve the order as 
amended by a tentative final decision issued in August 2003. According to USDA rules, a two
thirds vote of dairy farmers was needed to approve the amended order. Without that 
approval, the order no longer complies with the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, 
therefore, USDA must take action to terminate the order. 

"I can't say that our dairy farmers are happy about ending a federal order, but they are 
relieved that something is being done to change a tough marketing situation," said David 
Jones, senior vice president and chief operating officer for DFA's Mountain Area. "DFA and its 
members are strong advocates of classified pricing, the federal milk marketing order system, 
and farmers working together to gain efficiencies and better returns in the marketplace. But, 
the disparity between farmers shipping to Class I (drinking milk) and those shipping to non 
Class I plants are extreme. Sometimes tough issues require tough action. Our members feel 
this is one of those situations." 

Last October, during a USDA poll of cooperatives in the Western Order, DFA voted not to 
support the amended order. USDA's proposals did not go far enough in correcting the gross 
inequities caused by pool riding, and other issues related to servicing and balancing the Class 
I marketplace. 

"Eliminating a federal order is not a decision you take lightly, but FO 135 has serious 
problems," said Tom Camerlo, dairy farmer chairman of DFA's Corporate Board. "Right now, 
dairy farmers, who market milk to Class I (fluid milk) markets, are shouldering all of the costs 
related to balancing and servicing this marketplace. At the same time, dairy farmers who sell 
to Class lii (cheese) and Class IV (powder) plants are completely avoiding the expense. We 
felt this practice should not continue. Unfortunately, this step (ending the Order) corrects 
some of the practices that have not only gotten out of hand, but are counter to the purpose of 
federal milk marketing orders." 

During last year's Western Order hearing in Salt Lake City, Utah, DFA testified on behalf of its 
members to tighten pooling provisions, which would have resulted in higher returns for dairy 
farmers that regularly serve Class I markets. DFA recommended changes that would: 1) 
create more equitable formulas for sharing the returns from supplying qualified milk to the 
Class I market, 2) establish market-wide service provisions for sharing the transportation 
costs of getting milk from farm to plants during weekends and holidays, and 3) reduce the 
total volume of milk allowed to be pooled on the Order. USDA recognized the disparity issues 
by recommending some changes to the Order, but DFA members did not feel those actions 
went far enough to address the fairness issues. 

There is still one more step to go through before USDA officially terminates the order. USDA's 
announcement was published in the January13 Federal Register. Interested persons will have 



30 days to submit written data, views and arguments as to why the order should not be 
terminated. 

http:/ lwww.dfamilk.com/newsroomlprll 0 _ WestemOrder.htm 

DFA says "no" to proposed amendments to Western Order 

October 31, 2003 

It is serious business when Dairy Farmers of America, Inc. (DFA), a champion of the classified 
pricing and the federal milk marketing order system, casts its vote to eliminate a federal milk 
marketing order. 

Yet that was the action taken earlier this month by DFA's dairy farmer members, who market 
their milk in Federal Milk Marketing Order 135 (the Western Order). The Western Order 
oversees the orderly marketing of fluid milk from farmers to processors in the states of Idaho, 
Utah, Oregon and Nevada. 

During an U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) poll of cooperatives, conducted on October 
6, DFA voted not to support amended changes to the Western Order because the proposals 
did not go "far enough" to correct the gross inequities caused by pool riding, and other issues 
related to servicing and balancing the Class I marketplace. Although USDA has not completed 
its voting process, DFA's position could affect the future of the Western Order, possibly 
eliminating it all together. 

"This is not a decision anyone takes lightly. DFA has decided that the Western Order can no 
longer expect dairy farmers, who market milk to Class I (drinking milk) markets, to shoulder 
the costs of balancing and servicing this marketplace, while dairy farmers who sell to Class III 
(cheese) and Class IV (powder) markets completely avoid the expense," says David Jones, 
senior vice president and chief operating officer for DFA's Mountain Area. 

That isn't the only issue under debate within the Western Order. 

Since the USDA hearing two years ago, Jones says the situation and the economic disparity 
has worsened because the same farmers, who are taking advantage of loose pooling 
provisions, are also depooling milk whenever it is financially beneficial. 

"As it stands now, farmers who market cheese milk have the best of both worlds. They can 
either tap into Class I revenues by pooling their milk and never pay for balancing the Class I 
market, or they can depool their milk, when it's more beneficial, and never have to share 
those higher returns with Class I shippers," says Jones. "These issues have caused a huge 
price disparity among DFA's dairy farm families who primarily supply the Class I market. It's 
unreasonable to expect this practice to continue." 

During last year's Western Order hearing in Salt Lake City, Utah, DFA testified on behalf of its 
members to tighten pooling provisions, which would have resulted in higher returns for dairy 
farmers that regularly serve Class I markets. DFA recommended changes that would: 1) 
create more equitable formulas for sharing the returns from supplying qualified milk to the 
Class I market, 2) establish market-wide service provisions for sharing the transportation 
costs of getting milk from farm to plants during weekends and holidays, and 3) reduce the 
total volume of milk allowed to be pooled on the Order. 



USDA recognized the disparity issues by recommending some changes to the Order, but DFA 
members did not feel those actions went far enough to address the fairness issues. 

Tom Camerlo, dairy farmer chairman of DFA's Board of Directors and Mountain Area Council, 
says that by voting not to approve the amended order in the referendum process, DFA's dairy 
farmers are making a public statement. They are saying that action must be taken to correct 
practices that "have gotten out of hand" and are counter to the purpose of the federal milk 
marketing orders. 

"You don't have to know all of the technical details associated with this federal order to 
understand that these practices are unfair," says Camerlo, a dairy farmer from Florence, 
Colorado. "Loose pooling provisions in the Western Order have allowed a lot of milk to be 
pooled on the Order that they say can be used for Class I, but never really serves the Class I 
market. The depooling issues have only added to the problem. Our Mountain Area Council 
farmers, who are primarily Class I shippers, are tired of the games being played, so they 
exercised their right under the Order and voted no. 

At press time, the results of the Western Order referendum are not final. If the vote fails, the 
effective date for terminating the Order would be up to Secretary of Agriculture Ann Veneman. 
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ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL I- PROPOSED SECTION 1051.7(c) 
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JULY 2015 - CSO PRICES PRICE LEVEL AND SOURCE 

NORTHERN CA CLASS 1 $18.42- EX. 64, TABLE 5.A.6 

CLASS 4a $13.03- EX. 64, TABLE 5.D.6 

CSO BLEND $14.78- EX. 64, TABLE 5.C.6 

CSO OVERBASE $14.32- EX. 64, TABLE 5.D.6 

IMPUTED RENO PLANT BLEND AT 90% $17.88 = ($18.42 X 90%) + ($13.03 X 10%) 
CLASS 1, 10% CLASS 4a 

COOPERATIVE RECEIPTS FOR MILK 
DELIVERED TO RENO PLANT WITH 
REMAINDER RECEIVED AND 
PROCESSED INTO CLASS 4a PRODUCTS 
ASSUMING A FMMO BUT AT CSO 
PRICES (USING CSO CLASS PRICES) 

80% RENO RECEIPTS $16.91 = ($17.88 X 80%) + ($13.03 X 20%) 
60% RENO RECEIPTS $15.94 = ($17.88 X 60%) + ($13.03 X 40%) 
50% RENO RECEIPTS $15.46 = ($17.88 X 50%)+ ($13.03 X 50%) 
BREAKEVEN- 26.6% RENO RECEIPTS $14.32 = ($17.88 X 26.6%) + ($13.03 X 73%) 

COOPERATIVE RECEIPTS FOR MILK 
DELIVERED TO RENO PLANT WITH 
REMAINDER RECEIVED AND 
PROCESSED INTO CLASS 4a PRODUCTS 
ASSUMING A FMMO BUT AT CSO 
PRICES (USING CSO CLASS AND 
OVERBASE PRICES) 

80% RENO RECEIPTS $17.17 = ($17.88 X 80%) + ($14.32 X 20%) 
60% RENO RECEIPTS $16.46 = ($17.88 X 60%) + ($14.32 X 40%) 
50% RENO RECEIPTS $16.11 = ($17.88 X 50%)+ ($14.32 X 50%) 
BREAKEVEN- 0% RENO RECEIPTS $14.32 = ($17.88 X 0%) + ($14.32 X 100%) 



ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL 1- PROPOSED SECTION 1051.7(c) 

JULY 2015- IMPUTED FMMO PRICES PRICE LEVEL AND SOURCE 

FMMO CA CLASS I $18.45 -EX. 64, TABLE 5.A.6 

CLASS IV $13.15- EX. 64, TABLE 5.E.8 

FMMOBLEND $15.51 - EX. 64, TABLE 5.E.8 

FMMO NON-QUOTA BLEND $15.08- EX. 64, TABLE 5.E.8 = ($15.51-
($0.37 [quota] + $0.09 [transport] -$0.03 
[RQA]) 

IMPUTED RENO PLANT BLEND AT 90% $ 17.92 = ($18.45 X 90%) + ($1 3.15 X 10%) 
CLASS I, 10% CLASS IV [assumes that 
Nevada prices change to match FMMO prices] 

COOPERATIVE RECEIPTS FOR MILK 
DELIVERED TO RENO PLANT WITH 
REMAINDER RECEIVED AND 
PROCESSED INTO CLASS IV PRODUCTS 
ASSUMING A FMMO AND AT FMMO 
PRICES (USING FMMO CLASS AND 
IMPUTED NON-QUOTA BLEND PRICES) 

80% RENO RECEIPTS $17.35 = ($17.92 X 80%) + ($15.08 X 20%) 
60% RENO RECEIPTS $16.78 = ($17.92 X 60%) + ($15.08 X 40%) 
50% RENO RECEIPTS $16.50 = ($17.92 X 50%) + ($15.08 X 50%) 
BREAKEVEN- 0% RENO RECEIPTS $15.08 = ($17.92 X 0%) + ($15.08 X 100%) 

COOPERATIVE RECEIPTS FOR MILK 
DELIVERED TO RENO PLANT WITH 
REMAINDER RECEIVED AND 
PROCESSED INTO CLASS IV PRODUCTS 
ASSUMING A FMMO AND AT FMMO 
PRICES (USING FMMO CLASS AND 
FMMO BLEND APPLIED TO OUT -OF-
STATE MILK) 

80% RENO RECEIPTS $17.44 = ($17.92 X 80%) + ($15.51 X 20%) 
60% RENO RECEIPTS $16.96= ($17.92 X 60%) + ($15.51 X 40%) 
50% RENO RECEIPTS $16.72= ($17.92 X 50%) + ($15.51 X 50%) 
0% RENO RECEIPTS $15.51= ($17.92 X 0%) + ($ 15.51 X 100%) 

2 



§ 1124.13 

(4) A dairy farmer whose milk is re
ported as diverted to a plant fully regu
lated under another Federal order with 
respect to that portion of the milk so 
diverted that is assigned to Class I 
under the provisions of such other 
order; and 

(5) A dairy farmer whose milk was re
ceived at a nonpool plant during the 
month from the same farm as other 
than producer milk under the order in 
this part or any other Federal order. 
Such a dairy farmer shall be known as 
a dairy tanner [or other markets. 

§ 1124.13 Producer milk. 
Except as proVided for in paragraph 

(f) of this section, Producer milk means 
the skim milk (or skim milk equiva
lent of components of skim milk), in
cluding nonfat components, and but
terfat in milk of a producer that is: 

(a) Received by the operator of a pool 
plant directly from a producer or a 
handler described in §1000.9(c). All milk 
received pursuant to this paragraph 
shall be priced at the location of the 
plant where it is first physically re
ceived; 

(b) Received by a cooperative reserve 
supply unit described in §1124.11. All 
milk received pursuant to this para
graph sl;lall be priced at the location of 
the plant where it is first physically re
ceived and shall not be subject to the 
conditions specified in paragraph (e) of 
this section; 

(c) Received by a handler described in 
§ 1000.9(c) in excess of the quantity de
livered to pool plants; 

(d) Diverted by a pool plant operator 
to another pool plant. Milk so diverted 
shall be priced at the location of the 
plant to which diverted; or 

(e) Diverted by the operator of a pool 
plant or a cooperative association de
scribed in § 1000.9(c), excluding a coop
erative reserve supply unit described in 
§ 1124.11, to a non pool plant, subject to 
the following conditions: 

(1) Milk of a dairy farmer shall not be 
eligible for diversion unless at least 3 
days' production of such dairy farmer's 
production ts physically received at a 
pool plant during the month. 

(2) Of the quantity of producer milk 
received during the month (including 
diversions, but excluding the quantity 
of producer milk received from a han-
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dler described in § 1000.9(c)) the handler 
diverts to nonpool plants not more 
than 80 percent. 

(3) Two or more handlers described in 
§ 1000.9(c) may have their allowable di
versions computed on the basis of their 
combined deliveries of producer milk 
which they caused to be delivered to 
pool plants or diverted during the 
month if each has filed a request in 
writing with the market administrator 
before the first day of the month the 
agreement is to be effective. The re
quest shall specifY the basis for assign
ing overdiverted milk to the producer 
deliveries of each according to a meth
od approved by the market adminis
trator. 

(4) Diverted milk shall be priced at 
the location of the plant to which di
verted; 

(5) Any milk diverted in excess of the 
limits prescribed in paragraph (e)(2) of 
this section shall not be producer milk. 
If the diverting handler or cooperative 
association fails to designate the dairy 
farmers' deliveries that are not to be 
producer milk, no milk diverted by the 
handler or cooperative association dur
ing the month to a nonpool plant shall 
be producer milk. In the event some of 
the milk of any producer is determined 
not to be producer milk pursuant to 
this paragraph, other milk delivered by 
such producer as producer milk during 
the month will not be subject to 
§1124.12(b)(5). 

(6) The deli very day requirement in 
paragraph (e)(1) of this section and the 
diversion percentage in paragraph 
(e)(2) of this section may be increased 
or decreased by the market adminis
trator if the market administrator 
finds that such revision is necessary to 
assure the orderly marketing and effi
cient handling of milk in the mar
keting area. Before making such find
ing, the market administrator shall in
vestigate the need for the revision ei
ther on the market administrator's 
own initiative or at the request of in
terested persons if the request is made 
in writing at least 15 days prior to the 
month for which the requested revision 
is desired to be effective. If the inves
tigation shows that a revision might be 
appropriate, the market administrator 
shall issue a notice stating that the re
vision is being considered and inviting 
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Agricultural Marketing Service, USDA 

(e) Burden o[ establishing and main
taining producer-handler status. The bur
den rests upon the handler who is des
ignated as a producer-handler to estab
lish through records required pursuant 
to §1000.27 that the requirements set 
forth in paragraph (a) of this section 
have been and are continuing to be 
met, and that the conditions set forth 
in paragraph (c) of this section for can
cellation of the designation do not 
exist. 

(f) Any producer-handler with Class I 
route dispositions and/or transfers of 
packaged fluid milk products in the 
marketing area described in § 1131.2 
shall be subject to payments into the 
Order 1131 producer settlement fund on 
such dispositions pursuant to 
§ 1000.76(a) and payments into the Order 
1131 administrative fund provided such 
dispositions are less than three million 
pounds in the current month and such 
producer-handler had total Class I 
route dispositions and/or transfers of 
packaged fluid milk products from own 

. farm production of three million 
pounds or more the previous month. If 
the producer-handler has Class I route 
dispositions and/or transfers of pack
aged fluid milk products into the mar
keting area described in § 1131.2 of three 
million pounds or more during the cur
rent month, such producer-handler 
shall be subject to the provisions de
scribed in§ 1131.7 or§ 1000. 76(a). 

[71 FR 9433, Feb. 24, 2006, as amended at 71 
FR 25502, May 1, 2006; 75 FR 21161, Apr, 23, 
2010] 

§ 1131.11 [Reserved] 

§ 1131.12 Producer. 
(a) Except as provided in paragraph 

(b) of this section, producer means any 
person who produces milk approved by 
a duly constituted regulatory agency 
for fluid consumption as Grade A milk 
and whose milk (or components of 
milk) is: 

(1) Received at a pool plant directly 
from the producer or diverted by the 
plant operator in accordance with 
§ 1131.13; or 

(2) Received by a handler described in 
§1000.9(c). 

(b) Producer shall not include: 
(1) A producer-handler as defined in 

any Federal order; 

§ 1131.13 

(2) A dairy farmer whose milk is re
ceived at an exempt plant, excluding 
producer milk diverted to the exempt 
plant pursuant to §1131.13(d); 

(3) A dairy farmer whose milk is re
ceived by diversion at a pool plant 
from a handler regulated under another 
Federal order if the other Federal order 
designates the dairy farmer as a pro
ducer under that order and that milk is 
allocated by request to a utilization 
other than Class I; 

(4) A dairy farmer whose milk is re
ported as diverted to a plant fully regu
lated under another Federal order with 
respect to that portion of the milk so 
diverted that is assigned to Class I 
under the provisions of such other 
order; and 

(5) A dairy farmer whose milk is re
ceived at a pool plant if during the 
month mtlk from the same farm is re
ceived at a nonpool plant (except a 
nonpool plant that has no utilization of 
milk products in any claSs other than 
Class III or Class IV) other than as pro
ducer milk under the order in this part 
or some other Federal order. Such a 
dairy farmer shall be known as a dairy 
farmer tor other markets. 

§ 1131.13 Producer milk. 

Producer milk means the skim milk 
(or the skim equivalent of components 
of skim milk) and butterfat in milk of 
a producer that is: 

(a) Received by the operator of a pool 
plant directly from a producer or a 
handler described in§ 1000.9(c). All milk 
received pursuant to this paragraph 
shall be priced at the location of the 
plant where it is first physically re
ceived; 

(b) Received by a handler described 
in § 1000.9(c) in excess of the quantity 
delivered to pool plants; 

(c) Diverted by a pool plant operator 
to another pool plant. Milk so diverted 
shall be priced at the location of the 
plant to which diverted; or 

(d) Diverted by the operator of a pool 
plant or a cooperative association de
scribed in § 1000.9(c) to a nonpool plant, 
subject to the following conditions: 

(1) Milk of a dairy farmer shall not be 
eligible for diversion unless at least 
one day's production of such dairy 
farmer is physically received at a pool 
plant during the month; 
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54152 Federal Register/Yo!. 71, No. 177 /Wednesday, September 13, 2006 /Proposed Rules 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Agricultural Marketing Service 

7 CFR Part 1032 

[Docket No. A0-313-A48; DA--04--06] 

Milk in the Central Marketing Area; 
Final Decision on Proposed 
Amendments to Marketing Agreement 
and to Order 

AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service, 
USDA. 
ACTION: Proposed rule; final decision. 

SUMMARY: This document is the final 
decision proposing to adopt 
amendments that increase supply plant 
performance standards, amend features 
of the "touch-base" provision, amend 
certain features of the "split plant" 
provision and decrease the diversion 
limit standards of the order. This 
decision also limits the volume of milk 
a handler can pool to 125 percent of the 
total volume of milk pooled in the 
previous month. This final decision is 
subject to producer approval. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Jack 
Rower, Marketing Specialist, Order 
Formulation and Enforcement Branch, 
USDA/ AMS/Dairy Programs, STOP 
0231-Room 2971, 1400 Independence 
Avenue, SW., Washington, DC 20250-
0231, (202) 720-2357, e-mail address: 
jack. ro wer@u sda .gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This final 
decision adopts amendments that: (1) 
Increase supply plant performance 
standards to 25 percent for the months 
of August through February and to 20 
percent for the months of March 
through July; (2) Require the non-pool 
side of a split plant to maintain nonpool 
status for 12 months; (3) Amend the 
"touch-base" feature of the order to 
require that at least one day's 
production of the milk of a dairy farmer 
be received at a pool plant in each of the 
months of January, February, and 
August through November, to be eligible 
for diversion to non-pool plants; (4) 
Lower the diversion limit standards by 
five percentage points, from 80 percent 
to 75 percent, for the months of August 
through February, and by five 
percentage points, from 85 percent to 80 
percent for the months of March 
through july; and (5) Establish 
provisions that limit the volume of milk 
a handler may pool in a month to 125 
percent of the volume of milk pooled in 
the prior month. 

This administrative action is governed 
by the provisions of Sections 556 and 
557 of Title 5 of the United States Code, 
and therefore, is excluded from the 
requirements of Executive Order 12866. 

The amendments to the rules 
proposed herein have been reviewed 
under Executive Order 12988, Civil 
Justice Reform. They are not intended to 
have a retroactive effect. If adopted, the 
proposed amendments would not 
preempt any State or local laws, 
regulations, or policies, unless they 
present an irreconcilable conflict with 
this rule. 

The Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937 (the Act), as 
amended (7 U.S.C. 601-674), provides 
that administrative proceedings must be 
exhausted before parties may file suit in 
court. Under Section 608c(15 ](A) of the 
Act, any handler subject to an order may 
request modification or exemption from 
such order by filing with the 
Department of Agriculture (Department) 
a petition stating that the order, any 
provision of the order, or any obligation 
imposed in connection with the order is 
not in accordance with the law. A 
handler is afforded the opportunity for 
a hearing on the petition. After a 
hearing, the Department would rule on 
the petition. The Act provides that the 
district court of the United States in any 
district in which the handler is an 
inhabitant, or has its principal place of 
business, has jurisdiction in equity to 
review the Department's ruling on the 
petition, provided a bill in equity is 
filed not later than 20 days after the date 
of the entry of the ruling. 

Regulatory Flexibility Act and 
Paperwork Reduction Act 

In accordance with the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), the 
Agricultural Marketing Service has 
considered the economic impact of this 
action on small entities and has certified 
that this proposed rule will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities. For 
the purpose of the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act, a dairy farm is considered a "small 
business" if it has an annual gross 
revenue of less than $750,000, and a 
dairy products manufacturer is a "small 
business" if it has fewer than 500 
employees. 

For the purposes of determining 
which dairy farms are "small 
businesses," the $750,000 per year 
criterion was used to establish a 
production guideline of 500,000 pounds 
per month. Although this guideline does 
not factor in additional monies that may 
be received by dairy producers, it 
should be an inclusive standard for 
most "small" dairy farmers. For 
purposes of determining a handler's 
size, if the plant is part of a larger 
company operating multiple plants that 
collectively exceed the 500-employee 
limit, the plant will be considered a 

large business even if the local plant has 
fewer than 500 employees. 

During January 2005, the time of the 
hearing, there were 5,778 dairy 
producers pooled on, and 23 handlers 
regulated by, the Central order. 
Approximately 5,365 producers, or 92.9 
percent. were considered "small 
businesses" based on the above criteria. 
Of the 23 handlers regulated by the 
Central order during January 2005, 11 
handlers, or 47.8 percent, were 
considered "small businesses." 

The adopted amendments regarding 
the pooling standards serve to revise 
established criteria that determine those 
producers, producer milk, and plants 
that have a reasonable association with 
and consistently serve the fluid needs of 
the Central milk marketing area. Criteria 
for pooling are established on the basis 
of performance levels that are 
considered adequate to meet the Class I 
fluid needs of the market and, by doing 
so, determine those producers who are 
eligible to share in the revenue that 
arises from the classified pricing of 
milk. 

Criteria for pooling are established 
without regard to the size of any dairy 
industry organization or entity. 
Therefore, the proposed amendments 
will not have a significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small 
entities. 

A review of reporting requirements 
was completed under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 
Chapter 35). It was determined that 
these proposed amendments would 
have no impact on reporting, record 
keeping, or other compliance 
requirements because they would 
remain identical to the current 
requirements. No new forms are 
proposed and no additional reporting 
requirements would be necessary. 

This action does not require 
additional information collection that 
requires clearance by the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) beyond 
currently approved information 
collection. The primary sources of data 
used to complete the forms are routinely 
used in most business transactions. 
Forms require only a minimal amount of 
information which can be supplied 
without data processing equipment or a 
trained statistical staff. Thus, the 
information collection and reporting 
burden is relatively small. Requiring the 
same reports for all handlers does not 
significantly disadvantage any handler 
that is smaller than the industry 
average. 

No other burdens are expected to fall 
on the dairy industry as a result of 
overlapping Federal rules. This 
rulemaking proceeding does not 



Federal Register I Vol. 71, No. 177 I Wednesday, September 13, 20061 Proposed Rules 54153 

duplicate, overlap, or conflict with any 
existing Federal rules. 

Prior documents in this proceeding: 
Notice of Hearing: Issued September 

17, 2004; published September 22, 2004 
(69 FR 56725). 

Notice of Hearing Delay: Issued 
October 18, 2004; published October 13, 
2004 (69 FR 61323). 

Recommended Decision: Issued 
February 15, 2006; published February 
22, 2006 (71 FR 9015). 

Preliminary Statement 

A public hearing was held upon 
proposed amendments to the marketing 
agreement and the order regulating the 
handling of milk in the Central 
marketing area. The hearing was held, 
pursuant to the provisions of the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act 
of1937, as amended (7 U.S.C. 601-674), 
and the applicable rules of practice and 
procedure governing the formulation of 
marketing agreements and marketing 
orders (7 CFR Part 900). 

The amendments set forth below are 
based on the record of a public hearing 
held in Kansas City, Missouri, on 
December 6-8, 2004, pursuant to a 
notice of hearing issued September 17, 
2004, published September 22, 2004 (69 
FR 56725), and a notice of a hearing 
delav issued October 13, 2004, 
published October 18, 2004 (69 FR 
61323). 

Upon the basis of the evidence 
introduced at the hearing and the record 
thereof, the Administrator, on February 
15, 2006, issued a Recommended 
Decision containing notice of the 
opportunity to file written exceptions 
thereto. 

The material issues, findings, 
conclusions and rulings of the 
Recommended Decision, with one 
minor modification, are hereby 
approved, adopted and are set forth 
herein. The material issues on the 
hearing record relate to: 

1. Pooling Standards 
A. Performance standards for supply 

plants. 
B. The "Split plant" provision. 
C. System pooling for supply plants. 
D. Elimination of the supply plant 

provision. 
E. Standards for producer milk. 

2. Establishing pooling limits. 
3. Transportation and assembly credits. 

Findings and Conclusions 

The following findings and 
conclusions on the material issues are 
based on evidence presented at the 
hearing and the record thereof: 

1. Pooling Standards 

A. Performance Standards for Supply 
Plants 

A portion of a proposal, published in 
the hearing notice as Proposal1, seeking 
to increase supply plant performance 
standards by five percentage points, 
from 20 percent to 25 percent, for the 
months of August through February, 
and from 15 percent to 20 percent for 
the months of March through July, is 
adopted. A portion of another similar 
proposal, published in the hearing 
notice as Proposal 5, seeking to increase 
supply plant performance standards by 
20 percentage points, from 15 percent to 
35 percent, for the month of July, by 15 
percentage points, from 20 percent to 35 
percent, for the months of August 
through January and by 10 percentage 
points, from 15 percent to 25 percent, 
for the month of March is not adopted. 
Currently, the Central order requires a 
supply plant to ship 20 percent of its 
total receipts to a distributing plant 
during the months of August through 
February, and 15 percent of its total 
receipts during the months of March 
through July, in order for the total 
receipts of the supply plant to be 
pooled. 

Proposal 1 was offered jointly by 
Dairy Farmers of America, Inc., (DFA), 
and Prairie Farms Cooperative (PF), 
hereafter referred to as DFA/PF. DFA/PF 
are member-owned Capper-Volstead 
cooperatives that pool milk on the 
Central order. Proposal 1 would 
increase the amount of milk a supply 
plant would be required to ship to a 
distributing plant by five percentage 
points, from 20 percent to 25 percent, 
for the months of August through 
February, and from 15 percent to 20 
percent for the months of March 
through July, in order to pool all of its 
receipts on the Central order. 

The proponents are of the opinion 
that current supply plant performance 
standards enable milk that does not 
demonstrate a consistent and reliable 
service to the Class I market to be 
pooled on the order. The proponents 
contend that the pooling of this 
additional milk is causing an 
unwarranted lowering of the order's 
blend price. 

A witness appearing on behalf of 
OF A/PF testified in support of Proposal 
1. The DF A/PF witness stated that 
increasing the volume of milk a supply 
plant is required to ship to a pool 
distributing plant in order to have all 
the receipts of the supply plant pooled, 
combined with other proposed changes 
to the Central order pooling provisions, 
will better identify milk ready, willing 

and able to service the fluid milk needs 
of the Central marketing area. 

The OF A/PF witness testified that the 
proposed increase in the performance 
standards for supply plants would 
increase the blend price received by 
dairy farmers whose milk is pooled and 
priced on the Central order. The witness 
was of the opinion that an increase in 
the blend price will serve to attract and 
retain milk supplies that are otherwise 
shipped from the Central order area to 
neighboring marketing areas. The 
witness asserted that increasing supply 
plant performance standards will ensure 
that the Class I needs of the Central 
marketing area are being met. 

The OF A/PF witness testified that 
current supply plant performance 
standards allow far more milk to be 
pooled on the Central order than is 
necessary. Relying on market 
administrator data, the witness noted 
that the projected Class I utilization of 
50.1 percent, anticipated during Federal 
order reform for the consolidated 
marketing area, was not achieved. The 
witness added that the average Class I 
utilization in the Central marketing area 
has ranged from a low of 26 percent in 
2002 to nearly 33 percent in 2003. The 
witness was of the opinion that these 
average Class I utilization levels 
demonstrate that reserve supplies of 
milk in the marketing area of 74 and 67 
percent, respectively, for 2002 and 2003, 
far exceed the 49-50 percent reserve 
levels projected during Federal order 
reform. In addition, the witness noted 
that increased supply plant performance 
standards implemented in 2001 have 
not been effective in reducing the excess 
reserve supply of milk in the marketing 
area. The witness concluded that this 
data confirms that the current 
performance standards of the Central 
order provide opportunities for milk not 
regularly and consistently serving the 
Class I market to be pooled on the order. 

The DF AIPF witness described 
concerns regarding the geography of the 
Central marketing area and explained 
that higher prices are received for milk 
in the bordering Southeast and 
Appalachian marketing areas. 
According to the witness, higher milk 
prices in the Appalachian and Southeast 
orders tend to attract milk from the 
Central marketing area and create 
localized supply imbalances within the 
eastern portion of the marketing area. 
The witness testified that increasing 
supply plant performance standards 
would deter milk originating from 
within the Central order boundaries 
from pooling on the Appalachian and 
Southeast orders. According to the 
witness this would tend to increase the 
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blend price paid to dairy farmers whose 
milk is pooled on the Central order. 

A number ofDFA member dairy 
farmers whose milk is pooled on the 
Central order testified in support of the 
portion of Proposal 1 that would 
increase supply plant performance 
standards. The dairy farmer witnesses 
were of the opinion that increasing 
supply plant performance standards 
will raise the level of Class I utilization 
and in turn, increase the blend price. 

A witness from National All-Jersey 
(NAJ) representing AMP!, et al., 
(Associated Milk Producers Inc., Central 
Equity Cooperative, Land 0' Lakes, Inc., 
First District Association, Foremost 
Farms USA, joined by Wells Dairy, Inc., 
Milnot Holdings and National All
Jersey), testified in opposition to the 
portion of Proposal 1 that would 
increase supply plant performance 
standards. NAJ is a national 
organization whose mission is to 
promote milk pricing equity and 
increase the value and demand for the 
milk produced by the Jersey breed. The 
NAJ witness was of the opinion that 
increasing supply plant performance 
standards would result in inefficient 
movements of milk and pass the costs 
of regulatory inefficiencies to 
consumers. 

In their post hearing brief, DF A/PF 
reiterated their support for Proposal 1. 
The brief asserted that adoption of the 
portion of Proposal 1 that would 
increase supply plant performance 
standards would more accurately 
identify the milk of producers servicing 
the fluid needs of the market. According 
to the brief, increasing supply plant 
performance standards will increase the 
blend price for the producers who 
provide regular and consistent service to 
the Class I market. The DF A/PF brief 
reiterated support for not pooling milk 
which does not provide regular and 
consistent service to the fluid milk 
needs of the Central marketing area. 

A brief from Select Milk Producers, 
Inc. (Select] and Continental Dairy 
Products, Inc. (Continental] supported 
adoption of the higher performance 
standard features of Proposal 1. Select 
and Continental are member-owned 
Capper-Volstead cooperatives whose 
milk is pooled on the Central order. The 
brief noted that adoption of higher 
performance standards would deter the 
pooling of milk on the order not 
servicing the fluid needs of the market. 

A portion of ProposalS, advanced by 
Dean Foods (Dean] (who described 
themselves as the largest processor and 
distributor of fluid milk in the United 
States, owning and operating nine 
distributing plants regulated by the 
Central order), would increase supply 

plant performance standards by 20 
percentage points, from 15 percent to 35 
percent, for the month of July, by 15 
percentage points, from 20 percent to 35 
percent, for the months of August 
through January and by 10 percentage 
points, from 15 percent to 25 percent, 
for the month of March. These proposed 
changes to supply plant performance 
standards are not recommended for 
adoption. 

Two witnesses appeared on behalf of 
Dean in support of increasing supply 
plant performance standards. The 
witnesses were of the opinion that 
current supply plant performance 
standards are inadequate to assure a 
reasonable supply of fluid milk to the 
order's distributing plants. The 
witnesses were of the opinion that 
increasing supply plant performance 
standards as they proposed to the levels 
advanced would better attract an 
adequate milk supply for Class I use to 
the marketing area. 

The first Dean witness testified that 
marketwide pooling and classified 
pricing are built on the assumption that 
Class I milk is the highest priced class 
and that pool revenues generated from 
Class I sales will attract a regular and 
consistent milk supply. The witness was 
of the opinion that current supply plant 
performance standards allow handlers 
to pool milk on the Central order that 
does not regularly and consistently 
serve the Class I market. According to 
the witness, low supply plant 
performance standards reduce the blend 
price paid to producers who 
consistently serve the needs of the 
Central order fluid market by allowing 
lower-valued milk to be pooled on the 
order. 

The first Dean witness was of the 
opinion that adoption of higher 
performance standards would increase 
the volume of milk available to the Class 
I market. The witness further testified 
that if the USDA adopted higher 
performance standards for supply 
plants, adoption of Proposals 9 and 10, 
or Proposals 11, 12, and 13 would also 
be necessary. (Proposals 9, 10, 11, 12, 
and 13 are discussed later in this 
decision.) 

The second Dean witness also was of 
the opinion that increasing supply plant 
performance standards would help to 
ensure that the fluid milk needs of the 
marketing area are being met. According 
to the witness, increasing supply plant 
performance standards would decrease 
the volumes of milk in lower-valued 
uses pooled on the order, thereby 
increasing the order's blend price. The 
witness testified that increasing supply 
plant performance standards would 
assist fluid milk handlers located in St. 

Louis and southern Illinois, who 
compete with handlers located in the 
Appalachian and Southeast orders, 
obtain needed milk supplies. 

A brief submitted on behalf ofDFA/ 
PF opposed adoption of the level of 
performance standards for supply plants 
offered by Dean. DFA/PF noted that 
increasing supply plant performance 
standards to the levels advanced in 
Proposal 5 are unnecessarily high and 
are more restrictive than current market 
conditions could reasonably justify. 

A brief submitted by AMPI, et al., 
reiterated the group's opposition to 
increased performance standards for 
supply plants as advanced by both Dean 
and DFA/PF. The brief highlighted the 
contention that increased performance 
standards for supply plants would 
unfairly penalize reserve suppliers of 
the marketing area by restricting their 
ability to share in the benefits of the 
marketwide pool. 

B. The "Split Plant" Provision 

A proposal from Dean, published in 
the hearing notice as Proposal 10, 
seeking to require the nonpool side of a 
split plant to maintain nonpool status 
for 12 months, is adopted. Another Dean 
proposal, published in the hearing 
notice as Proposal 9, seeking to 
eliminate the split plant provision is not 
adopted. 

The current split plant provision 
provides for designating a portion of a 
pool plant as a nonpool plant provided 
that the nonpool portion of the plant is 
physically separate and operated 
separately from the regulated or "pool" 
side of the plant. Current provisions 
afford handlers operating a split plant 
the option of maintaining non pool 
status or qualifying the non pool side of 
the plant for pooling on a monthly basis. 

The Dean witness testified that the 
non pool side of a split plant can 
facilitate the pooling of milk that does 
not demonstrate a regular and consistent 
service to the fluid milk needs of the 
Central marketing area. The witness 
stated that if Proposal10 was adopted, 
then Proposal4, a proposal to eliminate 
all supply plant provisions, and 
Proposal 9, a proposal to eliminate split 
plants, would not be needed. 

The Dean witness testified that 
Proposal 10 would require the nonpool 
side of a split plant to maintain non pool 
status for a 12-month interval. 
According to the witness, adoption of 
this provision would deter pooling milk 
that does not regularly and consistently 
serve the Class I market. The witness 
added that Proposal 10 was advanced as 
an alternative to Proposal 9. The witness 
testified that as advanced in Proposal 9, 
a split plant could either be a pool plant 
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or a non pool plant but not both. The 
witness stated that if USDA did not 
eliminate split plants then Dean would 
seek the adoption of Proposal 10. 

In a post hearing brief, Select and 
Continental supported adoption of 
Proposal 10. The brief stated that 
Proposal10 would deter the pooling of 
milk that does not regularly and 
consistently serve the Class I market. 
According to the brief, split plants 
should be prohibited from using milk 
receipts in the non pool side of the plant 
from being pooled without 
demonstrating actual service to the 
Class I market. The brief expressed the 
opinion that reducing the volume of 
milk that a split plant could pool on the 
order from its non pool side would tend 
to increase the Central order blend 
price. 

The Select and Continental brief 
however, opposed the elimination of 
split plants as advanced in Proposal 9. 
The brief stated that requiring a split 
plant to elect non-pool status for 12 
months for its non pool side would 
provide sufficient incentive to prevent 
the pooling of excess milk through split 
plants. 

DFA/PF commented on brief that 
Dean's Proposals 4-13 in general "go 
too far, too fast" given the current 
market conditions of the Central 
marketing area. According to the brief, 
DFA/PF contend that the adoption of 
the Dean proposals would not serve the 
needs of small dairy farms. The brief 
noted that some small producers may 
not have alternative markets for their 
milk if Dean's proposal to eliminate the 
split plant provision was adopted. 

The AMPI, et al., brief opposed 
elimination of the split plant provision 
or requiring a 12-month pooling 
commitment from operators of split 
plants. Their opposition was based on 
the view that elimination of split plants, 
or imposing a 12-month pooling 
commitment for split plant operators, 
would unfairly restrict their ability to 
pool milk on the order. 

C. System Pooling for Supply Plants 

Three proposals presented by Dean, 
published in the hearing notice as 
Proposals 11, 12 and 13, and modified 
at the hearing, are not adopted. Proposal 
11 would have eliminated providing for 
supply plant systems. Proposal 12 
would have required a supply plant 
system to be operated by only one 
handler. Proposal 13 would have 
required that every plant participating 
in a system ship 40 percent of the 
system's qualifying shipment as if they 
had been operating as separate plants. 
Proposal 13 also would have prohibited 
using milk shipped directly from 

producer farms as qualifying shipments. 
Current Central order provisions 
provide the ability for 2 or more supply 
plants (subject to certain additional 
conditions] to operate as a "system" in 
meeting the qualifications for pooling in 
the same manner as a single plant. 

The Dean witness testified that system 
pooling affords handlers the ability to 
link several supply plants together in an 
effort to qualify producer milk for 
pooling on the order. According to the 
witness, current system pooling 
provisions allow plants and farms close 
to distributing plants to deliver 
producer milk on behalf of more distant 
plants, thereby providing for the pooling 
of milk that does not regularly and 
consistently serve the Class I market. 
According to the witness, adoption of 
Proposal 11 would require plants to 
transfer milk to obtain and maintain 
eligibility for pool qualification. The 
witness stated that Proposal 11 would 
require every handler to pool their 
producers on the basis of actual 
deliveries to distributing plants. 

The Dean witness testified in support 
of Proposal 12 in the event supply plant 
systems were not eliminated as 
advanced in Proposal 11. According to 
the witness, Proposal 12 would limit the 
use of supply plant systems to a single 
handler rather than multiple handlers as 
currently provided in the order. The 
witness testified that allowing only a 
single handler to qualify pool supply 
plants through system pooling 
provisions would ensure that each 
handler is willing and able to 
demonstrate regular and consistent 
service to the fluid milk needs of the 
Central marketing area. 

The Dean witness testified that 
Proposal 13 would require each plant in 
a supply plant system to meet at least 
40 percent of the total performance 
standard required for pooling. 
According to the witness, Proposal13 is 
similar to Proposal 11 in that it would 
prohibit the use of milk shipped directly 
from producer farms to qualify a supply 
plant system. However, the witness 
stated that Proposal 13 also would 
require every supply plant in a supply 
plant system to ship a significant 
volume of milk to the fluid market. The 
witness noted that qualification of 
distant milk would be discouraged by 
adoption of Proposals 12 and 13 since 
the use of milk shipped directly from 
producer farms for qualification 
purposes would be prohibited. The 
Dean witness expressed preferences for 
the adoption of Proposal 11 over 
Proposal12, and adoption of Proposal 
12 over Proposal13. 

A witness from DF AIPF expressed 
opposition to Proposals 11, 12, and 13, 

because their adoption would eliminate 
or overly restrict the operation of supply 
plant systems. On brief, DF A/PF noted 
that, as with elimination of the split 
plant provision, some small producers 
may not have alternative markets for 
their milk if supply plant systems are 
eliminated or are made overly 
restrictive. 

In a post hearing brief, AMPI, et al., 
reiterated opposition to Proposals 11, 
12, and 13. The AMPI, et al., brief 
opposed restrictions on pooling milk of 
producers ready, willing, and able to 
serve the Class I needs of the Central 
marketing area. The brief opposed 
elimination or restriction of supply 
plant systems contending such action 
would eliminate markets for the milk of 
small dairy farmers without alternative 
markets available. 

Select and Continental also opposed 
adoption of Proposals 11, 12 and 13 in 
their post-hearing brief. The brief 
opposed eliminating or restricting 
supply plant systems on the basis that 
no verifiable evidence was presented 
demonstrating that supply plant systems 
do not provide consistent and reliable 
service to the Class I market. 

D. Elimination of the Supply Plant 
Provision 

A proposal by Dean, published in the 
hearing notice as Proposal 4, seeking to 
eliminate the supply plant provision, is 
not adopted. 

A Dean witness characterized 
Proposal 4 as a preferred alternative to 
increasing supply plant performance 
standards sought in Proposals 1 and 5. 
The \·Vitness explained that if Proposal 
4 is adopted, then Proposals 9-13, 
seeking to increase performance 
standards for supply plants and supply 
plant systems would not be needed. The 
witness testified that while the role of 
supply plants in the milk order system 
is to supply the needs of distributing 
plants, the milk supply of plants for the 
Central marketing area is only of 
residual concern because it provides an 
outlet for reserve producers when their 
milk is not needed for fluid use. 

The Dean witness testified that supply 
plants no longer represent the most 
efficient means for supplying 
distributing plants. According to the 
witness, supply plants play a minor role 
in the Central marketing area, 
representing less than 5 percent of the 
milk shipped to distributing plants. 
According to the witness, milk 
assembled from farms must be received 
at a supply plant, cooled and stored, 
and reloaded and delivered to 
distributing plants. The witness stated 
that the increased handling of milk 
through supply plants reduces its 



54156 Federal Register/Val. 71, No. 177 /Wednesday, September 13, 2006/Proposed Rules 

quality compared with milk that is 
direct delivered from farms. The witness 
said that direct delivery from farms to 
distributing plants is a superior method 
for ensuring that milk pooled on the 
order serves the Class I needs of the 
market. The witness was of the opinion 
that supply plants inappropriately 
facilitate pooling milk that does not 
regularly and consistently serve the 
Class I market. 

A witness representing NAJ testified 
in opposition to the elimination of 
supply plants. According to the witness, 
elimination of the supply plant 
provision also would reduce the ability 
of dairy farmers to pool milk on the 
Central order. The witness was of the 
opinion that eliminating the supply 
plant provision would have a negative 
impact on the income of the 
cooperatives represented by NAJ. The 
witness stated that supply plants 
provide a legitimate means by which 
producers continue to serve the Class I 
market of the Central marketing area. 

A witness for DFA/PF testified in 
opposition to the elimination of supply 
plants. According to the witness, 
provisions for supply plants should be 
provided because they continue to play 
a role in supplying milk to distributing 
plants. DFA/PF reiterated this 
opposition to Proposal 4 in their post
hearing brief. AMPI, et al., joined DF AI 
PF in opposing this proposal. 

E. Standards for Producer Milk 
Several amendments to the Producer 

milk provision of the Central order are 
adopted. The amendments were largely 
contained in Proposal 1. Changes to the 
producer milk provision are necessary 
to more accurately identify the milk of 
those dairy farmers that are regularly 
and consistently serving the Class I 
needs of the market. The adopted 
amendments include: (1) Increasing the 
touch-base standard so that one day's 
milk production of a dairy farmer must 
be delivered to a pool plant in each of 
the months of January, February and 
August through November for the milk 
of the dairy farmer to be eligible for 
diversion to a non pool plant; and (2) 
Decreasing the diversion limit standards 
to not more than 75 percent ofreceipts 
during August through February, and 
not more than 80 percent of receipts for 
March through July. 

The feature of Proposal 1 to 
geographically limit the location of 
non pool plants eligible to receive 
diverted milk to those plants in States 
located in the marketing area and New 
Mexico is not adopted. 

Proposal 1 increases the touch-base 
standard to require the equivalent of at 
least one days' milk production of a 

dairy farmer be physically received at a 
pool plant in each of the months of 
January, February and August through 
November. If the touch-base standard is 
not met, the milk would have to be 
physically received at a pool plant in 
each of the months of March through 
July and December. The current touch
base standard of the Central order 
specifies a one-time only delivery 
standard. 

The DFA/PF witness explained that 
the current one-time touch-base 
standard of the Central order should be 
replaced by the strengthened touch-base 
feature of Proposal 1. The witness 
continued that the months of January, 
February, and August through 
November, were added to the proposed 
touch-base standard to correspond with 
periods of higher Class I demands. The 
DF A witness explained that requiring 
one day's milk production of a producer 
to be delivered to a pool plant in each 
of these six months should increase 
milk available for Class I use. The DFA/ 
PF witness was opposed to any touch
base standard of more than one day per 
month for the six months advanced by 
the proposal, as being overly restrictive. 

The DFA/PF witness testified that 
increasing the touch-base standard and 
lowering the diversion limit standards 
of the Central order will help to ensure 
that milk that could not consistently 
and reliably demonstrate service to the 
Class I market is not pooled on the 
order. The witness testified that the 
pooling of such milk on the order 
reduces the blend price paid to 
producers who consistently and reliably 
serve the Class I needs of the Central 
marketing area. 

The DFA/PF witness acknowledged 
that amendments to the pooling 
provisions of the Central order 
implemented in 2003 reduced the 
volume of milk pooled that was not 
serving the Class I needs of the market. 
However, the witness noted that those 
changes did not contemplate that milk 
from the Mountain States might seek to 
be pooled on the Central order. The 
witness was of the opinion that the 
current touch-base and diversion limit 
standards were inadequate to prevent 
the sharing of Class I revenue with the 
milk of producers that could not 
possibly serve the Class I market of the 
Central marketing area. The witness was 
of the opinion that if milk located far 
from the Upper Midwest marketing 
area 1 and ·currently pooled on the 
Upper Midwest order were to seek an 

1 Amendments to the pooling provisions of the 
Upper Midwest order were implemented on 
February 1, 2006 (70 FR 73126). See Final Partial 
Decision published in the Federal Rogister, October 
5, 2005 (70 FR 58086). 

alternative order on which to pool, the 
current pooling standards of the Central 
order make it the most likely candidate 
among Federal milk orders. The witness 
testified that the current pooling 
standards of the Central order can not 
adequately prevent such milk from 
pooling because the pooling standards 
are too liberal. According to the witness, 
this milk can not demonstrate regular 
and reliable service to the Class I 
market. 

The DF A/PF witness illustrated that 
milk produced in Idaho, for example, 
cannot profitably be delivered to 
distributing plants located in the Central 
marketing area. According to the 
witness, milk produced in this region 
would need to travel more than 680 
miles for delivery at the nearest 
distributing plant of the order located in 
Denver. The witness asserted that the 
current one-time touch-base standard 
combined with the existing diversion 
limit standards of the order provide the 
incentive for milk located far from the 
marketing area to be profitably pooled 
on the order which otherwise would not 
be economically feasible. 

The witness provided a scenario 
where a single 50,000-pound load of 
milk delivered once to Denver could 
cause one million pounds of milk to be 
pooled on the Central order through the 
diversion process but delivered to 
plants far from the marketing area. 
According to the witness' calculations, 
a 50,000-pound load of milk delivered 
once to a pool plant located in Denver 
would incur a loss $4,640. However, the 
witness explained that each additional 
load of milk, up to one million pounds 
now qualified for diversion to non pool 
plants located near producers farms, 
would return an additional $7,081. The 
witness emphasized that the milk 
portrayed in this example would rely 
solely on the liberal pooling standards 
of the order. The milk would never 
consistently and reliably supply the 
Central marketing area. 

In another scenario, the DFA/PF 
witness illustrated the impact of 25 
million pounds of milk a month 
shipped from southern Idaho that would 
be pooled on the Central order through 
the diversion process by meeting the 
one-time touch-base standard during the 
months of November 2003-January 
2004. The witness explained that 
pooling this volume of milk would have 
reduced the Central order's blend price 
by $0.25 per cwt. 

In a third scenario, the DF A/PF 
witness demonstrated how milk located 
in southern Idaho can be pooled every 
month through the diversion process by 
meeting the one-time touch-base 
standard of the Central order. The 
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witness said that this scenario was 
based on the 58-month period of 
January 2000 to October 2004. The 
witness explained that this scenario 
assumes that a single 50,000-pound load 
of milk was shipped to a distributing 
plant located in the Central marketing 
area and all other milk diverted to 
non pool plants are located in Idaho. The 
witness testified that the shipping 
handler would receive a positive return 
averaging $0.348 per cwt per month 
($201,000 over the 58-month period) on 
the total volume of milk pooled. The 
DFA/PF witness concluded that from 
their scenarios, the current Central order 
diversion limit and touch-base 
standards encourage pooling of milk 
that can not and does not regularly and 
consistently supply the Class I needs of 
the market. 

A brief submitted by Select and 
Continental supported the producer 
milk amendments called for in Proposal 
1, except for limiting diversions to 
non pool plants that are located in the 
States comprising the Central marketing 
area. The brief noted that the goal of the 
Federal order program should be to 
ensure that milk pooled on the order 
actually serves the Class I market. 

Features of Proposal 5, offered by 
Dean, regarding diversion limits and 
touch-base standards are not adopted. 
Proposal 5 seeks to raise the touch-base 
standard to 4 days in each month of the 
year and decrease diversion limits to 65 
percent for the months of July through 
January, and 75 percent during the 
months of February through June. A 
Dean witness stated that increasing the 
touch base requirement would ensure 
the increased availability of milk to 
serve the needs of the fluid market. The 
witness testified that adopting higher 
touch-base and lower diversion limit 
standards would ensure that pool plants 
would keep their facilities operating at 
a higher level of output than would be 
the case if more milk were diverted. 

The diversion limit standard feature 
of Proposal 5 was modified by Dean on 
brief. The modification specified that 
milk would not be eligible for diversion 
"unless" (instead of "until") milk has 
been physically received as producer 
milk at a pool plant, and the exception 
for a loss of Grade A status was changed 
to a period not to exceed 21 rather than 
10 days in a calendar year. 

The witness from NAJ, on behalf of 
AMPI, et al., testified in opposition to 
increasing the touch-base and lowering 
the diversion limit standards as 
advanced. The witness stated that the 
proposed lowering of diversion limits 
together with increasing supply plant 
performance standards as called for in 
Proposal 5 would have negative 

consequences for dairy farmer income, 
if adopted. The NAJ witness was of the 
opinion that the aim ofProposal5 was 
to deter milk from being pooled on the 
order. It was the witness' opinion that 
the adoption of Proposal 5 would create 
marketing inefficiencies and additional 
costs for members of NAJ. The witness 
also was of the opinion that the 
adoption of Proposal 5 would 
discourage available milk supplies in 
the milkshed from pooling on the 
Central order. 

NAJ and AMPI, et al., also submitted 
exceptions to increasing the touch-base 
standard and lowering the diversion 
limit standards in the recommended 
decision. NAJ and AMPI. et al., 
reaffirmed their opinion that adoption 
of a one day touch-base standard along 
with a decrease in diversion limits 
would unnecessarily burden their 
members. 

Central Equity, a dairy farmer 
cooperative located in Missouri, also 
took exception to increasing the touch
base standard. One hundred and 
fourteen Central Equity dairy farmer 
members submitted a form-letter 
detailing the difficulties the cooperative 
would endure in meeting the increased 
touch-base standard. The cooperative 
members were of the opinion that the 
recommended touch-base standard 
would significantly increase hauling 
costs and require the cooperative to pay 
pooling fees for access to pool plants. 
The cooperative added that they are not 
opposed to increased performance 
standards in general, but are concerned 
with difficulties that small cooperatives 
and independent dairy farmers face in 
obtaining access to pool facilities. 

Exceptions to increasing the touch
base standard and lowering the 
diversion limit standard were also 
received from Wells Dairy (Wells]. 
Wells Dairy is an Iowa based dairy 
products manufacturer. Wells was of the 
opinion that the recommended touch
base standard would be difficult for 
certain dairy farmers and dairy farmer 
cooperatives to meet. Wells noted that 
increasing the touch-base standard and 
lowering the diversion limit standard 
will unduly burden dairy farmers and 
cooperatives that have limited access to 
pooling facilities served under full
supply contracts. 

The record reveals that distributing 
plants in certain areas of the marketing 
area are having difficulty obtaining 
reliable milk supplies. Because this 
decision does not adopt transportation 
credits (discussed later in this decision] 
for the movement of milk to distributing 
plants, increasing the performance 
standards for supply plants is a 
reasonable measure to better assure that 

all distributing plants of the order are 
adequately supplied. Additionally, 
other measures are being taken to 
prevent the pooling of milk which can 
not demonstrate regular and consistent 
service in supplying the Class I needs of 
the marketing area. The pooling of such 
milk results in an unwarranted lowering 
of the blend price returned to those 
producers who demonstrate regular and 
consistent service in supplying the Class 
I needs of the market. 

The pooling standards of all Federal 
milk marketing orders, including the 
Central order, are intended to ensure 
that an adequate supply of milk is 
available to meet the Class I needs of the 
market and provide the criteria for 
determining the producer milk that has 
demonstrated service in meeting the 
Class 1 needs of the market and thereby 
receive the order's blend price. The 
pooling standards of the Central order 
are represented in the Pool plant, 
Producer, and the Producer milk 
provisions of the order and are based on 
performance, specifying standards that 
if met, qualify a producer, the milk of 
a producer, or a plant to share in the 
benefits arising from the classified 
pricing of milk. 

Pooling standards that are 
performance~based provide the only 
viable method for determining those 
producers eligible to share in the 
marketwide pool. It is usually the 
additional revenue generated from the 
higher-valued Class I use of milk that 
adds additional income to producers, 
and it is reasonable to exp~ct that only 
those producers who consistently bear 
the costs of supplying the market's fluid 
needs should share in the returns 
arising from higher-valued Class I sales. 
An important objective of pooling 
standards is identifying the milk that 
serves the fluid milk needs of the 
market, a feature which if ineffective 
can result in pooling milk that is not 
providing such service 

Record evidence supports finding that 
certain features of pooling standards of 
the Central order relating to 
performance standards for supply 
plants, diversion limits, touch-base, and 
split plants need to be amended given 
the pooling of milk that does not 
rf!gularly and consistently st:;rve the 
Class I needs of the Central marketing 
area. 

The most recent amendments to the 
Central order (published in the August 
27, 2003, Final Decision (68 FR 51640)) 
intended to correct similar inadequacies 
of the supply plant pooling provisions 
and diversion limit standards for the 
consolidated Central order. However, 
the record reveals that the combination 
and features adopted for pool plants in 
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2003 have not been as effective as 
intended .to reasonably assure that only 
milk of producers who regularly and 
consistently serve the Class I market is 
pooled on the order. 

Record evidence reveals that the 
performance and pooling standards of 
the Central order are inadequate to 
ensure that the benefits of consistently 
and reliably servicing the Class I market 
are shared equitably among those 
producers who actually bear the costs of 
serving that market. The record 
evidence demonstrates that milk distant 
from the Central marketing area does 
not provide reasonable service to the 
Class I market but can be pooled on the 
order because of current pooling 
standards. This evidence shows that 
pooling large volumes of milk at lower 
class-use values has lowered the order's 
blend price. Specifically, the record 
shows that the current one-time touch
base standard and the diversion limit 
standard of the order do not properly 
identify the milk of producers who 
reliably and consistently serve the Class 
I market. 

The record demonstrates that current 
pooling standards of the Central order 
make it the most logical order for distant 
milk-such as in Southern Idaho-to be 
pooled. The record shows that the 
current performance standards of the 
Central order are insufficient to prevent 
milk from qualifying for pooling while 
not performing service to the Class I 
market. 

In addition, the record provides 
evidence that milk produced in areas 
distant from the marketing area cannot 
profitably be delivered to distributing 
plants in the Central marketing area. 
However, the current liberal touch-base 
and diversion limit standards make 
pooling on the Central order attractive 
while reducing the blend price of the 
order for those producers who actually 
provide service to the Class I market. 

Record evidence reveals the 
continued importance of supply plants 
for producers whose milk provides 
consistent and reliable service to the 
Class 1 market. According to the record, 
opposition to restrictive supply plant 
standards beyond those advanced in 
Proposals 1 and 10 was based on the 
continued need for supply plant service 
to distributing plants in the marketing 
area. Similarly, the record reveals a 
consensus among producers concerning 
their continued support for supply plant 
systems as an integral part of milk 
supply networks in the Central 
marketing area. Opposition to the 
elimination or additional restriction of 
supply plants and supply plant systems 
in Proposals 4, 11, 12, and 13, is 
revealed by the record to be based on 

the continued importance of supply 
plant systems to supplying the Class I 
market. 

Record evidence from proponents and 
opponents of limiting diversions to 
supply plants located in the marketing 
area or New Mexico supports 
concluding that dairy farmers in some 
regions of the Central marketing area 
rely on supply plants to market their 
milk. In addition, the record contains 
evidence that supply plants and supply 
plant systems continue to provide 
necessary service to the Class I market 
without regard to the location of those 
plants or plant systems. According to 
the record, distant milk may use the 
pooling standards of the Central order as 
a means to pool milk that will never 
perform service to the Class r market. 
However, the recOrd does not show 
clearly that milk diverted to supply 
plants outside the marketing area or 
New Mexico cannot be part of the 
legitimate reserve of the market which 
may require additional pooling 
safeguards. Performance rather than 
plant location continues to be the 
standard for identifying the milk of 
producers who should share in the 
benefits of pooling. In that regard, this 
decision finds agreement with the 
opponents of limiting diversions to 
supply plants located within the 
marketing area or New Mexico, as 
sought in Proposall. 

Despite the comments by AMPI et al., 
NAJ, Central Equity and Wells Dairy, 
this decision continues to find that 
several of the performance standards 
advanced in Proposal 1 are reasonable 
in light of other adopted changes to the 
order's pooling provisions. The 
combination of amendments increasing 
supply plant performance standards, 
modifying the split plant provision, 
reducing diversion limit standards and 
increasing the touch-base standard are 
appropriate in light of denying 
proposals to establish transportation 
and assembly credits. The adopted 
amendments should more accurately 
identify the milk of those producers that 
provide a consistent and reliable supply 
of milk to the Class I needs of the 
Central marketing area and assure that 
distributing plants are adequately 
supplied. 

The record indicates that milk located 
either inside or outside the marketing 
area can be reported as diverted milk by 
a pooled handler. This milk is eligible 
to receive the order's blend price. Under 
the current pooling provisions, this can 
occur after a one~tirne delivery to a 
Central marketing area pool plant. After 
the initial delivery, however, such milk 
need never again be physically 
delivered to a Central marketing area 

pool plant. The record evidence 
confirms that usually this milk is 
delivered to a nonpool plant located 
nearer the farms of producers located far 
from the marketing area who cannot 
serve the Class I market. It is therefore 
appropriate to amend the order's 
diversion provisions to ensure that milk 
pooled through the diversion process is 
part of the legitimate reserve supply of 
the pool plant from which it was 
diverted. This standard is a necessary 
safeguard against excessive milk 
supplies becoming associated with the 
market through the diversion process to 
prevent the unwarranted reduction of 
the order's blend price. 

However, the record does not support 
finding that diversions to plants not 
located within the marketing area or 
New Mexico cannot be part of the 
legitimate reserve supply for the 
marketing area. In this regard, the 
proposed limitation on diversions based 
on plant location is not reasonable. 
Based on the record, the proposed 
increase in the touch-base standard and 
lowering of the diversion limitation 
standard is adequate to ensure that milk 
consistently and reliably serving the 
Class I market is properly identified. 
Accordingly, the portion of Proposal 1 
seeking to limit diversions to plants 
located in the marketing area or New 
Mexico is not adopted. 

Exceptions received by AMPI, et al., 
NAJ, Central Equity and Wells Dairy 
opined the difficulties that certain 
cooperatives and independent dairy 
farmers face in meeting an increased 
touch-base standard. However, this 
decision continues to find that that the 
touch-base standard should be amended 
so that at least one days' milk 
production of a dairy farmer is 
physically received at a pool plant 
during January, February, and August 
through November for the milk of the 
dairy farmer to be eligible for diversion 
to a nonpool plant. Amending the 
touch-base standard is widely supported 
by the record and should reduce the 
ability of milk not performing a 
consistent and reliable service to the 
Class I market from being pooled. The 
months of January, February, and 
August through November are, 
according to the record, the high 
demand months for fluid milk. 
Adoption of the one-day touch base 
standard for each of these six months 
will more properly identify the milk of 
those producers serving the market's 
Class I needs. Accordingly, exceptions 
received from AMPI, et al., NAJ, Central 
Equity and Wells Dairy are found to not 
be compelling. 

Record evidence does not support 
finding that the 4-day touch base 
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standard advanced by Dean would 
improve the identification of dairy 
farmers whose milk serves beyond what 
a 1-day standard would provide within 
the context of current marketing 
conditions. This will be reinforced by 
the other adopted amendments to the 
order's pooling standards. 

The amendment requiring a handler 
to make a 12-month commitment if 
opting to create a split plant will ensure 
that the milk shipped from the pool side 
of a split-plant serves the Class 1 market. 
This amendment (ProposallO, 
advanced by Dean) is a reasonable 
modification of the split plant feature 
for supply plants to provide for orderly 
marketing and maintain the integrity 
and intent of the order's performance 
standards. The proposal retains the 
principle that milk regularly and 
consistently demonstrating service to 
the Class 1 needs of the market should 
benefit from being pooled on the order. 
Accordingly, ProposallO is adopted. 

The Federal milk order system 
recognizes that there are costs incurred 
by producers in servicing an order's 
Class I market. The primary reward to 
producers for performing such service is 
receiving the order's blend price. Taken 
as a whole, the amended pooling 
provisions will ensure that milk seeking 
to be pooled consistently demonstrates 
service in meeting the marketing area's 
Class I needs. Consequently, adoption of 
these amended pooling provisions will 
provide for more equitable sharing of 
revenue generated from Class I sales 
among those producers who bear those 
costs and assure Class I handlers of a 
regular and reliable supply for fluid use. 

2. Establishing Pooling Limits 

Preliminary Statement 

Federal milk marketing orders rely on 
the tools of classified pricing and 
marketwide pooling to assure an 
adequate supply of milk for fluid (Class 
I) use and to provide for the equitable 
sharing of the revenues arising from the 
classified pricing of milk. Classified 
pricing assigns a value to milk 
according to how the milk is used. 
Regulated handlers who buy milk from 
dairy farmers are charged class prices 
according to how they use the farmer's 
milk. Dairy farmers are then paid a 
weighted average or "blend" price. The 
blend price that dairy farmers are paid 
for their milk is derived through the 
marketwide pooling of all class uses of 
milk in a marketing area. Thus each 
producer receives an equal share of each 
use class of milk and is indifferent as to 
the actual Class for which the milk was 
used. The Class I price is usually the 
highest class price for milk. Historically, 

the Class I use of milk provides the 
additional revenue to a marketing area's 
total classified use value of milk. 

The series of Class prices that are 
applicable for any given month are not 
announced simultaneously. The Class I 
price and the Class II skim milk price 
are announced prior to the beginning of 
the month for which they will be 
effective. Class prices for milk in all 
other uses for the month are not 
determined until on or before the 5th 
day of the following month. The Class 
I price is determined by adding a 
differential value to the higher of either 
an advanced Class III or Class IV value. 
These values are calculated based on 
formulae using National Agricultural 
Statistics Service (NASS) survey prices 
of cheese, butter, and nonfat dried milk 
powder for the first two weeks of the 
prior month. For example, the Class I 
price for August is announced in late 
July and is based on the higher of the 
Class III or IV value computed using 
NASS commodity price surveys for the 
first two weeks of July. 

The Class III and IV prices for the 
month are determined and announced 
after the end of the month based on the 
NASS survey prices for the selected 
dairy commodities during the month. 
For example, the Class III and IV prices 
for August are based on NASS survey 
commodity prices during August. A 
large increase in the NASS survey price 
for the selected dairy commodities from 
one month to the next can result in the 
Class III or IV price exceeding the Class 
I price. This occurrence is commonly 
referred to by the dairy industry as a 
"class price inversion." A producer 
price inversion generally refers to when 
the Class III or IV price exceeds the 
average classified use value, or blend 
price, of milk for the month. Price 
inversions have occurred with 
increasing frequency in Federal milk 
orders since the current pricing plan 
was implemented on January 1, 2000, 
despite efforts made during Federal 
Order Reform to reduce such 
occurrences. Price inversions can create 
an incentive for dairy farmers and 
manufacturing handlers who voluntarily 
participate in the marketwide pooling of 
milk to elect not to pool their milk on 
the order. Class I handlers do not have 
this option; their participation in the 
marketwide pool is mandatory. 

The producer price differential, or 
PPD, is the difference between the Class 
III price and the weighted average value 
of all Classes. In essence, the PPD is the 
dairy farmer's share of the additional/ 
reduced revenues associated with the 
Class I, II and IV milk pooled in the 
market. If the weighted average price of 
Class I, II and IV milk in the pool is 

greater than the Class Ill price, then 
dairy farmers receive a positive PPD. 
However, a negative PPD can occur if 
the value of the Class III milk in the pool 
exceeds the value of the remaining 
classes of milk in the pool. This can 
occur as a result of the price inversions 
discussed above. 

The Central Federal order operates a 
marketwide pool. The Order contains 
pooling provisions which specify 
criteria that, if met, allow dairy farmers 
to share in the benefits that arise from 
classified pricing through pooling. The 
equalization of all class prices among 
handlers regulated by an order is 
accomplished through a mechanism 
known as the producer settlement fund 
(PSF). Typically, Class I handlers pay 
the difference between the blend price 
and their use-value of milk into the PSF. 
Manufacturing handlers typically 
receive a draw from the PSF, usually the 
difference between the Class II, III or IV 
price and the blend price. In this way, 
all handlers pay the class value for milk 
and all dairy farmer suppliers receive at 
least the order's blend price. 

When manufacturing class prices of 
milk are high enough to result in a use
value of milk for a handler that is higher 
than the blend price, handlers of 
manufacturing milk may choose to not 
pool their milk receipts. Opting to not 
pool their milk receipts allows these 
handlers to avoid the obligation of 
paying into the PSF. The choice by a 
manufacturing handler to not pool their 
milk receipts is commonly referred to as 
"de-pooling". When the blend price 
rises above the manufacturing class use
values of milk these same handlers 
again opt to pool their milk receipts. 
This is often referred to as "re-pooling". 
The ability of manufacturing handlers to 
de-pool andre-pool manufacturing milk 
is viewed by some market participants 
as being inequitable to both producers 
and handlers. 

The "De-pooling" Proposals 
Proponents are in agreement that milk 

marketing orders should contain 
provisions that will tend to deter the 
practice of de-pooling. Four proposals 
intending to deter the de-pooling of 
milk were considered in this 
proceeding. The proposals offered 
different degrees of deterrence against 
de-pooling by establishing limits on the 
amount of milk that can be re-pooled. 
The proponents of these four proposals 
are generally of the opinion that de
pooling erodes equity among producers 
and handlers, undermines the orderly 
marketing of milk and is detrimental to 
the Federal order system. 

Two different approaches to deter de
pooling are represented by these four 
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proposals. The first approach, published 
in the hearing notice as Proposals 2 and 
8, addresses de-pooling by limiting the 
volume of milk a handler can pool in a 
month to a specified percentage of what 
the handler pooled in the prior month. 
The second approach, published in the 
hearing notice as Proposals 6 and 7, 
addresses de-pooling by establishing 
what is commonly referred to as a 
"dairy farmer for other markets" 
provision. These proposals would 
require milk of a producer that was de
pooled to not be able to be re-pooled by 
that producer for a defined time period. 
All proponents agreed that while none 
of the proposals would completely 
eliminate de-pooling, they would likely 
deter the practice. 

Of the four proposals received that 
would limit de-pooling, this decision 
adopts Proposal2, offered by DFA/PF. 
Specifically, adoption of the proposal 
will limit the volume of milk a handler 
can pool in a month to no more than 
125 percent of the volume of milk 
pooled in the prior month. Milk 
diverted to non pool plants in excess of 
this limit would not be pooled, and milk 
shipped to pool distributing plants and 
allocated as Class I in excess of the 
volume shipped to pool distributing 
plants in the prior month will not be 
subject to the 125 percent limitation. 
The 125 percent limitation may be 
waived at the discretion of the Market 
Administrator for a new handler on the 
order or for an existing handler whose 
milk supply changes due to unusual 
circumstances. 

As published in the hearing notice, 
Proposal 8, offered by Dean Foods, 
addresses de-pooling in a similar 
manner as Proposal 2, but would 
establish a limit on the total volume of 
milk a handler could pool in a given 
month to 115 percent of the volume that 
was pooled in the prior month. This 
proposal was modified at the hearing to 
allow for pooling the milk receipts of a 
new handler on the order without 
volume restrictions. 

As published in the hearing notice, 
Proposals 6 and 7, also offered by Dean 
Foods would address de-pooling by 
establishing defined time periods during 
which de-pooled milk could not be 
pooled. Proposal 6 essentially would 
require an annual pooling commitment 
by handler to the market. Under 
Proposal6, if the milk of a producer is 
de-pooled in a month, then the milk of 
the producer could not re-establish 
eligibility for pooling on the order 
during the following eleven months 
unless ten days milk production was 
delivered to a pool distributing plant. 
Under Proposal 6, handlers that de-pool 
milk have limited options to return milk 

to the pool, either shipping ten days 
milk production of a producer to a pool 
distributing plant or waiting eleven 
months for eligibility tore-pool. 

Under Dean's Proposal 7, a handler 
that de-pools milk cannot re-pool for a 
2 to 4 month time period, depending on 
the month in which de-pooling 
occurred. Proposal 7 also provides the 
option to return milk to the pool by 
shipping ten days milk production of a 
producer to a pool distributing plant. 
Proposals 6 and 7 were modified at the 
hearing. 

A witness appearing on behalf of 
OF A/PF testified in support of Proposal 
2 and in general opposition to the 
practice of de-pooling. The witness 
testified that adoption of Proposal 2 
would minimize the practice of de
pooling since not all the milk that was 
de-pooled could immediately return to 
the pool in the following month. The 
witness noted that both DFA and Prairie 
Farms de-pool milk when advantageous 
but stressed that the practice of de
pooling andre-pooling is detrimental to 
the Federal order system. 

The DF A/PF witness testified that 
restricting the pooling of milk on the 
basis of prior performance is not a new 
concept in Federal milk marketing order 
provisions. The witness referenced the 
"dairy farmer for other markets" 
provision currently in place in the 
Northeast order as an example of 
pooling provisions based on prior 
performance. The witness noted that 
Proposal 2 is similar to a "dairy farmer 
for other markets" provision as it limits 
pooling based on the handler's previous 
month's pooled volume. The DFA/PF 
witness speculated that the manner in 
which Proposal 2 attempts to reduce the 
practice of de-pooling is too drastic for 
some and not strong enough for others. 
Nevertheless, adoption ofProposal2, 
the witness stressed, would provide an 
appropriate economic consequence to 
discourage those entities that might 
otherwise choose to de-pool. 

The DF A/PF witness was of the 
opinion that since the purpose of 
Federal milk marketing orders are to 
ensure an adequate supply of milk for 
the fluid market, equitably share pool 
proceeds, and promote orderly 
marketing, milk order provisions should 
attract milk to its highest valued use 
when needed and provide for milk to 
clear the market when not needed in 
higher-class uses. Since Class I milk 
cannot be de-pooled, the witness noted, 
Class I handlers can be at a disadvantage 
to handlers who can de-pool during 
periods of price inversions. Class I 
handlers are unable to maintain a 
competitive pay price for their milk 
supply, the witness explained, since 

Class II, III or IV handlers who de-pool 
may pay dairy farmers a higher price for 
their milk. The witness stressed that 
when the Class I price is not high 
enough to attract milk from other uses, 
disorderly conditions arise in the 
marketplace. 

The DF A/PF witness asserted that 
when a Class II, III or IV handler de
pools milk, inequities arise for the dairy 
farmers who supplied the de-pooling 
handler. In the absence of provisions to 
discourage de-pooling, the witness 
explained, de-pooling becomes a 
rational economic practice since only 
Class I milk is required to be pooled and 
its value shared through the order's 
blend price. 

The OF A/PF witness testified that the 
combination of de-pooling with recent 
increasingly volatile milk prices 
requires immediate regulatory measures 
to mitigate the disorderly effects that de
pooling has on market participants. The 
witness cited market administrator data 
showing that since implementation of 
Federal order reform in 2000 there have 
been 43 months when opportunities to 
de-pool existed for the Central order. 

Relying on statistics provided by the 
market administrator, the witness 
illustrated that in April 2004 a handler 
in the Central order choosing to de-pool 
was able to pay over $4.00 per 
hundredweight (cwt) more for milk than 
a Class I handler unable to de-pool 
because the Class IIJ price was $19.66 
and the uniform price was $15.64. The 
witness characterized pricing 
differences of this magnitude as 
disruptive, disorderly and a competitive 
disadvantage for any Class I handler, 
When similarly situated handlers face 
disparate costs in procuring a supply of 
milk, the witness added, producers_ in 
common procurement areas are 
negatively affected. The witness 
asserted that this is a disorderly 
marketing condition. 

Two DF A member dairy farmers from 
Nebraska testified in support of 
Proposal 2. Both witnesses maintained 
that they received smaller milk checks 
than they otherwise would have 
received if milk had not been de-pooled. 
The witnesses added that when fluid 
milk bottlers experience difficulties in 
obtaining a milk supply, the costs to 
supply that milk should be passed on to 
consumers, not dairy farmers. The 
witnesses also stated that in order to 
equalize returns from all classified uses 
of milk, there needs to be a commitment 
to have all milk pooled every month of 
the year. 

Two OF A member dairy farmers from 
Missouri also testified in support of 
Proposal 2, The witnesses noted that de
pooling amplifies the problem of 
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negative PPD's. The witnesses were of 
the opinion that de-pooling creates 
differences in pay prices among 
similarly located dairy farmers whose 
milk is pooled in the Central market, 
and that different pay prices represent a 
disorderly marketing condition. The 
witnesses stated that in order to enjoy 
the additional funds usually generated 
by the Class I market, handlers should 
be required to demonstrate that their 
milk is available for the Class I market 
by not de-pooling. 

A dairy farmer from Kansas testified 
in opposition to the practice of de
pooling. The witness was of the opinion 
that a commitment to serve the Class I 
market should be required in order to 
share in the blend price. The witness 
stressed that in order to share in the 
returns generated from the marketwide 
pool handlers and cooperatives should 
participate in the pool every day not 
only when it may be profitable. 

A witness testified on behalf of Dean 
in support of Proposal 8. The witness 
explained that Proposal 8 addresses the 
practice of de-pooling in a similar 
manner as Proposal 2 but would limit 
the pooling of milk to 115 percent of the 
volume that was pooled in the prior 
month. The witness was of the opinion 
that a monthly pooling limit would 
discourage the de-pooling of milk since 
the greater the proportion of a handler's 
milk that is de-pooled, the longer it will 
take tore-pool that milk. Accordingly, 
the witness concluded, those who 
benefit the most from de-pooling also 
would have the most difficulty in 
attempting to regain pool status. 

A witness for Dean also testified in 
support of Proposals 6 and 7 which 
would establish defined time periods 
during which de-pooled milk could not 
be re-pooled. The witness testified that 
Dean prefers adoption of Proposal 6 
over Proposal 7. Proposal 6 would 
impose a 12-month period during which 
de-pooled milk could not again be 
pooled while Proposal 7 would 
establish a 2 to 4 month period during 
which de-pooled milk could not again 
be pooled. Under Proposal 6, the 
witness explained, if the milk of a 
producer were de-pooled, the milk 
could only reassociate before the annual 
commitment period if ten days 
production of the milk of the producer 
was delivered to a pool distributing 
plant. According to the witness, 
Proposal 7 would provide an option for 
milk that had been de-pooled to return 
to the pool during certain specified 
months of the year depending on when 
the milk was de-pooled or by shipping 
ten days production of the milk of a 
producer to a pool distributing plant. 

The Dean witness testified that a 
similar provision to those contained in 
Proposals 6 and 7 is currently in place 
in the Northeast order. The witness was 
of the opinion that defined time periods 
during which de-pooled milk cannot 
again become pooled causes handlers to 
behave differently by taking a longer 
term view of pooling. The witness 
explained that handlers in the Northeast 
order need to evaluate more than the 
current month's economic impacts of 
pooling or not pooling milk, along with 
possible future missed opportunities. 

The Dean witness further contrasted 
the current "dairy farmer for other 
markets" provision effective in the 
Northeast to the standards proposed in 
Proposals 6 and 7. The witness testified 
that in the Northeast order, July is a 
month when de-pooled milk can return 
to the pool regardless of when the milk 
had been de-pooled during the previous 
year. Relying on market administrator 
data, the witness related that during the 
months of February through July 2004, 
large volumes of milk were de-pooled 
from the Northeast order. Because of the 
"dairy farmer for other markets" 
provision, the witness explained, milk 
that was de-pooled during the months of 
February through June could not return 
to the pool until July. During this 
period, noted the Dean witness, a large 
volume of milk usually pooled on the 
Northeast order was pooled on the 
Mideast order. 

The Dean witness testified that 
Proposal 6 would require a handler that 
de-pooled milk in a month to remain off 
the pool for eleven additional months or 
ship 10 days milk production of a 
producer to a pool distributing plant in 
order for all milk of a producer to return 
to the pool, while Proposal 7 would 
provide the option to either return 
during designated months depending on 
the month in which milk was de
pooled, or ship 10 days milk production 
of a producer to a pool distributing 
plant in order for all milk of a producer 
to return to the pool. 

A second Dean witness offered 
additional testimony in support of 
Proposal 6. The witness testified that 
Proposal 6 would exclude from the pool 
the milk of any dairy farmer not 
continuously pooled under a Federal 
milk order during the previous twelve 
months. The only exception to this 
exclusion would be a dairy farmer who 
temporarily lost Grade A status but was 
reinstated as a Grade A producer within 
21 days, noted the additional Dean 
witness. The witness emphasized that 
the portion of Proposal 6 that would 
require delivery of 10 days milk 
production of a dairy farmer to a pool 
distributing plant in order for all milk 

of a producer to re-join the pool would 
discourage de-pooling. The 10 day 
delivery requirement would insure that 
participation in the pool was open to 
any dairy farmer for whom it was 
technically and economically feasible to 
supply milk for fluid use. According to 
the witness, Proposals 6 and 7 also 
would make more milk readily available 
to service the fluid needs of the market. 

The additional Dean witness also 
stressed that adoption of Proposal 6 
would not totally eliminate de-pooling 
but would make it more difficult tore
pool milk after it had been de-pooled. 
The Dean witness testified that producer 
milk continuously pooled on the 
Central, or any other Federal milk order, 
which shares in both the costs and 
benefits of pool participation on a 
continuous basis would not be affected 
by adoption of Proposal 6. 

The second Dean witness added that 
adoption of Proposal 6 would increase 
returns to producers and provide for 
more orderly marketing conditions. The 
witness was of the opinion that 
adoption of Proposal 6 would cause 
Class II, III or IV milk to remain pooled 
during times when the blend price was 
lower than the respective class price. 
This would increase the PPD, by making 
it less negative, and raise the blend 
price received by all producers, the 
witness concluded. Adoption of 
Proposal 6 also would cause some Class 
III milk that is de-pooled to never return 
to the pool, the witness noted, since it 
would no longer be financially 
advantageous. 

A Kansas dairy farmer testified in 
support of Proposal 6. The witness 
stated that de-pooling cost Kansas 
dairymen who supplied the needs of the 
fluid market $6.2 million between 
March 2004 and October 2004. The 
witness spoke in favor of any proposal 
that would require greater commitment 
to servicing the Class I needs of the 
Central marketing area. 

A DF A member dairy farmer from 
Missouri testified that de-pooling hurts 
dairy farmers and was in favor of any 
proposal that would limit the ability for 
milk to return to the pool the immediate 
month after de-pooling. The witness 
stated that there should be a waiting 
period of at least 2 or 3 months to pool 
milk after the milk had been de-pooled 
or a limit on the milk volume that could 
return to the pool the month after de
pooling. 

Land 0' Lakes (LOL), initially a 
member of AMPI, et al., opposing 
adoption of Proposals 2, 6, 7 or 8, 
submitted a comment to the 
recommended decision in support of 
adoption of Proposal 2. LOL suggested, 
however, a 135 percent pooling limit for 
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the month of March to compensate for 
28 days in the month of February and 
the increases in milk production 
typically seen during the spring months. 

A witness appearing on behalf of 
Dean test~fied in opposition to Proposal 
2. The witness was of the opinion that 
limiting pooling to 125 percent of 
receipts pooled during the previous 
month was too loose of a standard and 
urged the adoption of Proposal 6 or 
Proposal 8. 

A witness appearing on behalf of 
AMPI, eta!., testified in opposition to 
Proposals 2, 6, 7, and 8. The witness 
was of the opinion that de-pooling was 
an issue that was national in scope, and 
should be addressed in a national 
hearing. The witness testified that the 
voluntary option of pooling or not 
pooling milk delivered to a non pool 
plant has been a mainstay of the Federal 
order system and should not be 
amended. The witness was of the 
opinion that Proposals 2, 6, 7, and 8 do 
not address the root cause of price 
inversions-advance Class I pricing
but rather only treats the symptom of 
the problem. Class I prices are 
announced by the USDA in advance, 
noted the witness, while milk prices for 
manufactured uses are announced after 
the month has passed. This can cause a 
lag between changes in the value of milk 
and changes in the advanced Class I 
price, added the witness, sometimes 
resulting in a Class III price that exceeds 
the uniform and Class I price, otherwise 
known as a price inversion. The witness 
added that it would be appropriate to 
reconsider whether advanced pricing 
remains sound regulatory policy. 

The AMPI, et al., witness was also of 
the opinion that Federal order Class I 
price differentials are artificially high. 
Milk used to produce cheese, the 
witness noted, is priced entirely through 
the marketplace and receives benefit 
from the Federal order sy"stem only 
when the uniform price is higher than 
the Class Ill price. Adoption of 
Proposals 2, 6, 7 or 8, the witness noted, 
would penalize milk used in the 
production of cheese by limiting the 
amount of milk that could be pooled 
and was a radical change in Federal 
order pooling philosophy. The witness 
added that adoption of these proposals 
would require cheese manufacturers to 
estimate Federal order blend prices and 
PPDs in an effort to decide whether it 
was more profitable to de-pool, remain 
pooled or a combination of both. 

The AMPI, et al., witness testified that 
the de-pooling of milk does not cause 
any reduction to the amount of milk 
available to serve the fluid market. The 
witness was of the opinion that when 
milk was de-pooled there was not a 

reduction in the amount of milk made 
available to service the fluid market 
since the de-pooled milk may rejoin the 
pool the next month. The AMP!, et al., 
witness added that the Federal order 
system should be sharing money 
derived from Class I handlers, not taking 
money from dairy farmers whose milk is 
used in the production of cheese simply 
to offset a low Class I price created by 
the timing of announcing Class prices. 

The AMP!, eta!., witness was also of 
the opinion that the Department should 
not consider Proposals 2, 6, 7 and 8 on 
an emergency basis. The witness 
testified that the proposed shift in 
regulatory policy as contained within 
these proposals should require the 
issuance of a recommended decision 
with opportunity for public comment. 

A witness representing NAJ testified 
that the problems arising from de
pooling are a result of the timing of 
price announcements. The witness also 
stated that the de-pooling issue would 
best be addressed at a national hearing. 

In a post hearing brief, DF A/PF 
reiterated the position that the pooling 
of milk in any month should not exceed 
125 percent of the milk volume pooled 
in the previous month. The brief 
indicated that the pooling proposals 
(Proposals 6, 7, and 8) advanced by 
Dean are too restrictive for the current 
marketing conditions in the Central 
marketing area. According to the brief, 
Proposal 2 represents the least 
restrictive pooling proposal that could 
be supported by current marketing 
conditions while providing a reasonable 
deterrent to de-pooling. 

A brief on behalf of AMP!, eta!., 
reiterated the view that de-pooling and 
re-pooling should be addressed on a 
national basis and that pooling 
decisions should continue to be based 
on immediate market conditions. The 
brief expressed the view that the ability 
to de-pool continues to be unrelated to 
the willingness to serve the needs of the 
Class I market. 

A brief by Select/Continental 
supported Proposal 6 as advanced by 
Dean. The brief noted that this "dairy 
farmer for other markets" proposal 
offered the most comprehensive means 
to eliminate the inequities of de-pooling 
while maintaining the strongest possible 
support for producers continuously and 
reliably serving the needs of the Class I 
market. The brief noted that Proposals 2 
and 8, seeking to restrict the ability to 
pool to 125 percent and 115 percent of 
the previous month's volume 
respectively, was an improvement over 
current conditions but was not as robust 
as Proposal 6 which would require a 12-
month pooling commitment by 
handlers. The brief found agreement 

with AMPI, et al., that de-pooling is an 
issue that should be addressed on a 
national basis. 

The brief by Dean reiterated support 
for Proposals 6, 7 or 8, in order of 
preference, seeking to restrict the ability 
of handlers to de-pool andre-pool milk 
in the Central marketing area. The brief 
expressed the view that Class I handlers 
who are required to pool their milk 
receipts are at a constant financial 
disadvantage to those handlers who may 
opt to pool or not pool. 

Dean, in comments to the 
Recommended Decision, supported 
adoption of Proposal 2, but was of the 
opinion that the adopted amendments 
may not go far enough in preventing de
pooling. 

AMPI, along with First District 
Association (AMPI Group], took 
exception to the adoption of any 
proposals that would deter the practice 
of de-pooling. The AMP! Group 
reiterated their position that Proposals 
2, 6, 7 and 8 do not address the root 
cause of price inversions-advance 
Class I pricing-but rather only treats 
the symptom of the problem. 

Family Dairies, a dairy farmer 
cooperative that pools milk on the 
Central order, took exception to 
adopting any proposals that would deter 
the practice of de-pooling. The comment 
suggested that price inversions and 
negative PPDs should be the focus of 
any regulatory change. 

All Federal milk marketing orders 
require the pooling of milk received at 
pool distributing plants-which is 
predominantly Class I milk-and all 
pooled producers and handlers on an 
order share in the additional revenue 
arising from higher valued Class I sales. 
Manufacturing handlers and 
cooperatives of Class n, III and IV uses 
of milk who meet the pooling and 
performance standards make all of their 
milk receipts eligible to be pooled and 
usually find it advantageous. 
Manufacturing handlers and 
cooperatives who supply a portion of 
their total milk receipts to Class I 
distributing plants receive the difference 
between their use-value of milk and the 
order's blend price. Federal milk orders, 
including the Central order, establish 
limits on the volume of milk eligible to 
be pooled that is not for fluid uses 
primarily through diversion limit 
standards. However, manufacturing 
handlers and cooperatives are not 
required, as are Class I handlers, to pool 
all their eligible milk receipts. 

According to the record, 
manufacturing handlers and 
cooperatives have opted to not pool 
their milk receipts when the 
manufacturing class prices of milk are 
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higher than the order's blend price
commonly referred to as being 
"inverted." During such months, 
manufacturing handlers and 
cooperatives have elected to not pool all 
of their eligible milk receipts because 
doing so would require them to pay into 
the PSF of the order, the mechanism 
through which handler and producer 
prices are equalized. When prices are 
not inverted, handlers would pool all of 
their eligible receipts and receive a 
payment or draw from the PSF. In 
receiving a draw from the PSF, such 
handlers will have sufficient money to 
pay at least the order's blend price to 
their supplying dairy farmers. 

When manufacturing handlers and 
cooperatives opt to not pool all of their 
eligible milk receipts in a month, they 
are essentially avoiding a payment to 
the PSF. This, in turn, enables them to 
avoid the marketwide sharing of the 
additional value of milk that accrues in 
the higher-valued uses of milk other 
than Class I. When the Class I price 
again becomes the highest valued use of 
milk, or when other class-price 
relationships become favorable, the 
record reveals that these same handlers 
opt to again pool their eligible milk 
receipts and draw money from the PSF. 
It is the ability of manufacturing 
handlers and cooperatives opting to not 
pool milk and thereby avoid the 
marketwide sharing of the revenue 
accruing from non-Class I milk sales 
that is viewed by proponents as giving 
rise to disorderly marketing conditions. 
According to proponents, producers and 
handlers who cannot escape being 
pooled and priced under the order are 
not assured of equitable prices. 

The record reveals that since the 
implementation of Federal milk 
marketing order reform in January 2000, 
and especially in more recent years, 
large and rapid increases in 
manufactured product prices during 
certain months have provided the 
economic incentives for manufacturing 
handlers to opt not to pool eligible milk 
on the Central order. For example, 
during the three month period of 
February to April 2004, the Class Ill 
price increased over 65 percent from 
$11.89 per cwt to $19.66 per cwt. 
During the same time period, total 
producer milk pooled on the Central 
order decreased by nearly 50 percent 
from 1.16 billion pounds to 612 million 
pounds. When milk volumes of this 
magnitude are not pooled the impacts 
on producer blend prices are significant. 
Producers who incur the additional 
costs of consistently servicing the Class 
I needs of the market receive a lower 
return than would otherwise have been 
received if they did not continue to 

service the Class I market. Prices 
received by dairy farmers who supplied 
the other milk needs of the market are 
not known. However, it is reasonable to 
conclude that prices received by dairy 
farmers were not equitable or uniform. 

The record reveals that "inverted" 
prices of milk are generally the result of 
the timing of Class price 
announcements. Despite changes made 
as part of Federal milk order reform to 
shorten the time period of setting and 
announcing Class I milk prices and 
basing the Class 1 price on the higher of 
the Class III or Class IV price to avoid 
price inversions, large month-to-month 
price increases in Class III and Class IV 
product prices sometimes trumped the 
intent of better assuring that the Class I 
price for the month would be the 
highest-valued use of milk. In all orders, 
the Class I price (and the Class II skim 
price) is announced prior to or in 
advance of the month for which it will 
apply. The Class I price is calculated by 
using the National Agricultural 
Statistics Service (NASS) surveyed 
cheese, butter, nonfat dry milk and dry 
whey prices for the two most current 
weeks prior to the 24th day of the 
preceding month and then adding a 
differential value to the higher of either 
the advanced Class Ill or Class IV price. 

Historically, the advance pricing of 
Class I milk has been used in all Federal 
orders because Class I handlers cannot 
avoid regulation and are required to 
pool all of their Class I milk receipts, 
they should know their product costs in 
advance of notifying their customers of 
price. However, milk receipts for Class 
Ill and IV uses are not required to be 
pooled; thus, Class III and IV product 
prices (and the Class II butterfat value) 
are not announced in advance. These 
prices are announced on or before the 
5th of the following month. Of 
importance here is that manufacturing 
plant operators and cooperatives have 
the benefit of knowing all the classified 
prices of milk before making a decision 
to pool or not pool eligible receipts. 

The record reveals that the decision of 
manufacturing handlers or cooperatives 
to pool or not pool milk is made on a 
month-to-month basis and is generally 
independent of past pooling decisions. 
Manufacturing handlers and 
cooperatives that elected to not pool 
their milk receipts did so to avoid 
making payments to the PSF and they 
anticipated that all other manufacturing 
handlers and cooperatives would do the 
same. However, the record indicates 
that normally pooled manufacturing 
handlers and cooperatives met the 
pooling standards of the order to ensure 
that the Class I market was adequately 
supplied and that they established 

eligibility to pool their physical 
receipts, including diversions to 
non pool plants. Opponents to proposals 
to deter de-pooling are of the view that 
meeting the pooling standards of the 
order and deciding how much milk to 
pool are unrelated events. Proponents 
took the view that participation in the 
marketwide pool should be based on a 
long-term commitment to supply the 
market because in the long-term it is the 
sales of higher priced Class I milk that 
adds additional revenue to the pooL 

The producer price differential, or 
PPD, is the difference between the Class 
Ill price and the weighted average value 
of all Class I, II and IV milk pooled. In 
essence, the PPD is the residual revenue 
remaining after all butterfat, protein and 
other solids values are paid to 
producers. If the pooled value of Class 
I, II and IV milk is greater than the Class 
Ill value, dairy farmers receive a 
positive PPD. While the PPD is usually 
positive, a negative PPD can occur when 
class prices rise rapidly during the six
week period between the time the Class 
I price is announced and the time the 
Class II butterfat and III and IV milk 
prices are announced. When 
manufacturing prices fall, this same lag 
in the announcement of class prices 
yields a positive PPD. 

As revealed by the record, when 
manufacturing plants and cooperatives 
opted to not pool milk because of 
inverted price relationships, PPD's were 
much more negative. When this milk is 
not pooled, a larger percentage of the 
milk remaining pooled will be "lower" 
priced Class I milk. When 
manufacturing milk is not pooled, the 
weighted average value of milk 
decreases relative to the Class II, III or 
IV value making the PPD more negative. 
For example, record evidence 
demonstrated that in April 2004, a 
month when a sizeable volume of milk 
was not pooled, the PPD was a negative 
$3.97 per cwt. If all eligible milk had 
been pooled, the PPD would have been 
$.87 per cwt higher or a negative $3.10 
per cwt. This $0.87 per cwt represents 
the additional burden borne by those 
producers who remained pooled. 

The record reveals that when 
manufacturing handlers and 
cooperatives opt to not pool milk, 
unequal pay prices may result to 
similarly located dairy farmers. For 
example, Dean noted that when a 
cooperative delivers a high percentage 
of their milk receipts to a distributing 
plant, it lessens their ability to not pool 
milk, making them less competitive in 
a marketplace relative to other 
producers and handlers. Other evidence 
in the record supports conclusions 
identical to Dean that when a dairy 
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farmer or cooperative is able to receive 
increased returns from shipping milk to 
a manufacturing handler during times of 
price inversions, other dairy farmers or 
cooperatives who may have shipped 
more milk to a pool distributing plant 
are competitively disadvantaged. 

The record of this proceeding reveals 
that the ability of manufacturing 
handlers and cooperatives to not pool 
all of their eligible milk receipts gives 
rise to disorderly marketing conditions 
and warrants the establishment of 
additional pooling standards to 
safeguard marketwide pooling. Current 
pooling provisions do not require or 
prohibit handlers and cooperatives from 
pooling all eligible milk receipts. 
However, the record reveals that when 
handlers and cooperatives opt to not 
pool milk inequities arise among 
producers and handlers that are 
contrary to the intent of the Federal 
milk marketing order program
maintaining orderly marketing 
conditions. 

The record contains extensive 
testimony regarding the effects on the 
milk order program resulting from 
advance pricing and the priority the 
milk order program has placed on the 
Class I price being the highest valued 
use of milk. It remains true that the 
Class I use of milk is still the highest 
valued use of milk notwithstanding 
those occasional months when milk 
used in usually lower-valued classes 
may be higher. This has been 
demonstrated by an analysis of the 
effective Class I differential values-the 
difference in the Class I price at the base 
zone of Jackson County, Missouri, and 
the higher of the Class III or Class IV 
price-for the 65 month period of 
January 2000 through May 2005 
performed by USDA. 2 These 
computations reveal that the effective 
monthly Class I differential averaged 
$1.97 per cwt. Accordingly, it can only 
be concluded that in the longer-term 
Class I sales continue to be the source 
of additional revenue accruing to the 
pool even when, in some months, the 
effective differential is negative. 

Price inversions occur when the 
wholesale price for manufactured 
products rises rapidly indicating a 
tightening of milk supplies to produce 
those products. It is for this reason that 
the Department chose the higher of the 
Class III and Class IV prices as the 
mover of the Class I price. Distributing 
plants must have a price high enough to 
attract milk away from manufacturing 

-l Official notice is taken of data and information 
published in Market Administrator Bulletins, as 
posted on individual Market Administrator Web 
sites. 

uses to meet Class I demands. As 
revealed by the record, this method has 
not been sufficient to provide the 
appropriate price signals to assure an 
adequate supply of milk for the Class I 
market. Accordingly, additional 
measures are needed as a means of 
assuring that milk remains pooled and 
thus available to the Class I market. 
Adoption of Proposal 2 is a reasonable 
measure to meet the objectives of 
orderly marketing. 

This decision does find that 
disorderly marketing conditions are 
present when producers do not receive 
uniform prices. Handlers and 
cooperatives opting to not pool milk do 
not account to the pool at the classified 
use-values of those milk receipts. They 
do not share in all the additional costs 
and burdens with those producers who 
are pooled and who are incurring the 
costs of servicing the Class I needs of 
the market. This is not a desired or 
reasonable outcome especially when the 
same handlers and cooperatives will 
again pool all of their eligible receipts 
when class-price relationships change 
in a subsequent month. These inequities 
borne by the market's producers are 
contrary to the intent of the Federal 
order program's reliance on marketwide 
pooling-ensuring that all producers 
supplying the market are paid uniform 
prices for their milk regardless of how 
the milk of any single producer is used. 

Despite the exceptions submitted by 
AMPI Group and Family Dairies, it is 
reasonable that the order contain 
pooling provisions intended to deter the 
disorderly conditions that arise when 
de-pooling occurs. Such provisions 
maintain and enhance orderly 
marketing. Accordingly, this decision 
finds it reasonable to adopt provisions 
that limit the volume of milk a handler 
or cooperative may pool in a month to 
125 percent of the total volume pooled 
by the handler or cooperative in the 
prior month. Adoption of this standard 
will not prevent manufacturing handlers 
or cooperatives from electing to not pool 
milk. However, it should serve to 
maintain and enhance orderly 
marketing by encouraging participation 
in the marketwide pooling of all · 
classified uses of milk. 

This decision does not adopt a 135 
percent pooling limit for the month of 
March as suggested by LOL in their 
comments and exceptions to the 
recommended decision. A 135 percent 
standard applicable for the month of 
March was not considered and 
examined at the hearing. 

Consideration was given on whether 
de-pooling should be considered at a 
national hearing with other, broader 
national issues of milk marketing. 

However each marketing area has 
unique marketing conditions and 
characteristics which have area-specific 
pooling provisions to address those 
specific conditions. Because of this, 
pooling issues are considered unique to 
each order. This decision finds that it 
would be unreasonable to address 
pooling issues, including de-pooling, on 
a national basis. 

Some manufacturing handlers and 
cooperatives argued at the hearing, and 
noted in exceptions to the 
Recommended Decision, that their milk 
did perform in meeting the Class I needs 
during the month and this occurred 
before making their pooling decisions. 
They argue that the Class I market is 
therefore not harmed and that the 
intents and goals of the order program 
are satisfied. With respect to this 
proceeding and in response to these 
arguments, this decision finds that the 
practice of de-pooling undermines the 
intent of the Federal order program to 
assure producers uniform prices across 
all uses of milk normally associated 
with the market as a critical indicator of 
orderly marketing conditions. Similarly, 
handlers and cooperatives who de-pool 
purposely do so to gain a momentary 
financial benefit (by avoiding making 
payments to the PSF) which would 
otherwise be equitably shared among all 
market participants. While the order's 
performance standards tend to assure 
that distributing plants are adequately 
supplied with fresh, fluid milk, the 
goals of marketwide pooling are 
undermined by the practice of de
pooling. Producers and handlers who 
regularly and consistently bear the costs 
of serving the Class I needs of the 
market will not equitably share in the 
additional value arising momentarily 
from non-fluid uses of milk. These same 
producers and handlers will, in turn, be 
required to share the additional revenue 
arising from higher-valued Class I sales 
in a subsequent month when class-price 
relationships change. 

The four proposals considered in this 
proceeding to deter the practice of de
pooling in the Central order have 
differences. They all seek to address 
market disorder arising from the 
practice of de-pooling. However, this 
decision does not find adoption of the 
two "dairy farmer for other markets" 
proposals-Proposals 6 and 7-
reasonable because they would make it 
needlessly difficult for milk to be re
pooled and because their adoption may 
disrupt prevailing marketing channels 
or cause the inefficient movement of 
milk. Likewise, Proposal a, to restrict 
pooling in a month to 115 percent of the 
prior month's volume pooled by the 
handler, is not adopted. Adoption of 
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this proposal would disrupt current 
marketing conditions beyond what the 
record justifies. Therefore, this decision 
adopts Proposal 2 to limit the pooling of 
milk in any month by a handler to 125 
percent of the handler's pooled receipts 
in the prior month because it provides 
the most reasonable measure to deter 
the practice of de-pooling. 

3. Transportation and Assembly Credits 
A proposal, published in the hearing 

notice as Proposal 3 and modified at the 
hearing, seeking establishment of 
transportation and assembly credits in 
the Central Order is not adopted. The 
published proposal seeks to provide a 
credit for the shipment of milk from 
supply plants to distributing plants. The 
proposal was modified at the hearing to 
expand the transportation credit to 
include milk shipped directly from 
dairy farms to distributing plants. In 
addition, the modified proposal would 
provide an assembly credit for milk 
shipped directly from dairy farms to 
distributing plants. 

The proposal would provide a credit 
for the shipment of milk from supply 
plants and dairy farms to distributing 
plants at a rate of $0.003 per cwt per 
mile, excluding the first 25 miles of 
shipment and all shipments farther than 
500 miles. In addition, the proposal 
would provide for a credit of $0.10 per 
cwt for the assembly of milk from dairy 
farms to distributing plants. The Central 
order does not currently have 
transportation or assembly credit 
provisions. 

As published in the hearing notice, 
Proposal 3 was advanced by AMPI, et al. 
The modification to Proposal3, 
presented at the hearing to include 
transportation credits for shipments 
from dairy farms directly to distributing 
plants was advanced by DFA/PF. 

On behalf of all proponents of 
Proposal 3, the Foremost, et al., witness 
requested that the proposal be modified 
to remove all references to "milk reload 
stations" as originally offered in the 
proposal. Accordingly, no additional 
references will be made concerning re
load stations in this decision. 

A witness appearing on behalf of 
AMPI, et al., testified that transportation 
and assembly credits are needed in the 
Central marketing area to allow 
transporting handlers to recover costs of 
assembling and transporting milk to 
serve the Class I needs of the market. 

The AMPI, et al., witness was of the 
opinion that the rates and distance 
limitations proposed for the 
transportation and assembly credits 
would compensate handlers for 
approximately 75 percent of the cost of 
moving milk from supply plants to 

distributing plants within the marketing 
area. The witness asserted that this was 
reasonable because it would keep 
transportation and assembly cost 
recovery at less than full cost. 
According to the witness, the proposed 
rates and distance limitations would 
tend to discourage inefficient 
movements of milk by handlers from 
seeking transportation and assembly 
credits. 

The AMPI, et al., witness expressed 
the opinion that all producers receiving 
the benefits of marketwide pooling 
should contribute to the recovery of 
costs associated with moving milk 
within the marketing area to serve the 
Class I needs of the market. The witness 
provided examples of milk movements 
where supply plant handlers moving 
milk to distributing plants were unable 
to recover the full costs of assembling 
and transporting milk at Federal order 
minimum prices. The witness testified 
that because handlers transporting milk 
directly from dairy farms to distributing 
plants incur costs similar to the 
overhead costs incurred by handlers 
transporting milk from supply plants, 
the proponents seek an assembly credit 
for all milk that serves the Class I 
market. The AMPI, et al., witness 
testified that even though dairy farmers 
currently are charged for the cost of 
assembling their milk into loads and 
transporting the milk to distributing 
plants, the charges are insufficient to 
completely recoup the costs incurred by 
handlers. 

A witness representing DFA/PF 
testified in support of Proposal 3 and 
modified the proposal to include the 
transportation and assembly credits for 
milk shipped directly from farms to 
distributing plants. The witness asserted 
that the costs of assembly and 
transportation of milk in the Central 
marketing area are not fully recouped in 
the market by handlers. The witness 
noted that the $0.003 per mile 
transportation credit rate would apply 
to milk shipped to a distributing plant. 

The DF A/PF witness testified that 
additional compensation for the 
transportation and assembly of milk for 
fluid use is needed in particular areas of 
the Central marketing area because the 
order's blend price is insufficient to 
keep milk produced in the marketing 
area within the marketing area. The 
witness noted this was specifically 
apparent in the southeastern portion of 
the marketing area that borders portions 
of the Southeast and Appalachian 
orders. In addition, the witness testified 
that the location values of milk for 
markets within the Central marketing 
area, for example in St. Louis, Missouri, 
and areas of southern Illinois, are 

similarly insufficient to attract milk. 
According to the witness, this causes 
milk procurement problems for some 
distributing plants in this localized 
portion of the Central marketing area. 

The DFA/PF witness testified that 
marketwide service payments are 
authorized in the legislation that 
provides for Federal milk orders. The 
witness explained that payments for 
services not elsewhere compensated can 
be taken from producer revenue to 
compensate providers of services that 
are of marketwide benefit. The witness 
asserted that transportation and 
assembly operations performed in the 
Central marketing area meet the general 
objectives of providing marketwide 
service for marketwide benefit. 
According to the witness, Proposal 3, as 
modified, describes a set of services that 
benefit the entire market. The witness 
was of the opinion that the marketwide 
services include: marketing of milk, 
farm pick-up of milk, off-load andre
load of milk, procurement of milk, 
selling milking equipment, 
disseminating information and prices to 
producers, milk testing, delivery to 
distributing plants, and other field 
services. 

According to the DF AIPF witness, 
inclusion of milk shipped directly from 
dairy farms to distributing plants for 
transportation and assembly credits 
would be more representative of how 
the majority of milk is transported to 
distributing plants regulated by the 
order. The witness noted that in the 
Central marketing area distributing 
plants receive only about 4.5 percent of 
their milk from supply plants. The 
witness testified that the modification of 
Proposal 3 to include milk shipped from 
farms to distributing plants would more 
accurately represent the transportation 
compensation requirements needed to 
ensure delivery of milk for fluid use. 

According to the DF AIPF witness, the 
inclusion of farm to distributing plant 
shipments would require the Market 
Administrator of the Central order to 
verify handler claims for receiving 
credits. The witness indicated that least
distance routes for delivery from each 
point of origin to the destination 
distributing plants would need to be 
determined. According to the witness, 
the additional cost that would be borne 
by the Market Administrator in 
administering transportation and 
assembly provisions would be negligible 
and should not require a higher 
administrative assessment. However, 
the witness acknowledged that 
proponents had not consulted the 
Market Administrator's office for an 
estimate of additional administrative 
costs that may be borne in operating a 
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transportation and assembly credit 
provision. 

The DF AIPF witness testified that the 
St. Louis area market is unable to 
consistently and successfully attract 
milk from the Central order's milkshed 
because the order's Class l price and the 
blend price are lower than those in the 
nearby Appalachian and Southeast 
marketing areas. According to the 
witness, marketwide service payments 
for transportation and assembly of milk 
to serve markets such as St. Louis would 
provide sufficient financial incentive to 
offset the higher blend prices of these 
bordering Federal milk marketing areas. 
Additionally, it would ensure a 
consistent and reliable supply of milk to 
meet the needs of that portion of the 
Central marketing area's Class I market, 
the witness said. 

A witness for Prairie Farms (PF) 
testified in support of the adoption of 
Proposal 3 as modified at the hearing. 
The witness was of the opinion that 
without expansion of transportation and 
assembly credits that included direct 
shipped milk, the ability to serve the 
Class I needs of all locations in the 
Central marketing area would not be 
achieved because milk would seek the 
higher blend prices available in the 
nearby markets of the Appalachian and 
Southeast orders. The witness from 
Prairie Farms provided example 
scenarios of actual and hypothetical net 
returns possible for handlers shipping 
milk to distributing plants in the 
Central, Appalachian, and Southeast 
marketing areas. The witness compared 
these returns to net returns available 
from shipping to distributing plants in 
Illinois and St. Louis within the Central 
marketing area. According to the 
witness, these example scenarios 
reinforced the assertion that milk is 
attracted by higher Class I prices in 
localized areas of the Appalachian and 
Southeast marketing areas. 

The PF witness was of the opinion 
that inappropriate Class I differential 
levels, as in the StLouis area example, 
were the root cause of the market's 
inability to attract sufficient fluid milk; 
however, modifications to the Class I 
price surface are not currently feasible. 
In light of this, the witness stated that 
obtaining the needed financial 
incentives to ensure delivery of milk to 
this deficit portion of the marketing area 
by the use of transportation and 
assembly credits is a reasonable 
alternative to changing the Class I 
differentials. 

The DF A/PF witness estimated that 
providing credits for milk transported 
from farms to distributing plants would 
reduce the Central order's blend price to 
dairy farmers by $0.045 per cwt per 

month. The Foremost, et al., witness 
testified that the impact of providing 
credits for assembly would reduce the 
Central order's blend price by $0.036-
$0.040 per cwt per month. The DFA/PF 
witness testified that the combined 
impact of transportation credits for the 
supply plant to distributing plant 
movements, direct delivery from farms 
to distributing plants, and assembly 
credits would reduce the Central 
marketing area's blend price by a total 
of $0.081-$0.085 per cwt per month. 

DF A/PF took exception to the 
Recommended Decision and reiterated 
their support for the adoption of 
transportation and assembly credits. 
DF A/PF again noted that transportation 
and assembly credits, as proposed, were 
designed to reward those who supply 
the fluid m.ilk needs of the entire market 
and are necessary to facilitate the 
orderly movement of milk. 

A witness for Dean testified in 
support of Proposal 3 as modified by 
OF AlP F. The Dean witness expressed a 
preference for the DFA/PF modification 
to include direct farm milk shipments to 
distributing plants but did not support 
adoption of assembly credits. The 
witness noted that Dean would consider 
the entire Proposal 3, including the 
DF A/PF modification, if the assembly 
credit feature were retained. The 
witness was of the opinion that 
adopting the proposal would increase 
equity among handlers and producers 
who supply the Class I market. 
However, the witness was unable to 
identify distributing plants in the St. 
Louis and southern Illinois portions of 
the marketing area that did not or could 
not receive sufficient milk supplies. In 
addition, the witness was unable to 
recall if handlers had asked or relied on 
the Central marketing area's Market 
Administrator to increase the Central 
order's performance standards to bring 
forth milk to meet the market's Class I 
needs. 

Dean reiterated support for adoption 
of transportation and assembly credits 
in exceptions to the Recommended 
Decision. Dean noted that handlers face 
higher costs in procuring milk supplies 
in the St. Louis area, and that adoption 
of transportation and assembly credits 
would help reduce those costs. 

In a post hearing brief, Select/ 
Continental indicated general 
opposition to adopting transportation 
and assembly credits for milk 
movements from supply plants to 
distributing plants. The brief expressed 
support for a transportation and 
assembly credit provision that would be 
limited to milk shipped directly from 
dairy farms to distributing plants. 
According to the brief, milk should be 

attracted to markets for specific use 
through classified pricing. Fluid milk, 
according to the brief, should be 
attracted to distributing plants by 
appropriate location values. According 
to the brief, implementing 
transportation and assembly credits in 
the Central marketing area would be an 
admission that the Class I price surface 
was no longer successful in meeting the 
Class I needs of the marketing area. 

In a post hearing brief, DFA/PF 
reiterated their support for 
transportation and assembly credits as 
modified. The briefreiterated support 
and reinforcement of the testimony 
offered to expand the scope for 
transportation and assembly credits to 
include direct farm~to~plant milk 
movements. Likewise, Dean Foods 
reiterated its support in a post-hearing 
brief for expanding transportation and 
assembly credits to include direct farm
to-plant milk movements as a means to 
improve the available milk supply for 
its distributing plant operations in the 
southeastern portion of the Central 
order. 

Geographically, the Central marketing 
area is the largest Federal milk 
marketing area, spanning the distance 
from eastern Illinois to western 
Colorado. It is bordered by the Upper 
Midwest, Mideast, Appalachian, 
Southeast, and Southwest marketing 
areas. The marketing area also is 
bordered by unregulated areas on the 
west including Utah, portions of 
western South Dakota, western portions 
of Nebraska, and all of Wyoming. In 
addition the Central marketing area 
completely surrounds a large 
unregulated area in central Missouri. 

Proposal 3 as advanced by AMPI, et 
a!., seeks to establish a marketwide 
service payment in the form of a 
transportation credit for the movement 
of milk from supply plants to 
distributing plants at a rate of $0.003 per 
cwt per mile. The proposal provides for 
a distance limit for receipt of the credit 
for milk movements between 25 to 500 
miles from the supply plants to 
distributing plants. The proposal also 
seeks the establishment of an assembly 
credit feature for which handlers would 
collect $0.10 per cwt for the assembly of 
loads of milk within the marketing area. 

The modification to Proposal 3, 
advanced by DFA/PF, seeks expansion 
of the transportation credit to include 
milk shipped directly from dairy farms 
to distributing plants. The modification 
would establish a transportation credit 
rate of $0.003 per cwt per mile for milk 
shipped directly from dairy farms to 
distributing plants. The combination of 
the two proposals effectively seeks 
transportation and assembly credits for 
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all Class I milk pooled on the Central 
order. The rationale for the modification 
to Proposal 3 is that milk shipped 
directly from farms to distributing 
plants represents more than 95 percent 
of all milk shipped to distributing 
plants. Milk shipped from supply plants 
represents about 5 percent of all milk 
shipped to distributing plants. 

Proponents estimate that the Central 
order blend price would be lowered in 
the range of $0.036-$0.040 per cwt per 
month by the assembly credit feature for 
all Class I milk, if adopted. The 
proponents estimate that the impact of 
the transportation credit for all Class I 
milk pooled on the Central order would 
be a blend price reduction of 
approximately $0.045 per cwt, if 
adopted. The combined reduction to the 
Central order blend price per month 
would be $0.081-$0.085 per cwt. 

The transportation and assembly 
credits advanced by the proponents are 
similar to the transportation and 
assembly credits implemented in the 
Chicago Regional order, a predecessor 
order of the current Upper Midwest 
order. The transportation and assembly 
credit provisions of the Chicago 
Regional order were carried forward 
into the provisions of the current Upper 
Midwest order as a part of Federal milk 
order reform. These provisions were 
first implemented in 1987 to ensure that 
the costs of serving the Class I market 
of the Chicago Regional marketing area 
were shared by all market participants 
that benefited from the revenue 
generated from Class I sales. The impact 
on producer revenue was expected to be 
minimal according to the Final Decision 
published October 15, 1987, (7 CFR 
10130). 

The transportation credit provisions 
of the Upper Midwest order provide a 
credit of $0.028 cents per mile for bulk 
milk delivered from pool plants to 
distributing plants. The assembly credit 
provisions of the Upper Midwest order 
provide a credit of $0.08 cents per cwt 
to the operator of a distributing plant for 
milk received from dairy farms and pool 
plants. The credits are computed by the 
Market Administrator and are deducted 
from the marketwide value of milk 
before calculation of the order's blend 
price. The impact of these credits on the 
Upper Midwest blend price ($0.02-
$0.03 per cwt) are one fourth to one 
third the magnitude of impact that 
proponents expect the proposed 
transportation and assembly credits 
would have on the Central order blend 
price, if adopted. 

The transportation and assembly 
credit features of the current Upper 
Midwest order and the pre-reform 
Chicago Regional order are similar in 

the magnitudes of their costs per mile 
and per hundredweight of milk 
handled. The transportation and 
assembly credit provisions of the 
Chicago Regional order applied to a 
geographically compact milkshed with 
the emphasis on encouraging milk 
movements to the single urban market 
of Chicago. The Chicago Regional 
marketing area (and the Chicago 
metropolitan area of the current Upper 
Midwest marketing area) was supplied 
with milk primarily from southern and 
central Wisconsin. The transportation 
and assembly credit feature of the 
current Upper Midwest marketing order 
provides pool plants that serve the Class 
I market with some recovery of 
assembly and transportation costs 
incurred in transferring milk to 
distributing plants. 

In contrast, the Central marketing area 
is geographically much larger and 
handlers with Class I route disposition 
serve multiple urban centers in a variety 
of States located from Illinois to 
Colorado. Despite exceptions to the 
Recommended Decision from DFA, the 
record reveals that the area of concern 
to the proponents is a relatively limited 
area of St. Louis and portions of 
southern Illinois. The record does not 
reveal that there are other portions of 
the marketing area where problems have 
been identified in procuring milk 
supplies for Class I use. Accordingly, it 
is reasonable to conclude that 
marketwide service payments in the 
form of transportation and assembly 
credits on all Class I milk may only 
solve a localized problem while all 
dairy farmers would receive a lower 
blend price for their milk. 

The impact of transportation and 
assembly credits on dairy farmer income 
is far lower in the Upper Midwest 
marketing area than that proposed for 
the Central order. For example, 
according to Market Administrator data, 
the reduction to the Upper Midwest 
blend price in October 2004 was$ 0.015 
per cwt and $0.0125 per cvvt for the 
assembly and transportation credits, 
respectively. This represents an overall 
reduction of $0.0275 per cwt to the 
Upper Midwest blend price in that 
month. Market Administrator data 
shows that during May 2005 the 
reduction to the Upper Midwest blend 
price attributable to the combined 
impact of the transportation and 
assembly credit features was $0.020 per 
cwt. 

The record reveals that the impact 
anticipated by proponents of 
transportation and assembly credits on 
the Central order blend price would be 
a reduction of as much as $0.081-$0.085 
per cwt. The reduction in blend prices 

and dairy farmer income that would 
result from the adoption of a 
transportation and assembly credit of 
this magnitude would be 3-4 times the 
magnitude of the blend price reduction 
that dairy farmers experience in the 
Upper Midwest. According to Market 
Administrator information, the average 
sized producer in the Central marketing 
area produces and markets about 
200,000 pounds of milk per month. The 
average reduction in income for such an 
average producer per month would be 
$160-$170 per month, or about $2000 
per year. A similar sized producer in the 
Upper Midwest marketing area would 
exp'erience a reduction in income of 
$40-$57 per month or about $500-$680 
per year. The differences in magnitudes 
are interesting but germane only to the 
extent that transportation and assembly 
credits are justified. 

The proposed transportation and 
assembly credits are justified by 
proponents on the basis that the 
movement of milk to serve the Class I 
market is a marketwide service of 
marketwide benefit and credits for 
providing marketwide services are 
authorized in the Agricultural 
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, 
(AMAA) as amended. However, the 
focus of the record evidence is on the 
marketing conditions in the southern 
Illinois and St. Louis regions of the 
Central marketing area. However, the 
record does not -indicate that price 
differences as noted in proponent 
testimony concerning the eastern 
portion of the marketing area occur 
elsewhere in the Central marketing area. 
The record does not support concluding 
that handlers serving major urban areas 
in other regions of the marketing area 
(such as, Denver, Oklahoma City, or 
Tulsa) experience difficulty in attracting 
milk supplies. This supports concluding 
that the issues raised by the proponents 
are at best localized in nature rather 
than marketwide. 

In addition, the record reveals in the 
testimony of the AMPI, et al., witness 
that some transportation and assembly 
costs incurred by handlers for milk 
delivered to distributing plants are 
recovered by the marketplace. While 
proponents have asserted that the 
recovery of costs for assembly by 
handlers is incomplete, the record 
contains insufficient information upon 
which to judge if lowering producer 
blend prices by as much as $.08 per cwt 
is reasonable. The size of the likely 
blend price reduction is important but 
not the critical factor in determining 
whether transportation and assembly 
credits are reasonable for the Central 
marketing area. The most important 
factor in that regard is whether the 
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marketwide costs would provide 
marketwide rather than local benefits. 

Contrary to exceptions to the 
Recommended Decision from Dean, 
record evidence supplied by a Class I 
handler located in St. Louis indicates 
that the firm is able to continue 
receiving, bottling, and selling milk in 
the St. Louis area. This evidence 
suggests that milk movements to 
hondlers in the St. Louis area are 
occurring and meet the order's Class I 
needs. This evidence provides a basis to 
conclude that the order provisions 
attract sufficient milk for fluid use. In 
this regard, the need for additional 
government intervention beyond what 
the order currently provides in meeting 
the market's fluid demands is not 
warranted. 

The record evidence concerning 
challenges faced by handlers in moving 
milk within the Central marketing area 
to distributing plants in St. Louis and 
Illinois indicates that there may be, at 
best, localized issues in supplying the 
Class I needs of these plants. The 
proponents for transportation and 
assembly credits attribute these 
difficulties to the higher location values 
and blend prices of nearby or bordering 
portions of the Southeast and 
Appalachian orders. However, the 
record reveals that handlers have not 
sought alternative actions to bring forth 
additional milk supplies to meet Class 
I demands. For example, there is no 
record evidence illustrating that the 
Market Administrator has been called 
upon to change performance standards 
or diversion limits which would better 
ensure that the Class I needs of any of 
the Central marketing area's distributing 
plants would be met. 

This decision finds that adoption of 
the proposed transportation and 
assembly credit provision is not 
supported by record evidence. 
Accordingly, this decision does not find 
agreement with the rationale advanced 
by proponents that marketwide service 
payments in the form of transportation 
and assembly credits for milk are 
needed to overcome deficiencies of the 
Central order. At best, record evidence 
demonstrates that if there are difficulties 
in procuring milk for Class I use, they 
are isolated to a fraction of the 
marketing area. Adopting transportation 
and assemblv credits would 
unreasonablY lower the returns to all 
dairy farmers pooled on the order to 
address a localized issue. 

Withdrawn Proposal 
A proposal published as Proposal 14, 

seeking to require payments from the 
producer settlement fund to be made no 
later than the next business day after the 

due date for payments into the producer 
settlement fund, was advanced by the 
Market Administrator. The proposal was 
withdrawn and was not considered in 
this decision. 

Rulings on Proposed Findings and 
Conclusions 

Briefs, proposed findings and 
conclusions were filed on behalf of 
certain interested parties. These briefs, 
proposed findings and conclusions and 
the evidence in the record were 
considered in making the findings and 
conclusions set forth above. To the 
extent that the suggested findings and 
conclusions filed by interested parties 
are inconsistent with the findings and 
conclusions set forth herein, the 
requests to make such findings or reach 
such conclusions are denied for the 
reasons previously stated in this 
decision. 

General Findings 

The findings and determinations 
hereinafter set forth supplement those 
that were made when the Central order 
was first issued and when it was 
amended. The previous findings and 
determinations are hereby ratified and 
confirmed, except where they may 
conflict with those set forth herein. 

The following findings are hereby 
made with respect to the aforesaid 
marketing agreement and order: 

(a) The tentative marketing agreement 
and the order, as hereby proposed to be 
amended, and all of the terms and 
conditions thereof, will tend to 
effectuate the declared policy of the Act; 

(b) The parity prices of milk as 
determined pursuant to Section 2 of the 
Act are not reasonable in view of the 
price of feeds, available supplies of 
feeds, and other economic conditions 
which affect market supply and demand 
for milk in the marketing area, and the 
minimum prices specified in the 
tentative marketing agreement and the 
order, as hereby proposed to be 
amended, are such prices as will reflect 
the aforesaid factors, ensure a sufficient 
quantity of pure and wholesome milk, 
and be in the public interest; and 

(c) The tentative marketing agreement 
and the order, as hereby proposed to be 
amended, will regulate the handling of 
milk in the same manner as, and will be 
applicable only to persons in the 
respective classes of industrial and 
commercial activity specified in, the 
marketing agreement upon which a 
hearing has been held. 

RuJings on Exceptions 

In arriving at the findings and 
conclusions, and the regulatory 
provisions of this decision, each of the 

exceptions received was carefully and 
fully considered in conjunction with the 
record evidence. To the extent that the 
findings and conclusions and the 
regulatory provisions of this decision 
are at variance with any of the 
exceptions, such exceptions are hereby 
overruled for the reasons previously 
stated in this decision. 

Marketing Agreement and Order 

Annexed hereto and made a part 
hereof are two documents, a Marketing 
Agreement regulating the handling of 
milk, and an Order amending the order 
regulating the handling of milk in the 
Central marketing area, which has been 
decided upon as the detailed and 
appropriate means of effectuating the 
foregoing conclusions. 

It is hereby ordered that this entire 
decision and the two documents 
annexed hereto be published in the 
Federal Register. 

Determination of Producer Approval 
and Representative Period 

March 2006 is hereby determined to 
be the representative period for the 
purpose of ascertaining whether the 
issuance of the order, as amended in the 
Recommended Decision published in 
the Federal Register on February 22, 
2006 (71 FR 9015). regulating the 
handling of milk in the Central 
marketing area is approved or favored 
by producers, as defined under the 
terms of the order (as amended and as 
hereby proposed to be amended) who 
during such representative period were 
engaged in the production of milk for 
sale within the aforesaid marketing area. 

List of Subjects in 7 CFR Part 1032 

Milk marketing orders. 
Dated: September 1, 2006. 

Lloyd C. Day, 
Administrator, Agricultural Marketing 
Service. 

Order Amending the Order Regulating 
the Handling of Milk in the Central 
Marketing Area 

This order shall not become effective 
unless and until the requirements of 
§ 900.14 of the rules of practice and 
procedure governing proceedings to 
formulate marketing agreements and 
marketing orders have been met. 

Findings and Determinations 
The findings and determinations 

hereinafter set forth supplement those 
that were made when the order was first 
issued and when it was amended. The 
previous findings and determinations 
are hereby ratified and confirmed, 
except where they may conflict with 
those set forth herein. 
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{a) Findings. A public hearing was 
held upon certain proposed 
amendments to the tentative marketing 
agreement and to the order regulating 
the handling of milk in the Central 
marketing area. The hearing was held 
pursuant to the provisions of the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act 
of 1937, as amended (7 U.S.C. 601-674), 
and the applicable rules of practice and 
procedure (7 CFR part 900). 

Upon the basis of the evidence 
introduced at such hearing and the 
record thereof, it is found that: 

(1) The said order as hereby amended, 
and all of the terms and conditions 
thereof, will tend to effectuate the 
declared pol icy of the Act; 

(2) The parity prices of milk, as 
determined pursuant to Section 2 of the 
Act, are not reasonable in view of the 
price of feeds, available suppiies of 
feeds, and other economic conditions 
which affect market supply and demand 
for milk in the aforesaid marketing area. 
The minimum prices specified in the 
order as hereby amended are such 
prices as will reflect the aforesaid 
factors, insure a sufficient quantity of 
pure and wholesome milk, and be in the 
public interest; and 

(3) The said order as hereby amended 
regulates the handling of milk in the 
same manner as, and is applicable only 
to persons in the respective classes of 
industrial or commercial activity 
specified in, a marketing agreement 
upon which a bearing has been held. 

Order Relative to Handling 

It is therefore ordered, that on and 
after the effective date hereof, the 
handling of milk in the Central 
marketing area shall be in conformity to 
and in compliance with the terms and 
conditions of the order, as amended, 
and as hereby amended, as follows: 

The provisions of the order amending 
the order contained in the 
Recommended Decision issued by the 
Administrator, Agricultural Marketing 
Service, on February 15, 2006, and 
published in the Federal Register on 
February 22, 2006 (71 FR 9015). are 
adopted and shall be the terms and 
provisions of this order. The revised 
order follows. 

PART 1032-MILK IN THE CENTRAL 
MARKETING AREA 

1. The authority citation for 7 CFR 
Part 1032 continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 7 U.S.C. 601-674, and 7253. 

2. Section 1032.7 is amended by 
revising paragraph (c) introductory text 
and paragraph (h](7) to read as follows: 

§ 1032.7 Pool plant. 

(c) A supply plant from which the 
quantity of bulk fluid milk products 
shipped to (and physically unloaded 
into) plants described in paragraph 
(c)[1) of this section is not less than 25 
percent during the months of August 
through February and 20 percent in all 
other months of the Grade A milk 
received from dairy farmers (except 
dairy farmers described in§ 1032.12[b)) 
and from handlers described in 
§ 1000.9(c), including milk diverted 
pursuant to§ 1032.13, subject to the 
following conditions: 

(h) * * * 
[7) That portion of a regulated plant 

designated as a nonpool plant that is 
physically separate and operated 
separately from the pool portion of such 
plant. The designation of a portion of a 
plant must be requested in advance and 
in writing by the handler and must be 
approved by the market administrator. 
Such non pool status shall be effective 
on the first day of the month following 
approval of the request by the market 
administrator and thereafter for the 
longer of twelve (12) consecutive 
months or until notification of the 
desire to requalify as a pool plant, in 
writing, is received by the market 
administrator. Requalification will 
require deliveries to a pool distributing 
plant[s) as provided for in§ 1032.7(c). 
For requalification, handlers may not 
use milk delivered directlv from 
producer's farms pursuant to§ 1000.9(c) 
or§ 1032.13(c) for the first month. 

3. Section 1032.13 is amended by 
revising paragraph (d)(l], redesignating 
paragraphs (d)(2) through (6) as 
paragraphs (d)(4) through (8), adding 
new paragraphs (d)(2) and (d)(3), 
revising redesignated paragraph (d)(4), 
and adding a new paragraph (f), to read 
as follows: 

§ 1032.13 Producer milk. 

(d) * * * 
(1) Milk of a dairy farmer shall not be 

eligible for diversion until milk of such 
dairy farmer has been physically 
received as producer milk at a pool 
plant and the dairy farmer has 
continuously retained producer status 
since that time. If a dairy farmer loses 
producer status under the order in this 
part (except as a result of a temporary 
loss of Grade A approval], the dairy 
farmer's milk shall not be eligible for 
diversion until milk of the dairy farmer 
has been physically received as 
producer milk at a pool plant; 

(2) The equivalent of at least one day's 
milk production is caused by the 

handler to be physically received at a 
pool plant in each of the months of 
January and February, and August 
through November; 

[3) The equivalent of at least one day's 
milk production is caused by the 
handler to be physically received at a 
pool plant in each of the months of 
March through July and December if the 
requirement of paragraph (d)(2) of this 
section(§ 1032.13) in each of the prior 
months of August through November 
and January through February are not 
met, except in the case of a dairy farmer 
who marketed no Grade A milk during 
each of the prior months of August 
through November or January through 
February; 

(4] Of the quantity of producer milk 
received during the month (including 
diversions, but excluding the quantity of 
producer milk received from a handler 
described in§ 1000.9(c)) the handler 
diverts to non pool plants not more than 
75 percent during the months of August 
through February, and not more than 80 
percent during the months of March 
through July, provided that not less than 
25 percent of such receipts in the 
months of August through February and 
20 percent of the remaining months' 
receipts are delivered to plants 
described in § 1032. 7(a), (b) or (i); 

[f) The quantity of milk reported by a 
handler pursuant to either 
§ 1032.30(a)(1) or§ 032.30(c)(1) for the 
current month may not exceed 125 
percent of the producer milk receipts 
pooled by the handler during the prior 
month. Milk diverted to nonpool plants 
reported in excess of this limit shall be 
removed from the pooL Milk received at 
pool plants in excess of the 125 percent 
limit, other than pool distributing 
plants, shall be classified pursuant to 
§ 1000.44(a)(3J(v). The handler must 
designate, by producer pick-up, which 
milk is to be removed from the pool. If 
the handler fails to provide this 
information the provisions of paragraph 
(d)(5) of this provision shall apply. The 
following provisions apply: 

(1) Milk shipped to and physically 
received at pool distributing plants shall 
not be subject to the 125 percent 
limitation; 

(2) Producer milk qualified pursuant 
to § __ .13 of any other Federal Order 
in the previous month shall not be 
included in the computation of the 125 
percent limitation: provided that the 
producers comprising the milk supply 
have been continuously pooled on any 
Federal Order for the entirety of the 
most recent three consecutive months. 

(3) The market administrator may 
waive the 125 percent limitation: 
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(i) For a new handler on the order, 
subject to the provisions of paragraph 
[f)(3) of this section, or 

[ii) For an existing handler with 
significantly changed milk supply 
conditions due to unusual 
circumstances; 

(4) A bloc of milk may be considered 
ineligible for pooling if the market 
administrator determines that handlers 
altered the reporting of such milk for the 
purpose of evading the provisions of 
this paragraph. 

Marketing Agreement Regulating the 
Handling of Milk in the Central Marketing 
Area 

The parties hereto, in order to effectuate 
the declared policy of the Act, and in 
accordance with the rules of practice and 
procedure effective thereunder (7 CFR Part 
900), desire to enter into this marketing 
agreement and do hereby agree that the 

provisions referred to in paragraph I hereof 
as augmented by the provisions specified in 
paragraph II hereof, shall be and are the 
provisions of this marketing agreement as if 
set out in full herein. 

I. The findings and determinations, order 
relative to handling, and the provisions of 
§§ 1032.1 to 1032.86 all inclusive, of the 
order regulating the handling of milk in the 
Central marketing area (7 CFR Part 1032 
which is annexed hereto); and 

II. The following provisions: Record of 
milk handled and authorization to correct 
typographical errors. 

(a) Record of milk handled. The 
undersigned certifies that he/she handled 
during the month of January 
2005,_hundredweight of milk covered by this 
marketing agreement. 

(b) Authorization to correct typographical 
errors. The undersigned hereby authorizes 
the Deputy Administrator, or Acting Deputy 
Administrator, Dairy Programs, Agricultural 
Marketing Service, to correct any 

typographical errors which may have been 
made in this marketing agreement. 

Effective date. This marketing agreement 
shall become effective upon the execution of 
a counterpart hereof by the Department in 
accordance with Section 900.14(a} of the 
aforesaid rules of practice and procedure. 

In witness whereof, the contracting 
handlers, acting under the provisions of the 
Act, for the purposes and subject to the 
limitations herein contained and not 
otherwise, have hereunto set their respective 
hands and seals. 
Signature 
By (Name) 
(Title) 

(Address) 
(Seal) 

Attest 

[FR Doc. 06-7498 Filed 9-6-0G; 8:45am] 
BILLING CODE J410-Q2-P 



BEFORE THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

In the Matter of Milk in California; 
Notice of Hearing on a Proposal to 
Establish a Federal Milk Marketing 
Order 

7 CFR Part 1051 

Docket No.: A0-15-0071; 

AMS-DA-14-0095 

Clovis, California, September 22, 2015 

Testimony of Dennis Schad 

In Support of Proposal 1 of California Dairies, Inc., 

Dairy Farmers of America, Inc., and Land O'Lakes, Inc. 

Proposal to Establish a Federal Milk Marketing Order for the 

State of California 

DEPOSITION 
EXHIBIT 
-:ro 

Cooperatives' Exhibit 6 

1 



INTRODUCTION 

My name is Dennis Schad. I am employed by Land O'Lakes, Inc. as Director of Middle 

Atlantic Milk Sourcing and Regulatory Affairs. My business address is 405 Park Road, Carlisle, 

PA 17015. My present duties at Land O'Lakes are to manage LOL's milk marketing in the 

Northeast, forecast and budget milk into LOL's butter and powder plant in Carlisle PA and 

represent LOL at various state and Federal regulatory hearings. I have been employed in the 

dairy industry since 1981 and have had regulatory responsibilities since 1990. I have testified at 

federal and state milk pricing and regulatory hearings on several dozen occasions. My testimony 

today is in support of Proposal Number 1 sponsored by California Dairies, Inc ., Dairy Farmers of 

America, Inc. and Land O'Lakes, Inc. 

My testimony concerns the topics of product classification; class prices; prices and price 

formulas for all classes of utilization; and price announcements. These subjects are addressed in 

proposed sections 1051.40,1051.42,1051.43,1051.44,1051.50, 1051.51 , ~1051.52, t05l.S.3 ~(d. 
lDS' ·s..., . 

We propose that the California federal order adopt the uniform federal order system of 

product classification and pricing. The product classifications of the CDF A and federal system 

are very similar; and adoption of the national, tmiform federal classifications will involve few 

changes for California handlers. The federal order system has in place a national pricing grid for 

all classifications of use; and the prices already explicitly provide for either California-specific 

prices or prices which are expressly national in scope and have been adopted using California 

plant costs, and each month's product sales prices from California milk manufacturing plants are 

reflected. The federal price grids will make the California federal order an integrated part of the 

national dairy marketplace. 
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I. The California Order Should Adopt the Uniform System of Class ification of Milk 
and Milk Products. 

This Proposal recommends that the Secretary adopt the classified pricing provisions of 

Sections 1000.40 through 1000.45 and the Fluid Milk and Fluid Cream definitions of Sections 

1000.15 and 1000.16. As a general statement of purpose, the Preliminary Report of the Federal 

Order Reform Classification Committee (November 12, 1996) stated: 

In conformance with the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1937, all 
milk should be classified "in accordance with the form in which or 
the purpose for which it is used." AlthouglJ the primary factors for 
classifying milk should be its use and ~Others factors such as 
product labeling and equity among competing handlers should also 
be considered. (Page 2) 

In 1974 a uniform Federal order classification plan for 39 markets was adopted and 

continued through the Federal Order Reform process where uniform classifications of dairy 

products were adopted for all Federal orders. Since Federal Order Reform, AMS has called two 

national hearings to consider changes in definitions and classification of mi lk products. In 2004 

AMS called a hearing to address the reclassification of evaporated or sweetened condensed milk 

in consumer type packages from Class III to Class IV. And in 2005 USDA held a hearing to 

reconsider the classification of Class I milk. 

Referenced in the Federal Order Class I and Class II definitions are Section 1000.15 

Fluid Milk Product and Section 1000.16 Fluid Cream ·Product. Section 1000.16 was unchanged 

during the Federal Order Reform process and includes "the mixture of cream and milk or skim 

milk containing 9 percent or more butterfat. .. " This definition would include the consumer 

product commonly known as half and half. 

The Fluid Milk Products section was modified on January 1, 2011 as a result of Federal 

order hearings held during June 2005. The Final Decision held, "This final decision maintains 
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the current fluid milk product definition's compositional standard of 6.5 percent nonfat milk 

solids and incorporates an equivalent 2.25 percent true milk protein criterion for determining 

whether a product meets the compositional standard." l1--5 f~d · ~~- o.~ 3 3 S' .3~ l'2-0 \ 0)) 

The California Food and Agriculture Code contains a classified pricing system, which is 

comparable to the Federal order definitions. 

The California Class 1 definition is similar to the Federal Order Class I, with limited 

exceptions. CDF A defines half and half as a Class 1 product while AMS classifies the product 

as Class II. 

The California Class 2 and 3 definitions are comparable to the Federal order Class II, 

with notable exceptions. CDF A classifies buttermilk, used in a beverage as Class 2, while the 

Federal orders assign that product to Class I. 

The California Class 4a and 4b definitions are essentially identical to Federal orders 

Class III and IV. 

Exhibit 29 and the testimony of Mr. Nierman were provided by AMS and list individual 

dairy products, as classified by CDF A, and their corresponding Federal Order classifications. 

Exhibit 62 and the testimony ofMr. Shippelhoute from CDFA further explained the CDFA 

classifications. 

This Proposal recommends that the California order adopt Sections 1000.15, 16 and 40 in 

order to effectuate uniform classifications of the forms and uses of milk throughout the Federal 

orders. 

Section 1051.42 refers to the Classification of Transfers and Diversions in part 1000.42. 

The provisions and the rationale of this section were the subject oftestimony by an AMS 
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witness, Mr. Schaefer, at the start of the hearing. The Cooperatives recommend the adoption of 

this provision. C4 ncl \ O!; \. 4-4 d. E4; Vl e -tht C"~~e Y~ C \ CA S"S" i .f.i c ccn C\1 . ) . 
i?-u\~s \ r.c.\ uo \t~~ 

Sections! 000.4~and Section 1 051.4~fer te tR@ Classification of Shrinkage, Overage 

and Producer milk under the Order. The provisions and the rationale of this section were the 

subject oftestimony by an AMS witness, Mr. Mykrantz, at the start of the hearing. The 

Cooperatives recommend the adoption of these provisions. 

II. The California Federal Order Should Adopt For Section 1051.50 the Uniform 
National Provisions for Class Prices, Component Prices, and Advanced Pricing 
Factors in 7 CFR § 1000.50. 

The Cooperatives propose that the California Federal Order adopt the class price 

formulae listed in 7 CFR § 1000.50, the text of which is found at Cooperatives' Exhibit 6.A (4 

pages.) This section describes the formulae used to develop Class I, II, III and IV prices, the 

sources of commodity prices used in the pricing formulae and the make allowances and product 

yields used in the calculation. Section 1000.50 also describes the procedure for setting advanced 

Class I skim and butterfat prices and advanced Class II solids-not-fat prices. In 2014, AMS 

reported 129.4 billion pounds of producer milk pooled on Federal orders, while the National 

Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) estimated that total U.S. milk production was 200.6 

billion pounds, of which 42.3 billion pounds were produced in California. Thus, 65 percent of 

total national production and 82 percent of national production, less California, was priced by the 

uniform pricing formulae of the Federal Order system. 

California dairy products, like dairy products produced under Federal order pricing, 

compete for sales in the national market. The Secretary has long recognized that national 

competition for dairy products sales required prices for milk used to produce these products to be 

uniform across the Federal orders. While the current price formulae were developed through the 
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Federal Order Reform process and amended as a result of several national hearings, the 

formulas' antecedents flow from the Federal orders' precedents of uniform pricing of milk used 

to produce manufactured dairy products. The established approach of uniform national pricing 

for milk used to produce dairy products, other than fluid milk, results from a recognition that 

these products compete in a national marketplace. Pricing California milk production under the 

national class price grid is essential to extend uniform pricing to a fifth of the nation's milk 

production. 

A. The Evolution of a National Manufacturing Price. 

The evolution from regional class prices to a national class pricing grid can be traced to 

the adoption of the Minnesota-Wisconsin (M-W) price series as the uniform price for milk used 

to produce manufactured dairy products and the base price for regional Class I prices in all 

Federal orders. The Minnesota-Wisconsin manufacturing grade milk price series (M-W) was 

first adopted in 1961 and adopted in all, or nearly all, Federal Orders in the late 1960s. In the 

1995 Final Decision of the Basic Formula Price Hearing, the Secretary cited the national 

character of the M-W price. 

TheM-W price is a competitive price that represents an estimate of 
the average of prices paid for Grade B milk in Minnesota and 
Wisconsin by plants that manufacture butter, nonfat dry milk, and 
cheese. These products are sold in a national market in competition 
with such products made from Grade A milk that is in excess of 
fluid milk needs. Month-to-month changes in theM-W price 
reflect changes in overall supply and demand conditions for milk 
and its products nationally. (60 Fed. Reg. 7290, 7292 (1995)) 

Further in the 1995 Decision, the Secretary describes the mechanics of the M-W 

competitive price series: 

The use of the competitive pay price method of pricing milk is 
based upon the premise that in a highly competitive economy dairy 
concerns will tend to purchase milk at prices commensurate with 
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the more efficient concerns' ability to pay for the product. As shifis 
occur in the relationship between finished products prices, one 
group of processors may be able to pay higher prices. The other 
processors must meet or approximate these prices or lose their 
supplies. If a dairy concern fails to make the necessary 
adjustments, it will in time be forced out of business. Increasing 
labor and other costs will tend to reduce prices paid for milk. On 
the other hand, the use of new assembling, processing, packaging 
and marketing techniques which reduce costs or increase product 
returns will tend to increase prices paid for milk. These upward or 
downward adjustments in costs would be automatically rellected in 
reserve prices by using the competitive pay prices method of 
pricing. (60 Fed. Reg. at 7299 (1995)) 

It was observed that in theM-W milk pricing environment, milk processors of 

manufactured products would freely compete for milk in a marketplace of many sellers and 

buyers. It was assumed in that environment that processors determined the price they could 

afford to pay for milk based on the sales price of their manufactured product, less the cost of 

processing. Within that accounting for a cheese manufacturer, if whey was a product that it 

could sell, it would be a positive value in its ability to pay dairy farmers. However, if whey from 

the processing of cheese had no value and had to be disposed of, then whey would be a cost. 

Thus, implicitly, the value or cost of whey was always included in the M-W price prior to 

Federal Order Reform. 

The M-W was a competitive pay price obtained from a survey of manufacturing plants in 

Minnesota and Wisconsin making payments to producers of Grade B (manufacturing grade) 

milk. This base month M-W was updated by a survey of a smaller number of plants' pay prices 

for the succeeding month. At the time the M-W was developed, approximately 50 percent of the 

total U.S. Grade B milk was produced in those two states. In this context, manufacturing milk 

included all uses of milk that did not require Grade A, including butter/powder and all forms and 

varieties of cheese. 
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As the number of Grade B producers and the number of plants that accepted Grade B 

milk declined, a change to the M-W was required. The Basic Formula Price (BFP) was 

established in 1989 as a commodity price updater to theM-W competitive price survey. The 

products surveyed in the updater formulae were butter, non-fat dry milk, cheddar cheese, and 

whey powder. The process to determine the Basic Formula Price was described in the 1990 

Carolina Order Promulgation decision: 

It (BFP) would be computed by increasing or decreasing the M-W 
price of the second preceding month by an amount that reflects 
changes in the value of the gross value of milk used to produce 
cheddar cheese (including whey fat and whey solids non-fat), 
butter, non-fat dry milk and edible whey powder of the first fifteen 
days of the preceding month compared to the first fifteen days 
during the second preceding month. The gross value of milk used 
to produce these products would be determined by multiplying the 
price of each product by a yield factor which represents the pounds 
of product that results from the manufacture of a hundredweight of 
milk. The yield factors used in the formula adopted herein would 
be those that are used under the Dairy Price Support Program for 
determining similar gross values. (55 Fed. Reg. 25618, 25641 
(1990)) 

Although the 1985 Farm Bill changed the calculation of the cheese support price by 

deleting whey from the formula, nevertheless the Secretary continued to use whey values, make 

allowances, and yields to compute the BFP. Within the Secretary's decision to report an 

equivalent price, he wrote: 

It is therefore ordered that a whey processing cost of 12.5 cents per 
pound and a yield factor of 5.5 pounds continue to be used as 
equivalent factors determining any positive whey value in 
computing the basic Class III formula price under the above named 
orders, effective upon issuance of this determination. (55 Fed. Reg. 
at 25642.1' \\ q qo)) 
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However, the calculation that determined the BFP prior to FMMO Reform was changed 

in 1995. The 1995 Basic Formula Price Final Decision redefined the calculation, deleting the 

whey factor, but, for the first time, including a dry buttermilk factor. The Secretary wrote: 

After reviewing the various formulas, it is concluded the best 
updater would include the following products and representative 
price series: Grade AA butter, Chicago Mercantile Exchange 
(AAB); nonfat dry milk, Central States production area (NFDM); 
dry buttermilk, Central States production area (DBM); Cheddar 
cheese, 40-pound block, National Cheese Exchange (NCE); and 
Grade A butter, Chicago Mercantile Exchange (AB). Dry whey is 
not included in the formula because not all cheese manufacturers 
process whey, and the disposal of it is a cost to many 
manufacturers. Furthermore, dry whey is no longer included in 
calculating the cheese purchase price under the dairy price support 
program. (60 Fed. Reg. at 730 1~ l \ C\ q S)) 

While the politics ofthe 1985 Farm Bill ultimately changed the calculation of the BFP by 

deleting whey from the formula, nevertheless the value of whey continued to be implicitly 

included in the base BFP through the base month M-W price. Consequently, since 1961 the 

value of whey has always been included in the national Federal order price for manufacturing 

milk. 

Prior to Federal Order Reform several Federal orders were amended to include multiple 

component pricing (MCP). These order hearings were held on an individual marketing area 

basis and subject to decision-making based on hearing evidence. For instance, Order 30 

provided for a Protein Price, calculated by multiplying 1.32 times the average monthly 40 pound 

block cheddar cheese price, as reported by the National Cheese Exchange. The pre-reform 

"other solids" price for FMMO 30 was calculated by subtracting the butterfat and protein values 

from the announced BFP Price and dividing by the market's other solids percentage. While 

other Federal orders that had MCP pricing utilized a different formula to determine the order's 
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protein price, the Class III price, which was the starting point for all orders, was the national 

BFP. Thus, at standard test, the national Class III price in all orders was the BFP. 

B. Exceptions to Price Uniformity in Prices for Milk Used in Manufacturing: 
Class III-A 

The price for milk used to produce non-fat dry milk, Class III-A, was established in 

November, 1992 in three Federal orders: FMMOs I, 4, and 124. In the October 20, 1993, Class 

Ill-A Decision the Secretary noted that the new Class III-A classification affected only milk used 

to produce NFDM (not butter) and reiterated his support for national pricing for cheese and 

butterfat. The 1993 Decision expanded Class III-A pricing from the three original orders, Orders 

I, 4 and 124, to an additional26 Federal orders. [Docket A0-14-A65-R02, etc.; DA-91-013] 

The Secretary noted that establishing Class III-A pricing in a limited number of markets caused 

price misalignments in adjacent markets. 58 Fed. Reg. 58112,58114-15 (1993)) The formula 

make allowances that were used to determine the Class III-A were the make allowances 

legislated in the Commodity Credit Corporation's Dairy Price Support program. 

The 1993 Decision reiterated the earlier 3-market decision by continuing the western 

orders' use of the average Dairy Market News Western Powder Price for orders west of the 

Rocky Mountains (FMMO 124, 131 and 135) and the average Dairy Market News Central States 

Powder Price for the other affected markets. The recommended decision proposed to use the 

Western Powder Price in all orders for the formula commodity price, however the Secretary 

reversed himself and wrote: 

There is obviously some location value associated with NFDM as 
there is with other finished manufactured products like cheese and 
butter. However, manufacturers of these finished products 
compete with each other for sales throughout the nation. Thus 
currently, the minimum price used for these products is uniform 
throughout the country, with some minor exceptions. This insures 
that all processors of these products have the same starting point in 
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terms of the minimum price for milk. They are then left to 
compete for sales with each other for sales throughout the country. 
In some areas the processors would have a location advantage over 
competitors and in some areas a disadvantage. However, the 
marketplace and not differences in the minimum price for milk 
would determine the relative advantages in order to allow 
competitive forces to continue to operate. The recommended 
decision concluded that the Class III-A price should be uniform 
among the Federal order markets as is currently the case with the 
Class III price. Using different powder prices in the Class III-A 
formulas could result in substantial price differences among nearby 
manufacturing plants, depending upon where the dividing line is 
established for using different prices the recommended decision 
concluded. Establishing different price levels would not be 
consistent with the price support program and the national market 
nature of the NFDM market, the recommended decision further 
concluded. (58 Fed. Reg. at 58121f l\C1G~)) 

The Secretary went on to note that the Western price was lower than the Central NFDM 

prices, but not always at the same magnitude. When NFDM prices were high, the difference 

would be greater and when the NFDM price was lower, the difference between the price series 

narrowed. Between September 1991 and August 1992 the difference between the price series 

ranged from 2.4 cents per pound to 6.2 cents per pound and averaged 4 cents for the period. 

Noting that about 60 percent ofNFDM was manufactured in the Western Region, the 

Secretary opted to maintain the regional price factor in the Class III-A price formula. In doing 

so, the Secretary rejected a suggestion that the formula use the Central States price and discount 

that price for the Western orders by a fixed amount to represent transportation. He noted that the 

difference in prices between the price series fluctuated. (ld. at 58124-12V l\'1q3)) 

Of the 31 Federal orders included in the 1999 Annual Summary, 21 orders had provisions 

for Class III-A pricing. Due to the Seasonal Adjusters of the three Northeastern orders, and two 

separate price series (Central States and Western States), there were five different monthly prices 

for the 23 orders. However, the variation of the 1999 average Class III-A prices was slight: 
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Order 1, $12.14; Order 2, $12.22, Order 4, $12.16; Western Area, (Pacific Northwest, Central 

Arizona and the Southwestern Idaho and Eastern Oregon) $12.04 and Other Areas, including 

Carolina, Southeast, Michigan Upper Peninsula, Southern Michigan, Eastern Ohio-Western 

Pennsylvania, Ohio Valley, Indiana, Chicago Regional, Louisville-Lexington-Evansville, Upper 

Midwest, Iowa, Nebraska-Western Iowa, Southwestern Plains and New Mexico-West Texas, 

$12.14. There was a $0.18/cwt range of 1999 average Class III-A prices between the New York-

New Jersey order and the lowest prices in the Western area. (1999 Federal Milk Marketing Order 

Statistics, Annual Summary, Table 30) 

It is important to note that in 1993, a sales-weighted national average NFDM price was 

v:>e\~Y\\~d 
not available. The Secretary had to rely on a voluntary and unaudited survey ofun-~ 

weekly sales ofNFDM reported in the Dairy Market News. Had the Secretary had access to a 

national weighted average NFDM price that would have been influenced by the western region's 

60% of nation's production, as the NASS price is, he may have come to a different conclusion on 

the establishment of regional Class III-A prices. Nevertheless, when you allow for the Season 

Adjusters in the three Northeast orders that would have been present even without Class III-A 

pricing, the average Class III-A difference was $0.10 per cwt. The informal rule making process 

of Federal Order Reform allowed AMS to better standardize and make uniform the prices for 

milk used to produce Class II, III and IV products. As a result of Federal Order Reform, since 

2000 no Federal order contains a seasonal pricing provision, nor does any Federal order include 

regional pricing factors for milk used in manufacturing. 

C. Uniformity of Prices for Class II 

As a result of a national hearing held in 1991, the Class II price was established in all 

Federal Orders as the Class III price plus $0.30 per cwt. At the time of Federal Order Reform, 
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all Federal orders, except the New York- New Jersey order charged the same price for milk 

used to produce Class II products. Only Order 2, which included farm point pricing, maintained 

a location adjuster on Class II volumes. On average the Order 2 price was $0.08 higher than 

other Federal orders. 

D. Uniformity of Class III Prices Pre-Order Reform 

In 1999, all orders except the three Northeastern orders charged the same Class III price. 

The average Class III price for milk pooled on Order 2 was $0.09 higher than the national 

average price; Order 4, $0.03 higher and Order 1, $.01 greater. (Federal Order Market Statistics, 

1999 Annual Summary, Table 30) These deviations from the national price for milk used to 

produce Class III products were the result of each order's Seasonal Adjuster. The Final Decision 

of Federal Reform noted that these adjusters had been a factor in the orders' milk pricing for 30 

years, and predated the national adoption of the M-W price series in all orders. (64 Fed. Reg. 

16026, 16149 (1999)) 

While Seasonal Adjusters were "grandfathered" into the Northeast orders, the Secretary 

declined an opportunity to extend the provision to other orders. A Seasonal Adjuster was 

proposed for the hearing held to consolidate the Georgia, Alabama-West Florida, New Orleans-

Mississippi, Greater Louisiana, Paducah, Kentucky and Central Arkansas orders during 1993-

1994. The Secretary rejected the proposal, citing that the Class III-A price provided adequate 

relief for the proponents' claimed balancing costs. (60 Fed. Reg. 25014, 25036 (1995)) 

III. Federal Order Reform Results in Uniform National Pricing of Milk Used to Produce 
Class II, III and IV Products. 

A. A New Uniform Set of National Class Prices 

As noted earlier, the quest for milk price uniformity was ongoing at the Department. For 

instance, at the 1989 Carolina order promulgation hearing, a proposal was made by three 
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handlers to continue the butterfat pricing factor contained in both the North and South Carolina 

State orders and to establish for the new Federal order a butterfat differential formula of .1 times 

the Chicago Grade A butter price. At the time, the butterfat formula in the adjoining Federal 

orders and all Federal orders was .115 times the Chicago butter price. Testimony was provided 

at the Hearing that the difference between the formulas would affect producers' pay price (not 

the butterfat price) by only $0.04 to $0.06/cwt. Citing the difference between the States' orders 

and the Federal orders' butterfat pricing as a factor in disorderly marketing, the Secretary ruled 

against the proposal. The Secretary said, "if such a modification were adopted the value of 

butterfat and skim milk in the Carolina market would not be aligned with such values under the 

neighboring Federal order markets." (55 Fed. Reg. at 25623, 2564¥ l \ C\0, 0)) 

Section 143 of the 1996 Farm Bill directed that the Secretary consolidate the (then) 31 

Federal orders to a number of between 10 and 14. Further, the Secretary was authorized to 

address related issues such as the use of utilization rates and multiple basing points for the 

pricing of fluid milk and the use of uniform multiple component pricing when developing one or 

more basic formula prices for manufacturing milk. The Conference Committee Report of the 

1996 Farm Bill instructed the Secretary, "There is no limitation to the number of issues the 

Secretary may consider when consolidating the orders." (Conference Report to accompany H.R., 

2854, March 25, 1996, pg. 338) 

In addition the Secretary was instructed to effectuate the reforms to Federal orders by 

utilizing the informal rulemaking procedure. While formal rulemaking required AMS decision 

making to be limited to the evidence on proposals provided by interested parties at a formal 

hearing, informal rule making permitted AMS more latitude to develop its own proposals, based 

on industry comments, and evidence. AMS established five committees composed of AMS and 
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market administrator staff. Those committees were Price Structure, Basic Formula Price, 

Identical Provisions, Classifications and a Regional Committee, composed of Mideast, 

Northeast, Southeast and Western regions. In addition to utilizing USDA personnel, partnerships 

were established with two university consortia to provide expert analysis on issues relating to 

price structure and basic formula price options. 
l q~l.p 

The broad authorization and informal rulemaking procedures granted in the .1,.995 Farm 

Bill allowed AMS to standardize milk classifications, pricing and procedures into a national 

system. 

In the Recommended Decision of Federal Order Reform the Secretary wrote: 

The new basic formula price should be simple to derive and easy 
for the dairy industry to understand, since it would be used in all 
Federal milk orders. The BFP also should be transparent. That is, it 
should be possible to see and understand the derivation of the BFP, 
even if a complex formula is used to determine the price. Further, 
the new basic formula price should be applied uniformly within 
orders and on a national basis. 

The most important criterion is sound economics--the ability of the 
BFP to reflect the supply and demand for raw milk. Currently, the 
BFP is intended to represent the interaction of supply and demand 
for manufacturing milk and thereby, the supply and demand for 
fluid milk at a minimum level. A replacement that fits this 
traditional role suggests that the supply and demand for 
manufacturing milk should be reflected in the new price. 

Sound economics also implies that minimum prices for milk used 
in manufactured products will be market-clearing. The use of two 
classes to price milk used in traditional "surplus" products of 
butter, nonfat dry milk, and cheese (that is, milk in excess of that 
amount needed to fill fluid demand), helps assure that only one 
product will have to be priced at a level that clears the market. The 
market-clearing product in most cases is butter/nonfat dry milk. 
(63 Fed. Reg. 4802, 4877 (1998)) 

The Secretary replaced the basic formula price (BFP) with a multiple component pricing 

system that derives component values from surveyed prices of manufactured dairy products. The 
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adopted pricing system determines butterfat prices for milk used in Class II, Class III and Class 

IV products from a butter price; protein and other solids prices for milk used in Class III 

products from cheese and whey prices; and nonfat solids prices for milk used in Class II and 

Class IV products from nonfat dry milk product prices. To translate prices of dairy commodities 

into class prices for milk, three factors are needed: a price discovery vehicle for butter, nonfat 

dry milk (NFDM), cheddar cheese and whey; the cost of processing milk into the finished 

product commodities; and the yield of finished product from a hundredweight of milk. 

B. Determination of Commodity Prices 

The Reform Final Decision established the determination of Commodity Prices for the 

class price formulae through a survey conducted by National Agricultural Statistics Service. 

Each week NASS would survey butter, powder, cheese and whey manufacturers for their sales 

prices and volumes sold. Monthly class prices would be determined by performing a volume-

weighted average calculation of the weekly prices. The Secretary described the NASS survey/ 
'\\'\ ~ t)e<..fh1~V "l.,oOQ -\:-(~~Ve c,t..et\ S \~ ~ ~ (.OV\O)W S~l~~alljt _ V\1\(I.Vto{ c.x~d 

In developing these commodity surveys, input was obtained fro'fn c \ Cl<;J J!i- vt1d Ji. 
the dairy industry on the appropriate types of products, packaging f rrn ~\OS H-t'<"AYi Y\D\ -. 
and package sizes to be included for the purpose of obtaining 

0 
J 

unbiased representative prices. A sale is considered to occur when 
a transaction is completed, the product is shipped out or the title 
transfer occurs. In addition, all prices are f.o .b. the processing 

yto.nt: i*anfstorage center with the processor reporting the total volume 
sold and the total dollars received or the price per pound. NASS 
Dairy Products Prices reports wholesale cheddar cheese prices for 
both 500-pound barrels and 40-pound blocks, USDA Grade AA 
butter, USDA Extra Grade or USPH Grade A non-fortified dry 
milk and USDA Extra Grade non-hygroscopic dry whey. (65 Fed. 
Reg. 76832, 76837(~) 

~000 

The Secretary has addressed the appropriateness of combining the prices of 40-pound 

blocks and 500-lb barrels of cheddar cheese, adjusted to 38 percent moisture and plus three cents 
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per pound (0.03/lb.) to determine the commodity price for the protein formula. For the Class 

Price Hearing held in 2000, the Secretary wrote: 

The hearing record provides no basis for altering the composition 
of cheese prices surveyed for use in the Class III pricing formulas 
or for changing the calculation of the NASS weighted average 
cheese price other than the moisture adjustment to 38 percent for 
500-pound barrels. (67 Fed. Reg. 67906, 67926 (~~ 

f~!Qvu CAv~ 'tC01- 2-00 
During the ~make allowance hearing, proposals were made to eliminate barrels from 

the calculation of the weighted average cheese price and/or eliminate the three cent addition to 

the 500-pound cheddar cheese prices. 

During the hearing proponents asserted that since the price difference between blocks and 

barrels is almost zero, it can be concluded that any packaging cost difference must also be nearly 

zero. The Secretary disagreed and noted: 

This decision does not find a causal relationship between selling 
prices and costs. While evidence does support that market prices of 
blocks and barrels can sometimes be identical, it cannot be 
concluded that any purported cost difference arising from 
packaging cost differences must have also disappeared. The 
sometime relatively similar market prices of block and barrels 
could be explained by a multitude of factors not relating to 
manufacturing and packaging costs. (73 Fed. Reg. 35306, 35328 
(:.£.006)) 
1-oOfO f-~l?VlAC1Y~ 1.,001" 

Another proposal put forward in the~ Hearmg would have eliminated the barrel 

cheese price from the protein calculation. Citing that barrel production is often in excess of 50 

percent of the volume of cheese in the survey, the Secretary rejected the proposal and noted, 

"Eliminating the barrel price from the protein price formula would significantly and needlessly 

reduce the volume of cheese used in the Class III product price formula which could lead to 

protein prices that are not as representative of the national cheese market." ~ ( )' 
l~3 f~cJ . ~, . ti-\: ';)J~Cb \'l-00'01) 
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Barrel cheese continues to be a major portion of the DPPSR cheese survey. During 2014, 

barrel cheese comprised 45 percent ofthe reported cheese sales. 

http://future.aae.wisc.edu/datalweekly values/by area/1622 and 

http://future.aae.wisc.edu/datalweekly values/by area/1624 

The use of national dairy commodity prices for national Class-~ices has been fac ilitated 

by Federal law since 2000. Public Law 106-532 passed in 2000 required persons engaged in the 

manufacture and sale of selected dairy products to report certain information including the price, 

quantity, and moisture content where applicable. Any manufacturer that processes and markets 

less than 1 mi llion pounds of dairy products per year was exempt from the sales reporting 

requirements. USDA completed the rule making process on June 17, 2008 creating the Dairy 

Products Mandatory Reporting Program. This program collects, evaluates aggregates, verifies, 

and disseminates dairy products sales information to the public. 

The Mandatory Price Reporting Act of 2010 required USDA to release dairy product 

sales information on or before Wednesday at 3:00pm (unless affected by a Federal Holiday.) 

The act also required the establishment of an electronic mandatory sales reporting system for 

dairy products reported under Public Law 106-532. 

The Act transferred the responsibility for the weekly reporting from NASS to AMS, 

which now issues the National Dairy Products Sales Report (NDPSR) each Wednesday. The 

congressionally enacted mandatory reporting captures all applicable sales of the standardized 

commodities, butter, NFDM, cheddar cheese and dry whey. The list of "Policies and Procedures 

for Dairy Product Mandatory Reporting Program" is Cooperatives' Exhibit 6.B (3 pgs.) 

Moreover, AMS was directed to audit the reporting manufacturers, such that AMS visits the 

larger entities that account for 80 percent of the previous year's product at least annually. AMS 
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visits the entities representing the residual 20 percent of volumrjs every other year. In 2012 

AMS reported in the Final Rule that 18 entities representing one or more plants reported cheddar 

cheese sales of 40 pound blocks; 14 reporting entities reported cheddar cheese sold as 500 pound 

barrels; 19 reporting butter entities; 28 reporting entities ofNFDM sales and 20 dry whey 

entities. 

C. California is a Major Factor in Determining Monthly NDPSR Prices. 

California produced 2.4 billion pounds of cheese from 60 cheese plants during 2014 

according to the NASS 2014 Annual Report. This total production of cheese represented 21 

percent of the total cheese produced in the United States. (Dairy Products 2014 Annual 

Summary, pg. 30) California produced 3 75 million pounds of cheddar cheese from 19 plants, 

representing 11 percent of the nation's total. (pg. 32) Additionally, California produced 33 

percent of the nation's butter production from 14 plants (pg. 43) and 40 percent of the nation's 

nonfat dry milk powder from 12 plants. (pg. 44) NASS' rules of confidentiality prohibit the 

disclosure of state-specific statistics when there are fewer than three reporting plants. However 

it is logical to assume the state responsible for 21 percent ofthe nation's cheese production 

would have an important impact on the various dry and protein-concentrated dry whey products 

that are byproducts from cheese production. 

The Secretary addressed the relationship of California commodity dairy prices and the 
~oW (o\1\~Vftlio\'lo\l'i W\CA~l,\+-ecl c\c.us m (AY\c) 

NASS price series in the Final Decision of the ~009 R'l:aiee allewaRee ReariRg. The Secretary C \. 0\SI 'tt 
f~i c.{ 

noted: "The NASS price survey for dairy products used as a basis for establishing Class III and fVYrYIU l~S 

Class IV prices includes all dairy product prices and sales volumes in all regions of the country, 1-k~t.ri Vlj 
( ~002--) 

including California." (67 Fed. Reg. at 6793fi,. 
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D. California Manufacturing Costs Have Always Been a Factor in Setting 
FMMO Make Allowances. 

The process of determining the manufacturing cost of processing milk into butter, 

NFDM, cheddar cheese and whey has been iterative. During Federal Order Reform and at every 

make allowance hearing, testimony was provided concerning manufacturing costs of California 

plants. Initially for the Federal Order Reform make allowances, the Secretary relied on the 

manufacturing cost survey of cooperative-owned milk processing plants, conducted by the Rural 

Cooperative Business Service (RCBS) of USDA, a Cornell University study of processing costs 

and the survey of processing costs of California dairy plants, conducted by the California 

Department of Food and Agriculture (CDF A). The Secretary adjusted the surveys for marketing 

and packaging costs and return on investment. The make allowance for cheese, butter and 

NFDM was based on a weighted average of the CDF A and RCBS cost surveys. The FMMO 

Reform whey make allowance was based on a Cornell survey of whey processing costs. (64 Fed. 
( \ ctO\'\) 

Reg. at 16096-9~ 

In 2000 the Secretary was issued a Congressional mandate to reconsider the Class III and 

Class IV pricing formulas included in the Final Rule for the consolidation and reform of Federal 

milk orders. The mandate was included in the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2000 (Pub. L. 

106-113, 115 Stat. 1501). Subsequently a public hearing to consider proposals submitted by the 

industry to change the pricing formulas in the marketing agreements and the orders regulating 

the handling of milk in the Northeast and the ten other marketing areas was held in Alexandria, 
( ~001.-) 

Virginia, on May 8-12, 2000. (67 Fed. Reg. at 6790,W The Final Decision from that proceeding 

again relied on a weighted average of the most recent CDF A and RCBS manufacturing cost 

surveys for butter, NFDM and cheese. 
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In 2006 a national hearing was held to consider changes to the manufacturing allowances 

contained in the Class III and Class IV product price formulas applicable to all Federal milk 

marketing orders. At this hearing a new manufacturing cost survey was introduced by a college 

professor representing the Cornell Program on Dairy Markets and Policy (CPDMP). While the 

RBCS survey only included cooperative-owned plants, the CPDMP cost survey represented both 

cooperative-owned and proprietary plants. The CPDMP survey represented a stratified random 

sample of butter, powder cheese and whey processing plants, located outside of California. In 

the Tentative Final Decision, the Secretary described the CPDMP survey: 

The CPDMP study is based on a voluntary structured survey of 
participating manufacturing plants selected to represent a cross 
sectional view of manufacturing costs for cheese, dry whey, butter, 
and NFDM outside of California. The CPDMP study is a first time 
survey and study of plant manufacturing costs designed to be relied 
upon in establishing make allowances. (71 Fed. Reg. 67467, 67484 
(2006)) 

Even though the CPDMP was contracted, in part, by USDA for determining 

manufacturing costs of butter, powder, cheese and whey plants, the Secretary chose to also 

consider the most recent CDFA survey in order to determine make allowances for Class III and 

Class IV in all Federal orders. He wrote: 

While CPDMP's study provides improved manufacturing cost data 
for plants in the Federal milk order program, combining it with the 
additional information available in the CDFA survey establishes a 
superior set of data on which to determine revised make 
allowances. Specifically, this tentative final decision finds 
agreement with the proponents of Proposal 1 that combining the 
CDFA survey with costs representative of Federal order 
manufacturing costs for cheese, NFDM, and butter (except dry 
whey) is the most reasonable approach for determining changes to 
the make allowances. CDF A survey data should be combined with 
the CPDMP study results because California's production volumes 
of cheese, dry whey, NFDM and butter are of such national 
significance it would be unreasonable to ignore California plant's 
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manufacturing costs in the Class III and Class IV product price 
formulas. (Id. at 6748(}( ( t.oO\o)) 

In the case of pricing other solids the Secretary wrote: 

This tentative final decision finds agreement with proponents such 
as Kraft, Glambia, Lactalis, Saputo, and Leprino, that the CPDMP 
study's weighted average manufacturing cost of dry whey plus a 
marketing cost factor of $0.00 15 per pound best represents the cost 
of dry whey for plants outside of California. (I d. at 6748~ ~ '2..-Q~)) 

Again in 2007 a national hearing was held to consider amendments to the Class III and 

Class IV formulae. And again the Secretary addressed the question of manufacturing cost 

surveys to determine the make allowance. The Secretary concluded: 

CDF A data represents the cost survey of only California 
processing plants. It is important to Federal order classified 
pricing that Class III and IV prices be derived, as much as possible, 
from national estimates of manufacturing cost information and 
because NASS survey prices include California. Accordingly, it is 
reasonable to conclude that appropriately combining this cost data 
with the cost survey of plants not located in California will tend to 
produce a measure of national manufacturing costs. Doing so will 
tend to not bias manufacturing costs measurements that may 
otherwise result from the exclusive use of one set of cost survey 
data over another. (73 Fed. Reg. at 35321r l'LOO'O)) 

The current make allowances are a result of the 2007 hearing. Specifically, the butter 

make allowance was derived through a NASS volume weighted average of CDFA and CPDMP 

manufacturing costs, plus a marketing cost adjustment of $0.0015, and is $0. 1715 per pound of 

butter. The NFDM make allowance was also derived through a NASS volume weighted average 

ofCDFA and CPDMP manufacturing costs, and is $0.1678 per pound of NFDM. (Id. at 
( 'U)o~) 

35325-2~ 

The Secretary found flaws with the CPDMP data regarding cheese make allowances and 

found that the CDF A survey provided the only viable manufacturing cost survey. Hence, the 

current make allowance in all Federal orders for cheese is the 2006 CDF A average cheese 
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manufacturing cost of $0.2003 per pound. Since CDFA was not satisfied with the precision in 

estimating the average cost to produce whey products, the Secretary relied only on the CPDMP 

cz.oo<¢) 
whey cost survey which yielded a $0.1991 per pound make allowance. (Id. at 3532~ 

E. Product Yields: Cheese 

The Final Decision of Federal Order Reform established the Class III price as a function 

of a Protein Price and an Other Solids price. The Protein Price would be derived through the 

following equation 

Protein price= ((NASS cheese survey price- 0.1702) x 1.405) + ((((NASS cheese survey 

price- 0.1702) x1.582)- butterfat price) x 1.28) 

In explaining the equation the Secretary wrote: 

The factors used in the formulas for computing component prices 
are determined by the quantity of the component in the 
commodity, except for protein, for which the VanSlyke yield 
formula is used. In the protein formula, the 1.405 and 1.582 are 
yield factors derived from the VanSlyke cheese yield formula. 
Both the 1.405 and 1.582 factors are determined by calculating the 
change in cheese yield if an additional tenth of a pound of protein 
or butterfat is contained in the milk, holding everything else 
constant. 
The [Federal Order Reform] proposed rule used a 1.32 factor times 
the cheese price for use in computing the protein price. The 
change to a factor of 1.405 reflects the use of true protein as the 
basis for payments for protein rather than using a measurement of 
"total nitrogen" for the protein content of milk. The resulting 
protein price will be for a pound of"true protein." (64 Fed. Reg. at 
16098)' (\qO!q)) 

The result of the congressionally mandated Federal order hearing held in 2000 was a 

change in the protein formula to recognize a price for butterfat in Class III products. The 

Department's decision to establish separate Class III and Class IV butterfat prices was 

subsequently modified by a set of Court-ordered formulas that were implemented in January 

2001. 
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In November 2002 the Secretary promulgated a Final Decision for the Congressionally-

mandated hearing held in 2000. After testimony was presented regarding farm-to-plant losses of 

butterfat and nonfat solids, butterfat retention in cheese, and assumptions regarding casein 

percentages in true protein, and their effects on the protein formula. The Secretary changed the 

protein formula to 

Protein price= ((NASS cheese survey price - 0. 165) x 1.383) + (((((NASS cheese survey 

price- 0.165) x 1.572)- butterfat price x .9)) x 1.17) (67 Fed.~.· 67930 (2002)) 

(i\ "'cA '1-001 
In 200~ two national Federal hearings were convened to consider changes in Class III 

and Class IV pricing. Testimony was offered concerning cheddar cheese yields, farm-to-plant 

losses and the differential value of whey cream and butter as compared to Grade AA butter and 

their effects on the protein formula. Other than adjusting the cheese make allowances, the 

Secretary found no compelling evidence to change the protein formula. 

The current formula for protein is: 

Protein price = ((NDPSR cheese survey price- $0. 2003) x \.1.383) + (((((NDPSR 

cheese survey price - $0.2003) x 1.572)- butterfat price x .9)) x 1.17) 

F. Product Yields: Other Solids 

As noted earlier, USDA recognized the value of cheese and whey to calculate the Support 

Price for cheese until the 1985 Farm Bill. AMS used the Farm Bill yields and make allowances 

in the calculation assumptions of the Basic Formula Price adjustments. Given the mandates of 

the 1995 Farm Bill to determine multiple component prices, the Department returned to 

determining the value of milk used to produce cheese through the product values of cheese and 

whey. 

While pre-reform orders priced other solids in milk used to produce cheese as a residual 

of the Basic Formula Price after values for protein and butterfat were subtracted, Federal Order 
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Reform determined the Other Solids value in Class III milk through the value of whey. The 

Secretary wrote in the Final Decision: 

A value for other solids is included in Class III to assure that the 
Class III price reflects most of the value of milk used in Class Ill 
products. In the Federal milk orders currently pricing three 
components, the other solids price is determined by subtracting the 
value of butterfat and protein from the BFP. In this final rule the 
other solids price is established independently of the butterfat and 
protein price. Even though there is not a market for other solids as 
such, the dry whey price was determined to be the best indicator of 
value for other solids and provides a method of accounting for and 
distributing the value in Class III milk that is not accounted for in 
the protein and butterfat components. Other potential price series 
that could be used to determine the value of other solids were whey 
protein concentrate and lactose. Under present market conditions, 
dry whey offers more market activity with less specialization than 
either whey protein concentrate or lactose, and therefore 
constitutes a better price series for determining a minimum Federal 
order price. Comments filed by several parties supported the use 
of dry whey for the determination of the other solids price. The 
0.968 factor in the formula represents the pounds of solids )) 
contained in a pound of dry whey. ( 64 Fed. Reg. at 16099)' t \ '1'1 '1 

The Other Solids price was again considered at the 2000 Hearing and a Tentative Final 

Decision was issued on December 1, 2000. While there were proposals to change the yield 

( 2.-000) 
factor, the Secretary chose to continue the .968 yield factor. (65 Fed. Reg. at 7684}\) 

Due to the Court mandate, the Department reissued the Final Decision to the 2000 

hearing. As a result the Final Decision adjusted the Other Solids formula to account for farm-to

-t-O 
plant losses of butterfat and nonfat milk solids. No testimony was offered change the yield 

1\ 

factor. Additionally, the Secretary chose to convert the formula yield factor from a divisor to 

'lrOOv 
one with a multiplier. Th7\Final Decision Other Solids formula was (NASS Whey Price -

t')-oot,) 
$0.150) x 1.03. (67 Fed. Reg. at 6793~ 

As a result of the 2006 Make Allowance Hearing the current Other Solids formula is: 

Other Solids Price= (NDPSR whey price - $0.1991) x 1.03. 
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G. Product Yields: Butter 

Federal Order Reform changed butterfat pricing from a calculated butterfat differential 

reported by the Department with the monthly Basic Formula Price, to a formula based on the 

NASS butter price series, less a make allowance divided)l'(or times) yield factor. The Reform 

Final Decision formula was (NASS Grade AA Butter Price - $0.114) I 0.82. There were no 

changes to the .82 divisor as a result of the 2000 hearing. 

The 2002 Final Decision changed the butterfat formula to recognize farm-to-plant losses 

and also changed the yield factor divisor to a multiplier. (NASS Grade AA Butter Price
( 't-001-) 

$0.115) x 1.20. (67 Fed. Reg. at 6792~ 

~oo=t 
As a result oftestimony from the ~national Class III and Class IV hearing the 

butterfat yield was changed to correct a mathematical error from the 2002 Final Decision that 

over-compensated processors for farm-to-plant loss. As a result, the butterfat formula was 

( '1-00~) 
changed to (NASS Grade AA Butter Price- $0. 1715) x 1.211. (73 Fed. Reg. at 3532~ 

The current Federal order butterfat price formula is 

Butterfat Price= (NDPSR butter price - $0.1715) x 1.211 

H. Product Yields: Nonfat Dry Milk 

The Federal Order Reform formula for the Nonfat Solids price was developed to 

recognize the amount of solids in nonfat dry milk with an adjustment for the small amount of 

buttermilk powder that was made in conjunction with the manufacture of butter and NFDM. (65 

Fed. Reg. at 7684~~tMMO Reform Final Decision Formula was (NASS Nonfat Dry Milk 

Price- $0. 137) I 1.02. 
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As a result of testimony regarding the yields ofNFDM and buttermilk powder from 

producer milk and plant to farm losses of components the formula was changed in 2002 to 

( ~001-) 
(NASS Nonfat Dry Milk Price- $0. 14) x .99. (67 Fed. Reg. at 6792~ 

There were no changes to the Nonfat Solids yield factors as a result of the 2006 hearings. 

The current nonfat milk solids price is: 

Nonfat Milk Solids= (NDPSR Nonfat Dry Milk Price- $0.1678) x .99 

The Final Rule for the current make allowances and product yields was signed on 

February 1, 2013. 

IV. Federal Order Reform Resulted In Uniform National Class II Pricing. 

Citing the substitutability ofNFDM and butterfat in the manufacture of Class II products, 

the Final Decision of Federal Order Reform changed the relationship of Class II pricing from 

Class III to the new Class IV. Including advance pricing for Class II solids, the Final Decision 

described the pricing of milk used to produce Class II products for all Federal orders: 

The price of Class II skim milk for a month will be computed by 
the sum of a Class IV skim price per hundredweight, calculated 
from product prices reported by NASS for the most recent two
week period for which prices are available on the 23rd day of the 
previous month, and the 70-cent Class II differential. The Class II 
butterfat price will be determined from the NASS-reported butter 
price, as in Classes III and IV, plus .7 cents per pound to 
incorporate the Class II differential. This price will be announced 
on the 51h day of the month and apply to butterfat in Class II during 
the previous month. (64 Fed. Reg. at 1609~ l \ 0)0101)) 

Federal Order Reform resolved Order 2's farm point pricing incongruity and its singular 

Class II location adjuster; consequently all Federal orders now share uniform Class II pricing. 

V. Federal Order Reform Set National Uniform Pricing Criteria for Milk Used in 
Class I Products. 

Prior to Federal Order Reform, each Federal order shared a uniform base price in the 

form of the BFP. However, each order had a defined pricing point and priced Class I milk from 
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that location. The consequence of such order-specific and disparate pricing was that at times the 

minimum price a Distributing Plant would pay for milk was dependent on the Federal order on 

which that plant was pooled. For example, in 1993 a Distributing Plant, located in Lansdale 

Pennsylvania and owned by multi-plant handler changed regulation from Order 4 to Order 2. 

This change in regulatory status resulted in a decrease of $0.345 per hundredweight in Class I 

~ f~ ~~ 
price fo1.Lansdal]\ Other Class I handlers, located only miles from the Lansdal~ competed in 

the same Philadelphia marketplace for sales with different base prices. Additionally dairy 

farmers had their pay affected; producers, long pooled on Federal Order 4 and possessing earned 

Order 4 bases, were required to change their regulatory status to Order 2 to maintain the 

customer sale. 

Disparate Class I pricing between orders was addressed and solved in Federal Order 

Reform. First, the 31 Federal orders were consolidated to 11 and second a national Class I 

pricing grid was adopted in all Federal orders. The Final Decision of Federal Order Reform 

noted: 

Although not required by the 1996 Farm Bill, the legislation 
provided authorization for the Secretary to review the Class I price 
structure as part of the consolidation of the orders including the 
consideration of utilization rates and multiple basing points for 
developing a pricing system. In any event, the consolidation of 

orders requires the review of the pricing system because 
historically, Class I pricing provisions, as well as other Federal 
order provisions, have been reviewed primarily on an individual 
market basis. The reform effort provides the opportunity to 
consider and establish a nationally coordinated Class I pricing 
surface that uses location adjustments to the differential levels to 
price milk for fluid use in every county in the United States. 
(64 Fed. Reg. at 1610l)r {_\<\qq)) 
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Class I prices are set based on the higher of the Class III or IV advance price as 

determined by AMS and by adding a specific Class I differential. Section 1000.52 lists the Class 

I differentials for all counties in the United States, including California. 

The Cooperatives recommend that this section be included in the California order in 

Sections 1051.51 and 1051 .52. The national pricing grid establishes five differential zones in the 

proposed California marketing area. They range from $2. 10 in the San Diego-Los Angeles area; 

$2.00 in the southeast corner of the state; $1.80 from the east and north from the $2.00/$2.10 

zones, north up the Pacific coast including the San Francisco and Bay areas to Oregon; $1.60 in 

the heaviest production areas; and the $1.70 zone, north of the $1.60 region and bordering 

Nevada and Oregon. (Exhibit 20, Map 1.D) 

These differentials were developed during the Federal Order Reform process and 

represent the spatial value of milk and its components across the United States. AMS relied on 
Sec."tl>V 

the United States Dairy.:Metket Simulator Model (USDSS) to estimate relative geographic values 

of milk and place them on a national grid which assigned Class I location values for each county 
(JqqGl!) 

in the U.S. (64 Fed. Reg. at 1610~ The Congress ofthe United States through the Consolidated 

Appropriations Act of2000 (P.L. 106-113, 115) overruled the Secretary's choice of a Class I 

Pricing Grid and instructed the Secretary to apply Option 1-A to all Federal orders. The Federal 

Register of December 17, 1999 lists all counties of the United States, including counties of 

California, and the Class I differentials associated with each. (64 Fed. Reg. 70868, 70871 ( 1999)) 

As noted, the other factor in determining minimum Class I prices is the higher of the 

Advance Class III or Class IV price. The Final Decision for Federal Order Reform lists three 

reasons why the Class I Mover should be determined by the higher of the Advance Class III or 

Class IV price. First, Class I is always in competition with processors of manufactured dairy 
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products. Federal Order Reform provided for four distinct classes of milk. Setting the Class I 

price at the higher of Class III or Class IV guarantees that the Class I price is related to the higher 

valued price used to produce manufactured products. The Secretary noted, "Since Class I 

handlers must compete with manufacturing plants for a supply of milk, the Class I price must be 

~(\otD!~ 
related to the price ofmilk used in manufacturing." (64 Fed. Reg. at 1610~ 

Second, due to advanced Class I pricing, price signals to producers may lag. It is 

especially important in a rising market that producers receive the price signal to increase 

production. In the Final Decision of Federal Order Reform, the Secretary wrote: 

Since the Class I price is announced in advance, in a rapidly 
changing market the Class I price may not reflect the value needed 
to compete for the necessary raw milk supply or the Class I price 
may be overvalued relative to the raw milk price. Undervaluing 
Class I milk is a particular problem since it reduces producers' pay 
prices at a time when the producers should be receiving a positive 
price signal. (Id.f l\ qC1q)) 

The third reason cited in the Final Reform Decision relates to decreasing the likelihood of 

price inversions and the resulting de-pooling of producer milk, when the higher of Class III or 

Class IV is utilized in the formula. The Cooperatives ' proposal addresses the question of de-

pooling through its mandatory pooling provision. Thus, the third reason, cited in the Final 

Reform Decision is not applicable to this proposal. 

Also addressed in Federal Order Reform was the appropriateness of the utilization of the 

minimum $1 .60 per hundredweight base Class I price. As noted, the USDSS estimates the 

relative differences in the value of milk between geographic points. Due to geographic 

characteristics of supply and demand, one or more points are found to be base pricing points. 

The central valley of California is one of the model's base points. Federal Order Reform set the 

price at these basing points at $1.60 per hundredweight. 
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The Secretary clearly stated the need to set the base differential at $1.60: 

The $1.60 minimum differential proposed is perceived to be the 
lowest value necessary under present supply and ~~.ply ~8nditions 
to maintain stable and viable pools of milk for Class I use in 
markets that are predominantly manufacturing oriented. 
(63 Fed. Reg. 4802, 4909 (1998)) 

The $1.60 minimum has three components as presented by USDA in the Recommended 

Decision of Federal Order Reform. The first had to do with the cost of a producer maintaining 

Grade A status. The requirements for maintaining Grade A status include possessing and 

OIV\~ S\A ffl'f 
maintaining an approved water syste~ facility construction and appearance requirements; 

plumbing requirements and specific equipment. It was noted that maintaining Grade A status 

ICI't<b 
would require additional labor resource and utilities expense. USDA in .~estimated the 

$o-4-o 4-'10'6UC1ct16) . . 
additional cost to be $&.-69 per hundredweight. (63 Fed. Reg. a~) S-ee. ~~\-\' \ot-\1 1 \ ' f 

~V\;b\-t ~ - c D~\\"f fAYWl 

The Secretary also cited marketing costs as they pertain to the buildup of the base 

differential: 

These marketing costs include such things as seasonal and daily 
reserve balancing of milk supplies, transportation to more distant 
processing plants, shrinkage, administrative costs, and opportunity 
or "give-up" charges at manufacturing milk plants that service the 
fluid Class I markets. (Id.) ( t qq ~) 

The Secretary noted that these marketing costs are approximately $0.60 per 

hundredweight. 

Additionally, the Secretary noted that in the upper Midwest, Class I handlers competed 

for milk with processors of manufactured milk. The Secretary estimated that 2/3 of the 

competitive premium was $0.60 per hundredweight. 

Further justification of the $1 .60 base differential for the California order is found in the 

Cooperatives' Transportation Credit proposal. This unique provision provides payment to 
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handlers servicing the Class I market from the Order's pool and is estimated by the Cooperatives 

to decrease the pool by $0.09 per hundredweight. Assuming a 15 percent Class I utilization in 

the California order, the value to the Order's Class I handlers is $0.60 per hundredweight. 

VI. The California Order Should Adopt the Federal Order Class I Pricing Formulae 
and Differentials 

Changing Class I prices in California, either through adjusting the differentials, including 

the base differential, or by modifying the Class I mover formula would change the relationship of 

Class I prices in the western part of the county. Through its state order, California's Class I 

pricing has limited effect on the adjoining Federal orders. However, as a Federal order, 

California Class I pricing could a±Tect packaged regional milk sales. An increased California 

Class I price would not change the national Class I price grid and would only affect California 

counties. However, a decreased California Class I price, may encourage exports of California 

milk and would provide an inappropriate price advantage in moving packaged milk into 

adjoining Federal order markets. 

Since Reform, AMS has only changed the Class I differentials found in Section 1000.52 

once as a result of a hearing held in May 2007 for FMMOs 5, 6 and 7. That Decision to increase 

the differentials within the marketing areas was based on testimony that the Southeast was 

experiencing an increase of demand concurrent with a decline in milk production. All three 

marketing areas were described as milk deficit. Adjustments to the county di±Terentials were 

based on a transportation cost function from the nearest surplus supply region to the Southeast 

markets. (73 Fed. Reg. 11194 (2008)) None of the supply-demand factors, referenced in the 

Southeast decision are present in California. 
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VII. Concluding Discussion 

The 1996 Farm Bill specifically provided for the inclusion of California as a separate 

Federal milk order, but the provision was contingent upon petition and approval by California 

producers. Throughout the Reform process as well as the amendatory hearings, California 

interests have participated as individual processors, through the dairy processor and producer 

trade associations, the Dairy Institute of California, and through CDF A. Citing their concern that 

producer groups would petition for a California Federal order, the Dairy Institute submitted 29 

pages (including attachments) of comments to AMS on April 29, 1998 in response to the Reform 

Recommended Decision. Comments by the Dairy Institute of California were twice cited in the 

Final Reform Decision. The first citation was to support the inclusion of Las Vegas with 

Arizona in order to eliminate competitive distortions between those areas and California. (64 

Fed. Reg. at 1607~\~~:~ionally, the Dairy Institute was cited in the Reform Final Decision 

regarding their comments pertaining to product formulae make allowances and yields. (Id. 

16098 -9~\0\qq) 

Additionally, two employees ofCDFA gave testimony at the 2006 Make Allowance 

hearing. They were Kelly Krug, Director of Market Services and Venetta Reed, Supervising 

Auditor. They described in detail the procedures involved in the CDF A Manufacturing Cost 

Survey and the determination ofthe make allowances included in the CDFA class price 

formulas. The witnesses noted the distinction between the results of the CDF A Manufacturing 

Cost Survey and the make allowance factors included in CDFA's class pricing formulae. They 

noted that the CDF A decision process did not merely input the average plant cost into the price 

formulas. In addition to the reported manufacturing costs, Mr. Krug said that the formulae make 

allowances included "supply, demand and relationships between classes. There are many factors 
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that are considered." He answered affirmatively to the question regarding the establishment of 

make allowances in California, "So it becomes a policy decision, not a mechanical process." 

(1/24/2006 Transcript of hearing, Pg. 182) 

Addressing comments pertaining to regional milk pricing the Secretary states plainly in 

the Final Decision ofFMMO Refonn, "This decision replaces the current BFP with a national 

( \~<1") 
Class III price and a national Class IV price. " (64 Fed. Reg. at 161 O,R) Component pricing 

solved the issue of regional yields; the NASS survey reported average national commodity sales 

prices; and, the product make allowances determined an average national product manufacturing 

cost by combining the costs of manufacturing within California with plants located outside of 

( 'l,QO'L-) 
California. (67 Fed. Reg. at 67937)_ 

wrote: 

Addressing comments regarding pricing relationships with California, the Secretary 

Class III and Class IV dairy products compete in a national market. 
Because of this, Class III and Class IV milk prices established for 
all Federal milk marketing order areas are the same. The Federal 
milk order program gradually adopted the Minnesota-Wisconsin 
(M-W) price as the Class III price in all Federal milk marketing 
orders. Although theM-W was first adopted in 1963, it was not 
until the mid-1970's that theM-W established a uniform class price 
for milk used in Class III products in all Federal milk orders. 
Observations of the market place for cheese, butter, and nonfat dry 
milk provided the basis for concluding that these products compete 
in a market that is national in scope. Such findings were upheld 
with the adoption of the Basic Formula Price (BFP), which 
provided an interim pricing method for milk (due largely to the 
declining statistical reliability of the M-W price series) until a 
more long-term pricing method could be developed. 

The implementation of milk order reform in January 2000 
continued finding that Class III and Class IV dairy products 
compete in a national marketplace. However, a competitive price 
for milk, as represented by theM-W and BFP prices, was no 
longer viable. As an intended long-term method, the Federal milk 
order program has adopted end-product price formulas, valuing 
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Class III and Class IV milk on the basis of the value of Class III 
and Class IV end-products in the marketplace. The NASS price 
survey for dairy products used as a basis for establishing Class III 
and Class IV prices includes all dairy product prices and sales 
volumes in all regions of the country, including California. In this 
regard, the Federal order program has and will continue to reflect 
California's impact on dairy product prices while establishing 
Class III and Class IV prices that are reflective of national supply 
and demand conditions. (67 Fed. Reg. at 67937)' ( t-001,)) 

\0\G\(\ 
The implication from a paragraph from the~ Final Decision is very telling of the 

Secretary's intention to accommodate California's entry into the Federal order system: 

The Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriations Bill, passed in October 1998, extended the time for 
implementing Federal milk order reform amendments from 
April 4, 1999 to October 1, 1999. The legislation provides that 
California has from the date of issuance of this final decision until 
September 30, 1999, to become a separate Federal milk order. 
This additional time is intended to allow California dairy interests 
the opportunity review this final decision to determine whether a 
Federal milk order for California, consistent with the provisions 
adopted for the consolidated orders, would best meet their milk 

marketing regulatory needs. (64 Fed. Reg. at 16044)' l \qa,q)) 

Since federal order reform, the manufacturing costs of California plants and the price of 

commodity dairy products sold in California have and will continue to be an integral part of the 

uniform national Federal order class prices. It is now time for those prices to be applicable to the 

milk produced on California dairy farms. 

VIII. Announcement of Class Prices, Component Prices and Advanced Pricing Factors. 

The Cooperatives propose that the California Federal Order adopt the class component 
1 ooo. S3l Ci) 

and advanced pricing factors listed in Section 1000.53, with the exception of Section l-Q90-{ft1 

11: "The Somatic Cell Adjustment Rate." The timing and manner of these necessary price 

announcements are consistent with other Federal orders. 
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The Cooperatives are not proposing the inclusion of a somatic cell adjustment in the 

California order. Such an adjustment in class and producer prices has been historically at the 

option of the order's dairy farmers. Currently two, FMMO I and 124, of the six Federal orders 

that have multiple component pricing do not include a somatic cell adjuster. The 2014 average 

Class III and Class IV utilizations in the Northeast order were 25.8 percent and 14.6 percent. 

Class III and Class IV utilizations in the Pacific Northwest order were 35.8 and 31.9 percent, 

respectively. For the same period CDFA reported that the Class 4b utilization was 45.8 percent 

and the Class 4a utilization, 33.0 percent. 

IX. Equivalent Price 

The Cooperatives propose that the California Federal Order adopt the equivalent price 

provisions in Section I 000.54. This provision provides the Market Administrator the authority 

to use an equivalent price, provided by the Deputy Administrator of Dairy Programs, in the event 

that a constituent pricing factor required by Section I 051.50 is unavailable. This Proposal will 

aid in the effective and efficient administration of the order. 
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PROPOSAL 1- SECTION 1051.50 

CLASS PRICES 

§ 1051.50 Class prices, component prices, and advanced pricing factors. 
See§ I 000.50. 

§ 1000.50 Class prices, component prices, and advanced pricing factors. 

Class prices per hundredweight of milk containing 3.5 percent butterfat. component 
prices, and advanced pricing factors shall be as follows. The prices and pricing factors described 
in paragraphs (a), (b), (c), (e), (f), and (q) of this section shall be based on a weighted average of 
the most recent 2 weekly prices announced by the National Agricultural Statistical Service 
(NASS) before the 24111 day of the month. These prices shall be announced on or before the 23'd 
day of the month and shall apply to milk received during the following month. The prices 
described in paragraphs (g) through (p) of this section shall be based on a weighted average for 
the preceding month of weekly prices announced by NASS on or before the 5111 day of the month 
and shall apply to milk received during the preceding month. The price described in paragraph 
(d) of this section shall be derived from the Class II skim milk price announced on or before the 
23'd day of the month preceding the month to which it applies and the butterfat price announced 
on or before the 5111 day of the month following the month to which it applies. 

(a) Class I price. The Class I price per hundredweight, rounded to the nearest cent, shall 
be 0.965 times the Class I skim milk price plus 3.5 times the Class I butterfat price. 

(b) Class I skim milk price. The Class I skim milk price per hundredweight shall be the 
adjusted Class I differential specified in§ I 000.52, plus the adjustment to Class I prices specified 
in§ I005.5l(b), § 1006.5l(b) and§ 1007.5l(b), plus the higher of the advanced pricing factors 
computed in paragraph ( q)( I) or (2) of this section. 

(c) Class I butterfat price. The Class I butterfat price per pound shall be the adjusted 
Class I differential specified in§ I 000.52 divided by I 00, plus the adjustments to Class I prices 
specified in§ 1005.5l(b), § 1006.5l(b) and§ 1007.5l(b) divided by 100, plus the advanced 
butterfat price computed in paragraph (q)(3) of this section. 

(d) The Class II price per hundredweight, rounded to the nearest cent, shall be .965 times 
the Class II skim milk price plus 3.5 times the Class II butterfat price. 

(e) Class II skim milk price. The Class II skim milk price per hundredweight shall be the 
advanced Class IV skim milk price computed in paragraph ( q)(2) of this section plus 70 cents. 

(f) Class II nonfat solids price. The Class II nonfat solids price per pound, rounded to 
the nearest one-hundredth cent, shall be the Class II skim milk price divided by 9. 



(g) Class II butterfat price. The Class II butterfat price per pound shall be the butterfat 
price plus $0.007. 

(h) Class III price. The Class III price per hundredweight, rounded to the nearest cent, 
shall be 0.965 limes the Class III skim milk price plus 3.5 times the butterfat price. 

(i) Class III skim milk price. The Class III skim milk price per hundredweight, rounded 
to the nearest cent, shall be the protein price per pound times 3.1 plus the other solids price per 
pound times 5.9. 

U) Class IV price. The Class IV price per hundredweight, rounded to the nearest cent, 
shall be 0.965 times the Class IV skim milk price plus 3.5 times the butterfat price. 

(k) Class IV skim milk price. The Class IV skim milk price per hundredweight, rounded 
to the nearest cent, shall be the nonfat solids price per pound times 9. 

(l) Butterfat price. The butterfat price per pound, rounded to the nearest one-hundredth 
cent, shall be the U.S. average NASS AA Butter survey price reported by the Department for the 
month, less 17.15 cents, with the result multiplied by 1.211. 

(m) Nonfat solids price. The nonfat solids price per pound, rounded to the nearest one
hundredth cent, shall be the U.S. average NASS nonfat dry milk survey price reported by the 
Department for the month, less 16.78 cents and multiplying the result by 0.99. 

(n) Protein price. The protein price per pound, rounded to the nearest one-hundredth 
cent, shall be computed as follows: 

(!) Compute a weighted average of the amounts described in paragraphs (n)(1)(i) 
and (ii) of this section: 

(i) The U.S. average NASS survey price for 40-lb. block cheese reported 
by the Department for the month; and 

(ii) The U.S. average NASS survey price for 500-pound barrel cheddar 
cheese (38 percent moisture) reported by the Department for the month plus 3 
cents; 

(2) Subtract 20.03 cents from the price computed pursuant to paragraph (n)(l) 
of this section and multiply the result by 1.383; 

(3) Add to the amount computed pursuant to paragraph (n)(2) of this section an 
amount computed as follows: 

(i) Subtract 20.03 cents from the price computed pursuant to paragraph 
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(n)(l) of this section and multiply the result by 1.572; and 

(ii) Subtract 0.9 times the butterfat price computed pursuant to paragraph 
(I) of this section from the amount computed pursuant to paragraph (n)(3)(i) of 
this section; and 

(iii) Multiply the amount computed pursuant to paragraph (n)(3)(ii) of this 
section by 1.17. 

( o) Other solids price. The other solids price per pound, rounded to the nearest one
hundredth cent, shall be the U.S. average NASS dry whey survey price reported by the 
Department for the month minus 19.91 cents, with the result multiplied by 1.03. 

(p) Somatic cell adjustment. The somatic cell adjustment per hundredweight of milk 
shall be determined as follows: 

(I) Multiply 0.0005 by the weighted average price computed pursuant to 
paragraph (n)(l) of this section and round to the 5th decimal place; 

(2) Subtract the somatic cell count of the milk (reported in thousands) from 350; 
and 

(3) Multiply the amount computed in paragraph (p)(J) of this section by the 
amount computed in paragraph (p )(2) of this section and round to the nearest full cent. 

(q) Advanced pricing factors. For the purpose of computing the Class I skim milk price, 
the Class II skim milk price, the Class II nonfat solids price, and the Class I butterfat price for the 
following month, the following pricing factors shall be computed using the weighted average of 
the 2 most recent NASS U.S. average weekly survey prices announced before the 24th day of the 
month: 

(I) An advanced Class Ill skim milk price per hundredweight, rounded to the 
nearest cent, shall be computed as follows: 

(i) Following the procedure set forth in paragraphs (n) and (o) of this 
section, but using the weighted average of the 2 most recent NASS U.S. average 
weekly survey prices announced before the 24th day of the month, compute a 
protein price and an other solids price; 

(ii) Multiply the protein price computed in paragraph (q)(J)(i) of this 
section by 3 .I; 

(iii) Multiply the other solids price per pound computed in paragraph 
(q)(l)(i) of this section by 5.9; and 
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(iv) Add the amounts computed in paragraphs (q)(1)(ii) and (iii) of this 
section. 

(2) An advanced Class IV skim milk price per hundredweight, rounded to the 
nearest cent, shall be computed as follows: 

(i) Following the procedure set forth in paragraph (m) of this section, but 
using the weighted average of the 2 most recent NASS U.S. average weekly 
survey prices announced before the 24th day of the month, compute a nonfat 
solids price; and 

(ii) Multiply the nonfat solids price computed in paragraph (q)(2)(i) of 
this section by 9. 

(3) An advanced butterfat price per pound rounded to the nearest one-hundredth 
cent, shall be calculated by computing a weighted average of the 2 most recent U.S. 
average NASS AA Butter survey prices announced before the 24th day of the month, 
subtracting 17.15 cents from this average, and multiplying the result by 1.211. 
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Policies & Procedures 
For 

Dairy Product Mandatory Reporting Program 
Last Revision: 04/0112012 
Effective Date: 04/0112012 

Reporting plants will be notified of any changes to the Dairy Product Mandatory Reporting Program 
(DPMRP) policies and procedures as well as provided with a copy of the updated guidelines. 

Weekly Reporting 

• Report all qualified sales for the previous week starting from Sunday (!2:01am) and ending 
Saturday (midnight) in the DPMRP electronic system. Categorize the weekly sale 
infonnation using the week ending Saturday's date. 

• Report sales transactions meeting the criteria outlined in the Mandatory Price Reporting Final 
Rule and any clarification to those criteria listed in in the Reporting Specifications Question 
and Answers. 

• Report week ending date, total pounds sold, dollars received, price per pound, moisture 
content (where applicable), and answer a statement of acknowledgement referencing the 
participant's understanding for the program. Optional comments provide additional 
information that will minimize the need for additional AMS verification. 

• Maintain current contact, username, and password information within the electronic system. 

• The due dates for submitting weekly DPMRP reports to AMS are generally Tuesday, noon 
local time (if a Federal holiday falls on Monday or Tuesday the reporting deadline is 
Wednesday, noon local time). Due to the importance of the DPMRP, timely reporting is 
essential to ensure sufficient time to analyze the data and publish the Dairy Products Sales 
Report. Late submissions hinder the publication process and may result in inaccuracies 
affecting selected dairy commodity markets and/or the dairy industry in general. 

o If reports are not received by the announced due date and time, AMS will send a 
notification letter to reporters reminding them of their obligation for timely reporting, 
on the first and second occurrences. On the third occurrence, the firm will be notified 
that enforcement action will be initiated should subsequent submissions not be made 
in a timely fashion. 

o !fa report is not submitted in time for use in the current release, the company will be 
notified of the missing data in writing. Upon the second occurrence, enforcement 
action will be initiated. 

o Due dates, release calendars, and noncompliance flowchart chart can be found at: 
http:/ /www.ams.usda.gov/ AMSv I. 0/DairvProductMandatoryReporting. 



• Sales reports are open for revisions for the four weeks following the initial submission of the 
product reports. Firms should submit revised sales reports for any change or deviation from 
the first report within the four week revision period. The company should revise all affected 
sales reports previously submitted and provide an explanation of the changes. Common 
changes include: 

o Discovery of an inadvertent error; the company should revise affected sales reports. 

o New information becomes available that requires an adjustment to sales data (i.e. 
product returns or price disputes); the company should revise affected sales reports. 

o Submission of previous week's information is missing; the company should revise 
the missing week's sales reports. 

Annual Validation 

• Participate in the annual validation interview and complete the Annual Validation Worksheet 
documenting the company's status in the mandatory program. 

• Maintain current contact information. 

Verification 

• All weekly sales reports are subject to verification for up to two years from the time of 
submission. 

• The AMS audit staff periodically review a company's sales records to ensure accurate sales 
reports during onsite verifications. 

• Auditors conduct exit interviews at the end of the each review, informing plant officials of 
the results of the review. If potential discrepancies are discovered, auditors discuss the 
results and potential solutions to the errors. After final review of a verification report, AMS 
formally notifies companies in writing of discrepancies within I 0 business days of receipt of 
the preliminary verification results. 

• Discrepancies fall into two categories either clerical or procedural. 

o If reports contain clerical errors, AMS will send a notification letter for the first 
through the sixth occurrences to companies reminding them of their obligation for 
accurate reporting. On the seventh occurrence, the company will be notified with a 
warning letter for inaccurate reporting due to clerical errors. Upon the next 
occurrence, enforcement action will be initiated. 

o If reports contain procedural errors, AMS will send a notification letter for the first 
and second occurrences to companies reminding them oftheir obligation for accurate 
reporting. On the third occurrence, the company will be notified with a warning letter 



explaining the inaccuracies found and program specifications requiring accuracy in 
reporting. Upon the next occunence enforcement action will be initiated. All 
procedural discrepancies result in an additional verification within 60 days of AMS's 
formal notification, as to ensure that procedural errors have been addressed. 

o Web forms and the Annual Validation Worksheet (both including product specifications), 
Reporting Specifications Questions and Answers, and noncompliance flowchart chart can 
be found at: http://www.ams.usda.gov/AMSvl.O/DairyProductMandatorvReporting. 

Reporting Specification Changes 

• Reporting specifications contained in the final rule and can be found on each web form and 
on the Annual Validation Worksheet. Any entity submitting reports should direct any 
questions concerning the reporting specifications to AMS- Dairy Programs at (202) 690-
4292 or DPP@ams.usda.gov. Through this interaction AMS can more accurately maintain 
the Reporting Specifications Question & Answers document. 

• The Reporting Specifications Q&A's are found at: 
http:/ /www.ams.usda.gov/ AMSv 1.0/DairyProductMandatoryReporting. Any major reporting 
specifications changes can be addressed through the rulemaking process. 



DAIRY FARM SCORE CARD 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE, SACRAMENTO 95814 

Division of Animal Health and Food Safety Services, Milk and Dairy Food Safety Branch 

County: Name:--::--------------------
Mailing a-d-;-d-;-r-e-ss-,--------------- Dairy location:--------------------
No. milking: ; gals. milk daily: inspection made milking time: , other: date: 

Unsatis- Jtem 
factory Number 

MISCELLANEOUS (20) 

Perfect Deduc-
Vatue tion 

1. Surroundings: neat and clean; free of insect and 
rodent harborages and breeding areas .......... 1 

2. Manure: manure packs properly maintained & 
fly breeding minimized by approved manure 
disposal methods. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 

3. Cowvard: clean; clean watering troughs, housing 
areas properly maintained; graded to drain; 
no pooled water or wastes; manure stored 
inaccessible to cows; no swine. . . . . . . . . 2 

4. Feed: properly stored... . . . 1 
5. Separate pens for horses, calves, poultry, swine 

& bulls, properly located. . ...... . 
6. Toilet facilities: conveniently located, constructed 

and operated properly, no evidence of human waste 
about premises; toilet room properly maintained; 
self-closing door. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 

7. Water supply: constructed & operated properly; 
complies with bacteriological standards; no connection 
between safe & unsafe supplies; no improper 
submerged inlets. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 5 

B. Approved pesticides properly used in accordance 
with manufacturer's recommendation so as to avoid 
contamination of equipment, utensils & milk ....... 2 

MILKING BARN & PASSAGEWAYS (9) 

9. Clean & free of litter & unnecessary articles. . 3 
10. Properly ventilated: no overcrowding. . . . . . 1 
11. Adequate natural and/or artificial light; well 

distributed ................. . 
12. Floors, gutter, feed troughs & ramps of concrete or 

equally impervious materials; sloped to drain, ramps 
and cow standing platforms curbed as required, 
In good repair. . . . . . . . . . ................. 2 

13. Walls ceinnqs & doors· smooth, proper construction, 
painted or approved finish in good repair ......... 1 

14. Surcingles, milk stools, anti~kickers, similar non
product surfaces of equipment clean; stored above 
floor in clean place. . . . . . .......... 1 

MILKHOUSE (11) 

15. Miscellaneous requirements: used for milk house 
operations only; sufficient size; liquid wastes properly 
disposed of ................................. 2 

16. All milk house openings & windows must be 
screened where required; doors tight-fitting, solid, 
open outward, & self-closing; milk room free of 
insects & rodents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....... 2 

17. Floors: smooth; concrete or other impervious 
material; in good repair; graded to drain; drains 
trapped... . . . . . . . . . . . . .................. 1 

18. Walls and ceilings: approved material & finish; in 
good repair; {windows, door & hose port included) .. 1 

19. Lighting and ventilation: adequate natural &/or 
artificial light properly distributed·, adequate ventilation; 
windows closed during dusty weather; vents & 
lighting fixtures properly located ................ 2 

20. Cleanliness: floors, walls, ....,;ndows, tables & similar 
non-product surfaces clean; no trash, unnecessary 
articles, animals or fowl; pesticides & medicinals 
not stored in milk house .•..................... 3 

Duplicate copy received: ________________ _ 

Unsatls- Item 
factory Number 

CLEANING FACILITIES (5) 

Perfect Deduc
Value !ion 

21. Washing facilities: two-compartment wash and 
rinse vat of adequate size in good repair; suitable 
waterheating facilities; water under pressure 
piped to milk house. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

22. Handwashing facilities: soap, running water, single
service towels shall be convenient to toilet, milk 
house & milking operation; wash & rinse vats not 
used as handwashing facilities.. . . . . . . .... 3 

MILKING EQUIPMENT AND METHODS (17) 

23. Milk handling equipment: smooth, nonabsorbent, 
corrosion-resistant, nontoxic materials; easily 
cleanable; in good repair, approved single-service 
articles not reused; strainers of approved design; 
approved CIP milk piping system accessible for 
inspection. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......... 3 

24. Cleaning: utensils & equipment clean . 5 
25. Sanitization: all multi-use containers & equipment 

subjected to approved sanitization process ...... 5 

MILK HANDLING (23) 

26. Storage: utensils & equipment left in treating 
chamber or sanitizing solution until used; otherwise, 
stored properly above floor to insure complete 
drainage; single-service articles properly stored .. 2 __ 

27. Handling: sanitized milk-contact surfaces not 
exposed to contamination. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

28. Milking done in bam or parlor; cows dipped when 
necessary to facilitate the production of clean milk; 
flanks, bellies, udders, teats and tails of caws 
cleaned and free of visible dirt at time of milking; teat 
and udders treated with a sanitizing solution just prior 
to, and relatively dry before milking; no wet hand 
milking...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 

29. Abnormal milk: cows secreting abnormal milk 
milked as a separate group; abnormal milk 
properly handled & disposed of; proper care of 
abnormal milking equipment.... . . . . . . . . . . . 10 

30. Milk removed Immediately to milk house or room; 
transfer, pouring and/or straining facilities properly 
protected. . . . . . . . . . 2 

31. Milk storage: milk cooled to 50°F (10°C) or less 
within 4 hours of the commencement of the first 
milking and to 45°F {rC) or less within 2 hours 
of the completion of milking . . . . . . 4 

32. Recording thermometer: properly operated, sealed 
and maintained; charts properly stored ......... 2 

33. Personal cleanliness: hands washed clean and 
dried before milking or performing milk house 
functions; rewashed when contaminated; clean outer 
garments worn. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

BACTERIA COUNT (15) 

34. Satisfactory bacteria count . .. 10 
35. Satisfactory somatic cell count .. ....... 5 

TOTAL POINTS POSSIBLE 100 
TOTAL DEDUCTIONS 
FARM SCORE 

Representative:------------------

72-002 (rev. 11/2013) White - Region Yellow- Dairy Pink -Specialist 



DAIRY FARM SCORE CARD KEY 

One semi-annual score shall be made during the milking opera!lon. Deduct only if condition is such t'"lat co·rection is needed. When a sub
item is criticized, deduct all points, except items 34 & 35 '·Good repair" refers to a surface, which is readily cleanable by usual methods. 

llern Reference Explanation 

1. Surroundings 

2. M£Qur~ 
3. Comard 

5. Stal!li 
6. Toilet 

9. ~leanhness 
10. Ventilation 
11 . Lightino 
12. Floors 
13 Walls. 
14 . §.Y.rcing les 
15. Miscellaneous 

16. Ooenings 

17 Floors 
18. 'JValls .. 
19. Lighlil'[~_, 

20. Cleanliness 
21. Washing ... 

22. Handwashing 
23. Construction 

24. Cleanm 
25. Sanitization 

26. Storage 

27. Handling 

28. Mii~.Lr::m 
29. Abnormal Milk 

30. Protection ... 

31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 

Cooling . . . 
Recording .. . 
Personnel. .. 
Bacterial. .. 

35. Somatic . .. 

§33512 

§646.1 
§646.1 

§646(b) 
§33513 

§663 
§622 

Include c!Listy <lreas, insect and rodent 11arborages and orcecling arec.1, unprotected 
garbage. poultry & other animals. odors, stagnant water, feed-rack access alleys, e1c 
Removed to prevent pupae development, supplemental treatment used when needed. 
No organic wastes Feec. standing plalfonns, water trough platforms, access lanes & cattle-housina 
areas shall be clean & considered part of the covvyard. Don' t debit a clean & well dra.ned co;,vyard 
following a recent rcun. 
Feed properly protected from msects and rodents; include open storage w"len attracting msects 
& rodents. Pesticides and insecticides inaccessible to feed 
Proper location as defined by Cede. 
H<mdwashing facilities convenient; opening properly screoned; ventilation provided; clean. 

Include wells, cisterns, recirculated water , storage tanks for cow w3shing: vvatering troughs; wash 
vats in milkhouse & hose erds on floor 

§32741 Debit unapprcved pt:$licides. improper storage or imprope· use that COllld contaminate mill- or milk 
§401 contact SLirfaces 

§33528 Include floors. walls. wincows superstrt.<;lLre. stanchions mangers. gutters. a leys. 
§659(m) Ventilation to minimize odo;·s ancl to prev1~nt conc1ensat:on 
§569(g) Equivalent to 20 fact-candles of light ar all working :evels. 
§659(a) Debit if not in good repair . 
§659(b) Debit if not In good repair . 
§33528 Include all non-product contact surfaces of equipment 
§33518 Calf equipment not washed in nilkhouse. 

§650 Suitable protection fo• tanker used in lieu of a iam1 tanl\, adequate surface under tanker. 
§33518 All vents must be screened to prevent entrance of flies and roden ts. Debit for torn. broken openings 
§648(e) or if insects or rodents observed in milkhouse 
§648(1) Debit if not in good repair 
§648(d) Deduct for no hose port and hose sport with no closure. 

§648 A minimum of 30 foot-candies mlls: be provided at all working areas. Vents and lights located andior 
protected to preclude contamination o' bulk milk tanks or clean u1ensil storage areas. 

§480.6 Deduct for calf buckets and bottles. clot1es, exterior oi milk-haildling equipment not clean. etc. 
§33519 CIP vat for pipeline milking macl,ine!'i may be accepted as one part of the two-compartment vat if CIP rack, 

milking units. appurtenances are removed from vat during use fo; oiher equipment. Sufficient water at 
temperature for effective cleaning of equipment. 

§663 Debit if not convenient to operations, or has no soap or no single-service towels. 
§33520 Include properly located and accurate thermomeier: proper drainage. Include drip shields on agitator shafts & 
§480.5 milk lines entering farm lank; farm tank openings protected. 
§480.6 Includes all product-contact surfaces; inlet valves on milk pipelines. 

§480(h) When 24 is debited for "clean: deduct this item also. DeclLICI f·:>r sanilizers not approved for dairy LISe and no 

§33521 
§664 

§480.5 

§33523 
§576 
§401 

sanitizer availab'e. 
Filter materials stored in tight. clean cabinet or dispensing Llnit; equipment is 
protected from contamination at all times 
Deduct when milk tank outlet valve is not capped, and automatic takeoff units not property adjusted lo prevent 
contamination from floor or curbs. 
Udders and teats to be reasonably clean and dry prior to milking. 
Cows secreting abnormal milk kept separate and milked last. or in separate milking facili ty. 
Includes milk from cows treated with medicinal agents, sick cows. fresh cows, and cows exposed to 
unapproved insecticides. 

§33527 Surface coolers & strainers debited when not properly covered. Cleaners and sanitizers 
§576 stored in property identified, dedicated end-use containers. Animal drugs and drug administration 

§35783 
§480.75 
§33525 
§36123 

equipment stored so milk, and milk contact surfaces are not subject to contamination. Animal drugs 
properly labeied and segregated; unapproved drugs not on site. 
Also debit if the blend temperature after the first milking and subsequent milkings exceeds SO'F (10"C). 
Recording thermometer. 
Also debit for smoking in milkroorn or while milking. 
Prorate debi1 as appropriate on sample results since last Score. Debit full value when 2 of the last 4 
consecutive bacteria counts, coliform counts or cooling temperatures exceed the limits of standards 
at the lime of inspection. 

§35781 Prorate debit as approprial~ on sample results since last Score. Debit full value l.'!hen 2 of the last 4 
consecutive somatic cell counts exceed limit ofthe standard at time of the inspection. 
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I. Background 

A key component of our proposal for a California Federal Order is the inclusion of a 

transportation credit system to assist in moving milk from the most dense production locations 

distant from the added value fluid use plants. The transportation credit system we propose is 

necessary for a California FMMO because the Federal Order Class 1 differential structure, 

standing alone, is not adequate to accomplish thi s goal. Our proposal would further the goal by 

providing a credit to handlers to offset the increased transportation costs required to move milk. 

Since all producers share in the higher valued uses through the marketwide pooling process, it is 

reasonable, that through pooling all producers will share a portion of the responsibility for 

supplying and balancing that segment of the market. 

This testimony will examine the market conditions that compel the conclusion that a 

transportation credit system is necessary, describe the current California Department of Food and 

Agriculture (CDF A) transportation allowance, compare hauling costs with the FMMO 

differential and describe the details of the construction and operation of the transportation credit 

system we propose. 

II. Market Description 

A brief description of the market strongly supports the point that an intra-market 

transportation credit system is necessary for a California Federal Milk Marketing Order 

(FMMO.) According to preliminary 2014 Census data, California is the most populous state in 

the United States, its 38.8 million residents accounting for 12.2% of the 2014 total US population 

of 318.9 million persons. (Cooperatives Table 7.A Annual Estimates of the Population for 

the United States: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014) The United States Department of 

Agriculture's February 2015 Milk Production report, the annual summary issue, shows that 
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California is also the largest milk producing state with 2014 milk production of 42.3 billion 

pounds produced or 20.6% of the U.S. total production of 206 billion pounds, a position it has 

held for many years. (Cooperatives Table 7.B - U.S. Milk Production by State 2014) 

Within the state, population is heavily slanted towards the coastal counties and 

aggregated mostly in the southern portion of the state. Cooperatives Table 7.C (California 

Population Estimates by County 2014) and Cooperatives Table 7.D (California Population 

by County and Principal City 2014) demonstrate that of California's 58 counties 76% of the 

population resides in 12 of them - encompassing most of the major urban areas. 26.2% of the 

population lives in Los Angeles County and 47.9% live in what would be generally considered 

the Los Angeles metropolitan area in the counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San 

Bernardino and Ventura. 16.0% of the population lives in the general San Francisco metro area 

in the counties of San Mateo, San Francisco, Contra Costa, Alameda and Santa Clara. The San 

Diego metropolitan area (San Diego County) accounts for 8.3% of the population and the 

Sacramento metropolitan area (Sacramento County) accounts for 3.8%. 

The population distribution is depicted graphically in Cooperatives Map 7.E. 

(California Population by County, Census Bureau, 2014) The above designated large 

population counties are depicted by the shades of blue - and concentrated around the Los 

Angeles, San Francisco, San Diego, and Sacramento metropolitan areas. 

The milk shed areas in California are generally some distance from the population 

centers. Cooperatives Table 7.F (California Total Milk Production: 1995, 2000, 2005, 2014) 

details data provided by the California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDF A) on 

California county milk production for selected years from 1995 to 2014. Notably, total 

production has increased 67 percent over the 19 year span. Additionally, milk production has 
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become more concentrated. In I 995 the top five milk production counties were Tulare, San 

Bernardino, Merced, Stanislaus, and Riverside producing 66% of the state's total. In recent 

years the urbanization of San Bernardino and Riverside counties has dropped them out of the list 

entirely. now ranking them ninth and tenth and producing S.O'Yo of the state's total instead of 

21.3o/o. 

The new top five counties producing 72.8 percent of the state's production arc made up 

of Tulare, Merced. Stanislaus, Kings and Kern counties. Interestingly enough. if these were the 

only counties in the state producing milk, California would still be the largest milk producing 

state in the country. Cooperatives Map 7.G (California Milk Production by County, CDFA, 

2014) plots the milk production by county !rom Cooperatives Table 7.F and demonstrates 

graphically, the concentration of production. Cooperatives Map 7.H (California Milk 

Production and Population, 2014) combines the population and production data. Population 

density is noted by red dots and demonstrates the high population concentrations on the coastal 

counties while production density. noted by solid color shading. is most focused in the central 

regions of the state. Clearly milk is more concentrated in areas were where people are not 

located. 

A listing of plants and the products they produce is maintained and published by CD FA. 

Cooperatives Tables 7.J.1 and 2 (CDFA Listed Plants with FMMO Class I & II Usc Class) 

were taken Jrom the 2015listing. Additionally, Cooperatives Map 7.1 (California Class I 

Plants and Milk Production by County, CDFA, 2015), using the same milk production grid. 

plots the state's higher usc value Class 1 plants. The table depicts plants understood to be 

primarily California State Order Class I fluid milk processing plants and those that arc CSO 

Class 2 I 3. primarily soli manufactured and irozen products but not cheese and whey or butter 
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and powder processing facilities. Note that for this purpose all plants we could determine having 

CSO Class 2 and 3 definitions are noted as Class 2 operations. Of the 82 plants on this list, 35 

plants are FMMO Class I plants and 47 are FMMO Class II plants. Of the Class I plants, 23 are 

in the high population zones we have outlined. Of the 47 Class II plants 26 of them are in the 

high population zones. The CSO listing is located at 

http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/ahfss/Milk and Dairy Food Safety/index.html#Plants. 

Cooperatives Map 7.1 visually depicts that the majority of the higher value 

Class I use plants are in the metropolitan areas where the population density is the greatest. 

Cooperatives Map 7.K (California Class II Plants and Milk Production by County, CDFA, 

2015) with data taken from the same listing, plots Class rr operations and the conclusion is the 

same. Clearly, Class I and II plants are generally located in areas closer to population centers 

than to concentrations of milk production. 

III. Description of the Existing California Department of Food and Agriculture 
Transportation Allowance System 

CDF A has operated a system of transportation allowances since 1983. The system 

offsets a portion of the transport cost for moving milk to designated plants located within 

designated areas and meets certain class usage definitions. Allowances are established by CDF A 

and are based on milk movements between designated supply points to designated sales points. 

The resulting rates are paid out of the producer milk pool. 

As noted in the CDFA witness's statement, the locations for which the COFA system 

provides an allowance does not include supplies from every county in the state nor deliveries to 

every CSO Class 1, 2 or 3 plant. Deliveries to plants located with in the largest milk supply 

regions, generally the same regions we noted above, are not afforded an offsetting payment 

because those locations are able to acquire a milk supply at a lower transport cost. Conversely, 
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deliveries to plants more distant to the largest milk supply regions are able to equalize the 

transportation component of their procurement costs by the use of the transportation allowance. 

IV. Comparison Haul Costs versus Federal Order Differential 

CDF A publishes summary statistics for their transportation allowance program. 

(http://cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/uploaderldocs/Haul%20Exhibit%20-

%20RP%20Area%20Apri l%202013 Oct%202014.pdf) The data is provided by milk sellers to 

CDF A. It notes the source, destination, number of loads, mileage data and cost data for that 

movement. Their data is compiled for destinations to all plants from each farm and not just those 

receiving a payment and not just for shipments to Class 1, 2 or 3 plants. We have taken 

representative locations from the report for the period October 2014 from Cooperatives Table 

7.M.1 & 2 (California Ranch-to-Plant Hauling, by Area, April 2013 - October 2014) 

representing significant milk movements from various designated Haul Regions to identified 

demand points and compared the haul cost reported by CDF A with the difference in location 

adjustment allowed by the Federal Order Class I differential price surface. Cooperatives Table 

7.L (Class I Differentials California Marketing Area) is a summary of the existing Federal 

Order Class I differentials. The Haul Regions, depicted in Cooperatives Map 7.N (CDFA Haul 

. . . ~"'-\nctc.n.e.r 
Reg1ons) are defined as generally p01t10ns of counties and frequently cross count~. 

Cooperatives Table 7.0. (Comparison CDFA Published Haul Cost with Federal 

Order Differential Allowance, California Milksheds and Markets October 2014) (4 pgs.) 

recaps the movements and costs extracted in Cooperatives Table M.1 & 2. 

• Column A denotes the CDF A labeled milkshed; 

• Column B the number of loads that moved between the supply point and the demand point; 

• Column C the counties that make up the principal geography of the supply area; 
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• Column D the Federal Order Class I differential 1 for the specific supply zone counties; 

• Column E the CDF A labeled plant zone; 

• Column F the principal counties that comprise the plant zone; 

• Column G the Federal Order Class I differential for the specific plant zone counties; 

• Column H the CDF A computed haul rate; 

• Column I the smallest non-negative value difference between Class I differentials in the counties 

composing the supply zone and the counties composing the plant zone; 

• Column J the largest value difference between Class I differentials in the counties composing the 

supply zone and the counties composing the plant zone; 

• Column K the percent of the CDF A calculated haul rate covered by the smallest differential 

difference; 

• Column L the percent of the CDF A calculated haul rate covered by the largest differential 

difference; 

• Column M the percent of the total volume hauled represented by this set of source and 

destinations; 

The data in Cooperatives Table 7.0 represents 57,549 loads of milk or 97.3% of the 

data in the CDF A October 2014 report. The average transport rate in the sample was 75 cents 

1 Federal Order provisions establish a Class I differential value for every county in the United 
States. The differential is designed in part to represent the cost to attract a milk supply to 
demand locations. The price surface was established during the Federal Order Reform hearing 
process that culminated in the Final Decision - Milk in the New England and Other Marketing 
Areas; Decision on Proposed Amendments to Marketing Agreements and to Orders (64 Fed. 
Reg. 16026, et seq. (1999)). In general the Hearing Record gathered supply, demand, processing 
cost, raw milk transport and dairy product distribution cost data for the entire United States and 
developed a supply I demand least cost model to fill all demands at the least cost for processing, 
milk transport and dairy product distribution. A listing of these differentials can be found at 7 
CFR Part 1000.52. 
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per hundredweight. In the observations selected, transport costs from CDF A range from $0.35 

per hundredweight to $1.82. These representative observations indicate that the differential 

value in every case is well below the cost to transport and covers too small a percentage of the 

cost to be useful or equitable without additional cost offset provisions. 

The three supply - demand locations that have the largest recovery percentage are the 

Chino-Area 1 to Los Angeles-Area 3 (73% recovery if all the milk were in the largest differential 

spread locations) accounting for 2% of the total observations; the South San Joaquin Valley -

Area 7, 8, 9 to South San Joaquin Valley - Area 7, 8, 9 (56% recovery if all the milk were in the 

largest differential spread locations) accounting for 50% of the observations; and South San 

Joaquin Valley - Area 7, 8, 9 to Los Angeles - Area 3 (47% recovery if all the milk were in the 

largest differential spread locations) accounting for 8% of the observations. But even these 

observations are below a reasonable and equitable relationship for cost recovery. Furthermore, 

some of the hauls in each of these areas may take place from points that would have a lesser or 

no differential value difference to possibly offset the transport cost. 

These tlu·ee observations collectively account for 60 percent of all observations. The 

remaining 40% show a much smaller contribution from the differential value differences to 

offset a transport cost; and in many cases the differential value is zero. 

Cooperatives Table 7.P (California Population (2015), Milk Production (2014), 

Federal Order Differential and State Pooling Designation) details each county, its Federal 

Order Class I differential, population, population percentage, designation by CDF A as a 

Northern California county for pricing purposes (1) or Southern California county for pricing 

purposes (2), the population weighting for the county as a CDF A pricing designation and the 

2014 milk production for the county. The data summary by FMMO zone is recapped below and 
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Cooperatives Map 7.Q (FMMO Class I Differential and Summary Statistics, Population 

and Milk Production, 2014) depicts this graphically. 

Cooperatives Table 7.P- Summary 

Summary- Cal ifornia Population and Milk Production by FMMO Zone 

FO Zone Population % Milk Production % 

$1.60 Zone 1,773,354 5% 20,706,758,017 49% 

$1.70 Zone 4,757,982 12% 14,088,251,341 33% 

$1.80 Zone 13,179,809 34% 6,190,253,835 15% 

$2.00 Zone 2,491,870 6% 1,030,515,055 2% 

$2.10 Zone 16,511,710 43% 44,427,920 0% 

38,714,725 100% 42,060,206,168 100% 

To summarize, the $1.60 zone has 5% of the population and 49% of the milk production; 

in the $1.70 zone those ratios are 12% and 33%; in the $1.80 zone 34% and 15%; in the $2.00 

zone 6% and 2%, and in the $2.1 0 zone 43% and less than 1% of the milk production. Clearly 

the milk production and population centers are not in the same counties. 

The Federal Order differential structure alone is not adequate enough to move milk from 

supply to demand points and the marketing system will need additional cost recovery assistance 

to function in an orderly manner and incent milk to move to the higher use Classes. Without an 

inside the marketing area transportation credit system many of the Class I and II handlers would 

be at a competitive disadvantage to certain similarly situated use Class I and II handlers located 

in the more densely supplied milkshed areas. 

The proposed California Order includes a marketwide pool. Our proposal will pay every 

producer the same basic pooled blend price, adjusted for quota where appropriate, in essence 
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assuring that all producers share equally in the pools returns. The full cost of the transportation 

credit system will be borne by the blend price pool assuring that all producers share equally in 

the cost of serving the higher valued market. Only the reimbursable transportation costs that 

actually occur are deducted from the pool. Class 1 handlers will be billed according to their 

location but all the monies will be blended into the producer pool. Thus there is no reason to 

adjust the transport reimbursement rate by the difference in differential value. 

V. Cooperatives' Transportation Credit Payment Construction 

A. General Description 

The Cooperatives' proposal is both mileage and transaction based. For each haul trip that 

meets the criteria for a payment, an established rate will be paid. Miles for which reimbursement 

is paid will be based from each producer location to the destination of the route multiplied by the 

pounds picked up from that producer. Reimbursements will be limited to only 225 miles and 

will be paid only on milk actually delivered and will be increased or decreased by a fuel adjustor. 

Handlers will receive transportation credit payments on shipments to plants that are located in 

designated areas meeting specifically defined milk use parameters. The cap of 225 miles reflects 

data from the CDF A study on the maximum number of miles that milk is transported and is a 

reasonable distance to set the cap limit. This will limit the disorderly application of the 

reimbursement rate. 

B. Development of the Rate Estimating Equations 

To preserve the confidentiality of the data in developing the rate reimbursement formula, 

the proponents requested assistance from the staff of the Pacific Northwest Market 

Administrator' s office to analyze delivery costs and derive equations to estimate a cost function. 

The Cooperatives submitted data on source point, destination point, miles travelled, volume 
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transported and rates paid (including if applicable per hundredweight rates, mileage rates, stop 

charges and fuel adjustments) for all deliveries to FMMO Class I and II plants (CDF A Class I, 2 

or 3 plants) for May and October 2013. The data was based on each producer and each deli very 

and was similar in form to the data submitted to CDF A that is used to compile the CDF A 

quarterly recap haul cost publication. For each record thirty cents per hundredweight was 

deducted from the cost. Based on our experience across all the milksheds, a rate of thirty cents 

per hundredweight is a typical " local" haul rate. This amount represents the charge for delivery 

to the local market or the producer's responsibility for a portion of the cost of a longer distance 

haul to meet a demand order. Observations with haul rates less than thirty cents per 

hundredweight were not included. 

The supply and destination points were defined as follows: 

Transportation Zone 1 - deliveries to plants located in the counties of Los Angeles, Orange, 

Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego and Ventura originating from dairy farms located in the 

counties of Riverside or San Bernardino. These are represented as "So Cal (R/SB)" in 

Cooperatives Table 7.R (Descriptive Data Resulting from the Market Administrator 

Transport Study- California Data May and October 2013.) 

Transportation Zone 2 - deliveries to plants located in the counties of Los Angeles, Orange, 

Riverside, San Bernardino, San Diego, and Ventura originating from dairy farms located in all 

other counties within the marketing area except Riverside and San Bernardino. These are 

represented as "So Cal (-R/SB)" in Cooperatives Table 7.R. 

Transportation Zone 3 - deliveries to the counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, 

Sacramento, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, San Francisco, San Mateo, Solano, and Sonoma 
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originating from dairy farms located in all other coLmties within the marketing area. These are 

represented as "Not So Cal" in Cooperatives Table 7.R. 

We selected these combinations as most representative of the market's procurement 

patterns for areas where transportation credit assistance was necessary. They represent payments 

from narrowly defined procurement areas in the case of Transportation Zone 1. Our experience 

is the milk assembly and delivery conditions are different from that region when compared to the 

general situations in Transportation Zone 2 and Transportation Zone 3 which represent longer 

transport mileages. 

Additionally as demonstrated earlier, the destination points selected reflect areas of 

increased population and the predominance of fluid use plants. There are plants that will not 

receive transportation credit assistance. Those plants are located in the areas of high milk 

production having shorter hauls and thus lower procurement costs. Only counties located in the 

marketing area would be eligible for a transportation credit. 

C. Descriptive Data 

Cooperatives T able 7.R 

Descriptive Data Resulting from the Market Administrator Transport Study - California Data 

May and October 2013 

A B c D E 

Pounds Weighted Weighted Average 

Records Pounds Pe r Record Miles Average Rate Rate Pe r Mile 

All Data 1,073 835,880,529 779,013 112.1 s 0.6294 s 

Month 

May 526 416,461,767 791,752 109. 3 s 0 .6199 s 
Octobe r 547 419,418,765 766,762 114.9 s 0.6389 s 

Demand Area 

So Cal (R/SB) 282 133,215,115 472,394 47.3 s 0 . 1837 s 
So Ca l (-R/SB) 429 501,034,837 1,167,913 146.3 s 0 .8183 s 

Not So Cal 362 201,630,577 5 56,991 70.1 s 0.4545 s 

All records w e re reduced by 30 cents which is re pre sentative of a t ypical local hau l rate . 

Any r ecord with a resulting haul rate less than zero was eliminated. 

The data was e xtracted from confidential business records of the Cooperatives. 
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s 2.01 

s 2 .88 
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For analysis purposes the data, both source and destination point, were grouped as 

described above for Transportation Zones 1 - 3. Cooperatives Table 7.R (Data Resulting 

from the Market Administrator Transport Study - California Data, May and October 

2013) details descriptive information concerning the data submitted. The data was sorted by 

month and by demand area. There were 1 ,073 records representing 835,880,529 pounds 

delivered in May and October. Submitted deliveries in May represented 416,461 ,767 pounds 

and in October419,418,765 pounds. Those months were chosen to be representative ofa flush 

and short milk supply situations. The average load travelled a weighted average 112.1 miles. 

Pounds used in the predicted equations represent 78 percent of the pounds in each of the two 

months that received a transportation allowance from CDF A. 

D. Study Results 

Analysis was performed in order to: 

1) Develop a representative equation to estimate the cost per hundredweight per mile for each of 

the Transportation Zones; 

2) Generate a credit to the handler that closely approximates the actual cost of delivery less 30 

cents per hundredweight; and 

3) Reflect the approximate cost of supplying each of the Transportation Zones. 

The equations estimating costs resulting from the analysis of the data, Cooperatives 

Table 7.S (Regression Summary from the Market Administrator Transport Study -

California Data, May and October 2013), were in the form of an intercept plus a coefficient or 

constant, which is multiplied by the miles driven. The proposal includes separate equations for 

cost determination for each of the three demand areas. The equations showed good predictive 

ability and met the three objectives outlined above. Variations in predicted versus actual involve 
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chiefly differences in farm s1ze and density in the vanous milksheds, peculiarities in road 

networks within the different delivery points and differences in the mileages necessary to deliver 

to each market. For example, delivery into a market may require more miles while delivery into 

another market may require more tolls and be in a high traffic area. 

For the combined three regions, for the Cooperatives and both months, the equations 

resulted in a calculated payment of $5.205 million versus an actual payment of $5.26 1 million. 

For the month of May the equations resulted in a calculated payment of $2.516 million dollars 

versus an actual payment of $2.582 million and for October, a calculated payment of $2.689 

million versus an actual payment of $2.679 million. 

Cooperatives Table 7 .S 

Regression Summary from the Market Administrator Milk Transport Study- California Data 

May and October 2013 

Intercept Coefficient Adjusted R-Square Records Pounds Wted Ave Miles 

Demand Area Transportation Zone 

So Cal (R/SB) 1 0.04497 0.00318 0.792 282 133,215,115 47 .3 

So Cal (-R/SB) 2 0.00485 0.00546 0 .976 429 501,034,837 146.3 

Not So Cal 3 0.05441 0 .00571 0.992 362 201,630,577 70.1 

E. Fuel Adjustor 

Diesel fuel is one of the key components of the cost of milk transport. The proposal 

includes a fuel cost adjustor. Historically diesel fuel prices are marked by periods of volati lity. 

Price volatility makes it difficult to negotiate the full value of frequent fuel cost changes; thus a 
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fuel adjustor is an important mechanism in the regulated transport cost recovery system. Its 

inclusion serves to fairly and accurately reflect fuel cost changes, thus maintaining the 

reimbursement cost formula in line with actual costs and preventing either underpayment of 

costs or making windfall payments if fuel costs were to decline significantly. Additionally the 

inclusion of a fuel adjustor should reduce the frequency of hearings to adjust the transport 

reimbursement rate and has been included other FMMO transportation credit systems in the 

Southeastern Orders. 

Our proposal for a fuel cost adjustor is based on current experience in the California 

market. Our format to compute an adjustor is: 

1) Determine a price series for fuel; 

2) Determine a base period for measuring fuel cost change; 

3) Compute the difference between the base period and the current period; 

4) Divide the difference by a standard miles per gallon to arrive at an adjustment factor per mile ; 

5) Divide the dollar cost by a typical load size and then by 100 to express the value in a cost per 

hundredweight per mile; 

6) Multiply the result by the number of hundredweights hauled and the miles travelled. 

For the current price measure to adjust diesel fuel costs, our proposal will use the most 

recent 8 weeks average of the Diesel (on Highway)- All Types Price per gallon as reported by 

the Energy Information Administration of the United States Department of Energy for California 

from the price series Weekly Retail Gasoline and Diesel Prices. This data is published weekly 

and prices from January 2011 - July 2015 are outlined in Cooperatives Table 7.T (California 

No.2 Diesel Retail Prices (Dollars per Gallon)) and depicted in Cooperatives Chart 7.U 

(E.I.A. - California No.2 Diesel Retail Prices January 2011- July 2015.) 
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This file can be fo und at: 

http://tonto.eia.gov/dnav/pet/h ist/LeafHandler.ashx?n=PET &s=EMD EPD20 PTE SCA DPG 

&F=M 

Using the most recent prior eight weeks average price allows for short term spikes or troughs 

such as a weather event or a short term "market shock" incident to be averaged out. We propose 

using the period April 201 3 - November 2013 to establish the base. This period overlaps by a 

month on each end of the period for which the Cooperatives' actual data was collected for the 

rate study. The eight month base rate diesel price was $4. 110 per gallon. For the purposes of 

this example the most recent eight week average diesel price is $3 .094 per gallon. (06/22/20 15 -

08;j1 0/20 15) 

This base would be used by the Market Administrator each month to compute the fuel 

adjustor. It would remain in place until changed in a subsequent Hearing. For implementation 

of a Final Decision, the most recent eight week period would be set by the Market Administrator 

in accordance with the process described above. 

Cooperatives Table 7.V (Combination Truck Fuel Consumption and Travel) is 

abstracted from the Highway Statistics as published by the U.S. Department of Transportation 

for combination trucks. The Highway Statistics Series consists of annual reports containing 

analyzed statistical information on motor fuel , motor vehicle registrations, driver licenses, 

highway user taxation, highway mileage, travel, and highway finance. This information has 

been published annually since 1945. The data for 2013, the most recent data available, show an 

average of 5.8 miles per gallon as the national average. This also reflects the experience of our 

hauling operations in California and this data series has been used in other FMMO hearings. 

15 



Cooperatives Table 7.V 

Combination Truck Fuel Consumption and Travel 
2010 2011 2012 2013 

Number registered (thousands) 2,553 2,452 2,469 2,471 

Vehicle-miles traveled (mill ions) 175,789 163,791 163,358 168,436 

Fuel consumed (million gallons) 29,927 28,181 27,926 28,794 

Average miles traveled per gallon 5.9 5.8 5.8 5.8 

Sources 
1965-94: U.S. Department of Transportation , Federal Highway Administration , Highway 
Statistics Summary to 1995, FHWA-PL-97-009 (Washington, DC: July 1997), table VM-
201A, available at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics.cfm as of Mar. 
23, 

1995-2012: Ibid., Highway Statistics (Washington, DC: Annual issues), table VM-1 , 
available at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics.cfm as of Mar. 4, 2014. 

There are several software programs that can establish a mileage matrix composed of 

mileages from every farm in the state to every plant in the state. Both CDF A and other FMMO 

offices use them now. This table would be determined and maintained by the Market 

Admin istrator. The fuel adjustor requires a truck tank size as a part of the calculation. The 

Cooperatives' experience is that an average size load of 5 1,500 pounds is typical for the market. 

A sample computation for the fuel adjustor per hundredweight per mile is: 
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Cooperatives Table 7.W 

California Order Fuel Adjustor Sample 

Sample Month 

A B c 
Miles 

DOE/EIA 1 

EiQht Week AveraQe Current Fuel - ($/Qal) $ 3.094 

Established Base Fuel- ($/Qal) $ 4.110 

Current Fuel less Base Fuel- ($/gal) $ (1.016) 

Adjustment Factor (miles per gallon) 5.8 

Rate per Mile ($ per mile) $ (0.175172) 

$3.094 is the eight week avearge for June 22, 2015- August 10, 2015. 

$(0.1 75172) = ($1.1 06 I 5.8) rounded to six places. 

$(0.000340) = $(0.175172 / (51811 00)). 

s~sooj100 

D E F 

Load Cost Tank Size Dollars per CWT I Mile 

$ (0.175172) 51,500 $ (0.000340) 

The result of this calculation for this time period is that $.000340 per hundredweight per mile is 

deducted from the rate calculation (or constant) derived from the regression equations described 

in Cooperatives Table 7.8 for the month the calculation was made. Should the fuel adjustor 

result in a positive number it would increase the rate calculation. 

F. Step-by-Step Calculation of Rate Payment 

The calculation is computed as follows: 
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Cooperatives Table 7.X 

Computation of Transportation Payment 

Oc~14 Oc~14 Oc~14 

Transportation Transportation Transportation 

Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 

10S1.SS (b) (1) A Zones (i) (ii) (Iii) 

A (from the COFA recap sheets) Average Chino /LA Average SSj/LA Average NSj I N Bay 

10Sl.SS (b) (1) A Pounds 49,992 so oos so 069 

10Sl.SS (c) (1) (I) 8 Miles 32 143 90 

10S1.S6 (a) (1) ,£....- EIA Diesel Price · round 3 places 3.094 3.094 3.094 

10S1.56 (a) (2) £....____ Diesel base 4.110 4.110 4.110 

10S1.S6 (a) (2) ,L_ Subtraction $3.094 . $4.110 s (1 .016) s (1.016) s (1.016) 

10S1.S6 (a) (3) .f....__ Truck MPG base S.8 S.8 5.8 

1051.56 (a) (3) c Divide - round 6 elaces ($1.016) I s .8 $.._(0.1751721 $.._(0.1751721 $.._(0. 1751721 

1051.56 (a) (4) c T"t.eical Tank CWT 51,510 51,510 51~ -
1051.56 (a) (4) (5 c Divide - round 6 elaces ($0.17S172)/ (S1,SOO /100) $.._(0.000340)1 $.._(0.000340)1 $.._(0.000340/ 

1051.56 (a) (6) (a 0 Intercept 0 .044970 

1051.56 (a) (6) (b 0 Intercept 0.004850 

1051.S6 (a) (6) (c o Intercept 

1051.56 (a) (6) (a 0 Mileage Coefficient 0.003180 

0 Plus fuel Adjustment $0.00318 + ($0.000340) 0.002840 

1051.56 (a) (6) (b 0 Mileage Coefficient O.OOS460 

0 Plus Fuel Adjustment 0.005120 

1051.56 (a) (6) (c 0 Mileage Coefficient 

0 Plus Fuel Adjustment 

10Sl.S6 (a) (6) E Factor per cwt for the miles driven $0.04497 + ($0.002840 • 32) s 0 .13S8SO s 0.737010 s 
1051.5 (c l (II) F Payment to load (rate X cwts hauled $0.135850 • 49,992 h 0 s 67.91 s 368.54 s 

G. Proposal Text2 

§1051.55 Payment for transportation credits. 

(a) Payments for transportation credits to handlers, including cooperative 

associations, shall be made as follows: 

(I) On or before the 16th day (except as provided in § 1000.90) after the -end of each month the market administrator shall pay to each handler, 

including cooperative associations acting as handlers that delivered and 

reported pursuant to § 1051. JO(c), milk directly from producers ' farms as 

specified in paragraph (b) (1) to plants as specified in (b) ( /) and (2) of 

0.054410 

0.005710 

0.00537 

0.537710 

269.23 

2 The presence of Italics, Bold and Underline indicate changes (rom the proposed language. 
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this section, an amount determined pursuant to paragraph (c) of this 

section. 

(2) Transportation credits paid pursuant to this section shall be subject to 

final verification by the market administrator pursuant to§ 1000. 77; £HHI 

(b) Transportation credits shall apply to the following: 

(1) Bulk milk delivered directly from dairy farms to pool plants described 

in (b) (2) in the following Transportation Zones: 

(i) Transportation Zone 1 - deliveries to plants located in the 

counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San 

Diego and Ventura originating from daily farms located in the 

counties of Riverside, Stm Diege, or San Bernardino; 

(ii) Transportation Zone 2 - deliveries to plants located in the 

counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San 

Diego and Ventura originating from daity farms located in all 

counties within the marketing area except Riverside, San Diege, 
and San Bernardino; 

(iii) Transportation Zone 3 - deliveries to plants located in the 

counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, Santa Clara, 

San Francisco, Santa Cruz, San Mateo, Sacramento, Solano and 

Sonoma Counties originating from dairy farms located in all 

counties within the marketing area; 

(2) Pool plant(s) which for the month have utilization of greater than 50% 

in Classes I and/or II. The utilization requirement may be mel for the 

current month or it may be met on the basis of utilization during the 

preceding I 2-month period ending with the current month. 

(c) Transportation credits shall be calculated at the following rates: 

(!) With respect to each delivery described in paragraph (b) (1) of this 

section, the market administrator shall: 
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(i) Determine the shortest hard-surjc!ce hixlmay mileage hetween 

the shippingfc~rm and the receiving plant. 171e mileage determined 

hy this calculation shall not he greater than 225: 

(ii) Multiply the pounds determined in§ 1051.55(h) (/) hy the rate 

for the month computed pursuant to § 1051.56(a)(6) for each 

Tra11.1portation Zone: 

§ 1051.56 Afile!H!C l'flle-Rate~ji!r tran.1portation credits. 

(a) The market administrator shall compute the ji1el adjustor rate and the 

hundredweight rate each month axji!llml'.\'." 

(1) For theji1el adjustor rate compute the simple average rounded to three 

decimal places fiJr the most recent 8 weeks o/'the Diesel (on Highway)

All Types Price per gallon as reported hy the Energy 1nfimnalion 

Administration of the United States Department of Energy fi!r the series 

Calijim1io Number 2 Diesel Retoil!'rices: 

(2) From the result in paragraph (a) (1) in this section subtract $4,#91) 

$4.110 per gallon: 

(3) Divide the result in paragraph (a) (2) oj'this section hy 5.8. and round 

to three six decimal places to compute the.fi1el cost adjustmenl./{lctor: 

(-I) Divide the result in paragraph (a) (3) oj'this section by 515 520: 

(5) Round the result in paragraph (a) (-I) of' this section down to five six 
decimal places to compute the.fi1el adjustor rate. 

(6) Compute the hundredweight rate axjiJI!ows: 

(i) For Tra11.1portation Zone 1 the sum of SO. 0-1-197 plus the 

product ofthe miles determined in .\''105155 (c) (1) (i) limes the 

sumoj'SIJ.IJIJ318 plus the amount determined in §105156 (a) (5): 

(ii) For Tramportation Zone 2 the sum of SO.IJ0-185 plus the 

product of' the miles determined in §1051.55 (c) (1) (i) limes the 

sum oj'SIJ.IJ05-16 plus the amount determined in §1051.56 (a) (5): 
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(iii) For Transportation Zone 3 the sum of $0.05441 plus the 

product of the miles determined in §1051.55 (c) (I) (i) times the 

sum of$0.00571 plus the amount determined in §1051.56 (a) (5),' 

(b) The market administrator shall announce publicly on or before the 23rd day 

of the month (except as provided in § 1000.90 of this chapter) the fuel adjustor 

rate pursuant to paragraph (a) of this section.for the .following month. 

Note that payments are calculated and paid on a per farm basis. So these examples 

envision the volume coming from one fann located in the source area and delivering to a plant in 

a demand area. A single farm could have multiple delivery points in a single month, hence 

multiple payments and a route could have more than one stop and each stop wou ld be treated 

individually for the pounds it delivered to the plant. 

Handlers will be responsible to report to the Market Administrator all necessary data 

needed to compute the transpottation credit. Transportation credit payments will be made to 

handlers and handlers will be responsible to furnish information to independent producers 

relati ve to the transportation credits received on their milk deliveries. 

Transportation credits will apply to shipment to pool plant(s) which for the month have 

utilization of greater than 50% in Classes I and/or II. The utilization requirement may be met for 

the current month or it may be met on the basis of utilization during the preceding 12-month 

period ending with the current month. Since Class I and II shipments contribute higher values to 

the producer blend pool we propose shipments to plants with both utilizations get transpottation 

credit payments. 

We also propose that the Market Administrator periodically publish a hauling cost study 

that details key cost data. Participants in the industry can request a hearing to review the cost 

data and determine if they wish to alter the reimbursement rates. 
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Cooperatives Table 7 .A 

Area/State 

Unll.cl Stales 

Alaba.m 

Aleska 

Altzana 

Albnsu 

~Ufomla 

Colorado 

ConnectiGit 

!leU ware 

District of Columbia 

Rorfda 

GeorBia 
Hawaii 

Idaho 

liUnols 

lncllana 

Iowa 

lanAI 

Kentucl&y 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

MassadluseiiJ 

Mldlf&an 

Minnesota 

Mlulsslppl 

Mluourl 

Montana 

Nebraslla 

Neva~ 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

NewMaxlco 

New York 

Norlb Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Or .. on 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode lslancl 

SOutll Carolina 

SOutll Dakota 

TeMessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Vlralnla 

Washlnllon 

West Vflllnla 

Annual Estimates of the Population for the United States: Aprll1, 2010 to July 1, 2014 

2010 

309 326.295 

4,785,570 

713,868 

6,408,790 

2,922.280 

37,333,601 

5,048,196 

3,579,210 

899,711 

605,125 

18,846,054 

9,713,248 

1,363,731 

1,570,718 

12,839,695 

6,489,965 

3,050,314 

2,858,910 

4,347,698 

4,545,392 

1,327,366 

5,787,193 

6,563,263 

9,876,149 

5,310,337 

2,970,047 

5,996,063 

990,527 

1,829,838 

2.703,230 

1,316,614 

8,802,707 

2.064,982 

19,398,228 

9,559.533 

674,344 

11,545,435 

3,759,263 

3,837,208 

12,710,472 

1,052,669 

4,636,361 

816,211 

6,356,683 

25,245,178 

2,774,424 

62.5,793 

8,024,417 

6,742.256 

1,854,146 

2011 

311582 564 

4,801,627 

723,375 

6,468,796 

2,938,506 

37,668,681 

5,118,400 

3,588,948 

907,985 

619,624 

19,083,482 

9,810,181 

1,376,897 

1,583,930 

12,855,970 

6,516,336 

3,064,102 

2.869,548 

4,366,869 

4,575,197 

1.327,844 

5,840,241 

6,606,285 

9,874,589 

5,3<17,108 

2,977,886 

6,010,065 

997,600 

1,841,749 

2.717,951 

1.318,075 

8,836,639 

2,077,919 

19,502,728 

9,651,377 

684,867 

11,549,772 

3,785,53<1 

3,867,937 

12,7<11,310 

1,050,350 

<1,673,509 

823,m 

6,398,361 

25,640,909 

2,814,78<1 

626,320 

8,105,850 

6,821,481 

1,855,184 

20U 

313 873685 

4,817,528 

730,307 

6,551,149 

2,949,828 

37,999,878 

5,189,458 

3,591,765 

917,053 

633,427 

19,320,749 

9,915,646 

1.390,090 

1,595,590 

12,868,192 

6,537,782 

3,075,039 

2,885,398 

4,379,730 

4,602,134 

1,328,501 

5,884,868 

6,645,303 

9,882,519 

5,379,646 

2.986,450 

6.024,522 

1.005,49<1 

1,855,350 

2,754,35<1 

1,321,617 

8,867,749 

2,083,540 

19,576,125 

9,748,364 

701, 3<15 

11.553,031 

3,815,780 

3,899,801 

12,764,475 

1,050,304 

4,723,417 

834,047 

6,454,914 

26,060,796 

2,854,871 

625,953 

8,186,628 

6,895,318 

1.856,680 

2011 

316497531 

4,833,996 

737,259 

6,63<1,997 

2,958,765 

38,431,393 

5,272,086 

3,599,341 

925,2410 

649,111 

19,600,311 

9,99<1,759 

1,408,987 

1,612,843 

12,890,552 

6,570,713 

3,092,3<11 

2,895,801 

4,399,583 

4,629,284 

1,328,702 

5,938,737 

6,708,874 

9,898,193 

5,422,060 

2,992,206 

6,044,917 

1,01<1,864 

1,868,969 

2.791,494 

1,322,616 

8,911,502 

2,086,895 

19,695,680 

9,848,917 

723,857 

11,572,005 

3,853,118 

3,928,068 

12,781,296 

1,053,354 

4,771,929 

845,510 

6,497,269 

26,505,637 

2,1102.787 

626,855 

8,270,3<15 

6,973,742 

1,853,595 

Wisconsin 5,689,060 5,708,785 5,724,554 5,7<12,953 

I Wvoml111 564 222 567.329 576 626 583 2n 

Table 1. Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for the United States, Regions, States, and Puerto Rico: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2014 (NST-EST2014-01) 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division 

Release Date: December 2014- http://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/isf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk 

2014 

318857056 

4,849,377 

736,732 

6,731,484 

2,966,369 

38,802,500 

5,355.866 

3,596,677 

935,614 

658,893 

19,893,297 

10,097,343 

1,419,561 

1,63<1,464 

12,880,580 

6,596,855 

3,107,126 

2,904,021 

4,413,457 

4,649,676 

1,330,089 

5,976,407 

6,745,408 

9,909,877 

5,457,173 

2,994,079 

6,063,589 

1.on,579 

1,881,503 

2,839,099 

1,326,813 

8,938,175 

2,085,572 

19,746,227 

9,943,964 

739,482 

11,594,163 

3,878,051 

3,970,239 

12,787,209 

1,055.17S 

4,832,482 

853,175 

6,549,352 

26,956,958 

2.942.902 

626,562 

8,326,289 

7,061,530 

1,850,326 

5,757,564 

584153 



Cooperatives Table 7 .B 

US Milk Production by State 2014 

Year 2014 Percent of US 

AL 109 0.05% 

AK 4 0 .00% 

AZ 4,699 2.28% 

AR 96 0.05% 

CA 42,337 20.55% 

co 3.593 1.74% 

CT 383 0.19% 

DE 97 0.05% 

FL 2,507 1.22% 

GA 1,684 0 .82% 

HI 30 0.01% 

ID 13,873 6.73% 

IL 1.850 0.90% 

IN 3,892 1.89% 

lA 4,646 2 .25% 

KS 3,111 1.51% 

KY 1,002 0.49% 

LA 204 0.10% 

ME 600 0.29% 

MD 987 0.48% 

MA 233 0.11% 

Ml 9,609 4.66% 

MN 9,127 4.43% 

MS 188 0 .09% 

MO 1,383 0 .67% 

MT 301 0 .15% 

NE 1,195 058% 

NV 690 0.33% 

NH 282 0.14% 

NJ 127 0.06% 

NM 8.105 3.93% 

NY 13 733 6.67% 

NC 961 0.47% 

ND 324 0.16% 

OH 5,425 2.63% 

OK 697 0.34% 

OR 2,555 1.24% 

PA 10,683 5.18% 

Rl 17 0.01% 

sc 262 0.13% 

so 2.109 1.02% 

TN 750 0.36% 

TX 10,310 5.00% 

UT 2,182 1.06% 

VT 2,666 1.29% 

VA 1,780 0 .86% 

WA 6,584 3.20% 

wv 140 0.07% 

WI 27,795 13.49% 

WY 130 0 .06% 

U.S. Annual Total 206,046 

National Agricultural Statistics Service 
Milk Production report February 2015 



Cooperatives Table 7 .C 

California Population Estimates by County 2014 
Slate rJI/01/14 Estimates FIPS 2014 %of State 

CA Alplne 06003 1 1112. 0.0% 

CA Sierl'lil 06091 2 3.1)93 0.0% 

CA """"' 06049 3 9417 QO% 

CA Trinity 06105 4 13,399 0.0% 

CA Mono 06051 5 14560 0.0% 

CA MariDOU 06043 6 17864 0.0% 

CA lnyo 06027 7 18,612 0.0% 

CA Plumas 06063 8 19 687 0.1% 

CA Colusa 06011 9 21,606 0.1% 

CA Del Norte 06015 10 28 219 0.1% 

CA Glenn 06021 11 28,715 0.1% 

CA lassen 06035 12 33 613 0.1% 

CA Amador 06005 13 36.099 0.1% 

CA Calaveras 06009 14 45.079 0.1% 

CA Siskiyou 06093 15 45317 0.1% 

CA Tuolumne 06109 16 53887 0.1% 

CA San Benito 06069 17 57,993 0.2% 

CA Tehama 06103 18 64,226 0.2% 

CA "'' 06033 19 64744 0.2% 

CA Yuba 06115 20 73,425 0.2% 

CA Mendodno 06045 21 88545 0.2% 

CA Sutter 06101 22 96408 Q3% 

CA Ne1111da 06057 23 98.235 0.3% 

CA Humboldt 06023 24 134.609 0.3% 

CA .. ,. 0605S 25 140,348 0.4% 

CA Kln1s 06031 26 149 788 0.4% 

CA Madera 06039 27 154.278 0.4% 

CA Shasta 06089 28 178.522 0.5% 

CA lmper~l 06025 29 181.103 O.S% 

CA ElDorado 06017 30 183 957 0.5% 

CA Yolo 06113 31 207 212 0.5% 

CA Butte 06007 32 223 905 0.6% 

CA Marin 06041 33 2S8 324 0.7% 

CA Merced 06047 34 265,069 0.7% 

CA Santa Cruz 06087 35 271857 0.7% 

CA San Luls Obispo 06079 36 273,323 0.7% 

CA Placer 06061 37 369,726 1.0% 

CA Monter_~ 06053 38 425,365 1.1% 

CA Solano 06095 39 427 743 1.1% 

CA 5.1nta Barbara 06083 40 436,516 1.1% 

CA Tulare 06107 41 459,176 1.2% 

CA Sonoma 06097 42 495.684 1.3% 

CA Stanislaus 06099 43 530 327 1.4% 

CA san Joaquin aeon 44 711797 1.8% 

CA San Mateo 06081 45 748 438 1.9% 

CA San Francisco 06075 46 837,831 2.2% 

CA Ventul'il 06111 47 844 259 2.2% 

CA K<m 06029 48 872 322 2.3% 

CA Fresno 06019 49 967,491 25% 

CA COntra COsta 06013 so 1,096 637 2.8% 

CA S..cramento 06067 51 1,460.480 '·"' 
CA Ala meeD 06001 52 1.583.979 4.1% 

CA Sinta aara 06085 53 1.874,526 4.9% 

CA san Bernardino 06071 54 2 091618 5.4% 

CA Rivl!rsldc 06065 55 2 295,298 6.0% 

CA Onmgc 06059 56 3132 681 8.1% 

CA Son Dleao 06073 57 3 212 298 8.3% 

CA Los Angeles 06037 58 10 069 036 26.2% 

38,499,378 100.0% 

ht~e::Llwww.dof.ra.gov[researQJLQ~mogra,Qhir;.lreQortsles~lmates[e-2£view.l;!he: 

July, 2014 



Cooperatives Table 7.0 

california Population by County and Principal City 2014 

State July 1st Estimates 2014 %of State Rank Cumulative% Principal County Principal City Aggregated by Principal City %of State 

SanMateoCA CA San Mateo 748,438 1.9" u 76."" San Mateo San FrandKD LosAnKdes 47.9% 

San ffandscoCA CA San Frandsco 837,831 2.2" 11 74."" Sanffandsco San frlndKD SanOJeco 8.3" 

VenturaCA CA Ventura 844,259 2.2" 10 71.8% ventura LosAnaeles San ffandsco 16."" 

Contra CostaCA CA Contra Costa 1,096,637 2.8" 9 69.7" Contra Costa San ffandsco Saaamento 3.8% 

SacramentoCA CA Sacramento 1,460,480 3.8% 8 66.8% Saaamento Sacramento 76."" 

Alami!CiaCA CA AI am~ 1,583,979 4.1" 7 63."" AI am~ San ffandsco 

Santa OaraCA CA SantaOara 1.874,526 4.9" 6 58.9% SantaOara San ffandsco 

San BernardlnoCA CA San Bernardino 2,091,618 5.4" 5 54."" San Bernardino LosAnceles 

RlversldeCA CA Riverside 2,295,298 6."" 4 48.6" Riverside LosAnaeles 

OranaeCA CA Oranae 3,132,681 8.1" 3 42.6" Ora nee LosAnaeles 

San DlegoCA CA San Dleco 3,212,298 8.3" 2 34.5" San Dleso San Dlqo 

Los AncelesCA CA losAncdes 10,069,036 26.2" 1 26.2" LosAnseles LosAnceles 



Cooperatives MAP 7 .E 

California Population by County 
U.S. Census Bureau 2014 
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Cooperatives Table 7.F 

California Total Milk Production: 1995,2000, 2005,2014 

(In Pounds) 

County 1 1995 2000 2005 2014 Pet ofTotal1995 Pet of Total 2014 Pet Growth 

Siskiyou 15,870,695 33,182,387 30,218,548 15,626,791 0.1% 0.0% ·1.5% 

San Diego 156,832,902 143,298,091 93,110,521 44,427,920 0.6% 0.1% ·71.7% 

Del Norte 11,860,641 59,727,6n 54,623,694 48,359,287 0.0% 0.1'.4 307.7% 

Yuba 48,884,117 65,650,456 70,581,671 62,501,532 0.2% 0.1% 27.9% 

Tehama 69,876,216 104,647,445 115,080,015 76,236,753 0.3% 0.2% 9.1% 

Imperial 25,248,422 65,687,078 95,816,074 118,002,724 0.1% 0.3'.4 367.4% 

Marin 257,667,872 225,350,719 212,767,788 135,366,208 1.0% 0.3% -47.5% 

Humboldt 257,014,516 280,383,849 284,436,479 231,097,047 1.0% 0.5% -10.1% 

Sacramento 321,116,539 364,070,035 365,371,803 340,432,286 1.3% 0.8% 6.0% 

Glenn 269,575,737 294,286,303 375,304,570 399,359,393 1.1% 0.9% 48.1% 

Sonoma 594,265,011 661 ,780,351 621,720,816 476,161,745 2.3% 1.1% -19.9% 

Riverside 2,433,620,386 2,350,622,073 1,271,438,070 912,512,331 9.6% 2.2'/t ~2.5% 

San Bernardino 3,217,611,464 3,534,619,019 2,420,459,205 1,187,278,784 12.7'/t 2.8% ~3.1% 

Madera 4n,984,507 851,630,415 1,424,602,617 1,890,690,392 1.9% 4.5% 295.6% 

San Joaquin 1,629,796,518 2,051,294,233 2,235,162,515 2,460,191,603 6.4% 5.8% 51.0% 

Fresno 1,483,722,544 1,753,941,665 2,390,297,282 2,842,302,353 5.9% 6.7% 91.6% 

Kern 743,627,013 1,366,625,335 2,993,151,195 4,096,363,973 2.9% 9.7% 450.9% 

Stanislaus 2,781,071,200 3,323,476,665 3,897,212,052 4,276,801,395 11.0% 10.1% 53.8o/o 

Kings 1,979,972,629 2,598,886,864 3,293,531,094 4,418,690,842 7.8% 10.4% 123.2% 

Merced 3,183,050,409 4,266,745,355 5,085,373,330 6,460,220,359 12.6°/t 15.3% 103.0% 

Tulare 4,963,591,1n 7,581,294,079 9,842,371,002 11,555,074,430 19.6% 27.3% 132.8% 

Yearly Totals 2 25,299,295,531 32,347,076,451 37,521,448,739 42,305,098,919 100% 100% 67% 

1 These counties are not listed because of proprietary rules but are included In lhe totals: Butte, Colusa, Contra Costa, Los Angeles, Mendocini, Monterey, 
Placer, San Benito, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, Shasta, Solano, Sutter, Yolo. 

2 Yolo county had 12,508,020 pounds of production In 2014. Those pounds are included In the yearly total but not listed separately. 



Cooperatives MAP 7 .G 

California Milk Production by County 
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Cooperatives MAP 7 .H 

California Milk Production & Population 

California Population 
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Cooperatives MAP 7 .I 

California Class I Plants and Milk 
Production by County 

SISKM:lU 

2014 Milk Production by County 
Billion pounds 

• Gruatrttl•n 5 (2) 

• From25!D5 (4) 

[J From lro2.5 131 

C IAu !han 1 112) 

* Class I Plant 

CDFA 2015 

IMPERIAl 



Cooperatives Table 7 J d._ 1 = Class I Plants and Table 2 = Class II Plants 

CDFA Listed Plants with FMMO Class I and II Use (Class II for this purpose includes California 3 Utilization) 

A 8 c D E F G H I J K L M N 0 p 

) I 

l 
e f ~ ! ~ 

:!! 8. E " ~ ~ .. "' " t: l u c 0 !! " = Handler PloniNamo City County Sr.tiO ! ~ I 
c u &' ~ & l 
.. .. c E u 

~ ... " .. II 5 ... "' 
0 

8 i 
., e e ... 

~ 5 
142seG 1\b DoneD&iry Cily of lndulllry l.oSAft11tlol CA X X X X X X I 

011538 Berteloy Fanno HayNII'd AllmeQ CA X X X X I 

1420t7 Broguiare'a lolonr.tbeDo LDaAnge!aa CA X I 

080015 C&llfomlol Nebnl Produdl Lathrop s.n Jooquin CA X I 

032118 California Slllo UIIMIIily Fresno Fruno CA X X X I 

0123118 Clatavlle Paicines s.n Benito CA X X I 

093015 Clowor-Stomalll Farms Pelalumo Solloma CA X X X I 

080010 DaityGoddOII Le.- l<ings CA X X I 

1421!52 DoJong•a o.lry Wildomar Rlveraldo CA X I 

141371 Dtlllwoocl o.lry EIMonle l.os Angeles CA X X I 

074085 Fos10r Farms MoclooiO SIOnlllous CA X X X X X X X I 

021050 Foolor Farms Fotlllne Humbol<ll CA X X X I 

1404e2 Frelll Deily Direct Cltyollnclulllry l.ooAft11olos CA X X X X I 

143241 Holllndle o.lry San Marcos Son Diogo CA X X X I 

071138 HPHood SocnmeniD Soaamento CA X X I 

144198 Joracrymald Milk Cilyof Industry r..oa Mgeloo CA X X X X X X I 

038078 Organlt Potturet Freano Fnoono CA X X I 

031200 Proclutofs Dolry Foodt Fresno Fresno CA X X X X X X I 

1411100 Rllph't ClnotGry l.otAft11olot r..oaMgelu CA X X X X X X I 

141083 Ralph's GnotGry Riven ide Rlvortlde CA X I 

1411143 Rotllvlow Dolrlos Downey l.oaMgoloo CA X X X I 

080018 Rosa llno1hort Hanlon! T\llono CA X X X I 

0114!50 SlfOWiySCOrtl s.n loandlo Allmodl CA X X X X I -· Saini Bonoit SonRollll Morin CA X X I 

14114n Soputo Dairy Ci1J otlncluotry 1.01 Mgoloo CA X X I 

041028 Saputo Dairy Gultino lolon:od CA X X X I 

144132 Scot! Bt0411ora Clllno s.naernwno CA X X X X X X I 

013408 S!nuo Family CnolrNI<Y Marahlli Marin CA X X X X X I 

141041 Slromlduo Horillgo Foods S...r.tMI Orange CA X X X I 

143010 Slremlcll Horillgo Foods SonlaMI Rivoralde CA X I 

012047 Supor Sl<>no lnclutlriot Fairfield Solano CA X X I 

072018 Super Sloro lncluoltteo Tur!OQ SllnlaiiUI CA X X X X X I 

140108 S\lillo Daity Rivoraldo Rivoraldo CA X I 

080017 Top(ll'hololomfanno Tuloro Tulane CA X X X I 

141481 Unllltd W.slam Gnocora Commeru l.otMgOIOI CA X I 



Cooperatives Table 7 J ,.1:. 1 :: Class I Plants and Table 2 = Class 11 Plants 

COFA Usted Plants with FMMO Class 1 and 11 Use (Class 11 for this purpose Includes California 3 Utllilatlon) 
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Cooperatives MAP 7.K 

California Class II Plants 
and Milk Production by County 
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Cooperatives Table 7.L 
Class I Differentials, California Marketing Area 

Row ST Cty Differential ST Cty Differential 

1CA ALAMEDA $ 1.80 CA FRESNO s 1.60 

2CA ALPINE $ 1.70 CA INYO $ 1.60 

3CA AMADOR $ 1.70 CA KINGS $ 1.60 

4CA BUTTE $ 1.70 CA MADERA s 1.60 

5CA CALAVERAS $ 1.70 CA MONO s 1.60 

&CA COlUSA $ 1.70 CA TULARE $ 1.60 

7CA CONTRA COSTA $ 1.80 CA ALPINE s 1.70 

SCA DEL NORTE $ 1.80 CA AMADOR $ 1.70 

9CA ELDORADO $ 1.70 CA BUTTE $ 1.70 

10 CA FRESNO $ 1.60 CA CALAVERAS $ 1.70 

11CA GL£NN s 1.70 CA COLUSA $ 1.70 

12CA HUMBOLDT $ 1.80 CA ElDORADO $ 1.70 

13 CA IMPERIAl $ 2.00 CA GL£NN $ 1.70 

14 CA INYO $ 1.60 CA LASSEN s 1.70 

lSCA KERN $ 1.80 CA MARIPOSA s 1.70 

16 CA KINGS $ 1.60 CA MERCED $ 1.70 

17 CA LAKE s 1.80 CA MOOOC $ 1.70 

18CA LASSEN $ 1.70 CA NEVADA $ 1.70 

19 CA LOS ANGEL£5 $ 2.10 CA PLACER $ 1.70 

20 CA MADERA $ 1.60 CA PLUMAS $ 1.70 

21CA MARIN $ 1.80 CA SACRAMENTO $ 1.70 

22 CA MARIPOSA s 1.70 CA SAN JOAQUIN $ 1.70 

23 CA MENDOONO $ 1.80 CA SHASTA $ 1.70 

24 CA MERCED $ 1.70 CA SIERRA $ 1.70 

2SCA MODOC s 1.70 CA STANISlAUS $ 1.70 

26 CA MONO $ 1.60 CA SUTTER s 1.70 

27 CA MONTEREY s 1.80 CA TEHAMA $ 1.70 

28 CA NilS' A s 1.80 CA TUOLUMNE $ 1.70 

29CA NEVADA $ 1.70 CA YOLO s 1.70 

30CA ORANGE $ 2.10 CA YUBA $ 1.70 

31 CA PLACER $ 1.70 CA AlAMEDA $ 1.80 

32 CA PLUMAS $ 1.70 CA CONTRA COSTA $ 1.80 

33 CA RIVERSIDE $ 2.00 CA DEL NORTE s 1.80 

34 CA SACRAMENTO s 1.70 CA HUMBOLDT $ 1.80 

35 CA SAN BENITO $ 1.80 CA KERN $ 1.80 

36 CA SAN BERNARDINO s 1.80 CA LAKE $ 1.80 

37 CA SAN DIEGO $ 2.10 CA MARIN $ 1.80 

38 CA SAN FRANOSCO s 1.80 CA MENDOONO $ 1.80 

39 CA SAN JOAQUIN s 1.70 CA MONTEREY $ 1.80 

40 CA SAN LUIS OBISPO s 1.80 CA NAPA $ 1.80 

41 CA SAN MATEO s 1.80 CA SAN BENITO S . 1.80 

42 CA SANTA BARBARA $ 1.80 CA SAN BERNARDINO $ 1.80 

43 CA SANTA ClARA s 1.80 CA SAN fRANOSCO $ 1.80 

44 CA SANTACRUZ $ 1.80 CA SAN LUIS OBISPO s 1.80 

45 CA SHASTA $ 1.70 CA SAN MATEO $ 1.80 

46CA SIERRA $ 1.70 CA SANTA BARBARA $ 1.80 

47 CA SISKIYOU s 1.80 CA SANTA ClARA $ 1.80 

48 CA SOlANO $ 1.80 CA SANTACRUZ $ 1.80 

49 CA SONOMA s 1.80 CA SISKIYOU $ 1.80 

SOCA STANISlAUS $ 1.70 CA SOLANO $ 1.80 

51 CA SUTTER $ 1.70 CA SONOMA $ 1.80 

52 CA TEHAMA $ 1.70 CA TRINITY $ 1.80 

53 CA TRINITY $ 1.80 CA VENTURA $ 1.80 

S4CA TULARE $ 1.60 CA IMPERIAl $ 2.00 

55 CA TUOLUMNE $ 1.70 CA RIVERSIDE s 2.00 

56 CA VENTURA $ 1.80 CA LOS ANGELES $ 2.10 

57 CA YOlO s 1.70 CA ORANGE $ 2.10 

58 CA YUBA s 1.70 CA SAN DIEGO s 2.10 



Cooperatives' Table 7. M.l 

California Ranch-to-Plant Hauling, by Area, April 2013 -October 2014 •· 



Cooperatives' Table 7.M.2 

California Raoch~o-Piant Hauling, by Area, April 2013 -Oct-ober .2ij14 ' 
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Cooperatives Map 7.N 

CDFA Haul Regions 
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Cooperatives Table 7.0. l_ ~/If 
Comparison CDFA Publlshed Haul Cost With Federal Order Differential Allowance, (allfomla Mlllcsheds and Markets October.aDJ.ao 

lA) I B) (C) I D) lEI IF) (G) IHI (1) (J) (K) ILl (M) 

Perce11t Haul Percent Haul Percent 

1-- Class I Smallest UI'JHt Covered Covered ohll 

Row MUkshed Zone Loads Counties Differential PlantZone Counties Dlffl CDFARate Dlff'IGaln Dlff'IGaln Sm1Uest UI'Jest l.olds 

1 Chino-mal li4 Rwttldt $ 2.00 Chlno·Araal RIYorsldt $ 2.00 $ 0.4276 $ . $ 0.2000 Ill' 4'1% 0.11" 

J Chino-mal San Bernardino $ 1.80 Chino -Art I 1 San Bernardino $ 1.80 

J 

~ China-mal 1,369 RIYottldt $ 2.00 los An&tl .. - Aroa 3 Ventura $ 1.80 $ 0.4031 $ . $ 0.3000 Ill' 74" 2.3"' 

~ O.lno-Aru1 San Bernardino $ 1.80 Los Allltles ·Art I 3 losA!IIoles $ 2.10 

6 los Allltlel ·Art I 3 Ortl\lt $ 2.10 

7 

~ San Jadn1o -ma 2 244 RIYtttldt $ 2.00 los AI\IOIU • Aroa 3 Ventura $ 1.80 $ 0.4816 $ $ 0.1000 Ill' 21" OA2" 

f----l losArcotes-Aroa 3 loJAI\Itlu $ 2.10 

10 losAnutes -Arto 3 Oronao $ 2.10 

11 

11 SanJocin1o·ma2 171 Rweltldt $ 2.00 SanDieiO SanOieiO $ 2.10 $ 0.5349 $ 0.1000 $ 0.1000 19" 19" 0.3111' 

u 

___....!! Bti11Dw-ma5 266 San Bernardino $ 1.80 los Arceles • Aroo 3 Ventura $ 1.80 $ 0.7502 $ - $ 0.3000 Ill' - 0.4"' 

___....!! LosArcoles-Arn 3 loJAnatlol $ 2.10 

16 los Anaolos - Art• 3 Oronao $ 2.10 

17 

,_____!! 5 SanJoaquln Valloy-Arn 7,8,9 511 Modoro $ uo O.lno - Aroa 1 RIYettldo $ 2.00 $ US98 $ $ OAOOO Ill' ~ 0.891' 

~ Fresno $ 1.60 O.lno -Alta 1 San Btmordlno $ 1.80 

~ Kires $ 1.60 

~ Tulore $ 1.60 

_.B Kern $ 1.10 

u Verrturo $ 1.80 

21 

___....!! 5 San Joaquin Valley -ma 7,8,9 4,757 Ml.d•ra $ 1.60 Lostuweles•Araa3 Ventura $ 1.80 $ 1.0747 $ $ 0.5000 Ill' 4'1% 8.2'1% 

-.1! Frw1110 $ 1.60 Los Arceles - Aroa 3 loJfuwtloJ $ 2.10 

..----E. KirCs $ 1.60 los Anceles - Area 3 Oro ret $ 2.10 

r---!! Tulore $ 1.60 

r-----2! Kern $ 1.80 

30 Vantur11 $ 1.80 

J1 

--B S SanJoaqu!nValley-ma 7,8,9 28,916 Mod era $ 1.60 5 SanJooqulnVtllty -Alta 7,8,9 Mtcloro $ 1.60 $ 0.3S46 $ - $ 0.2000 Ill' 5"' 50.25" 

----E Fnsno $ 1.60 Fresno $ 1.60 

~ Kinas $ 1.60 Klftll $ 1.60 

----.!! Tullro $ 1.60 Tuloro $ 1.60 

~ Kern $ 1.80 Kern $ 1.80 

17 Venture $ 1.80 Ventura $ 1.80 

11 



Cooperatives Table 7 .0. ~ 

(A) 

-
Row Mllkshed lone 

r--..!! N Son Jooquln Volley- Anlo10,11,U 

~ 
t----..!! 
t----..!! 
____!! 

44 

4S 

~ N Son Joaquin Volley- Anlo10,11,12 

___£ 

41 

~ N S.nJooquln Volley -Ar11o10,11,U 

r--!! 
r--!! 
r--1! 
~ 
~ 

56 

57 

,__....!! NS.nJoaqulnVolley-Areo10,11,U 

~ 

~ 
n 

62 

~ Sac.romento Valley- Anoa 13 

r---!! 
65 

,____..!! S.cromen!o Volley - Anlo 13 

~ 

" 
70 

__..!! S.cnomonlo Volley • Anlo13 

_..!! 

_..!! 

--2 
---2! 
,_1! 

n 

71 

~oJJI. 
Comparison COFA Published Haul Cost With Federal Order Differential Allowance, california Mllksheds and Markets October !Otto 

(B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (I) (J) 

Counties 

805 Men:ed 

StJonbbu" 

Sin Joaquin 

16,088 Men:ed 

Sllnlllou1 

S.nJOIQuln 

1,405 Metted 

Sllnlsllus 

166 Metted 

Sllnblaus 

S.nlolquln 

921 S.cnomonto 

Sin Joaquin 

Solo no 

283 S.cromen!o 

Sin Joaquin 

Solo no 

216 Sacnomento 

S.nJooquln 

Solo no 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

Olfferentlal Plant ZOne 

1.70 S S.nJooquln Volley· Anlo7,8,9 

1.70 

1.70 

Counties 

"""'''" 
Fre1no 

Ktnas 

Tulare 

Kern 

Venturi 

1.70 NS.nJoaqulnVolloy-An~o10,11,U Morted 

1.70 Sllnlslous 

1.70 

1.70 Southa.y -Anlo14 

1.70 

1.70 

1. 70 Nonh a.y • Anlo 15 

1.70 

1.70 

Son Motto 

S.nteCruz 

SoniA Claro 

ContnoCono 

Sin a.nllo 

Montorev 

Morin 

Sonomo 

Nopo 

Solo no 

1.70 N Sin Joaquin Volloy · Artt10,11,12 Morcod 

1.70 Sllnlslous 

1.80 Sin JoiQuln 

1.70 Socnomenlo Vtllty- An~o13 

1.70 

1.80 

1.70 South a.y · Arlo 14 

1.70 

1.80 

S.cromento 

Sin Joaquin 

Solo no 

S.nMoteo 

SontJoCrut 

S.ntaCiaro 

Alomedo 

Con!no Cosio 

S.na.nho 

Monterey 

Oassl 

Dlffl COFA Rite 

$ 1.60 $ 0.5722 $ 

$ 1.60 

$ 1.60 

$ 1.60 

$ 1.80 

$ 1.80 

$ 1.70 $ 0.4053 $ 

$ 1.70 

$ 1.70 

$ 1.80 $ 0.8085 $ 

$ 1.80 

$ 1.80 

$ 1.80 

$ 1.80 

$ 1.80 

$ 1.80 

$ 1.80 $ 0.8164 $ 

$ 1.80 

$ 1.80 

$ 1.80 

$ 1.70 $ O.St27 $ 

$ 1.70 

$ 1.70 

$ 1.70 $ 0.5228 $ 

$ 1.70 

$ 1.80 

$ 1.80 $ 0.8587 $ 

$ 1.80 

$ 1.80 

$ 1.80 

$ 1.80 

$ 1.80 

$ 1.80 

Smell est 

OIH'IGaln 

$ 

s 

0.1000 $ 

0.1000 $ 

- $ 

$ 

- $ 

l.araest 

DlffiGIIn 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

0.1000 

(K) 

Ptteent Haul 

Covered 

Smallest 

12% 

Ill 

Pen:ent Haul 

Cove reel 

t.arcest 

12% 

111% 

12% 

(M) 

Perunt 

ofall 

Loads 

27.96" 

2.44" 

0.211% 

1.60% 

OAII% 

0.38% 



COoperatives Table 7 .o. ~ ;zottf 
Comparison CDFA Published Haul Cost With Federal Order Differential Allowance, California Mllksheds and Markets Octobe...wa. 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (I) (J) (K) (L) (M) 

Percent HIUI Peteent H1ul Pen:ent 

- 01111 Sm•llest ~raert Covered Covered ohll 

Row Mllkshed Zone Loads Counties Dlfferentll l P l1nt Zone Counties Olfrl COFARate Olfri Galn Olffi Galn Smallest Lara est Loads 

____.!! Sacrorn~nto Valley · Ate1 13 12& S1cramento s 1.70 North Bay · Area 15 Mann s 1.80 $ 0 .7065 s $ 0.1000 0!6 1"" 0.22% 

----.!!! Sin Jolquln $ 1.70 SOnoma $ 1.80 

,_..!! Solano $ 1.10 Napo $ 1.10 

12 SOlano $ 1.80 

13 

~ SOUih Bay · Atta14 20 San MillO $ 1.10 SOUih Bay· Aroa14 SlnM1teo $ 1.10 s 0.7921 s s 0!6 0!6 0.03% 

,______!! Sant11 Cruz $ 1.80 Sonia Ctw $ 1.10 

r----!! Santa Cloro $ 1.80 Sonia Claro $ 1.80 

r-----!! Alameda s 1.10 Alameda $ 1.10 

r----!! Contra Costa $ 1.10 Contra Costa $ 1.10 

r----!! San BenKo s 1.10 San BenKo $ 1.10 

90 Monterey s 1.80 Monte rev $ 1.10 

91 

___,£ North Bay · AtealS 2 Marin s 1.10 SOUih Bay· Aroa 14 San Mateo s 1.10 $ 0 .8907 s $ 0!6 0!6 0.00!6 

~ SOnoma s 1.80 Santa CruJ: s 1.80 

---..!! Napo s 1.80 Slnt• Clara s 1.80 

_____.!! SOlano $ 1.80 Alameda $ 1.10 

r----.!! ControCona s 1.10 

r-----.!! San Benito s 1.10 

!II Monterey s 1.80 

!19 

~ North a.y • ArealS 404 Marin s 1.80 North Bay· Aroa 1S Marin s 1.10 0.5104 $ . $ 0!6 0!6 0.70!6 

~ SOnoma s 1.80 SOnoma s 1.10 

~ Napo $ 1.80 Napo s 1.80 

10] Solano s 1.10 SOlano s 1.80 

104 

~ North S.cnmonto Valley · Area 17 S9 Tehoma s 1.70 Sacramento Valley. Aru 13 Suramento $ 1.70 O.SI1S $ $ 0 .1000 0!6 17% 0 .10!6 

~ Glenn s 1.70 Sin Joaq uin $ 1.70 

~ Butte s 1.70 Solano $ 1.80 

____!!!! Sutter s 1.70 

~ Yubo s 1.70 

110 Placer $ 1.70 

111 



Cooperatives Table 7.0 • .!t ,f,DJ/f 
Comparison CDFA Pub fished Haul Cost Wrth Federal Order Differential Allowance, california Milks heels and Marilecs October~ 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (G) (H) (I) (J) (K) (L) (M) 

Percent Haul Perunt Haul Pernnt 

t--
Class I Smallest U'lest Covered Covered ohn 

Row Mllkshed Zone Loads Counties Differential Plant Zone counties Olffl COFA Rate DlffiGaln DlffiGaln Smallest U'lest wds 

r--ill North Sacramento Val ley - Atea17 12 Tehema $ 1.70 South Bay- Atea 14 SanMaleo $ L80 $ U209 $ 0.1000 $ 0.1000 n n 0.0~ 

r---!!! GloM $ 1.70 SanlaCiw $ L80 

t----ill Butte $ 1.70 SanlaOara $ L80 

~ SUIItr $ 1.70 Alomeda $ 1.80 

__.!!! Yuba $ 1.70 ConlraCosla $ 1.80 

___..ill Placer $ 1.70 San Ben~o $ 1.80 

111 Monlorev $ L80 

11t 

~ North Sacra menlo Valley-Ate a 17 10'.1 Tohtma $ 1.70 North Bay- Arwa 15 Marin $ L80 1.0163 $ - $ 0.1000 ~ 1~ 0.1~ 

,_!!! GloM $ 1.70 Sonoma $ L80 

~ BUilt $ 1.70 Napa $ L80 

~ SUIIer $ 1.70 Solano $ L80 

~ Yuba $ 1.70 

12S Placer $ 1.70 

u' 
t---ill NorthSacramonloValltv ·Area17 507 Tehtma $ 1.70 North Sacramonlo Valley· Area 17 Tehtma $ 1.70 0.4308 $ $ - ~ ~ 0.811% 

_____ill GloM $ 1.70 Glenn $ 1.70 

_____ill Butte $ 1.70 Butte $ L70 

~ Sutter $ 1.70 Sutter $ L70 

____!!! Yuba $ 1.70 Yuba $ L70 

Ul Placer $ 1.70 Placer $ L70 

UJ 

~ North Sacrarnenlo V•lley-Ar .. 17 126 Teh1m11 $ 1.70 Del Horte - Humboldl· Area 20 Humboldl $ 1.80 1.8209 $ 0.1000 s 0.1000 5" 5" 0.2~ 

r--!!! GloM $ 1.70 Del Norte $ L80 

~ Butte $ 1.70 

~ SUIIer $ 1 .70 

~ Yuba $ 1.70 

Ut Placer $ 1.70 

140 Totals 57,549 s 0.7515 100.~ 



Cooperatives Table 7.P 

california Population (2015), Milk Production (2014), Federal Order Differential 

and State Pooling Deslanatlon, 2014 
sray FlP$1 FlPS Olff POP POPPCf Nor SCA Wtl&hl Production 

1 CA FRESNO 6019 06019 $ 1.60 971.Z97 LS1" 1 $ Cl.040 2,841,JDZ.JSS 

Z CA INYO 60Z7 060Z7 $ 1.60 11,574 o.os" z $ 0.001 . 
3 CA taNGS 6031 06031 $ 1.60 149,711 D.3"' 1 $ 0.006 4,418,690,841 

4 CA MADEilA 6039 06039 $ 1.60 15S.S78 0.~ 1 $ 0.006 1,190,690,391 

5 CA MONO tiOSl 0ti051 $ 1.60 14,695 D.04" 2 $ 0.001 . 
6 CA TUlARE 6107 06107 $ 1.60 461,119 1.1"' 1 $ 0.019 U.SS5,074,430 

7 CA AlPINE 6003 06003 $ 1.70 1,U1 ~ 1 $ o.ooo . 
8 CA AMADOR 60DS 06005 $ 1.70 36,31.1 Om~' 1 $ o.ooz . 
9 CA BUTTE 6007 06007 $ 1.70 114,313 0.58" 1 $ 0.010 

10 CA CAlAVEIIAS 6009 06009 $ 1.70 45,668 o.u" 1 $ 0.002 . 
11 CA COWSA 6011 06011 $ 1.70 U,715 0~ 1 $ 0.001 . 
U CA El.OORADO 6017 06017 $ 1.70 184,917 0.48" 1 $ 0.008 . 
13 CA GWIN 60U 06011 $ 1.70 Z8,7Z8 0.07% 1 $ 0.001 399,359,393 

14 CA LASSEN 6035 06035 $ 1.70 32,092 0.~ 1 $ 0.001 . 
15 CA MARIPOSA 6043 06043 $ 1.70 17,791 0.05" 1 $ 0.001 . 
16 CA MERCIR 6047 06047 $ L70 2&6,134 o."" 1 $ o.ou 6,460,U0,359 

17 CA MODOC 6049 06049 $ 1.70 9,399 o.~ 1 $ 0.000 . 
18 CA NEVADA ti057 06057 $ 1.70 98,193 O.Z5" 1 $ 0.1104 . 
19 CA PI.ACEII 6061 06061 $ 1.70 369,454 0.95" 1 $ 0.016 . 
20 CA PWMAS 6063 06063 $ 1.70 19,560 0.05" 1 $ 0.001 . 
U CA SACRAMENTO 6067 06067 $ 1.70 1,470,912 3.&0l' 1 $ O.D65 340,4J2,Z86 

U CA SANJOAQUIN 6077 06077 $ 1.70 719,511 1.86" 1 $ 0.032 2,460,191,603 

13 CA SHASTA 6089 06089 $ 1.70 178,673 0.46% 1 $ o.ooa 
14 CA SIERRA 6091 06091 $ 1.70 3,105 0.01" 1 $ 0.000 

15 CA STANISlAUS 6099 06099 $ 1.70 532,297 ~ 1 $ o.ou 4,l76.S01.39S 

16 CA SUTT£11 6101 06101 $ 1.70 95,948 0.15" 1 s D.004 . 
17 CA TDIAMA 6103 06103 $ 1.70 64,313 0.171' 1 $ 0.003 76,136,753 

Z8 CA TUOlUMNE 6109 06109 s 1.70 54,337 D.J4" 1 $ 0.002 . 
29 CA YOLO 6113 06W s 1.70 209,393 0.54" 1 $ 0.009 1Z,508,0Z.O 

30 CA YUBA 6115 06115 $ 1.70 74,076 o.~ 1 $ 0.003 6Z.S01,5J2 

31 CA AlAM£0-' 6001 06001 $ 1.80 1,$94,569 4.11% 1 $ 0.074 . 
32 CA CONTRACOSTA 6013 06013 $ 1.80 1,102,871 z.as" 1 $ O.OS1 . 
33 CA DEl. NORTE 6015 06015 $ 1.80 18.031 0.07% 1 $ 0.001 48,359,l87 

J4 CA HUMBOlDT 6013 06013 $ 1.80 134,398 D.3S" 1 $ D.006 131,097,047 

3S CA KfRN 60Z9 06029 $ 1.10 874,264 Z.Z6" 1 $ D.041 4,096,363,973 

36 CA lAKE 6033 06033 $ 1.10 64,918 0.171' 1 $ D.003 

37 CA MARJN 6041 06041 $ 1.80 1SI,t7Z 0.671' 1 $ O.OlZ 135,366,l01 

31 CA MENDOONO 6045 06045 $ 1.10 18.863 0.13% 1 $ 0.1104 . 
39 CA MONTER£Y 6053 06053 $ 1.10 415,413 1.10% 1 $ o.ozo . 
40 CA NAPA 6055 IJtiOS5 $ 1.10 140,362 0.36% 1 $ 0.007 . 
41 CA SAN BENITO 6069 06069 $ 1.80 51,344 0.15" 1 $ 0.003 . 
41 CA SAN WIHAROINO 6071 06071 $ 1.10 1,104,291 5.44" 1 $ 0.098 1,117,278,714 

43 CA SAN FAANOSCO 6075 06075 $ 1.80 145,602 2.18% 1 $ 0.039 . 
44 CA SAN W15 OBISPO 6079 06079 $ 1.10 Z74,293 0.71" 2 $ 0.013 . 
45 CA SAN MATEO 6081 06011 $ 1.80 753,W 1.95% 1 $ 0.035 . 
46 CA SANTABARBARA 6013 06013 $ 1.10 437,643 1.13% 1 $ 0.020 . 
47 CA SANTAClARA 6015 06085 $ 1.80 l,IU,631 4.88% 1 $ o.oea . 
48 CA SANTACRUZ 6087 06017 $ 1.10 271,646 0.7~ 1 $ 0.013 . 
49 CA SISICJYOU 6093 06093 $ 1.10 45,119 0.11% 1 $ o.ooz 15,626,791 

SO CA SOLANO 6095 06095 $ 1.10 429,552 1.11" 1 $ o.ozo 
51 CA SONOMA 6097 06097 $ 1.10 496,153 ua" 1 $ o.ou 476,161,745 

51 CA TRINITT" 6105 06105 $ 1.10 13,571 D.04" 1 $ 0.001 . 
53 CA VENTURA 6111 06111 $ 1.10 141.073 2.1"' 2 $ 0.039 

S4 CA IMPEIUAI. 60ZS 06015 $ 2.00 183,419 0.47% 2 $ D.009 111.Q02,7Z4 

S5 CA RIV!IISIDE 6065 06065 $ 2.00 1.301.441 S.t6" 2 $ 0.119 9U.S1U31 

56 CA LOSANGE\.ES 6037 06037 $ 2.10 10,136,559 26.18% 2 $ o.sso 
57 CA ORANGE 6059 06059 $ 2.10 3,147.655 8.13% 2 $ 0.171 . 
58 CA SAN DIEGO 6073 06073 $ 2.10 3,U7,496 8.34" z $ 0.175 44,427.920 

Tolell 38,714,725 100.- $ 1.919 41,060,206,168 

Source: CDfA. Census 



Cooperatives MAP 7 .Q 

FMMO Class I Differential & Summary Statistics 

Population and Milk Production, 2014 

FO Zone 

• $2.10 Zone (3) 
0 $2.00 Zone (2) 
D $1 .80 Zone (23) 
0 $1 .70 Zone (24) 
D $1.60 Zone (6) 

$1.80 Zone 
Population: 

13,179,809 (34%) 
Milk Production: 

6,190,253,835 (15%) 

$2.10 Zone 
Population: 

16,511,710 (43%) 
Milk Production: 
44,427,920 (0%) 

$1.70 Zone 
Population: 

4, 757,354 (12%) 
Milk Production: 

14,088,251,341 {33%) 

$1.60 Zone 
Population : 

1, 773,354 (5%) 
Milk Production: 

20,706,758,017 (49%) 

$2.00 Zone 
Population: 

2,491,870 (6%) 
Milk Production: 

1,030,515,055 (2%) 

$1.80 



Cooperatives Table 7.R 

Descriptive Data Resulting from the Market Administrator Transport Study- California Data 

May and October 2013 

Selection Criteria 

A B c D 

Pounds Weighted Weighted 

Records Pounds Per Record Miles Average Rate 

All Data 1,073 835,880,529 779,013 112.1 $ 0.6294 

Month 

May 526 416,461,767 791,752 109.3 $ 0.6199 

October 5'4=t }X' 419,418,765 766,762 114.9 $ 0.6389 

Demand Area 

So Cal (R/SB) 282 133,215,115 472,394 47.3 $ 0.1837 

So Cal (-R/SB) 429 501,034,837 1,167,913 146.3 $ 0.8183 

Not So Cal 362 201,630,577 556,991 70.1 $ 0.4545 

All rates were reduced by 30 cents per hundredweight which is representative of a typical local haul rate. 

Records with haul rates less than thirty cents per hundredweight were not included. 

Data was extracted from the confidential business records of the Cooperatives. 

E F 
Average Rate Per 

Rate Per Mile Loaded Mile 

$ 0.0056 $ 2.88 

$ 0.0057 $ 2.94 

$ 0.0056 $ 2.88 

$ 0.0039 $ 2.01 

$ 0.0056 $ 2.88 

$ 0.0065 $ 3.35 



Cooperatives Table 7.S 

Regression Summary from the Market Administrator Milk Transport Study- California Data 

May and October 2013 

Intercept Constant Adjusted R-Square Records Pounds 

:Demand Area Transportation Zone 

So Cal (R/SB) 1 0.04497 0.00318 0.792 282 133,215,115 

So Cal (·R/SB) 2 0.00485 0.00546 0.976 429 501,034,837 

No So Cal 3 0.05441 0.00571 0.992 362 201,630,577 

Wted Ave Miles 

47.3 

146.3 

70.1 



Cooperatives Table 7.T 

California No. 2 Diesel Retail Prices (Dollars per Gallon) 

Date California No 2 Diesel Retail Prices 

Jan-2011 S 3.560 

Feb-2011 S 3.804 

Mar-2011 S 4.187 

Apr-2011 S 4.400 

Mav·2011 s 4.362 

Jun-2011 5 4.213 

Jui-2011 S 4.106 

Aug-2011 S 4.009 

Sep-2011 S 4.057 

Oct-2011 S 4.059 

Nov-2011 S 4.245 

Oec-2011 S 4.175 

Jan-2012 S 4.17$ 

Feb-2012 S 4.251 

Mar-2012 S 4.474 

Apr-2012 S 4.419 

Mav-2012 S 4.316 

Jun-2012 S 4.027 

Jul-2012 S 3.917 

Aug-2012 S 4.240 

Sep-2012 S 4.456 

Oct·2012 S 4.376 

Nov·2012 S 4.170 

Oec-2012 S 4.076 

Jan-2013 S 4.083 

Feb-2013 S 4.325 

Mar-2013 S 4.245 .. 
. . .ApJ•2013 s 4.134 

: . May•2013 S 4.040 

.· .. iun•2013 S 4.023 

M -·2013 S 4.068 

.:<. :&.Ug-2019 s 4.138 

4.209 

4.134 

· · ·.<;" Jitriw2013 S 4.134 S 4.110 ITh1s 1S the average for the baso penod I 

Oec-2013 s 4.073 

Jan-2014 s 4.082 

Feb-2014 s 4.084 

Mar-2014 s 4.092 

Apr-2014 s 4.089 

May-2014 s 4.119 

Jun-2014 s 4.101 

Jul-2014 s 4.110 

Aug-2014 s 4.085 

Sep-2014 s 4.054 

Oct-2014 s 3.938 

Nov-2014 s 3.813 

Oec-2014 s 3.542 

Jan-2015 s 3.212 

Feb-2015 s 3.110 

Mar-2015 s 3.182 

Apr-2015 s 3.098 

Mav-2015 s 3.254 

Jun-2015 s 3.192 

Jui·2015 s 3.115 

li.D!HSI~ ID!!l!IDI!!IOD B!!m1n1~trauon 

hllp Wgmo DID goyldnaWoeVhlst!LeafHandlcr gsnx?n=PET&<=EMD EPP20 pre SCA OPG&!=M 



d 
0 $4.400 

a $4.200 

s 

$4.000 
p 

e 

$3.800 

g 

a 
I $3.600 

0 

n $3.400 

$3.200 

$3.000 

Cooperatives Chart 7 .U 
E.I.A - California No. 2 Diesel Retail Prices 

January 2011 - July 2015 

I Most recent 8 weeks price - $3.094 I 



Cooperatives Table 7.V 
Combination Truck Fuel Consumption and Travel 

2010 2011 2012 2013 

Number registered (thousands) 2,553 2,452 2,469 2,471 

Vehicle-miles traveled (millions) 175,789 163,791 163,358 168,436 

Fuel consumed (million gallons) 29,927 28,181 27,926 28,794 

Average miles traveled per gallon 5.9 5.8 5.8 5.8 

Sources 
1965-94: U.S. Department ofTransportation, Federal Highway Administration, Highway 
Statistics Summary to 1995, FHWA-PL-97-009 (Washington, DC: July 1997), table VM-

. . .. .. ... . .. . .. .. . ..... 
1995-2012: Ibid., Highway Statistics (Washington, DC: Annual issues), table VM-1, 
available at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics.cfm as of Mar. 4, 2014. 



Cooperatives Table 7.W 

California Order Fuel Adjustor Sample 

Sample Month 

A 8 c 
Miles 

DOEIEIA 1 

Eight Week Average Current Fuel - ($/gal} $ 3.094 

Established Base Fuel - ($/gal) $ 4.110 

Current Fuel less Base Fuel - ($/gal) $ (1.016) 

Adjustment Factor (miles per gallon} 5.8 
Rate per Mile ($ per mile) $ (0.175172) 

$3.094 is the eight week avearge for June 22, 2015 - August 1 0, 2015. 

$(0.175172) = ($1 .1 06 I 5.8) rounded to six places. 

$(0.000340) = $(0.175172/ (i46/100)). 

5~SVOjJ00 

D E F 
Load Cost Tank Size Dollars per Hundredweight 

$ (0.175172) 51,500 $ (0.000340) 



Cooperatives Table 7.X 

Computation of Transportation Payment 

1051.55 (b) (1) A Zones 

A (from the CDFA recap sheet5) 

1051.55 (b)(1) A Pounds 

1051.55 (c) (1) (I) B Miles 

1051.56 (a) (1) c EIA Diesel Price· round 3 places 

1051.56 (a) (2) c Diesel base 

1051.56 (a) 12) c Subtraction $3.094 • $4.110 

1051.56 (a) (3) c Truck MPG base 

1051.56 (a) (3) c Divide • round 6 fl./aces ($1.016) 1 5.8 

1051.56 (I) (4) c T'll'ical Tank CWT 

1051.56 (a) (4) (5) C Divide • round 6 fl./aces ($0.175172)/ (51,500 1100) 

1051.56 (a)(6)(a) 0 Intercept 

1051.56 (a) (6) (b) D Intercept 

1051.56 (a) (6) (c) 0 Intercept 

1051.56 (a) (6) (a) D Mileage Coefficient 

0 Plus Fuel Adjustment $0.00318 + ($0.000340) 

1051.56 (a) (6) (b) 0 Mileage Coefficient 

D Plus Fuel Adjustment 

1051.56 (a) (6) (c) D Mileage Coefficient 

0 Plus Fuel Adjustment 

1051.56 (a) (6) E Factor per cwt for the miles driven $0.04497 + ($0.002840 • 32) 

1051.5(c ) (II) F Payment to load (rate X cwts hauled) $0.135850 • 49,992 "oO 
I 

Oct-14 

Transportation 

· Zone 1 

(I) 

Average Chino I LA 

49,992 

32 

3.094 

4.110 

Oct-14 

Transportation 

Zone2 

(II) 

Average SSJ I LA 

50,005 

143 

3.094 

4.110 

$ (1.016) $ (1.016) 

5.8 5.8 

Oct-14 

Transportation 

Zone3 

(Ill) 

Average NSJ I N Bay 

50,069 

90 

3.094 

4.l10 

$ (1.016) 

5.8 

~ (0.175172} L_(0.175172} L..l0.175172} 

51,510 51,510 51,510 

L..£0.00034Dll L..£0.000340ll ~ £0.000340l 

0.044970 

0.004850 

0.054410 

0.003180 

0.002840 

0.005460 

0.005120 

0.005710 

0.00537 

$ 0.135850 $ 0.737010 $ o.s3n1o 

$ 67.91 $ 368.54 $ 269.23 
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EXHIBIT 
-=t-i 

California Ranch-to-Plant Hauling, by Area, April 2013- October 2014 " 

Rate Per ApproxJinate 



California Ranch-to-Plant Hauling, by Area, April2013 - October 2014 " 

Total CA Milk 11 82% 3,465, 798,000 89% 

1/ The Ranch 10 Plant haul survey proVIdes lhe geographic area where m1lk Is produced at ranch {source) and the plant {destination) of first rece1pl 
21 The approximate number of loads is calcutaled by taking total pounds shipped divided by 50,000 pounds 
31 The mileage range 1s the lowest and h1ghes1 miles traveled from ranch-to-plant {one way destination) 
4/ The average miles traveled from ranch-to-plant {one way destination) is weighted on pounds shipped 
5I Haul rate includes flat charge {rate per cwt), fuel surcharges. and stop charges. 
61 This Is the pounds of milk pooled compared to pounds captured in haul survey for the same lime period 

3,209,231,000 88% 3,571 , 792,000 

Sources. Cal~om1a Process1ng Plants, CDF A 

Released March 2015 

87% 3,416,228,000 
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COOPERATIVES' PROPOSAL 1 REGARDING PRODUCER-HANDLERS 

The Cooperatives propose that producer-handlers ("PH") be regulated in the same manner 

in the proposed California Federal Milk Marketing Order (FMMO) as they are in other orders. 

E.g., 7 C.F.R. Section 1030.10 (Producer-handler definition in Order 30). As we understand 

their operations, all of the members of the Cal ifornia Producer-Handlers Association would 

become fully regulated handlers under our proposal. We consider the question of the treatment 

of exempt quota to be a separate issue and will discuss it separately. 

My testimony opens with significant points from the Final Decision from the 2009 

eleven-order PH hearing which set the stage for our proposal for regulating large PHs. Next is a 

summary ofthose points and a measure ofthe impact of not regulating large PHs. Finally, we 

present the language of our proposal regarding PHs. 

A. The 2009 national hearing on producer-handlers 

The 2009 eleven-Federal-order decision on producer-handlers established: 

1. The Secretary has clear authority to fully regulate producer-handlers operating within 

FMMOs. 

Prior rulemakings consistently articulated USDA's authority to 
subject producer-handlers to full regulation. For example, in a 
Final Decision for the Puget Sound order, a predecessor to the 
Pacific Northwest order, USDA found that producer-handlers 
should continue to be exempt from pooling and pricing provisions 
of the order with the caveat that producer-handlers could be subject 
to further regulation if justified by prevailing market conditions. 
This position was amplified in a subsequent Puget Sound Final 
Decision wherein USDA found that a hearing shou ld be held to 
consider the regulation of producer-handlers if the marketing area 
was susceptible to being affected by producer-handlers or if 
producer-handler sales could disrupt or operate to the detriment of 
other producers in the market. Such policy was also articulated in 
another decision concerning producer-handlers in Texas and the 
Southwest Plains. That decision concluded that it would be 
appropriate to obligate producer-handlers to the pooling and 
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pricing provisions of the order if it could be shown that producer
handlers cause market disruption. 75 Fed. Reg. 10122, 10147 
(2010) (footnotes omitted) 

2. The Secretary should apply his conclusions regarding producer-handlers to al l 

FMMOs including this proposed California FMMO. The 2010 Decision noted specifically that 

establishing reasonable limits on the sales of fluid milk products from producer-handlers meets 

the policy objectives of the Agriculture Marketing Agreement Act (AMAA). 

The record supports concluding that a direct relationship exists 
between producer-handler size and the potential for disorder. More 
specifically, the record supports the conclusion that adoption of a 
limit on producer-handlers' total monthly Class I route disposition 
and sales of packaged fluid milk products to other plants across all 
orders is necessary to maintain orderly marketing conditions. 75 
Fed. Reg. at 10151 (2010) 

Estab lishing a reasonable limit on tota l Class I route disposition and 
sales of packaged fluid milk products in all producer-handler 
definitions for all Federal milk marketing orders unifies the policy 
objectives ofthe AMAA to establish and maintain orderly marketing 
conditions. 75 Fed. Reg. at 10150 (2010) 

The AMAA provides for "payment to all producers and associations of producers 

delivering milk to all handlers of uniform prices for all milk so delivered, irrespective of the uses 

made of such milk." (7 U.S.C. § 608c(5) (B)(ii)). The historical exemption for producer-

handlers was a matter of administrative convenience, and not a statutory entitlement in the 

federal system. As such, a clear limitation on the size of producer-handlers is consistent with 

and furthers the express language and purposes of the AMAA. 

3. The definition of a producer handler: 

Producer-handlers are dairy farms that process their own milk 
production. These entities must operate one or more dairy farms as 
a pre-condition to operating processing plants as producer
handlers. 75 Fed. Reg. at 10122 (2010) 
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Producer-handlers are persons who operate dairy farms and 
generally process and sell only their own milk production. A pre
condition to operating a processing plant as a producer-handler is 
the operation of a dairy farm. 75 Fed. Reg. at 10147 (2010) 

Nevertheless, the common criterion of all producer-handler 
definitions for all orders is the requirement that the entire operation 
be under the sole risk and enterprise of the producer-handler. 75 
Fed. Reg. at 10146 (2010) 

4. The establishment of uniform pnces to producers 1s a fundamental objective of 

FMMOs. 

The AMAA requires the setting of uniform prices to producers 
regardless of how the milk of any single dairy farmer is used and 
uniform prices to similarly situated handlers (section 608c(5)). 
Handlers who are similarly situated pay at least the class prices 
established under the orders for milk. Producers are paid at least 
the minimum uniform (blend) price that is determined through 
marketwide pooling. A marketwide pool, through the mechanism 
of a producer-settlement fund, equalizes the classified use-values 
of milk pooled on an order among handlers and determines a 
uniform price paid to producers. Marketwide pooling allows for 
equitable sharing of the cost of supplying and balancing the Class I 
market. These two key features of milk orders - classified pricing 
and marketwide pooling- provide the basic foundation for orderly 
marketing and address the AMAA's primary objective of ensuring 
orderly marketing. 75 Fed. Reg. at 10145-46 (2010) 

Over the years, USDA has repeatedly concluded that marketwide 
pooling promotes orderly marketing conditions more completely 
and is one of the most important marketing order tools used to 
ensure uniformity in prices to producers. (footnote omitted) 
75 Fed. Reg. at 10148 (2010) 

5. The operations of producer-handlers can disrupt the establishment of uniform prices. 

Of greater significance, the record of this proceeding indicates that 
all producer-handlers enjoy a competitive pricing advantage over 
fully regulated handlers because of their exemption from pooling 
and pricing provisions. This is not surprising as the exemption of 
any handler from the regulatory plan results in non-uniform prices 
to handlers and lower prices than would otherwise be uniform to 
producers. It is clear from this proceeding that as the Class I 
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marketings of a producer-handler increase, the order's ability to set 
prices that are uniform to handlers and producers is eroded. 

Depending on the volume of Class I disposition and sales of 
packaged fluid milk products to other plants, the exemption from 
obligation to account for milk at minimum classified prices, and 
the exemption from payment into the producer-settlement fund of 
the difference between a producer-handler' s use-value of milk and 
the blend price become critical factors that give rise to disorderly 
marketing conditions. Large producer-handlers become 
increasingly able to market fluid milk at prices below those that 
can be offered by fully regulated handlers because the classified 
prices set by the order are not uniform. The exemption from 
payment to the producer-settlement fund renders the order unable 
to set uniform prices to producers. 

This final decision emphasizes that when any handler is exempted 
from pooling and pricing, regulated handlers and producers whose 
milk is pooled on an order are affected by that exemption. 
Regulated handlers are affected because they are obligated to make 
pool payments while producer-handlers are not obligated. 
Producers also are affected because handler exemption results in 
fewer dollars available in the pool, thus making the uniform price 
to producers lower. Market Administrator data in the record 
demonstrate this outcome. That data reveals that exclusion of 
producer-handler revenue affects the total pool value in any 
Federal order marketing area where producer-handlers are present. 
Total pool values are hundreds of thousands of dollars less every 
month than they would be which directly translates into lower 
uniform prices paid to producers. In markets where producer 
handlers are not present, no impact on total pool value occurs. 75 
Fed.Re~atl0146(2010) 

6. The measure of the producer-handler advantage is calculated to be the difference 

between the Class I price and the blend price. The ability of the producer-handler to retain this 

value is detrimental to the objective of all producers receiving the minimum price from the 

Order. 

As a result of their exemption from pooling and pricing, producer
handlers, as handlers, are not required to pay the minimum class 
prices established under the orders nor are they, as producers, 
granted minimum price protection for disposal of surplus milk. 
Producer-handlers, in their capacity as handlers, are not obligated 
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to equalize their use-value of milk through payment of the 
difference between their use-value of milk and the respective 
order's blend price into the producer-settlement fund . As such, 
producer-handlers retain the full value of milk processed and 
disposed of as fluid milk products by their operation within the 
marketing areas. 75 Fed. Reg. at 10124 (2010) 

While opponents to the elimination of the producer-handler 
definitions argue otherwise, this decision agrees with proponent 
arguments, presented by witnesses testifying in support of NMPF 
and IDF A positions, that the difference between the Class I price 
and the blend price is a reasonable estimate of the price advantage 
enjoyed by producer-handlers even if it is not possible to determine 
the precise level of the advantage for any individual producer
handler. This price advantage is compounded as a producer
handler's Class I utilization increases. In addition, allowing 
producer-handlers to have unlimited Class I sales will result in a 
measureable impact on the blend price received by pooled 
producers. 75 Fed. Reg. at 10147 (2010) 

7. The Decision concluded that the size of a producer-handler should be a controlling 

factor in determining the regulatory status of a producer-handler plant. 

The size of individual producer-handlers will impact orderly 
marketing conditions in any of the Federal order marketing areas if 
left without limit. Size of operation will have a direct bearing on 
competitive equity between producer-handlers and fully regulated 
handlers. Producer-handler size, as discussed above, will 
increasingly affect an order's ability to set uniform prices to 
similarly situated handlers and to producers. Producer-handler size 
will increasingly magnify disorderly marketing conditions and 
practices where the burden of balancing and surplus disposal is 
effectively transferred to the regulated market. These examples of 
the presence and anticipation of disorderly marketing conditions 
can be largely mitigated by establishing a reasonable limit on a 
producer-handlers' Class I route disposition and sales of packaged 
fluid milk products to other plants. 

Establishing a reasonable limit on total Class I route disposition 
and sales of packaged fluid milk products in all producer-handler 
definitions for all Federal milk marketing orders unifies the policy 
objectives of the AMAA to establish and maintain orderly 
marketing conditions. 75 Fed. Reg. at 10150 (2010) 
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8. The Decision concluded that total route disposition and sales of packaged fluid milk 

products to other plants of more than 3 million pounds during a month would cause a producer-

handler to be fully regulated and account to the pool for their uses of milk at the applicable 

minimum class prices and pay the difference between their use-value of milk and the blend price 

of the order to that order's producer-settlement fund. 

If current producer-handlers have total route disposition and sales 
of packaged fluid milk products to other plants of more than 3 
million pounds during a month, such producer-handlers will be 
regulated under the pooling and pricing provisions of the orders 
like other fully regulated handlers. Such large producer-handlers 
will account to the pool for their uses of milk at the applicable 
minimum class prices and pay the difference between their use
value of milk and the blend price of the order to that order' s 
producer-settlement fund. 75 Fed. Reg. at 10122 (2010) 

9. The Decision noted that the change in regulatory status would have economic costs 

and benefits to the producer-handler and benefits to producers in the form of increased blend 

pnces. 

While this may cause an economic impact on those entities with 
more than three million pounds of total monthly sales that are 
currently considered producer-handlers under the Federal order 
system, the impact is offset by the benefit to other small 
businesses. With respect to dairy farms whose milk is pooled on 
Federal marketing orders, such dairy farms who have not 
heretofore shared in the additional revenue that accrues from the 
marketwide pooling of Class I sales by producer-handlers will 
share in such revenue. All producer-handlers who dispose of more 
than 3 million pounds of fluid milk, including sales of packaged 
fluid milk products to other plants per month will account to all 
market participants at the announced Federal order Class I price for 
such use. 

To the extent that some large producer-handlers become subject to 
the pooling and pricing provisions of Federal milk marketing 
orders, such will be determined in their capacity as handlers. Such 
entities will no longer have restrictions applicable to their business 
operations that were conditions for producer-handler status and 
exemption from the pooling and pricing provisions of the orders. 
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In general, this includes being able to buy or acquire any quantity 
of milk from dairy fanners or other handlers instead of being 
limited by the current constraints of the orders. Additionally, the 
burden of balancing their milk production is relieved. Milk 
production in excess of what is needed to satisfy their Class I route 
disposition and sales of packaged iluid milk products to other 
plants may receive the minimum price protection established under 
the terms of the Federal milk marketing orders. The burden of 
balancing milk supplies will be borne by all producers who are 
pooled and handlers who arc regulated under the terms of the 
orders. 75 Fed. Reg. at 10122-23 (2010) 

The foregoing clearly establishes that the Secretary of Agriculture has the authority to 

define and regulate producer-handlers who operate in any capacity. The Secretary should 

exercise that authority in promulgating a California FMMO and implement regulations similar to 

those in other orders controlling the actions of large producer-handlers. 

The establishment of uniform prices for both producers and handlers is a prime objective 

of FMMOs and the operation of large producer-handlers disrupts this objective. The measure of 

the disruption can be calculated as the difference between the Orders' announced Class I price 

and blend price. Any difference between the two prices is evidence of disruption. The size of a 

producer handler should be the controlling factor for establishing regulation. For the purpose of 

establishing which producer-handlers should be fully regulated. the "bright line'' of regulation 

has been determined to be producer-handler plants with 3,000.000 pounds of total route 

disposition and packaged sales of fluid milk products to other plants during the month. Those 

above that line become fully regulated and those below will not be Cully regulated. The decision 

noted that there would be costs to the large producer-handler but that those costs would be offset 

by benefits to the producer-handler and benefits to the remaining pooled producers. 
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B. Financial Impact of Producer-Handlers 

Table 8.1, Estimated Producer Handler Advantage 2000 - December 2014, 

demonstrates the impact to the pool based on the definition from the Producer-Handler hearing 

decision referenced above. 

Financial Impact= Class I price minus Blend Price. 

Since we do not have producer-handler sales volume data other than the pounds of 

exempt Class 1 sales reported by CDF A, we have used those volumes which would be reflective 

of certain market conditions but are primarily for illustrative purposes here. Using those 

numbers, estimates can be made of the per hundredweight price impact based on announced 

Class prices and our estimated blend prices. 

Multiplying the per hundredweight difference times the volumes used results in an 

estimated dollar impact. Based on market commentary from customers and our own operations 

we understand that the California producer-handlers have sales volumes in excess of their known 

sales (based on exempt volumes), thus these results would represent the lower end of any 

potential impact from these producer-handlers. 

In Table 8.1 (Column E) we used the monthly Blend prices from Exhibit 64 Table 5.C 

which we calculated earlier and reduced the calculation by 43 cents per hundredweight which 

represents the estimated per hundredweight costs of the net quota premium payments and the 

cost of the transportation credit payment. (Column F) This gives us the two numbers necessary 

to calculate a per hundredweight impact if producer-handlers with more than 3,000,000 pounds 

of total route disposition and packaged sales of fluid milk products to other plants during the 

month were not regulated. 
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We calculated impacts as if the producer-handlers were located in either the $2.10 or 

$1.60 Class I differential zone. (Columns G and H) For example, if all the producer-handler 

production volume was located in the $2.10 differential zone the impact in January 2000 would 

have been estimated to be $2.28 per hundredweight, and if all producer-handler milk was located 

in the $1.60 zone, $1.78 per hundredweight. The average producer-handler per hundredweight 

advantage for the entire period of2000- December 2014 would be $2.55 for the $2.10 zone, and 

$2.05 for the $1.60 zone per hundredweight. For a more recent period August 2012 -December 

2014 the averages would be $2.60 and $2.10 for the $2.10 and $1.60 zones. 

Multiplying the per hundredweight values by the published pounds of exempt Class I use 

(Column I) yields the dollars listed in Columns J and K. These totals for the period January 

2000- December 2014 average $539,741.02 per month for the $2.10 zone and $433,795.82 for 

the $1.60 zone. These translate to an average blend price impact of $.018 per cwt and $.014 per 

cwt for the January 2000 to December 2014 period, for the $2.1 0 and $1.60 zones respectively. 

For the August 2012- December 2014 period the impact is $.016 and $.013, for the two zones 

respectively. 

Although the data available for analysis is limited, the demonstrated impact meets the 

standard set out in the 2010 Final Decision: 

While opponents to the elimination of the producer-handler 
definitions argue otherwise, this decision agrees with proponent 
arguments, presented by witnesses testifying in support of NMPF 
and IDF A positions, that the difference between the Class I 
price and the blend price is a reasonable estimate of the price 
advantage enjoyed by producer-handlers even if it is not 
possible to determine the precise level of the advantage for any 
individual producer-handler. This price advantage is 
compounded as a producer-handler's Class I utilization 
increases. In addition, allowing producer-handlers to have 
unlimited Class I sales will result in a measureable impact on 
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the blend price received by pooled producers. (75 Fed. Reg. at 
10147 (2010) (emphasis added) 

The resulting conclusion is that large size producer-handlers in the proposed California 

FMMO should be regulated in the same manner as they are in other FMMOs. 

Our proposal would not require any producer-handler with less than 3,000,000 pounds of 

total route disposition and packaged sales of fluid milk products to other plants during the month, 

to account to the pool for milk use at Class prices, provided they meet with all the Order 

requirements. A producer-handler with more than 3,000,000 pounds of total route disposition 

and packaged sales of fluid milk products to other plants during the month would have to meet 

all the requirements of any regulated handler. 

C. The Cooperatives' proposal 

The regulatory language for our proposal is as follows: 

§ I 05I.I 0 Producer-handler. 

Producer-handler means a person who: 

(a) Operates a dairy farm and a distributing plant from which there is route 
disposition in the marketing area, and from which total route disposition and 
packaged sales of fluid milk products to other plants during the month does not 
exceed 3 million pounds; 

(b) Receives fluid milk from own farm production or milk that is fully subject to 
the pricing and pooling provisions of the order in this part or any other Federal 
order; 

(c) Receives at its plant or acquires for route disposition no more than I 50,000 
pounds of fluid milk products from handlers fully regulated under any Federal 
order. This limitation shall not apply if the producer-handlers own farm 
production is less than I5 0, 000 pounds during the month; 

(d) Disposes of no other source milk as Class I milk except by increasing the 
nonfat milk solids content of the fluid milk products; 

(e) Provides proof satisfactory to the market administrator that the care and 
management of the daity animals and other resources necessary to produce all 
Class I milk handled (excluding receipts from handlers fully regulated under any 
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Federal order) and the processing and packaging operations are the producer
handlers own enterprise and a/ ils own risk: and 

(f) Any producer-handler with Class I route di.1posilions and/or transfers of 
packagedfluid milk products in the marketing area described in ,11' 1131.2 o/lhis 
chapter shall be subject to payments into the Order 1131 producer seltlemenl 
fimd on such dispositions pursuant to §I 000. 76(a) and payments into the Order 
1131 administrative fimd provided such dispositions are less than three million 
pound1· in the current month and such producer-handler had Iota/ Class I route 
di.1positions and/or transfers of packaged fluid milk products fi·om own f{u-m 
production of three million pounds or more the previous month. llfhe producer
handler has Class I route di.1positions and/or transfers of packaged fluid milk 
products into the marketing area described in §1131. 2 of' this chapter of' three 
million pound1· or more during the current month. such producer-handler shall he 
subjecl /o the provisions described in §1131. 7 of' this chapter or §I 000. 76(a) 

D. Exempt quota 

As stated above. the Cooperatives' Proposal 1 will regulate the current Calil(Jrnia 

'producer-banders', whose operations will not comply with the dcllnition of Producer-handler as 

we propose it Such regulation, however. docs not expressly address the status of exempt quota 

owned by these entities. With respect to exempt quota. we note: 

I. Under California law, exempt quota can be sold and continue to have all the 

entitlements of"regular'' quota. including the $1.70 per hundredweight premium. 

2. Calil(Jrnia handlers can own farms and own quota like any other producer; and at least 

some of the producer-handlers who hold exempt quota also own 'regular' quota which they 

supply to their own distributing plants. 

3. The impact to the pool of exempt quota at a distributing plant is greater than the 

impact or other quota, but signillcantly less than the impact or li.dly unregulated supplies. 

4. Transportation credits under Proposal I could. and likely would, apply to some 

deliveries of !'arm milk presently covered by exempt quota, if that quota was converted to regular 
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quota (although exempt quota JS not entitled to transportation allowances under current 

California law). 

The cooperatives are still evaluating these factors with respect to treatment of exempt 

quota, which we recognize re11ects an investment by its owners. We will continue to evaluate 

our position on this issue in light of evidence presented further in this hearing. 
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Table 8.1 

Exhibit of Elvin Hollon 
(Fourth statement) 

In Support of Proposal! of California Dairies, Inc., 
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Cooperatives Table B.l.Estlmated Producer-Handler Advantage 2000- December 2014 

A B CD E F G H- $0.50 
B+C E less $0.43 0-~(: ~- $0.50 ~ /100) ...... 100) 

bhlblt 64 Table S.C FMO Blend len 
Column J Top Une Quota ond Producer.-Handle r Producer4 Handler fahlblt 61 CDFA D Producc::r·Ha:ndlc r Procfucer-Handltr 

Estimated FMO TransportaUon AdvantiiJO $2.10 Advants•l• $1.60 PH EJcemptC1 Advantaao $1.10 Advantage $1.60 
Month Class! Mover WtodDIIR Clan I Pttco Blond plus RQA Zone PorCwt Zona PorCwt Product Pounds Zone Total Dollars Zona Total DoUars 

Jan.CO s 10.90 $ 1.92 $ u.n $10.97 $10.54 $2.28 $1.78 22.499.137 $512 117 $399,622 

Feb.CO s 10.71 s 1.92 s 12.63 $10.80 $10.37 $2.26 $1.76 20,996.515 $473733 $368,750 

Mar .CO $ 10.84 $ 1.92 $ 12.76 $10.90 $10.47 $2.29 $1.79 22.433.384 $513 718 $101.551 
Apr.CO s 10.93 $ 1.92 s 12.15 $10.99 $10.56 $2.29 $1.79 21,992,314 $502,727 $392,765 

Mav.CO s 11.41 $ 1.92 s 13.40 $11.31 $10.88 $2.52 $2.02 22,816,259 $574.829 $460,748 

Jun·OO $ 11.70 $ 1.92 $ 13.62 $11.57 $11.14 $2.48 S1.9t Z2 168 559 $549 296 $4]8453 

Jui.CO s 12.46 $ 1.92 $ 14.38 $11.95 $11.$2 $2.86 $2.36 22 967.Z20 $656 207 $541,371 

AUK .CO $ 11. 95 s 1.92 $ 13.87 $11.66 $11.23 $2.64 $2.14 22 289104 $589,277 $477 830 

5•1>'00 $ 1L84 $ 1.92 s 13.76 $11.91 $11.48 $2.28 $1.78 22,070.358 $503,844 $393,492 

O<t.CO $ 11.89 $ 1.92 $ 13.81 $11.59 $11.16 $2.65 $2.15 22,737.167 $602 729 $489043 

Nov .CO $ 11.82 $ 1.92 $ 13.74 $11.42 $10.99 $2.75 $2.25 21,725.649 $59t.ZOO $489.572 

Dec-co $ 12.13 $ 1.92 $ 14.05 $11.85 $11.42 $2.63 $2.13 22,433,749 $589,969 $477,800 

Jan.01 $ 13.99 $ 1.92 $ 15.91 $11.62 $11.19 $4.72 $4.22 22 491.017 $1,062 070 $949,615 

Fab.01 $ 11.94 $ 1.92 $ 13.86 $11.94 $11.51 $2.35 $1.85 20,320,127 $477 390 $375,789 

Mar.01 $ 12.65 $ 1.92 $ 14.57 $12.85 $12.42 $2.15 $1.65 22,517,775 $483 109 $370,520 

Apr.Ol $ 13.44 $ 1.92 $ 15.36 $13.6J $13.20 $2.16 $1.66 21,170,632 $471.610 $362.257 

M~_.Ol $ 14.21 $ 1.92 $ 16.13 $14.79 $14.36 $1.77 $1.27 22 764,203 $102 098 $288.277 

Jun.01 $ 14.99 $ L92 $ 16.91 $15.55 $15.12 $1.79 $1.29 22,075,052 $395 486 $215110 

Jui.Ol $ 15.34 $ 1.92 $ 17.26 $15.68 $15.25 $Z.01 $1.$1 22,034,464 $443.616 $333.514 

AUR.Ol s 15.40 $ 1.92 s 17.32 $15.81 $15.38 $1.94 $1.44 22,760 309 $442.270 $328,469 

5ep.()l $ 15.56 $ l.U s 17.48 $16.15 $15.72 $1.76 $1.26 21.720.561 $382,967 $174.365 

0<1.01 s 15.93 s 1.92 $ 17.85 $14.61 $14.18 $3.67 $3.17 12,557,785 $127.207 $714,418 

Nov~U s 15.76 $ 1.92 $ 17.68 $12.83 $12.10 $5.28 $4.78 21 695 938 $1145 408 $1,036,929 

Ooc.01 $ 11.98 s 1.92 $ 13.90 $12.23 $11.80 $2.10 $1.60 12,191,786 $466,897 $355,938 

Jan.02 $ 11.96 $ 1.92 $ 13.88 $12.32 $11.89 $1.99 $1.49 22.290,967 $442 835 $331.380 

Feb.02 $ 11.95 $ 1.92 $ 13.87 $12.D7 $11.64 $2.23 $1.73 10149,188 $451,533 $351.287 

Mar.C1 $ 11.62 s 1.92 $ U.54 $11.5) $11.10 $1.44 $1.94 22.383,467 $546,151 $434,234 

Apr.02 $ 11.47 s 1.92 $ 13.39 $11.46 $11.03 $1.36 $1.86 11,471,433 $505711 $398,414 

May.01 $ 11.26 $ 1.92 $ lUI $11.20 $10.77 $2.41 $1.91 22 413 864 $540 970 $418,901 

Jun..Ol $ 11.03 $ 1.91 $ 12.95 $10.80 $10.37 $2.58 $1.08 11702.295 $560 799 $452.281 

Jui.C2 $ 10.62 $ 1.92 $ 11.54 $10.39 $9.96 $2.58 $2.08 22042 203 $569,571 $459.360 

AuK-41 $ 10.48 $ 1.92 $ 11.10 $10.43 $10.CO $1.40 $1.90 22,400,894 $538,384 $426.380 

Sep.C2 $ 1D.46 $ 1.92 $ 12.38 $10.55 $1D.11 $2.26 $1.76 20.$31.624 $464,643 $361,980 

O<t-41 $ 10.15 $ 1.92 $ 11.07 $10.95 $10.S2 $1.55 $1.05 22 037.511 $342 412 $232,124 

Nov.02 $ 10.60 $ 1.92 $ 12.52 $10.64 $10.21 SUI $1.81 11.550,864 $496,766 $389,011 

Dcc.C2 $ 10.$2 $ 1.92 $ U.44 $10.$1 $10.15 $2.29 $1.79 22.218,472 $507,844 $390,751 

lan.Cl $ 10.56 $ 1.92 $ 12.48 $10.48 $10.05 $2.43 $1.93 22.350,226 $543,830 $431,078 

Feb.Ol $ 1D.23 s 1.92 $ 12.15 $10.23 $9.80 $2.35 $1.85 20,075.360 $472 530 $371,153 

Mor.()J $ 9.81 $ 1.91 $ 11.73 $9.89 $9.46 $2.27 S1.n 12.320.369 $506,638 $395.036 

Apr-43 $ 9.64 $ 1.92 $ 11.56 $9.96 $9.53 $2.03 $1.53 21104,290 $433 5n $326,555 

Mav-43 $ 9.71 $ 1.92 $ 11.63 $10.11 $9.68 $1.95 $1.45 21,053,331 $430 016 $319,749 

Jun-43 $ 9.74 $ 1.92 $ 11.66 $10.15 $9.7Z $1.94 $1.44 21.734,820 $4219&0 $313,306 

Jui.Ol $ 9.77 $ 1.92 $ 11.69 $11.10 $10.77 $0.92 $D.42 22,422,879 $106775 $94 660 

Aus.Ol $ 10.97 $ 1.92 $ 11.89 $12.41 $11.98 $0.91 $0.41 21.345.423 $195,168 $88,440 

Sl!p-43 $ 13.71 $ 1.92 $ 15.63 $13.16 $12.73 $2.90 $2..10 18,735.209 $543.741 $450.072 

O<t.Ol $ 14.27 $ 1.92 $ 16.19 $13.32 $12.89 $3.30 $2.80 19 148,265 $631.154 $536,412 

Nov.Ol $ 14.37 s L92 $ 16.19 $12.84 $12.41 $3.88 $3.38 20,232,142 $784,113 $682.953 

Doc-43 $ 13.84 $ 1.92 s 15.76 $12.11 $11.68 $4.08 $3.58 21,249,221 $866,902 $760,656 
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A 8 C 0 E F G H - $0.50 
B+C E less $0.43 D·fil'f tit)f"-$0.50 ~ 100) y '1'/100) 

Exhlblt 64 Toblo 5.C FMO Blond lou 
Column I Top Une Quota ond Producer-HancUe r Producer·Handler Exhlblt61 CDFA D Producer-Handle r Producor-Handlor 

EsUmated FMO Transportation Ad vontc•s• $2.10 Advontaaae $1.60 PH ExcmptC1 Advantaa• $2.10 Advontaaa $1.60 
Month Clou I Mover Wtod DIHl Oau1Pr1ce Blend plus RQA Zone Per Cwt Zone PerCwt Produ<t Pounds Zone Total Oo ll~rs Zane Total Dollon 

Jan.04 $ 11.15 $ 1.92 $ u.n $11.81 $11.38 sz.n $1.89 21 741 659 $520 182 5411,474 
Ftb.O.O s 11.59 $ 1.92 s 13.51 $12.35 $11.92 $1.59 $1.09 20 922 609 $331,713 $227 100 
Mor.04 $ 11.94 5 1.92 s 13.16 514.31 $13.88 $0.02 $0.52 21,505.241 55.014 $112,610 
Aor.O.O s 13.64 $ 1.92 $ 15.56 $17.09 516.66 51.10 $1.60 19814,399 5219,339 $318,781 

Mov.04 5 19.65 s 1.92 $ 21.57 $18.33 $17.90 $3.67 $3.17 22,301,618 $817 710 $706 201 

Jun.O.O s 2L13 s 1.92 $ 23.05 $16.91 $16.48 $6.57 $6.07 20,U5.S31 $1,336 218 $1,234 610 

Jul-44 s 17.95 s 1.92 s 19. 87 $15.03 $14.60 $5.27 $4.77 22 007,458 $1,160 265 $1 050 226 

AUR-o4 s 14.62 s 1.92 s 16.54 $13.88 $13.45 $3.09 $2.59 22 007 843 $679,633 $569 594 
So&HI4 $ 13.94 $ 1.91 s 15.16 $14.31 $13.89 51.97 $1.47 211sa6n $416.345 $310,551 

O<t-44 s 14.78 5 1.91 s 16.70 $14.09 $13.66 $3.04 $1.54 11 736,097 $659,953 $551271 

Nov.O.O $ 14.29 s 1.92 $ 16.21 $14.51 514.15 $1.06 $156 10,941, 611 $430,436 $325,723 

Dec.O.O s 14.43 $ 1.n $ 16.35 $15.12 $14.79 $1.56 51.0 6 11,741,739 $339,188 $231.179 

Jan-os s 16.65 $ 1.91 s 18.57 $14.26 513.S3 $4.74 $4.24 21 866,883 51,036,730 $927.395 

Feb.OS $ 13.79 s 1.92 5 15.71 $14.17 $13.74 51.97 $1.47 20.007311 $393,274 $293,237 

Mor-os s 15.43 s 1.92 s 17.35 $14.08 $13.65 $3.70 $3.10 20 417 066 $755 830 5653 745 

Aor.OS s 14.13 5 1.91 s 16.05 514.11 511.61 51.3 7 51.87 20 90S 766 $495,403 $390 874 

Mov.OS 5 14.80 5 1.92 s 16.n 513.66 513.23 $3.49 52.99 22 361816 $711,242 $669.391 

Jun.05 s 13.61 s 1.91 s 15.54 $13.61 $13.19 $2.35 51.85 10 415 959 $480 368 $378 139 

Jui.OS $ 13.89 s 1.92 s 15.81 514.18 $13.75 $2.06 SLS6 1!,!41700 $457.567 $346l14 

Auo.05 5 14.44 s 1.91 s 16.36 $14.01 513.58 $1.78 $1.18 11 no 741 $611 785 5501,861 

Sc.,.05 s 13.70 5 1.92 5 15.62 $14.35 $13.91 $1.70 51.20 21189 417 $359,749 5153,801 

O<t.OS $ 14.17 5 1.91 s 16.19 514.41 $13.98 $1.21 51.71 11 738,459 $480,699 SJn,oo7 

Nov.05 $ 14.56 $ 1.91 $ 16.48 513.71 $13.28 $).10 $1.70 10,911 662 $670 199 $565 591 

Doc.05 $ 1357 $ L92 $ 15.49 $13.41 $12.98 $1.51 $1.01 21,915.914 $550,574 $440,944 

Jon-46 $ 13.]1 $ 1.92 $ 15.30 $13.19 $11.86 $1.44 $1.94 12161,134 $540,795 $429,918 

Feb-o& $ 13.31 $ 1.92 $ 15.30 $12.33 $11.90 $3.40 $1.50 20193 606 $690,875 $589 407 

Mor.06 $ 11.49 $ 1.92 $ 14.41 $11.50 $11.o7 $3.34 $1.84 22 430 415 $749,115 $637 073 

Aor.06 $ 11.22 s 1.92 $ 13.14 $11.09 $10.66 $2.48 $1.98 21 753 910 5540 333 $431,563 

MOY-46 $ 10.97 $ 1.91 $ 11.89 $11.01 510.S8 $1.31 $1.81 1l,GS1.991 $514,645 $411,230 

Jun.06 s 10.75 $ 1.91 $ 11.67 $11.16 $10 .73 $1.94 $1.44 22,075,141 $418,170 $317,894 

Jui.06 $ 11.34 $ 1.92 $ 13.16 $11.06 $10.63 $1.63 $2.13 21,859.613 $600,157 $485, 859 

AUI.06 s 10.97 s 1.91 $ 11.89 $11.24 $10.81 $1.01 $1.58 11111161 $475,332 $361,1n 

Sco.06 s 10.85 $ 1.92 $ 11.n $11.99 $11.56 $1.11 $0.71 11 756,178 $262,578 $153,797 

O<t.C6 $ 11.41 $ 1.92 $ 14.34 $12.17 $11.94 $1.40 $1.90 22,316.568 $537,689 $425 756 

NoV.06 $ 11.40 $ 1.91 s 14.32 $11.78 $11.35 $1.97 $1.47 20 901620 $411,919 $307 411 

Dcc-46 $ 11.43 $ 1.92 $ 14.35 $13.15 $11.72 $1.63 $1.13 21,574,853 $351,879 $144,004 

Jan.07 $ 13.59 s 1.92 $ 1551 $13.49 $13.06 $2.45 $1.95 21 672,931 $531913 $423 548 

hb-47 $ 13.39 s 1.91 $ 15.31 $13.81 $13.38 $1.93 $1.43 19.674,064 $380 250 $181879 

Mor.07 $ 14.15 $ L91 $ 16.17 $14.71 $14.28 $1.89 $1.]9 11,111,715 $411,700 $303.641 

Aor.07 s 15.00 s 1.91 $ 16.91 $16.07 $15.64 $1.11 $0.78 11 036 343 $268,496 $163.314 

Mav.07 s 15.91 $ 1.91 $ 17.14 $17.78 $17.35 $0.49 SO.Dl 11 757.546 $106 866 51.922 

JUft-07 s 17.84 s 1.92 s 19.76 $20.16 $19.73 $0.0] 50.47 11155 689 $6.514 599.254 

Jul-47 s 10.91 s 1.92 $ 22.13 $21.66 $21.23 $1.60 $1.10 11 178 518 $349,953 $140,561 

Au~.07 s 21.76 $ 1.91 s 23.61 S2L11 $10.78 $1.90 $Z.40 21 n4174 $629 295 5520 674 

Soo.07 $ 11.91 $ 1.92 $ 23.13 $21.43 $11.00 $1.83 $2.33 10.739 696 $587 340 $413 641 

Oct.07 $ 1159 $ 1.92 $ 13.51 $20.51 $20.01 $].4] $2.93 11,386 259 $734,601 $617 670 

Nov.07 $ 21.45 $ 1.92 $ 23.37 $20.01 $19.99 $3.38 $1.18 20 735 934 $700.709 $597 029 

Doc.07 $ 20.04 $ 1.92 $ 21.96 $20.31 $19.89 $2.o7 $1.57 11,094,747 $437,459 $331,916 
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A B C 0 E F G H- $0.50 
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Exhibit 64 Table 5.C FMO Blend leu 
Column I Top Uno Quota and Productr·Handle r ProduCGr·Handler fxhlblt 61 CDFA D Prcducer·)b:ndlo r Producer·Ha:ndler 

Estimated FMO Transportation Advantaaao $2.10 Advantsasc $1.60 PH Exempt C1 Aclvantaac $2.10 Advantar• $1.60 
Month Cl1n I Mover Wtcd Dllfl CJcu I Price Blend plus RQA lone PtrCwt Zone PerCwt Product Pounds Zone Total Dollars Zone Total Dcllln 

JarHI8 s 20.97 $ 1.9Z s 22.89 $18.15 $11.42 $4.47 $3.97 21352 646 $953 659 $846 896 

Fab~8 s 19.68 s 1.92 $ 21.60 $16.96 $16.53 $5.07 $4.57 19,987,0)5 $1013264 $913,)29 

Mor~8 s 16.70 s L92 s 18.62 $16.51 $16.08 $2.54 $2.04 21455 939 $544 956 $4)7 676 

Apr~l $ 11.61 s 1.92 s 20.S3 $16.38 $15.95 $4.58 $4.08 20,811,492 $952 137 $848,745 

May~8 $ 16.62 s 1.92 s 18.54 $16.97 $16.54 $2.00 $1.50 21,469,216 $429 653 $322.307 

Jun~8 $ 18.18 s 1.92 $ 20.10 $18.40 $17.97 $2.13 $1.63 20907475 $444 668 $340130 

Jul~8 s 20.78 s 1.92 s 22.70 $18.12 $17.79 $4.91 $4.41 21600,367 $1.061,312 $953,311 

AU1~8 $ 18.47 s 1.92 $ 20.39 $17.55 $17.12 $3.27 $2.77 21472,602 $702,541 $595,178 

Scp~8 $ 17.65 s 1.92 s 19.57 $16.63 $16.20 $3.37 $2.17 20,747,528 $699740 $596,003 

Oct~8 s 15.53 $ 1.92 $ 17.45 $15.96 $15.53 $1.92 $1.42 20458,201 $392,713 5290,422 

Nov~8 $ 17.13 $ 1.92 5 19.25 $14.80 $14.37 54.88 $4.38 20,467,219 $998 455 $156,119 

Dec~8 $ 15.43 s 1.92 $ 17.35 $13.50 $13.07 $4.28 $3.78 21,126.976 $905,012 S799,3n 

Jan~9 s 15.74 $ 1.52 $ 17.66 $11.29 $10.16 $6.80 $6.30 21.231.799 $1444 612 $1.)38,453 

Ftb~9 $ 10.72 $ 1.92 s 12.64 $9.94 $9.51 $3.13 $2.63 19,153,951 $599,435 $503,665 

Mor~ $ 9.43 $ 1.92 $ 11.35 $10.28 $9.15 $1.50 $1.00 21.253.)52 $319,491 $2U,224 

Apr~9 $ 10.36 $ 1.92 $ 12.28 $10.63 $10.20 $2.08 $1.58 20 675,820 $430,3156 $326,987 

Moy~9 $ 10.97 s 1.92 $ 12.89 $10.48 $10.05 $2.84 $2.34 21,347,203 $606,705 $499,569 

Jun~9 $ 10.08 $ 1.92 $ 12.00 $10.44 $10.01 $1.99 $1.49 20 682 443 $410,869 $307.457 

Jul~9 s 10.26 $ 1.92 $ 12.11 $10.46 $10.03 $2.15 $1.65 21456,)82 $460,911 $353,629 

Aq~9 $ 10.04 $ 1.92 $ 11.96 $11.02 $10.59 $1.37 $0.87 21 424,508 $294,505 $187,382 

SOD~ $ 10.93 $ 1.92 s 12.85 $11.13 $11.40 $1.45 $0.95 20,667 752 $300.629 $197 290 

Oct~9 s 12.35 s 1.92 s 14.27 $12.156 su.u $2.04 $1.54 21113,278 $43l797 S3l6,111 

Nov~9 $ 12.86 $ 1.92 $ 14.78 $13.83 $13.40 $1.38 $0.81 10,)75 60S $281 027 $179,149 

Doc-(19 s U.99 s 1.91 s 15.91 $15.01 $14.65 $1.16 $0.76 11.053.546 $165,497 5160,129 

Jan-10 $ 15.03 $ 1.92 $ 16.95 $14.68 $14.15 $1.70 $2.10 21,UB,6156 ssn,sl9 $470 495 

Fob-10 $ 14.84 s 1.92 $ 16.76 $14.15 $13.12 $2.94 $2.44 19115 817 $562 614 $466.994 

Mar·10 $ 14.34 s 1.92 s 16.26 $13.52 $13.09 $3.17 $1.67 21.)76.236 $6n958 $571.076 

A~·10 $ 13.12 $ 1.92 $ 15.14 $13.63 $13.20 $1.94 $1.44 20 676.524 $400,964 $197,582 

Mav·10 $ 13.80 $ 1.92 $ 15.72 $14.56 $14.13 $1.59 $1.09 21 333,105 $338,411 $U1 741 

Jun-10 s 15.28 $ 1.92 $ 17.20 $1$.01 $14.51 $2.61 sz.u 20,634.214 $540,271 $437,100 

Juf.10 $ 15.156 $ 1.92 $ 17.51 $15.18 $14.85 $1.73 $2.23 11,304,749 $580 111 $474,287 

AUI·10 $ 15.n s 1.92 $ 17.69 $15.18 $15.45 $2.24 $1.74 11,)03,918 son 093 $370 573 

Sopo10 $ 15.50 $ 1.92 $ 17.4Z $16.73 $16.30 $1.12 $0.62 20,494,929 $229141 $116 673 

Oct·10 $ 16.51 s 1.92 $ 18.50 $17.31 $16.11 $1.62 $1.12 21,147 413 $342 687 $U6.950 

Nov-10 $ 17.24 $ 1.91 $ 1'-16 $16.58 $16.15 $3.01 $J.51 10.285 941 $610 681 $509,151 

Dec·10 $ 16.96 $ 1.91 $ 18.18 $15.17 $14.74 $4.14 $3.64 20,916,467 $865,UI $761,155 

11"·11 $ 15.20 s 1.92 $ 17.11 $15.27 $14.84 $2.28 $1.78 11,044 448 $480114 $374.892 

Fob-11 s 15.89 s 1.92 s 17.11 $17.68 $17.25 $0.56 $0.06 19,085,508 $105,972 $10.544 

Mar-11 $ 18.23 s 1.92 s 20.15 $19.46 $19.03 $1.12 $0.61 11,180,054 $231,010 $132,110 

Apr·11 s 19.43 $ 1.92 $ 11.35 $18.73 $18.30 $3.05 $1.55 20,516,925 $U4948 $522.363 

May-11 $ 19.75 $ 1.92 $ 21.67 $18.19 $18.46 $3.21 $2.71 21,213,195 $680,948 $574,881 

Jun-11 $ 20.32 $ L91 s 12.14 $20.41 $19.91 S1.Z6 $1.76 10,644,4U $466.515 $363,293 

Jul·ll $ 21.03 $ 1.92 s 2L95 $21.20 $20.71 $2.18 $1.68 21.)63.935 54156.605 $359785 

AU1•11 $ 21.43 $ L92 $ U .3S $21.39 $20.96 $L39 $1.89 11.)44,054 $510 643 $403,912 

51!l'11 s 21.78 $ 1.91 $ U.70 $20.01 $19.58 $4.12 $3.61 20 496,9156 5444153 $741.769 

Oct·11 $ 19.56 s 1.91 $ 11.48 $18.76 $18.33 $3.15 $1.65 21,113 610 $665 360 $559 792 

Nov·ll $ 18.45 $ 1.92 $ 20.37 $11.85 $18.42 $1.95 $1.45 20,169,666 $394 293 5291,945 

Doc·ll $ 11.47 $ 1.91 $ 20.39 $11.U $17.80 $1.59 $1.09 20,929,208 $541,247 $436,601 
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bhlblt64 Tablo 5.C FMO 81endless 
Column I Top Una Quotllnd Producer-Handler Produccr·Handlor Exhibit 61 CDFA D Producer-Handle r Producer-Handler 

Estimated FMO TrJnsportatJon Advant&•&• $2.10 Advan!J•&• $1.60 PHExomptC1 Advantaao $2.10 Advont•&• $1.60 
Month Clan I Mover WtedDiffl Class I Prtco Blond plus RQA Zone Per Cwt Zone Por Cwt Product Pounds Zone Toto I Dollar1 Zone Total Dollar1 

Jan·U s 18.80 s U2 s 20.72 $17.39 $16.96 $3.76 $3.26 21057,704 $790.S91 $685 603 

feb·U s 17.03 s 1.92 $ 18.95 $16.43 $16.00 $2.95 $2.45 19,719,189 $581.919 $483,973 

Mar-12 $ 16.30 $ 1.92 $ 11.12 $15.95 $15.52 $2.70 $2.20 21.147.366 $571106 $465,370 
Apr-12 $ 15.66 $ 1.92 $ 17.58 $15.64 $15.21 $2.37 $1.87 20,482,835 $414 566 $382,152 

Mav·12 $ 15.85 $ 1.92 $ 17.77 $14.91 $14.48 $3.29 $2.79 21198,596 $697 975 $591,982 

Jun-12 $ 15.24 $ 1.92 $ 17.16 $14.82 $14.39 $2.77 $2.27 20,590 647 $570,424 $467,471 

Jul·12 $ 15.51 s 1.92 $ 17.43 $15.81 $15.38 $2.05 $1.55 21,301 185 $436 114 $329,608 

Au&·12 $ 16.55 $ 1.92 $ 18.47 $17.04 $16.61 $1.86 $1.36 21,077,242 $392,830 $287,444 

Sop-12 $ 17.59 $ 1.92 $ 19.51 $18.38 $17.95 $1.56 $1.06 20,207.326 $316,129 $215,102 

OcHZ s 18.88 $ U2 $ 20.80 $19.96 $19.53 $1.27 so.11 20,7U,989 $262 694 $159,024 

Nov·U $ 20.70 $ 1.92 $ 22.62 $20.20 $19.77 $2.85 $2.35 19993197 $569,100 $469,124 

Doc•12 $ 21.39 $ 1.92 s 23.31 $18.96 $11.53 $4.78 $4.28 20,625,753 $985,974 $112,146 

Jan-13 $ 18.97 $ 1.92 $ 10.89 $18.34 $17.91 $2.98 $2.48 20.663,595 $616,643 $512,325 

Fob·U $ 18.21 $ 1.92 $ 1D.l3 $17.90 $17.47 $2.66 $2.16 18 752,104 $499,154 $405,390 

Mor-13 $ 17.80 $ 1.92 $ 19.72 $17.73 $17.30 $2.42 $1.92 20,835,636 $504,811 $400,702 

Apr· U $ 17.66 $ 1.92 $ 19.58 $11.12 $17.69 $L89 $1.39 20 198 632 $381.571 $280,578 

Mly·U $ 17.76 $ 1.92 $ 19.68 $11.79 $18.36 $1.32 $0.82 20 896,702 $276.393 $171,909 

Jun·U s 18.93 $ 1.92 $ 20.85 $18.75 $18.32 $2.53 $2.03 20,291,493 $512,368 $411,911 

lul-U s 18.91 $ U2 s 20.8) $18.49 $18.06 $2.77 $2.27 21.030,211 $581,816 $476,665 

Aua·U s 18.88 $ 1.92 s 20.80 $18.80 $18.37 $2.43 $U3 20 903.599 $507.335 $402.117 

Sep-U $ 19.16 $ 1.92 $ 21.08 $19.11 $11.68 $2.40 $1.90 20 177,543 $484,901 $314 012 

Oc:t·13 $ 19.20 $ 1.92 $ 21.12 $19.47 $19.04 $2.08 $1.58 20,595.674 $429,409 $326 431 

Nov·13 $ 20.20 s 1.92 $ 22.12 $20.00 $19.57 $2.55 $2.05 18,550,064 $473 064 $380.313 

Doc-13 s 20.37 $ 1.92 s 22.29 $20.48 $20.05 $2.24 $1.74 20,452,757 $458,377 $356,114 

Jon-14 s Z1.48 $ 1.92 $ 23.40 $21.91 $21.48 $1.92 $1.42 20,579773 $395 4]7 $292 538 

Feb-14 $ 22.02 $ 1.92 $ 23.!14 $23.49 $13.06 $0.88 $0.38 18 615,292 $163.416 $70,340 

Mar·14 $ 23.64 s 1.92 s 25.56 $23.79 $23.36 $2.20 $1.70 20 627 660 $454,583 $351,444 

Apr·14 $ 2].65 $ 1.92 $ 25.57 $24.16 $23.73 $1.84 $1.34 20,028 865 $368 743 $268.599 

M~14 $ 24.47 $ 1.92 s 26.39 $2].21 $22.78 $3.61 $3.11 20,764,254 $748,782 $644,960 

lun·14 $ 22.86 s 1.92 $ 24.78 $22.61 $22.18 $2.60 $2.10 20155 495 $524 011 $423,304 

lul· lC $ 23.02 $ 1.92 s 24.94 $22.98 $2Z.S5 $1.39 $1.89 20,870,462 $498,722 $394,J70 

Aus·14 s 13.87 s 1.92 s 25.79 $13.51 $23.08 $2.71 $2.21 20.140332 $564.390 $460 116 

Sop·14 s 23.61 s 1.92 s 25.55 $24.29 $23.86 $1.69 $1.19 20 018,088 $337550 $237,460 

Oc:t·14 $ 24.19 $ 1.92 $ 26.11 $23.24 $22.81 $].]0 $2.80 20,631.781 $681 743 $578,514 

Nov .. 14 $ 24.06 $ 1.92 $ 25.98 $21.12 $20.69 $5.29 $4.79 19 957.164 $1 055,202 $955 416 

00<·14 s 22.53 s 1.92 s 24.45 $18.44 $18.01 $6.44 $5.94 20,543,279 $1,330,214 $1,226,998 
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A 8 C 0 E F G H- $0.50 
B+C E less $0.43 fi 0- F G,y-$0.50 .)(• 100) • v 100) 

hhlblt 64 Tobie 5.C FMO Blend less 
Column I Top Una Quota and Producer-Handler Ptocfl.lcar-Handlar hhlblt 61 CDFA D Producar-H:.ndler Producor-H:Jndler 
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PROPOSAL 1 PROVISION FOR PAYMENTS BY A HANDLER OPERATING A 
PARTIALLY REGULA TED DISTRIBUTING PLANT 

The Cooperatives propose that the California milk marketing order adopt the uniform 

language of Section 1000.76 as part I 051.76 to determine payments to be made to the pool by 

partially regulated distributing plants- those Class I plants which have route disposition in the 

marketing area in quantities less than 25% of their total route disposition. Mr. Wise earlier 
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testified to how this language operates. We support and endorse that testimony and request that 

the uniform language, which follows in full below and is in operation in all Federal orders, be 

adopted for the California Order. 

§ 1051.76: See 7 CFR 1000.76. 

§ 1000.76 Payments by a handler operating a partially regulated distributing plant. 

On or before the 25th day after the end ofthe month (except as provided in § 1000.90), the 
operator of a partially regulated distributing plant, other than a plant that is subject to marketwide 
pooling of producer returns under a State government's milk classification and pricing program, 
shall pay to the market administrator for the producer-settlement fund the amount computed 
pursuant to paragraph (a) of this section or, if the handler submits the information specified in 
§§ __ .30(b) and __ .3l(b) of the order, the handler may elect to pay the amount computed 
pursuant to paragraph (b) of this section. A partially regulated distributing plant that is subject to 
marketwide pooling of producer returns under a State government's milk classification and pricing 
program shall pay the amount computed pursuant to paragraph (c) of this section. 

(a) The payment under this paragraph shall be an amount resu lting from the fo llowing 
computations: 

( I) From the plant's route disposition in the marketing area: 
(i) Subtract receipts of fluid milk products classified as Class I milk from 

pool plants, plants fully regulated under other Federal orders, and handlers 
described in§ 1000.9(c) and§ 1135.11 ofthis chapter, except those receipts 
subtracted under a similar provision of another Federal milk order; 
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(ii) Subtract receipts of 11uid milk products from another nonpool plant 
that is not a plant fully regulated under another Federal order to the extent that an 
equivalent amount of 11uid milk products disposed of to the non pool plant by 
handlers fully regulated under any Federal order is classified and priced as Class I 
milk and is not used as an offset for any payment obligation under any order: and 

(iii) Subtract the pounds of reconstituted milk made from nont1uid milk 
products which are disposed of as route disposition in the marketing area; 

(2) For orders with multiple component pricing, compute a Class I differential 
price by subtracting Class III price from the current month's Class I price. Multiply the 
pounds remaining alier the computation in paragraph (a)( I )(iii) of this section by the 
amount by which the Class I ditlcrcntial price exceeds the price difTercntial, both prices 
to be applicable at the location of the partially regulated distributing plant except that 
neither the adjusted Class I differential price nor the adjusted producer price differential 
shall be less than zero; 

(3) For orders with skim milk and buttcrl~lt pricing, multiply the remaining 
pounds by the amount by which the Class I price exceeds the unif(mn price, both prices 
to be applicable at the location of the partially regulated distributing plant except that 
neither the adjusted Class I price nor the adjusted uniform price differential shall be less 
than the lowest announced class price; and 

(4) Unless the payment option described in paragraph (d) is selected, add the 
amount obtained fi·01n multiplying the pounds of labeled reconstituted milk included in 
paragraph (a)(l )(iii) of this section by any positive difference between the Class I price 
applicable at the location of the partially regulated distributing plant (less $1.00 if the 
reconstituted milk is labeled as such) and the Class IV price. 

(b) The payment under this paragraph shall be the amount resulting fi·om the following 
computations: 

( 1) Determine the value that would have been computed pursuant to§ __ .60 of 
the order for the partially regulated distributing plant if the plant had been a pool plant, 
subject to the 1(1\lowing modifications: 

(i) Fluid milk products and bulk tluid cream products received at the plant 
from a pool plant, a plant fully regulated under another Federal order, and 
handlers described in§ I 000.9(c) and§ 1135.11 of this chapter shall be allocated 
at the partially regulated distributing plant to the same class in which such 
products were classified at the fully regulated plant: 
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(ii) Fluid milk products and bulk tluid cream products transferred from the 
partially regulated distributing plant to a pool plant or a plant fully regulated 
under another Federal order shall be classiticd at the partially regulated 
distributing plant in the class to which allocated at the fully regulated plant. Such 
transfers shall be allocated to the extent possible to those receipts at the partially 
regulated distributing plant !rom the pool plant and plants li.d!y regulated under 
other Federal orders that arc classilicd in the corresponding class pursuant to 
paragraph (b)(! )(i) of this section. Any such transfers remaining after the above 
allocation which are in Class I and for which a value is computed pursuant to 
§ ~~·60 of the order for the partially regulated distributing plant shall be priced 
at the statistical uniform price or unilonn price, whichever is applicable. of the 
respective order regulating the handling of milk at the receiving plant. with such 
statistical unilorm price or unilonn price adjusted to the location of the nonpool 
plant (but not to be less than the lowest announced class price of the respective 
order); and 

(iii) If the operator of the partially regulated distributing plant so requests. 
the handler's value of milk determined pursuant to§ __ .60 of the order shall 
include a value of milk determined for each non pool plant that is not a plant ii.1lly 
regulated under another l'ederal order which serves as a supply plant for the 
partially regulated distributing plant by making shipments to the partially 
regulated distributing plant during the month equivalent to the requirements of 

§ __ . 7(c) of the order subject to the following conditions: 

(A) The operator of the partially regulated distributing plant 
submits with its reports filed pursuant to§§ __ .30(b) and __ .31 (b) of 
the order similar reports for each such nonpool supply plant; 

(B) The operator of the nonpool plant maintains books and records 
showing the utilization of all skim milk and butterfat received at the plant 
which are made available if requested by the market administrator tor 
veriilcation purposes; and 

(C) The value of milk determined pursuant to§ __ .60 for the 
unregulated supply plant shall be determined in the same manner 
prescribed tor computing the obligation of the partially regulated 
distributing plant: and 

(2) Prom the partially regulated distributing plant's value of milk computed 
pursuant to paragraph (b)(!) of this section, subtract: 

(i) The gross payments that were made for milk that would have been 
producer milk had the plant been fully regulated: 
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(ii) If paragraph (b)(l)(iii) ofthis section applies, the gross payments by 
the operator of the nonpool supply plant for milk received at the plant during the 
month that would have been producer milk if the plant had been fully regulated; 
and 

(iii) The payments by the operator orthc partially regulated distributing 
plant to the producer-settlement fund of another Federal order under which the 
plant is also a partially regulated distributing plant and. if paragraph (b)( I )(iii) of 
this section applies, payments made by the operator of the nonpool supply plant to 
the producer-settlement fund of any order. 

(c) The operator of a partially regulated distributing plant that is subject to marketwide 
pooling of returns under a milk classification and pricing program that is imposed under the 
authority of a State government shall pay on or before the 25th day alier the end of the month 
(except as provided in§ 1000.90) to the market administrator for the producer-settlement fund an 
amount computed as follows: 

Aller completing the computations described in paragraphs (a)(! )(i) and (ii) of this 
section, determine the value of the remaining pounds of lluid milk products disposed of as route 
disposition in the marketing area by multiplying the hundredweight of such pounds by the 
amount. i r greater than zero, that remains alter subtracting the State program's class prices 
applicable to such products at the plant's location Ji·mn the Federal order Class I price applicable 
at the location of the plant. 

(d) Any handler may elect partially regulated distributing plant status for any plant with 
respect to receipts of nontluid milk ingredients that are reconstituted fix fluid usc. Payments may 
be made to the producer-settlement fund of the order regulating the producer milk used to 
produce the nont1uid milk ingredients at the positive dillerence between the Class I price 
applicable under the other order at the location of the plant where the nonlluid milk ingredients 
were processed and the Class IV price. This payment option shall apply only if a majority of the 
total milk received at the plant that processed the nonlluid milk ingredients is regulated under 
one or more Federal orders and payment may only be made to the producer-settlement fund ol· 
the order pricing a plurality of the milk used to produce the nonlluid milk ingredients. This 
payment option shall not apply if the source of the nont1uid ingredients used in reconstituted 
J1uid milk products cannot be determined by the market administrator. 
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Memorandum on Negative Inference of Failure to Introduce Relevant Evidence 

~ 0 
<\J{'r 
~<.:9 ·-- ... 
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When a party has relevant evidence in its control which it fails to produce, that failure gives rise ~-+- 0 

to an inference that the evidence is unfavorable to him." Int'l Union, United Automobile, ~ ~ { 
Aerospace and Agric. Implement Workers of Am. (U.A. W) v. NL.R.B. , 459 F.2d 1329, 1336 S ...l n 
(1972) (citing2 1. Wigmore, Evidence§ 285 (3d ed.1940)); cf Evis Mfg. Co. v. FTC. , 287 F.2d ·~ "2. :~ 
831 , 847 (9th Cir.1961) ("An unfavorable inference may result from the unexplained failure of a ~ cr t, 
party to produce documentary or other real evidence."). g: ~ &. 

I ~ -

"Unquestionably the failure of a defendant in a civil case to testify or offer other evidence within ~ "[ ~ 
his ability to produce and which would explain or rebut a case made by the other side, may, in a o g_ ..9 

proper case, be considered as a circumstance against him and may raise a presumption that the ;::. ! ~ 
evidence would not be favorable to his position." US. v. Roberson, 233 F.2d 517,519 (5th Cir. ~ v .._,., 

1956); see also audler v. Paudler, 185 F.2d 901,903 (5th Cir. 1950), cert. denied, 341 U.S. 
920, 71 S.Ct. 74 , 1951)("Respondent's unexp arne at ure to support and 
substantiate its economic justification for the layoffs by the production of probative and material 
documentary records within the power of the Respondent to produce, renders the purported 
reasons dubious and also warrants drawing an inference that if such [records] had been produced, 
they could not have been favorable to the Respondent. This failure to produce such evidence 'not 
only strengthens the probative force' of its absence 'but of itself is clothed with a certain 
probative force."); and Goldberger Foods, Inc. v. US., 23 Cl. Ct. 295, 308 (1991), aff'd 960 F.2d 
155 (Fed. Cir. 1992) (holding in a case against the USDA that plaintiffs failure to furnish any of 
its primary records on raw beef prices warranted a "strong adverse inference" that such records 
would have a negative impact on its case involving a mistaken bid). 

The failure to produce relevant documents can warrant a negative inference even when there is 
no subpoena compelling production. Int'l Union, United Auto., Aerospace & Agr. Implement 
Workers of Am. (UAW) v. N L. R. B., 459 F.2d 1329, 1338 (D.C. Cir. 1972) ("If evidence within 
the party's control would in fact strengthen his case, he can be expected to introduce it even if it 
is not subpoenaed. Conversely, if such evidence is not introduced, it may be inferred that the 
evidence is unfavorable to the party suppressing it.") 

"That an adverse inference may arise from the fact of missing evidence is a generally accepted 
principle oflaw." Smith v. US., 128 F. Supp. 2d 1227, 1232 (E.D. Ark. 2000) (holding that the 
failure of a party to create standard medical records for a patient's surgery warranted the 
application of the negative inference). 
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As stated by Prof. Wigmore, "The failure to bring before the tribunal some circumstance, 
document, or witness, when either the party himself or his opponent claims that the facts would 
thereby be elucidated, serves to indicate, as the most natural inference, that the party fears to do 
so, and this fear is some evidence that the circumstance or document or witness, if brought, 
would have exposed facts unfavorable to the party," 2 ], Wigmore, Evidence§ 285 (3d ed, 
1940). 

Thus, USDA can and should find that the study proponents refused to disclose would have been 
adverse to their affirmative claims. Inters/ale Circuit v. United States, 306 U.S. 208, 226 (1939); 
Stagner v. United States, 197 F .2d 992, 994 (5th Cir. 1952); Local 167 v. United States, 291 U.S. 
293 ( 1934); 29 Am. Jur. 2nd Evidence § 178. 

This evidentiary rule is applicable in administrative as well as judicial proceedings. Singh v 
Gonzales, 491 F.3d 1019, 1024-25 (9'h Cir. 2007); In re DeGraffDairies, 41 Agric.Dec. 388, 
402-403 ( 1982). In hearings under AP A §556, agencies may clearly "draw such inferences or 
presumptions as the courts customarily employ, such as the failure to explain by a party in 
exclusive possession of the facts ... " The Attorney General's Manual on the Administrative 
Procedure Act ( 194 7), at 76. 

The USDA has utilized such inferences before. The Tenth Circuit has affinned a USDA ALJ's 
use of an adverse inference regarding a party's failure to introduce testimony evidence. See Reed 
v. USDA, 39 F.3d 1192, 2* (I Oth Cir. Nov. I, 1994) (affirming a USDA ALJ's use of the 
inference in a cattle shipping case). In another case appealed from the USDA, the Second 
Circuit ordered the lower court to conduct further factfinding on the claims involving defective 
potatoes in the case, an assessment which it noted "may take into account any negative 
inferences that may be drawn from G&T's failure to keep resale, sorting, and dumping records." 
G&T Terminal Packaging Co., Inc. v. Joe Phillips, Inc., 798 F.2d 579, 581 (2nd Cir. 1986). 

None of the limitations that apply to negative inferences exist here. For example, a party may 
not seek to employ the inference for evidence it failed to request during the discovery period. 
See Faucette v. Nat'! Hockey League, 2006 WL 213857 (M.D. Fla. Jan. 27, 2006). No such 
discovery requirements apply to this proceeding. Additionally, this inference cannot be applied 
against a defendant who asserts his Fifth Amendment rights when the government seeks to prove 
its criminal charge based on an inference that the defendant did not testify. Stone v. US., 390 
U.S. 204 (1968). Again, a circumstance that does not apply here. 

Exhibit 53, introduced during Erik Erba's testimony is a transcript from a hearing before the 
CDF A dated May 20, 2013. The subject of the hearing was: "Consolidated Public Hearing to 
Consider Temporary Market Amendments to the Stabilization and Marketing Plans for Market 
Milk for the Northern and Southern California Marketing Areas." On page 55, Mr. Erba says the 
following about the study that Proponent Cooperatives have otherwise failed to introduce: 

"I will make one final point in support of California Dairies' Proposal. Recently, 
California Dairies received the results of a study that reviewed the potential impacts of a 
federal milk marketing order in California. We, along with Diary [Dairy] Farmers of 
America and Land O'Lakes co-funded the study conducted by Drs. Mark Stephenson and 
Chuck Nicholson. The study identified the large Class 4b- Class III price spread as 
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being problematic and suggested that a manufacturing differential on the Class Ill price 
could resolve the problem of higher milk prices while simultaneously encouraging pool 
participation by cheese plants. The level of the differential is about $0. 70/cwt. In other 
words, the study suggested that the California price for milk used for cheese ought to be 
$0. 70/cwt. less than the federal price. That $0.70 differential is approximately the same 
as what was represented in AB 31 and is about the same as the $1.20/cwt. increase in the 
Class 4b price that we are proposing today." 

This one statement by itself reveals that the undisclosed study contains economic analysis of 
price surface issues that contradict some witnesses' assertions that milk used to produce 
manufactured products does not have location value. One or more cooperative witnesses denied 
knowledge of any model regarding price surface issues that is more current than that used in 
FMMO Reform. If Proponents still refuse to produce the study, the negative inference that 
should be drawn is that the remainder of the study undermines Proposal I. 
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INTRODUCTION 

My name is William Schiek. For the past 18 years I have been Economist for Dairy 

Institute of California, a trade association representing fluid milk processors and dairy product 

manufacturers with plants in California. Dairy Institute's offices are located at 1127 11th Street, 

Suite 718 in Sacramento, California. Our organization has been representing California milk 

processors since 1939. 

Today, Dairy Institute represents 25 dairy companies which process approximately 65% 

ofthe state's fluid milk and manufacture about 90% of the state 's cheese and 75% of its cultured 

dairy products and ice cream. Dairy Institute's members operate in both state marketing areas in 

California. Dairy Institute provides member companies with market and regulatory information 

services and advises them on regulatory and legislative issues impacting their business 

operations. We also serve as our members' primary advocate on dairy legislative and regulatory 

matters. 

I. CALIFORNIA HAS MANAGED ITS DAIRY PROGRAMS TO KEEP MARKETING 

CONDITIONS ORDERLY 

The Dairy Institute concludes that there are no significant disorderly marketing 

conditions that would warrant the promulgation of a California Federal Milk Marketing Order 

("FMMO"). In the letter accompanying the submission of their proposal (Proposal 1 ), the three 

cooperatives, Dairy Farmers of America (DFA), Land 0' Lakes, Inc. (LOL), and California 

Dairies, Inc. (CDI) argue that the mere existence of differences between regulated minimum 



prices under California's State Order and those in Federal Milk Marketing Orders (FMMOs) is 

prima facie evidence of disorderly marketing. In their letter justifying the need for a FMMO in 

California, they offered no description of existing marketing conditions in the state that were 

disorderly, only the unsubstantiated presumption that different regulated price levels mean that 

marketing conditions must be disorderly. 

What is perhaps unusual is that this proceeding does not involve promulgating a 

marketing order in an area that is presently devoid of milk pricing regulations, but in an area that 

has a functioning and effective state milk marketing order. Furthermore, it is a state order with 

both classified pricing and marketwide pooling, two key features of federal orders that are 

acknowledged to be the foundation of the policy toolkit used by USDA to bring about orderly 

marketing in FMMOs. Beyond that, California's state order is one with a long history of 

promoting orderly marketing and of adapting regulation to changing market conditions to ensure 

that orderly marketing of milk is maintained. Indeed California statutes require orderly 

marketing of milk as a fundamental goal and purpose of state milk price regulation. 

Division 21, Part 3, Chapter 2, Section 61802( e) of the California Food and Agricultural 

Code states: 

"It is the policy of this state to promote, foster, and encourage the intelligent production 
and orderly marketing of commodities necessary to its citizens, including market milk, and 
to eliminate economic waste, destructive trade practices, and improper accounting for 
market milk purchased from producers." 

In Section 61802(h) the importance of orderly marketing is emphasized again: 

" ... It is further recognized by the Legislature that, in order to accomplish the purposes of 
this chapter and to promote the public health and welfare, it is essential to establish 
minimum producer prices at fair and reasonable levels so as to generate reasonable 
producer incomes that will promote the intelligent production and orderly marketing of 
market milk in the various classes ... " 
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History of State Efforts to Ensure Orderly Milk Marketing in California 

California's dairy statutes and regulations that were designed to address orderly 

marketing ironically had their genesis in a failure of Federal regulations to address the marketing 

problems in the state. Under the 1933 Agricultural Adjustment Act, marketing agreements were 

It'\ . 

set up in several urban fluid milk markets ~ the state. 1 When the US Supreme court held 

that these original marketing agreements were invalid, California was left without any regulatory 

programs to address the state dairy industry's problems at the time. Before the U.S. Government 

resolved the problems identified by the Court with the 1935 Act and the 193 7 Agricultural 

Marketing Agreements Act (AMAA), California had begun working on its own solution 

authorized under state governmental authority. "Producer price regulation was contained in the 

Young Act of 1935. The legislation designated a third party, the Director of Agriculture, to 

establish minimum prices to be paid for fluid milk and cream to producers by distributers .... A 

classified pricing system with Class 1 milk for beverage use was the foundation of the minimum 

price."ii 

Regulatory programs in other states were established during the mid-1930s, but when 

Federal orders became an option after the passage· of the AMAA, many of those states 

abandoned their milk price regulatory programs iii_ In California, the Young Act did not include 

provisions for marketwide pooling of milk. Individual handler pools were felt sufficient to 

address the industry's needs and to encourage orderly marketing because the utilization of the 

Grade A milk supply in fluid milk products was in excess of 80%. 
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Numerous adjustments have been made by California state milk marketing orders over 

the years to keep up with changes in the marketplace and maintain orderly marketing. Some of 

these have been instigated by state legislation (with conforming regulatory changes following), 

while others have been purely regulatory in nature. These included several features and 

adjustments that are described in the following pages. 

Wholesale and retail pricing. To preserve revenue opportunities for dairy farmers and promote 

industry stability, the legislature passed the Desmond Act in 1937. After the legislation passed, 

the Director of Agriculture began to establish minimum wholesale and retail (collectively 

referred to as resale) prices. The establishment of minimum resale prices discouraged retailers 

from pressuring processors to provide packaged milk at lower prices, driving down margins in 

the industry in a manner that would reduce the number of buyers of Class 1 milk in the 

marketplace and limiting competition for dairy farmers' milk. The Agriculture Department 

Director set minimum resale prices so as to cover all reasonable costs, including a reasonable 

return on investment for reasonably efficient distributors of the various types, and to protect 
Y)-(~ded 

consumers by not requiring them to pay milk prices that were higher than those~ for the 

maintenance of adequate and effici.ent distribution facilities iv. The Desmond Act was repealed in 

1978 in the face of court actions and an evolving industry where minimum resale prices were no 

longer deemed necessary. 

Unlawful Practices and Prohibition of Sales below Cost. In 194 7, the California legislature 

passed the Dairy Products Unfair Practices Act. After passage of the Act, the Director of 

Agriculture regulated certain practices such as sales below cost, offering secret rebates, making 
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loans to customers, engaging in false advertising, and offering special pricing to select 

customers. Also the new act addressed the issue of entities that did not market fluid milk, but 

instead, marketed only manufactured dairy products. These firms had an advantage over full-line 

distributers who were subject to the Desmond Act. Preventing large or well-funded dairy product 

marketers from using below cost sales or prohibited marketing practices to drive competitors out 

of business was an area of concern. The prevailing view at the time was that such practices could 

reduce the number of buyers of dairy farmers ' milk in the state, reducing competition and 

thereby undermining the bargaining power of producers with respect to their interactions with 

milk buyers. 

The Unfair Practices Act was amended in 2000 to allow processors to engage in common 

marketing practices, but the prohibition of sales below cost was retained. Revised regulations 

under the authority of the Dairy Marketing Branch that specified how "cost" is determined when 

evaluating whether couponing or other various promotion programs are in compliance with the 

Act were established in 2005. 

Component Pricing and Formula Pricing. With the introduction of California's lowfat milk 

standard in 1962, component pricing was established for Class 1 milk. The lowfat milk standard 

required that milk sold as lowfat (2%) milk be required to have 10% nonfat milk solids, which 

required fortification. The basis for establishing how Class 1 milk prices were paid by handlers 

was changed to a component basis that required payment for milkfat (butterfat), nonfat milk 

solids (solids not fat or SNF) and fluid carrier (the portion of milk that is neither milkfat nor 

nonfat milk solids). This change was put in place to recognize that the degree of fortification 

required to meet the new lowfat milk standard would vary by processor depending on the 

average test of its incoming milk. 
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Fluid milk processors receiving milk with a high percentage of SNF would be required to 

fortify less than would processors receiving milk with a low SNF percentage. This difference 

could lead in turn to unequal raw product costs for competing handlers in the marketing area. By 

adopting a three-component Class 1 price system, the California state marketing order effectively 

modified its pricing to equalize raw product cost. This equalization was made possible because 

the SNF component was being explicitly priced and now had a regulated cost both to processors 

who obtained SNF as part of their producer milk and to those that purchased it in the form of 

nonfat dry milk (NFDM) or condensed skim. 

dr"' 
In 1965, classified pricing based on finished product prices for butter and nonfat miik 

1\ 

began to be used to price milk used in manufactured products. Prior to this time, prices for 

market (Grade A) milk used to make manufactured dairy products had been established based on 

the price of manufacturing grade (Grade B) milk. Because of the diminishing quantity of 

manufacturing grade milk being produced in California, the state adapted to the changing 

marketplace by introducing a formula price based on end product prices, a concept that was 

eventually fully adopted by the FMMOs in 2000. 

Formula pricing of Class 1 milk did not begin until 1978. The industry recognized that: 

1) inflation was leading to the need to adjust Class 1 prices on a frequent basis, 2) the calling of 

frequent hearings was inefficient, and 3) resulting price changes were often "behind the curve" 

because by the time changes resulting from the hearing were implemented, market conditions 

had changed again. An automatic formula that changed the Class 1 price on a bimonthly basis 

was adopted in August 1978 to replace the method of establishing fixed price values through 

hearings. The new Class 1 formula was a weighted average of three factors: an index of 

California per hundredweight milk production costs (given 43% weight), a dairy commodity 
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reference price (weighted 42%) and the real average weekly earnings of manufacturing workers 

(15%r. This three-factor formula value was then compared to a previously established per 

hundredweight Class 1 base value and the change was apportioned to each of the components: 

fat, SNF, and fluid carrier on proportional basis (40%, 40%. and 20%, respectively). 

In 1993, the production cost index and manufacturing wage were dropped from the 

formula and only the commodity reference price was used to adjust Class 1 component values. 

In 1999, the method of apportioning formula changes relative to the Class l "base value" among 

the Class 1 components was abandoned. The Class 1 price going forward was established 

directly using a commodity reference price that was based on the CME prices for cheddar cheese 

40-pound blocks and Grade AA butter and a milkfat component price formula based on the 

Chicago Mercantile Exchange (CME) Grade AA butter price. After Federal Order Reform in 

2000, the California commodity reference price was changed to reflect the higher of a butter

powder value or a cheese value so that the formula would track more closely with Class I prices 

in the FMMOs. 

Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act. vi The Young Act of 1935 provided for regulated minimum prices 

to be paid by fluid milk handlers to producers for the milk they purchased for fluid use. While 

the bulk of fluid grade milk used in the state was for fluid purposes, there was always some milk 

that was being used for manufacturing purposes. An amendment to the Young Act in 193 7 

provided for regulated minimum prices to be applied to fluid Grade milk used for manufacturing 

purposes. 

After World War II, the growth of the state's population, coupled with grC?wth in the 

supply of fluid grade milk, led to a situation where milk utilization could differ substantially 
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across handlers. Given the system of fluid milk contracts and individual handler poolJ\ the 

blended prices received by dairy farmers supplying different handlers could likewise vary 

substantially. Because of this, contracts to supply handlers' with high fluid milk (Class 1) 

utilization were especially prized. This put Class 1 handlers in a strong bargaining position with 

producers and led to practices by some handlers, particularly in Southern California, that eroded 

producer revenues. In addition, more Class 1 processors were acquiring milk cows and dairy 

farming operations, which further reduced the Class 1 milk revenues available to be shared 

among producers. Weakness of producers' cooperatives in this period prevented them from 

bargaining effectively on behalf of their dairy farmers with Class 1 processors. 

Several compromises were made in order te> reach the political accord necessary to pass 

pooling legislation. Dairy farmers in Southern California were unwilling to accept marketwide 

pooling as typically constructed in FMMOs. Southern California farmers had a higher share of 

contracts with high Class 1 usage handlers. For them, marketwide pooling seemed to be too 

large a transfer of revenue from the South to the North. Quota was born out of this concern as a 

way for Southern California dairy farmers to preserve some of their historicaf Class 1 earnings. 

Without their support, the quota legislation could not have passed. 

Under the quota plan adopted, each producer was allocated production base equal to his 

or her milk marketings on an average daily basis during July through December of 1966 or the 

calendar year 1967, and quota allocations to dairy farmers were calculated as 110% of their 
~vtok"~ 

historical sales to Class 1 uses during the period. Any mtlk marketed m excess of a producer's A 
(i'{\loc~t\ ons 

base;,was termed overbase milk. Revenues from Class I (fluid milk) and mandatory Class 2 

(cream and cultured products) uses were allocated to producers based on their quota holdings. So 

quota revenues and the amount of quota producers received were explicitly linked to the Class 1 
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market. This system was approved by producers in a referendum held on September 10, 1968, 

and the plan became effective in July 1969. Base and overbase received lower class allocations . 

As the state's Class 1 sales grew, it was anticipated that new quota allocations would be given to 

producers with lower quota holdings up to the point where quota was equal to 95% of each 
oY froc\v.c:\\0\'"\ loo.se 

producer's base marketing~ At such point, the producers were said to be equalized. 

At the time pooling was instituted in California, the state's population was growing 

rapidly, as was fluid milk demand. The producer leadership who were instrumental in designing 

this system of pooling believed that eventually all producers would be equalized and the quota 

system would become unnecessary, but at the beginning the prevailing view among industry 

leaders was that without the quota system, demand growth for fluid milk would outstrip 

\N'"-S. 
production growth. Consequently, quota w-s viewed at the time as a necessary means of 

ensuring that there would be adequate supplies of fluid grade milk and fluid products for 

consumers. In such an environment, it was expected that new producers could be easily 

accommodated with additional quota. As it turned out, production outstripped fluid milk 

demand in the state and fluid milk utilization in the market declined sharply over time, exactly 

the opposite of what had been expected. So even though the foundational basis and economic 

rationale of the quota system evaporated, the institution of quota endured. 

As the pooling program was being discussed in the late 1960s, there was also concern 

about the growing number and volume of fluid milk bottling operations that also had dairy 

farming operations. These entities produced a portion, or in some cases the entire amount, of the 

milk they processed. The prospect of marketwide pooling concerned the larger operations 

among these entities because some of the advantages they had under the prevailing system of 
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individual handler pools (such as the income benefit they gained from their farms' direct Class 1 

sales to their plants) would be relinquished. 

To head off producer handler opposition to pooling, political concessions were made 

regarding their regulatory treatment. Smaller producer handlers were exempted entirely from 

pooling and received no quota allocation, while larger entities were given the option of forgoing 

the quota draw from the pool that they were entitled to as dairy farmers, and instead were 

allowed to exempt (deduct) these pounds from their processing operation's Class 1 obligation to 

the pool. So while such exemption was contrary to the central notion of pooling, that is, the 

·,V\c01 rovc.-..\-(cA ivt ~e ~V1>~o.s-ec.l 
sharing of Class 1 revenues among all dairy farmers in the market, it wa~Eie pa:rt eftke state 

pooling law for political expediency. 

The possibility of marketwide pooling also created concerns for Class 1 processors. In the 

discussions leading up to the drafting of pooling legislation, processors voiced the concern that 

they would not be able to continue drawing milk supplies as they had done under the system of 

individual handler pools. The handler pools created a direct incentive for producers to supply the 

Class 1 market because of the higher price that handlers with high Class 1 usage were able to 

offer to dairy farmers. Class 1 processors believed that pooling would essentially make producers 

indifferent as to where they shipped their milk, and as a result they would have to pay additional 

premiums above the already higher Class 1 price in order to attract a sufficient milk supply. 

In order to secure milk bottler support for pooling legislation, or at least to el~ate their 

opposition, the producer leadership promised that enough milk would be available to satisfy the 

Class 1 markeeii. To help ensure that this promise to serve the Class 1 market would be kept, the 

original California milk pooling plan established location differentials to provide dairy farmers 

10 



with economic signals that would encourage them to ship milk to designated deficit counties. 

These location differentials were added to or deducted from quota pa)'ments to dairy fanners 

based on the plant of first receipt. Later, as overbase milk production began to increase and to 

represent a large share of the milk produced in the state, location differentials that applied solely 

to quota milk became less effective at making sure milk was available to Class 1 plants. 

Milk Movement Incentives. In 1979, milk movement requirements, also known as "call 

provisions" were established as part of the milk stabilization and marketing plans (stab. plans) . 

Call provisions require that manufacturing plants that participate in the pool make a specified 

percentage of the quota milk they receive available to plants processing Class 1 products if 

requested. Thus, if producers do not have a direct economic incentive large enough to encourage 

them to ship milk to Class 1 plants, the call provisions allow for the plants to request the milk 

and it must be made available. Unfortunately, these are not perfect mechanisms for moving milk 

to Class 1 markets. Manufacturing plants are sometimes loathe to give up milk when requested 

because of the inefficiencies they incur in their plants when throughput milk volumes are less 

than planned. The call provisions do not specify a maximum charge on milk surrendered for 

Class 1 use, so the possibility of high "give up" charges exists. Still, they do provide for supplies 

to be made available for Class 1 uses if requested. 

A system of transportation credits was established in 1981. The need for transportation 

credits arose from the consolidation of marketing areas in the state and the insufficiency of area 

differentials (differences in Class l prices in the various marketing areas) to cover the cost of 

milk movements. The principle that has been used historically for setting transportation credit 

rates has been the cost of moving milk, less any area differential between the plants. Usually 

there is some shortfall in the credit rate, and the shortfalls typically increase with distance to 
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encourage closer milk to move first. The credits provided a way to encourage plant to plant 

movements of milk, but did nothing to encourag~ dairy farmers to move milk to fluid bottling 

plants. 

Transportation allowances were instituted in 1983 as a replacement for location 

differentials as a means of encouraging milk movement to Class I plants in deficit markets. The 

allowances apply to all California Grade A milk moving from farms to plants located in 

qualifying areas that process more than 50 percent ofthe milk they receive into Class 1, 2 or 3 

uses. Also, farm milk shipments to cooperative plants located in designated deficit areas are 

eligible for transportation allowances if the plant supplies at least 40 percent of the milk it 

receives for Class 1 uses. These allowances provide sorpe compensation to producers for the cost 

of hauling from the dairy farm to the deficit-area phint. 

The principle for establishing transportation allowance rates begins with the difference 

between the cost of the local haul in surplus milk production zones and the cost of the haul from 

the production location to the deficit area. For milk located nearer to the deficit area, the 

allowance rates were set equal or nearly equal to the haul cost difference just described. For 
v\ \ s-tv.vrt 

more Eltsfttm::e milk, the compensation for the haul cost difference is shorted with the goal of 

encouraging more efficient milk movements. 

Both transportation allowances and credits have been adjusted many times since they 

were instituted in the early 1980s. The ability to keep these milk movement incentives updated 
S('W' ·, -o..-, ""u.cJ( 

and reflective of current costs and marketing conditions has been helped greatly by biaflfl:ttal 

hauling cost surveys conducted by CDF A. Among other things, they provide information on the 

hauling costs that are key to setting the transportation allowance and credit rates. They also 
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contain information about how much milk is movin~ach of the various supply areas to each of 

the deficit areas, so changes in supply patterns can be identified and changes made to the 

structure of allowances and credits as needed. 

Historically, the goal of the allowances and credits has been to provide only such 

transportation assistance as is needed to get the milk to move. Originally, the systems' goal and 

intent was not to equalize hauling rates among producers, but to provide only the assistance 

necessary to ensure that Class 1 plants had a milk supply available to them at something close to 

order prices. Dairy farmers whose best or only market alternative (lowest cost to market) is a 

fluid milk plant usually did not receive any transportation allowance, because they would ship 

their milk to a Class 1 plant without the incentive. In recent years, there have been some 

exceptions made to this principle to address market changes in specific regions. Likewise, milk 

shipments to fluid milk plants located in the San Joaquin valley were not eligible for allowances 

or credits because they are surrounded by more than sufficient milk supplies for their needs and 

are not disadvantaged relative to local manufacturing plants when it comes to attracting milk to 

their plants. 

Producer' s Security Trust Fund. There was a major bankruptcy of the state's largest milk buyer 

(Knudsen-Foremost) in the mid-1980s. As a result ofthe bankruptcy, many producers were left 

unpaid for the milk they had shipped. In 1987, the California Legislature passed a law 

establishing the Milk Producers Security Trust Fund. This fund was designed to have enough 

money to cover a default of the state 's largest proprietary milk purchaser. It was created through 

assessments on Class 1, 2, and 3 processors. Once the Fund balance ·reaches its target level of 

110% of the value of monthly milk purchases of the state's largest processor, assessments stop. 

Beneficial interest prohibitions exclude producers from collecting from the Fund. 
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Because the state's largest proprietary milk purchasers were now cheese companies, 

rather than fluid milk bottling companies, it seemed inequitable to continue requiring handlers of 

Class 1, 2, and 3 products to be the only ones contributing to the Fund balance. By the mid-

2000s, the monthly purchases of several of the state's largest proprietary milk processing 

companies exceeded the Fund's balance by millions of dollars. Two changes were then made to 

the funding. Rather than continuing to assess processors in order to bring the fund up to its 

target level, following legislation passed in 2006, the largest companies wer:e able to post 

fmancial instruments to cover the gap between the Trust Fund balance and 110% of the value of 

their average monthly milk purchases viii. If, however, the fund is depleted and assessments are 

needed to rebuild it to its target level at tl:!.e time fhe ReVl funding mechanisms v1ere 

HHf)lem.e:Rted, assessments would be required on proprietary handlers of classes 1, 2, 3, 4a, and 

4b. This was another example of an instance where California had successfully managed to 

update its dairy regulatory system to adapt to changes in the structure of the marketp~ace. 

Class 4a and Class 4b pricing. In 1980, the Class 1 utilization in California fell below 50% for 

the first timeix. The 1980s were a period of tremendous growth in dairy product manufacturing 

in California, particularly for butter/powder and cheese. Prior to 1982, storable manufactured 

products such as butter, milk powders, and cheese were all grouped together as Class 4. As I 

have already noted, beginning in 1965, Class 4 prices were calculated based on market prices for 

butter and nonfat dry milk. In 1982, the Class 4 price was split into Class 4a (butter and milk 

powders) and Class 4b (cheeses other than cottage cheese), but both of these class prices 

continued to be calculated from butter and nonfat dry milk prices. Implied milk use values for 

Class 4a and Class 4b tracked closely in the early 1980s because dairy commodity prices were 

often at CCC intervention levels. So at the time, cheesemakers in California were able to tolerate 
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their milk cost being based on the price of products they did not make. The cheese industry 

continued to grow, and in 1986 cheese production exceeded butter and nonfat dry milk 

production on an annual basis for the first time. 

However, by the late 1980s, the implied value of milk based on NFDM and butter prices 

began to rise significantly, while the cheese-use milk value did not keep pace. The result was 

that cheesemakers in the state, who were buying their milk priced off a butter-powder market, 

were not able to profitably market their product. The butter!NFDM based milk price was simply 

too high. So in 1989, a new Class 4b formula was established based on prices for cheese and 

Grade B butter (to represent the value of whey cream). No value for the skim portion of the whey 

was incorporated into the Class 4b formula at its inception. However, by adding a new class 

formula that addressed the problem cheesemakers were experiencing, CDF A was making it 

possible that market outlets for California dairy farmers' growing milk supplies would be 

available. 

Quota reform. By the early 1990s, the quota program was experiencing pressure as a result of the 

rapid growth in milk production and the growing number of dairy farmers whose income was 

derived largely, or even entirely, from the overbase price. These were producers who owned 

little (as a share of their total production) or no quota. Before 1994, quota revenues were derived 

from Class 1, 2, and 3 prices. Overbase prices were derived from Class 4a and 4b prices. As a 

result, the difference between quota and overbase prices could vary widely by month. As the 

amount of overbase production grew, producers with little or no quota were dissatisfied with the 

fact that they had no access to the higher Class 1 revenues in the market. Quota holders on the 

other hand, were happy with the status quo. After considerable industry discussion, a quota 

reform bill was passed in 1993 and became effective in 1994. The new bill established the quota 
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price at $0.195 per pound of quota SNF above the overbase SNF price, an amount equal to $1.70 

per hundredweight for milk at standardized test (3.5% rnilkfat, 8.7% SNF). In establishing the 

"quota premium" level at $1.70 per hundredweight, the historic value of quota in comparison to 

overbase was explicitly considered. Consequently, the notion that quota derives its value from 

the Class I and other higher valued-uses remains an important concept. The fact that the "call 

provisions" mentioned earlier require dairy product manufacturers to make quota milk available 

for Class I usage is another such linkage. As was noted earlier, an additional change made at the 

time of quota reform was to abandon the historic three factor formula that used a weighted 

average of a commodity reference price, cost of production index, and manufacturing wage 

index and replace it with a formula that would make changes to the Class I base values using 

only the dairy commodity reference price factor. 

1. 
Clas&J'Price Adjustments. Class I price adjustments have been a frequent subject of California 

milk pricing hearings. Before a Class I formula was adopted, Class I prices were set at a 

particular level by the Secretary through a hearing decision, and the only way the price could be 

changed was through another hearing. After adoption of the pricing formula in the late 1970s, 

Class 1 prices adjusted automatically, but the three-factor formula resulted in price levels that 

were noticeably lower than Class I prices in FMMOs. Initially, the combination oflow 

California milk production costs, relatively high Class 1 utilization, and sparse production in 

surrounding states meant that this large price disparity did not have any adverse consequences, 

and was appropriate for the state's industry. Supplies were adequate to meet Class 1 and 

mandatory Class 2 needs, plus a reserve. Milk moving between California and surrounding 

states was a small portion of total Class 1 use and such shipments were fairly consistent and 

based on established business relationships. 
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Producers began to look to Class l price increases as a way to increase their revenues. 

Initial adjustments took the form of changes to the base values of milk components in the Class I 

fommla. As Class I prices increased, alignment issues with surrounding markets took on 

increased economic significance because of growing milk production in surrounding states. 

California dairy farmers, who were dissatisfied that California Class I prices were lower than 

those in nearby states, were successful in amending the California Food and Agricultural Code 

(Section 62062.1 ): 

"Any designation of a class I price by any method or formula that is used to develop class I 
prices paid to producers in the various marketing areas, shall provide, on a calendar year 
basis, a statewide weighted average minimum price level for a hundred weight of milk 
testing 3.5 fat and 8. 7 solids not fat that is in reasonable relationship with minimum class 1 
milk prices paid to producers in contiguous states. If the statewide weighted average class 1 
prices paid to producers are not in a reasonable relationship with the class 1 prices paid to 
producers in contiguous states, the secretary shall immediately hold a hearing to consider 
adjustments to the class 1 prices." 

My interpretation is that while this provision did not and still docs not require that prices be 

equal to those in surrounding states, it did provide impetus for dairy fanner efforts to increase 

Class I prices through the hearing process. One change made in the mid-1990s resulted in the 

adoption of a Class I pricing formula that computed the commodity reference price (CRP) as the 

"higher of" a butter-powder value or a cheese-whey cream (fat) value. When prices diverged in 

a manner where butter-powder values were higher than those derived from cheese and whey fat, 

California Class l prices moved higher than those in contiguous states, which were calculated 

using a FMMO Basic Formula Price (BFP) that was linked to a Minnesota-Wisconsin (M-W) 

price series for Grade B milk. The M-W series tended to reflect a cheese milk value because 

cheese making was more dominant in the Upper Midwest than butter-powder manufacturing. 
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When California Class 1 prices rose to levels sufficiently above milk prices in contiguous 

states, milk movements into California for Class I use began to increase. Out-of-state milk 

supplies began to displace milk supplies in California for Class 1 uses and milk movements were 

becoming uneconomic as nearby milk was displaced by milk hauled from further distances 

outside the state. Hearing decisions in the mid-1990s resulted in a couple of key changes. Class 

1 component base/ values were reduced and the "higher of' CRP was replaced by one based 

solely on the "cheese-whey fat" value so that prices would track better with prices in FMMO 

markets. Also, the pooling plan was amended to allow a portion of the revenue from Class l 

sales made by out-of-state producers to be pooled, thereby reducing the attractiveness of the 

California market to out-of-state producers. The pooling plan amendment was successfully 

challenged in court. Despite the state's lack of ability to maintain its pooling plan changes, the 

reduction in Class 1 prices resulted in a better relationship to prices in surrounding states and was 

sufficient to discourage continued growth in shipments by out-of-state milk suppliers into the 

market. As a result, the amount of bulk milk entering the state returned to more historically 

normal levels. 

In the late summer of 1999, CDFA called a hearing on its own motion to consider 

changes to the Class 1 pricing formula. As a result of this hearing, the frequency of pricing 

changes was changed from bimonthly to monthly. Also, the last ties to the 1970s price formula, 

the base value concept was eliminated and Class 1 prices were calculated directly using the CRP. 

At this time, the formula took the basic structure that it retains today. 

Continued "Fine Tuning" of Class 1, 2, and 3 Price Formulas. Since 2000, there have been 

several hearings to update the Class 1 formula. The "higher of' CRP was put in place in early 

2000 to account for the fact that the "higher of' concept was employed in the FMMO Class I 
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formula. An important change occurs in 2006 when a dry whey factor was added to the Class 1 

::c: 
CRP to make it track better with FMMO Class.):'price movements. 

In 2008, the Class 1, Class 2, and Class 3 prices were reduced to restore their alignment 

with comparable FMMO prices when the FMMO price levels were reduced to account for 

increases in the manufacturing allowances used in the Class III and Class IV formulas. In that 

hearing, the California dairy cooperatives' trade association (The Alliance of Western Milk 

Producers) had asked for a $1.00 per hundredweight increase in the regulated price for Classes 1, 

2, and 3. The proposed changes would have resulted in regulated price.s that were higher than 

those for corresponding milk classes in the FMMOs. During my time at Dairy Institute, I have 

observed that the California cooperatives' reliance on the "national dairy pricing grid" has 

generally been limited to those situations where adopting an FMMO regulated price level would 

have resulted in- a higher price than under the California state order. The cooperatives have had 

little interest in advocating for price reductions, except as it pertains to the prices for classes of 

products that they produce in their own plants. 

At various times, there have been temporary increases in the Class 1 and other class 

prices when dairy farm margins tightened due to high feed costs or lower dairy commodity 

prices . . The pattern has been that CDF A has made adjustments whenever necessary to deal with 

changing market conditions and changing dairy price policies in the rest of the country so that 

milk marketing in California will remain orderly and so that the prices are set at levels that 

account for and are responsive to market forces originating both inside and outside the state. 

Updates to Manufacturing Class formulas. Hearings were held frequently throughout the 1980s, 

1990s and 2000s to adjust the milk Class 4a and Class 4b milk pricing formulas to changing cost 
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and market conditions. The dominant characteristic during most of this period was the rapidly 

growing milk supply in the state (at an average increase of more than 4% per year). The need for 

additional plant capacity to accommodate the growing milk supply led cooperatives and 

proprietary processors to seek adjustments to the formulas to keep them current with actual costs, 

product prices and yields so that plants could profitably transform dairy farmers' milk into 

products that could be marketed to consumers who were increasingly located at greater distances 

from the state. 

Both the industry and CDF A recognized that for end product price formulas to generate 

milk prices that accurately reflected the value of milk to the plants that were purchasing it, 

manufacturing costs and yield must reflect current manufacturing conditions in dairy product 

plants. Likewise, the commodity price values utilized in the formulas must reflect the actual 

prices received adjusted for the plant's location. If these conditions were not met, then the end

product formulas would cease to have economic validity and would improperly value the milk in 

the various classes. 

CDFA's Attempts to Properly Incorporate Skim Whey Value in the Class 4b Formula. On 

January 1, 2000, USDA implemented end product price formulas for establishing Class III and 

Class IV prices under the FMMOs. The formula for Class III computed the skim value of milk 

used to manufacture cheese from an end product price formula for protein, based on cheese and 

butter commodity values, and an end product price formula for other solids that was based on the 

value of dry whey. Because the federal Class III formula now used the value of dry whey 

explicitly, producer groups in California began to request that dry whey be included in 

determining California Class 4b prices as well. 
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The request to add dry whey to the Class 1 formula was heard at a hearing in 2001 and 
yY'\\\~ 

denied, but in 2003, in the midst of a period of low produce~prices, CDF A decided to 

incorporate dry whey into the Class 4b formula. Prior to 2003, the Class 4b formula had 

calculated the price used to make cheese (Class 4b) as the sum of an end product formula for 

cheese and an end product formula for whey fat. The whey fat end product formula was based on 

the price of Grade B butter, which was assumed to represent the best use of the whey cream from 

cheesemaking operations. In 1998, the Grade B butter price was replaced with the Grade AA 

butter price less an adjustment of 10 cents per pound, an amount that represented the historic 

price difference between Grade AA and Grade B butter prices at the Chicago Mercantile 

Exchange (CME). That change was made when the CME discontinued trading of Grade A and 

Grade B butter. 

The Class 4b formula resulting from the 2003 decision (which also incorporated a floor 

for butter, nonfat dry milk and cheddar cheese block prices at the corresponding Commodity 

Credit Corporation price support levels) added a dry whey end product price formula to the 

existing ones for cheese and whey fat. In the new formula, the dry whey manufacturing cost 

allowance (MCA) in the formula was set at $0.17 cents per pound of whey, and the dry whey 

yield was set at 5.8 pounds per hundredweight of milk at formula's assumed vat test. The whey 

price series usJ was the simple average of the weekly Dry Whey West Mostly price as reported 

by the Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) in 

Dairy Market News between the 26th of the prior month through the 25th of the current month. 

In 2005, CDF A held another hearing to consider changes to all the manufacturing class 

formulas, including the Class 4b formula. As a result of the testimony and evidence given, the 

Hearing Panel recommended that the Secretary remove the dry whey portion of the Class 4b 
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formula. The Secretary rejected that recommendation and instead, increased the MCA to $0.20 

per pound. In 2006, CDFA held a hearing to consider changes to the Class 4a and Class 4b 

formulas. Again, the hearing panel recommended that the dry whey portion of the formula be 

removed, and again that recommendation was not adopted by the Secretary, but the dry whey 

MCA was increased to 50.267 per pound. That MCA level was equal to the weighted average 

manufacturing cost in 2004 of the California plants making dry whey according to what was then 

a new cost survey conducted by CDFA. Prior to 2006, CDFA did not have any California-based 

manufacturing costs upon which to base a dry whey MCA. 

In 2007, dry whey prices spiked to unprecedented levels, topping $0.80 cents per pound 

on a weekly basis in the early summer, and California cheesemakers began to experience 

compressed margins and financial losses. In August of that year, a group of eight cheesemakers 

petitioned CDF A for a hearing to consider removing the dry whey end product formula from the 

Class 4b milk price formula. Producer groups opposed removing the dry whey factor from the 

formula. In its November 2007 report, the Hearing Panel said the following about trying to 

incorporate a value for skim whey in a cheese milk formula: 

"The current whey factor in the Class 4b pricing formula that uses a dry whey specific price, 
MCA, and yield is not sustainable: 

• the current formula is in itself flawed: 
-the yield is not representative of what processors testifY to as actual plant yields, 
- the price is not representative of prices received by Califomia cheese plants for dry 
forms of whey, 
- the MCA is based on actual costs for dry whey plants in Califomia, but these costs 
are high because most large cheese plants with potential economies of scale do not 
make dry whey. 

• most plants do not process wet-skimmed whey into a dry form of whey, 
• those plants making a dry form do not make dry whey. 

Those plants making a dry form of whey do not make a standard product or set of products. 
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Thus, it is not possible to develop a new factor using an alternative dry form of whey with its 
own price, manufacturing cost allowance, and yield .... 

.. . Some small- and medium-volume cheese processors are able to sell their wet-skimmed whey 
to producers as an animal feed. The Panel believes there is a value for wet-skimmed whey that 
strikes a balance among those cheese processors making a dry form of whey, those processors 
selling wet skimmed whey as animal feed, and those processors with no market opportunity for 
their wet-skimmed whey. 

After carefully weighing all the relevant economic factors, the Panel believes that $0.10 per 
hundredweight as the j"u:ed whey factor is an appropriate figure. Replacing the highly volatile 
whey factor with a fixed value would provide constant value to producers. It would limit the 
negative impact on producers of highly volatile whey prices. It would help to avoid the 
negative consequences that impacted small- and medium-volume cheese processors during 
2007." 

The Hearing Panel report further noted that the proposed change to a fixed-value whey factor 

would increase the spread between the Class 4b price and the Federal Class III price. Against a 

backdrop of milk supplies that were straining plant capacity in the state, the Panel noted the need 

for Class 4a and Class 4b prices to be market clearing and stated: 

" ... Remember, however, that the Califomia minimum price is a market-clearing price while 
the federal order price is not. The fact that cheese processors that operate under the federal 
order may avoid the responsibility of paying the federal order minimum price is sufficient 
reason to justifY the increasing spread between Class 4b and Class Ill prices. 

In this context, the Panel is using the term "market-clearing price" to mean the price 
at which supply equals demand. At that price, the sellers are willing to supply exactly the 
quantity of goods that the buyers are willing to purchase. In the dairy industry, the market 
clearing price is the price at which processors are willing to buy all the milk that producers are 
willing to sell. In the situation under the Califomia regulated system of classified pricing, the 
minimum Class 4a/4b prices must be low enough so that manufacturing plants are willing to 
buy all the milk that is not used in Classes I, 2 and 3." 

The CDFA Secretary modified this decision to make the fixed whey factor 25 cents per 

hundredweight rather than the I 0 cent value that the Hearing Panel recommended, but the dry 

whey end-product formula was eliminated from the calculation of the Class 4b price. As a result 

of a subsequent hearing decision made effective in September 20 II, the fixed whey factor 
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evolved into a whey contribution schedule (sliding scale), which was amended further in August 

2012. Most recently, the whey contribution schedule was adjusted upward for one year from 

August 2015 through July 2016. A summary of the history of the "dry whey factor" in the Class 

4b formula illustrating the major changes made through mid-20 13 is contained in Figure 1. 

It is ironic that the very issue that dairy farmer cooperatives are now attempting to 

overturn, through their petition for a California Federal Milk Marketing order, was adopted by 

CDF A to restore orderly marketing in the state by changing milk pricing formulas so that milk 

markets would clear, by allowing for a regulated price at which cheese plants could profitably 

operate. It illustrates that what the petitioners are primarily concerned with is getting a higher 

regulated price (one that is set above market clearing levels), and not ensuring orderly marketing, 

which has been CDF A's stated chief concern since the early days of state milk price regulation in 

California. 

In summary, the foregoing review makes it clear that CDFA has a history of being 

responsive to changes in the marketplace and making needed changes in accordance with 

legislative directives. The state is still responsive to the need to maintain orderly marketing and 

an adequate supply of milk for consumers. For much ofthe last several years, CDFA has not 

made the specific changes producer groups have requested, which have to do with their desire to 

be paid more for their milk, rather than solving any particular problem of disorderly marketing. 

California dairy farmers' desire for a higher price is the fundamental reason why we are gathered 

at this hearing. More specifically, the state's dairy farmer cooperatives want higher regulated 

prices so that cheesemakers will be required to pay more for milk, and so that more of the money 

currently being paid by a few proprietary cheese manufacturers to dairy farmers as premiums, to 
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attract the kind of milk supply that is valuable to them, gets distributed to all producers through 

the pool. 

Unfortunately, in their quest for higher milk prices, the question of what is an appropriate 

market-clearing price for milk used to make manufactured products, specifically cheese, gets 

ignored in both their proposal and their arguments; so does CDFA 's history of making hearing 

decisions specifically directed at maintaining orderly marketing in the state and setting prices at 

levels which are market clearing. 

II. CURRENT MILK MARKETING CONDITIONS IN CALIFORNIA ARE ORDERLY. 

USDA has stated that FMMOs objectives are to: "assist farmers in developing steady 

dependable markets by providing prices for their milk which are reasonable in relation to 

economic conditions" and to "assure consumers at all times of adequate supplies of pure and 

wholesome milk at reasonable prices." x In its publication from 1989 entitled, Questions and 

Answers on Federal Milk Marketing Orders, USDA notes that "Federal Orders are primarily 

instruments for stabilizing marketing conditions for fluid milk." It accomplishes these objectives 

by setting minimum prices for various Classes of milk, establishing pooling provisions to 

provide for uniform prices to producers, providing market information to the industry in general 

and dairy farmers specifically, ensuring accurate weights and test for producer milk, and auditing 

handler records to ensure that they have properly accounted to the pool and paid producers. 

Because of the FMMO system's focus on Class I milk (fluid milk), orderly marketing is 

primarily concerned with ensuring that adequate supplies of fluid grade milk are available and 

that milk moves to Class I use where it is needed, when it is needed, and in an orderly fashion so 
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as to provide reasonable returns to dairy farmers so that consumers have access to adequate 

\'vi c.-e. r 
supplies of milk for fluid use at reasonabl~ 

Current Differences between California Class 4a/4b Prices and FMMO Class III/IV Prices are 

not Disorderly 

It is no secret that regulated price levels under California's state order are different than 

FMMO price levels for corresponding classes. We freely acknowledge these differences, but 

disagree with the dairy farmer organizations over their implications. While the cooperatives 

argue that the differences, in and of themselves, amount to disorderly marketing, we maintain 

that the differences exist~to promote and maintain orderly marketing eraerl-, marketiHg in the 

state. 

Regulated price differences between different regions or different markets are neither a 

necessary nor a sufficient condition for disorderly marketing. While price differences can be an 

indicator of the potential for disorderly marketing conditions, they are by no means evidence that 

conditions are disorderly. We have seen no substantive evidence that current marketing 

conditions are disorderly. However, this issue of manufacturing class prices being at levels that 

were not market clearing has been a concern~ with th:e orelerly ffilirketiH:g of milk for Rtti:a t:tses, 

~t-is wartlt fl9HSeriag wlty tlte araers establisR. l=@gHlateel miHimHFR 13fiees fer ffilifl:HFaetl:iF.&lg 

elasscs at all. 

While it is certainly crucial for regulated manufacturing class milk prices to be market

Cl 
clearing under FMMOs, the negative consequences that ensue are exacerbated under pf'system 

\r-l'-"eve_. 
of pricing like the one in California were virtually all milk is required to be paid at minimum 

prices. There is no safety valve to clear excess milk from the market under CSO pricing and 
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would be none under any system of mandatory pooling. The only way to ensure that regulated 

manufacturing class milk prices will not be at levels that create disorderly conditions is to make 

really certain that the regulated price levels are market clearing in the local market. 

We maintain that the current FMMO prices for Class III and Class IV are not market 

clearing for California. There is evidence that in the recent past, California' s Class 4a and 4b 

prices have been set at levels that were not market clearing, despite those prices being below 

corresponding FMMO prices. While it has been accurately stated that the market for 

manufactured dairy products such as cheese, nonfat dry milk, whey, and butter are national (and 

increasingly global) markets and that the market-clearing prices for these products are 

determined by the national balance of supply and demand, the statement does not go far enough. 

The national market-clearing price manifests itself as a surface of regional dairy product prices 

that vary by location. This result is derived from the fundamental economic concept of spatial 

equilibrium that is at work in all commodity markets that have positive transfer costs across 

space. 

Distance to market matters. It is no secret that there are more people living in the eastern 

half of the country than in the western half. Therefore, the largest market for finished dairy 

products, particularly cheese and butter, is located in the eastern half. The production of 

manufactured dairy products has grown in the western half of the country to the point where 

those products must leave the region in order to find a market. This disparity between where 

products are produced and where they are consumed creates a spatial value that is lower in the 

West and higher in the East. If regulated milk pricing formulas fail to account for differences in 

spatial value offmished dairy products (and to account for current yields and current costs of 

manufacturing dairy products from milk), the milk will not be properly valued. 
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In considering what it means for regulated milk prices to be market-clearing, we have to 

look beyond the balance of supply and demand of fmished dairy products in the national 

marketplace, and focus clearly on what is happening in the local (state or region) market for 

milk. The markets for finished dairy products clear nationally, but the market for milk clears 

locally. Ifthere is excess cheese in one region of the country, it can be marketed on the Chicago 

Mercantile Exchange, which serves a national market-clearing function, although even in those 

transactions, the price is adjusted based on the location of the seller. If there is excess milk in a 

particular region, it cannot be hauled across the country to be sold or all of its value will be eaten 

away by the transportation cost associated with shipping it to its destination. Therefore, in order 

for marketing to be orderly and efficient, milk needs to clear the market by fmding a plant within 

reasonable distance from where it is produced. If it cannot, then it will either be dumped or 

hauled long distances at great expense to fmd a home. 

This was the situation that faced California on numerous occasions beginning in 2006, 

although it is my understanding that similar conditions were seen in California in the mid-1980s 

when milk production was growing faster than plant capacity in the state. In Figure 2 and Table 

1, I have chatted an estimate of plant capacity in California against the state's milk production. 

In the 2006-2008 period, there were as many as 19 months when milk production in the state 

exceeded willing capacity, necessitating movements of milk to out-of-state plants located in 

states as distant as Idaho, Texas, and New Mexico. From the second half of2008 until2012, 

plant capacity was in excess after a decline in milk output, the opening of new plants, and the 

expansion of others. But by early 2012 milk production was outpacing plant capacity again and 

one cooperative had to take some rather dramatic steps to reduce its incoming milk supply. Milk 

production .was exceeded plant capacity once again in 2014. Milk production has been lower in 
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2015, but it remains to be seen whether this one-year decline from an all-time high in the state's 

milk output is a trend. Milk output has declined previously in the state, only to reach new record 

production levels in subsequent years. 

Current Differences between California Class 2/3 Prices and FMMO Class II Prices are not 

Disorderly 

Class 2 and 3 prices in California have been established relative to Class 4a, rather than 

Class IV or Class II, for the purpose of maintaining a reasonable sound economic relationship 

among the classes in California. If Class 2 and 3 prices are set too high relative to Class 4a, the 

result could encourage pf'substitution of NFDM and AMF for use in manufacturing these 

products instead of using fresh cream, skim, condensed and/or bulk milk. To preserve these 

somewhat higher uses for dairy farmers through pooling, Classes 2 and 3 must not be priced so 

high as to encourage dairy ingredient substitution. The same logic applies to the relationship 

between Class IV and Class II. However, is should also be noted that because Class II milk 

received at stand-alone Class II plants (or at plants with Class II and lower usage) is not required 

to be pooled, the establishment of different regulated prices under the CSO and under the FMMO 

cannot be considered disorderly. If it were the case that orderly marketing requires the same 

price to be paid for Class II milk regardless of location, USDA would require that all Class II 

plants be pooled. The fact is that they do not. 

While it may be the case that differences in Class II and Class 2 and 3 pricing leads to 

some ability for multistate manufacturers to engage in price arbitrage by producing more product 

in states where the regulated price is lower, this ability is limited by manufacturing capacity at 
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each location. If California' s average price advantage had been especially large we would expect 

to see California Class 2 and 3 manufacturing expanding, but there is no evidence that this is the 

case. In summary, proponents ofProposal one have little evidence that differences between 

FMMO Class II and California Class 2 and 3 prices have led to either disorderly marketing either 

by making it more difficult for Class I plants to obtain milk or by encouraging uneconomic milk 

movements. 

Current Differences between California Class I Prices and FMMO Class I Prices are not 

Disorderly 

Class 1 prices likewise need to be in an appropriate relationship to other classes within 

"v( t.t c;. \ V\ 
the market. California's Class 1 prices are somewhat lower than FMMO Class ~contiguous 

states, but the potential for the regulated price differences to lead to disorderly marketing 

(attracting milk in bulk and packaged form that is not needed and resulting in inefficient milk 

movements) is addressed by keeping Class 1 prices in California from exceeding those in 

surrounding states, something CDF A has been proactive about. Bulk milk that is not priced 

under the CSOs has been entering California and has continued to enter, but those voh,unes are 

not increasing, but rather declining (Table 2). If lower Class 1 prices in California are sufficient 

to encourage packaged milk to move out of state and into FMMO marketing areas where it could 

undercut Class I sales from processors regulated by those FMM9,Spartial regulation exists as the 

remedy to ensure that California Class 1 plants cannot press an advantage created by lower 

regulated prices. Consequently, lower Class I prices in California as they have been applied in 

recent years have not, and do not, result in disorderly marketing conditions. 
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Changing milk production trends in California are not disorderly marketing. Milk 

production in California has had a history of rapid expansion (Figure 3, Table 3). The CDFA 

milk pooling plan was implemented in the state in 1969. For the ensuing four decades the state's 

milk production growth rate exceeded that of the rest of the country as shown in Figure 4 and 

Table 4. The recent slowdown in the growth of California's milk output is not a particularly 

unusual occurrence when looking at other states. Milk production in the U.S. and several 

selected states is shown in Table 4 as an index, where each state's milk output is expressed in 

relation to its milk production in 1985 ( 1 00= 1985). Major milk producing states like Wisconsin, 

Minnesota, and New York.have all experienced declines in milk production at various times 

since 1985. FMMO regulated minimum prices have changed throughout the period as well, but 

there does not appear to have been a focus by USDA on increasing Class III or Class IV/III-A 

regulated prices to deal with declining milk production in these states or in the orders covering 

these states. 

California's average annual milk output growth exceeded 4% in the 1980s and 1990s 

before slowing in the period from 2000-2009, and slowing further since 2010 (Table 5) as a 

combination of high costs for feedstuffs that are now declining (Table 6) and the impact of the 

state's three-year drought took hold. This year, milk production has declined substantially from 

last year's record high, but unlike the 2009 downturn, USDA data suggest that cow numbers 

have declined little, and the bulk of the decrease in milk output drop is due to lower milk per cow 

(Table 7). 

Still, for the first four decades after pooling was introduced in California, milk production 

expanded much more rapidly than in the rest of the U.S., denoting milk production returns that 
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were, on balance, sufficient to encourage strong milk production growth. Another key point to 

remember in examining milk output growth percentage rates is that a large milk production base 

means that small percentage increases in milk output can be substantial in terms of the extra milk 

pounds produced. For example, a one percent annual growth rate based on California's 2014 

milk output of roughly 42.3 billion pounds results in 423 million pounds per year of additional 

milk, while a one percent growth in Florida's milk production of2.5 billion pounds results in 

additional milk of only 25 million pounds. Put another way, Florida would have to grow by 17% 

to produce as much additional milk as California does by growing at a one percent rate. 

Dairy farm consolidation in California is not evidence of disorderly marketing. Despite the 

existence of an upward trend in milk output, the number of dairy farms in the state has declined 

in recent years, as it has in most states. The rate of the decline in the number of dairy farms 

appears to have increased since 2006 (Figure 5), as California dairy farmers, with their relatively 

larger reliance on purchased feed, were challenged by higher com, hay and oilseed costs. They 

have also endured a severe milk price decline in the wake of the global fmancial crisis in 2009 

and the resulting reduction in dairy product demand, which were events that impacted dairy 

farmers throughout the U.S. Most recently, the severe drought impacting California and other 

parts of the West has increased competition for land and water resources, and that development 

has created additional challenges for dairy farmers. 

The more rapid consolidation of producers is not necessarily a sign of disorderly 

marketing or of a problem that must have a regulatory remedy. Indeed, if preventing dairy 

farmers from exiting the industry were a goal of FMMOs or of California's state dairy program, 

we would have to consider both of them to be abject failures. Rather, consolidation of dairy 
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farms is a natural outgrowth of differences in individual producers' cost structure, risk tolerance, 

access to capital, and life goals. As I just indicated, many milk producing states have experienced 

farm consolidation (that is, a declining number of dairy farms). In fact, in recent years, dairy 

farm consolidation elsewhere in the U.S. has occurred at a more rapid rate than in California 

(Figure 6 and Table 8). 

Milk supplies are more than adequate for Class 1 Use. One thing that is clear is that despite 

consolidation at the farm level and a much slower growth trend in the state' s milk output, milk 

supplies in California are adequate for Class 1 use. Beverage milk sales, a proxy for Class 1 use, 

are shown in comparison to total milk production in the state for the period of 1969 through 2014 

in Figure 7. While beverage milk sales do not constitute the entirety of Class 1 use, the change in 

sales relative to production is useful for illustrating the trend. It should be noted that there are 

differences in how CDF A and USDA calculate California Class 1 and FMMO Class I utilization, 

r iter~ 
respectively. The differences are small relative to the total number of pounds in the highest Class 

·I\ 

under each system. 

California pool Class 1 usage excludes the exempt quota held by Type 70 producer 

handlers in the state that would ordinarily be regulated under an FMMO. The state's pool Class 

1 use also excludes bulk milk imports from out-of-state dairy farms that are used to make fluid 

products, which would also be regulated under an FMMO. Finally, there are minor differences 

in Class 1 product definitions. Buttennilk is Class 2 in California, while it is Class I under the 

FMMOs. Half and Half is Class 1 in California, but Class II in FMMOs. However, almost 90% 

of what would be Class I milk under a California FMMO is used in whole, reduced fat, lowfat, 
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and nonfat milk, and therefore the general trends are not substantially impacted by the 

differences in CDF A and FMMO data. 

Milk production in California iR Califom-ia- has grown rapidly since the inception of 

01nol 
pooling as is now more than five times the Class 1 use in the state, with the reserve supply now 

more than four times as large as the usage for fluid purposes. Today most of the milk in 

California is Grade A with only 1.1% of milk in January-August of2015 designated as Grade B. 

Milk movements in California are largely efficient. The quantity of California milk moved into 

the state's fluid deficit areas is detailed in Table 9. This data is published twice per year by 

CDF A as part of its milk hauling survey. The reported hauling data largely illustrate milk 

movements that are efficient, with close-in milk, if it is available, serving the bulk of the needs. 

The vast majority of Bay Area milk comes from the Northern San Joaquin, North Bay and 

Solano areas. Most of the milk moving into Southern California is from Southern California or 

the South Valley. Milk moving longer distances does happen, but these are mostly organic milk 

or some type of concentrated bulk product, and volumes are generally small compared to the 

total milk moving to Class 1 uses in the market. 

The current situation in Southern California deserves some explanation. Southern 

California te~::f;~oduced an abundant supply of milk with much of it concentrated in the 

Chino basin. These ample supplies allowed for manufacturing plants to locate in the region that 

previously was dominated by plants whose primary business was packaged fluid milk or cultured 

and frozen products. A large cheese plant located in the region during the mid-1980s, and others 

(not so large) followed. The milk supply began to decline in Southern California over the past 
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20 years as real estate values rose rapidly. Consequently, larger quantities of milk began to 

move from the Southern San Joaquin Valley into Southern California to meet the processing 

demand in the region. Even though the largest cheese plant in Southern California closed at the 

end of 2007, a few stranded mid-sized and smaller cheese plants continue to operate in the 

region, despite the fact that milk continues to move from the South Valley under the state's 

transportation allowance system. 

California Milk Production Costs Remain Below The Average For The Country. 

Dairy farming returns in California have had their ups and downs in recent years. Figure 8 

contains an illustration of how margins (dairy farm income over production costs) have varied 

since 2003. While there has been much testimony at CDF A hearings in the past that milk 

production costs are rising in California, there has been no discemable trend in margins, as good 

years have been followed by bad years in a somewhat cyclical pattern. The data in Figure 8 were 

calculated from cost of production information reported by CDFA on its website: 

https :l/www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/uploader/postings/copcostcomp/Default.aspx . 

While the weighted average returns of the CDF A sample of farms have fluctuated over time, 

there is also considerable variability of costs and returns among the dairy farm sample in 

CDFA's survey. In Figure 9, feed costs and cost of production are shown for almost all of the 

farms in the sample. Data on farms that produce organic milk and those that appeared to have 

high component herds (most likely Jersey herds) were eliminated so that what is displayed in the 

graph are herds of the same general type. The data are for the fourth quarter of 20 14 and were 

extracted from CDFA's milk cost of production feedbacks, which can be found at: 

https :l/www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/uploader/postings/copfeedback/. 
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Milk production costs in the CDFA sample for 2014 Q4 varied from a low of$14.60 per 

hundredweight to a high of $25.79 per hundredweight, a range of $11.19 per hundredweight 

between the lowest and highest cost, and had a simple average cost for the sample of $18.82 per 

hundredweight. Feed costs in the sample varied from $8.71 per hundredweight to $16.26 per 

hundredweight, for a range of $7.55 per hundredweight of milk. 

Similarly, net margins show a great deal of variability as well (Figure 10). Margins for 

the fourth quarter of 2014 in the CDF A cost of production sample ranged from a high of $4.89 

per hundredweight to a low of{$5.8~per hundredweight and had a simple average of$2.06 per 

hundredweight. The point here is that individual dairy farmers experience a range of costs and 

profitability. 

According to USDA's Economic Research Service, total milk production costs in 

California in 2014 were well below the national average (Figure 11 and Table 11). California's 

lower cost of milk production is driven by scale economies as it is in many western states. For 

each of the years 2010 through 2014, ERS data indicate that total milk production costs in 

California were below both Wisconsin's costs (by an average of$8.70 per hundredweight) and 

average U.S. costs (by an average of $4.19 per hundredweight). 

California's Class 1 Market. As we have already noted, fluid milk sales represent a small portion 

of the total California market for dairy farmers' milk (Figure 7). Data contained in Hearing 

Exhibit 61, Table CDFA-D indicate that California's Class 1 pool utilization ofmilkfat in 2014 

ranged from a low of7.2% in March to a high of 8.6% in September, while the Class 1 pool 

utilization of solids not fat ranged from a low of 13.7% in March to a high of 16.3% in October. 
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Dairy Institute members represent a substantial portion (approximately 65%) of Class 1 

milk processing in California, and I have regular discussions with representatives of member 

companies regarding market conditions in the state. I have not heard any discussions from 

member companies regarding: difficulty in obtaining milk supplies, inadequate supplies, large 

fluctuations in premiums, or inefficient or otherwise disorderly milk movements. The largest 

concerns that my members share pertain to the downward trend in fluid milk sales, and what they 

view as the "unfair" nature of the current Type-70 Producer Handler exemption in California's 

milk pooling laws. Later testimony from member companies will address producer handler 

lSSUeS. 

Fluid milk sales in California peaked in 1990 and 1991 at almost 6.7 billion pounds 

annually (Table 12). Since then, aggregate fluid milk sales fell sharply in the early 1990s, and 

then stabilized somewhat, being higher in some years and lower in others until 2009. The period 

since 2009 has been remarkable for its sharp downward trend in fluid milk sales (Figure 12). In 

2009, California beverage milk sales were 6.496 billion pounds, but declined to 5.826 billion 

pounds for calendar year 2014. This five-year decline in California beverage milk sales was 

approximately 10.3 percent. Data in Table 12 for U.S. beverage milk sales indicate that this 

downward trend is evident in other parts of the country as well. 

The downward fluid milk sales trends have also been evident in per capita sales of 

beverage milk (Figure 13). Per capita sales in both California and in the rest of the U.S. have 

been trending lower for decades, beginning in the early 1980s for California, and as far back as 

the early 1970s for the rest of the U.S. In more recent years, the rate of decline in per capita 

beverage milk consumption has accelerated in California and elsewhere. Declining beverage 

milk sales pose challenges for fluid milk processors. Plant capacity doer teC:essarily Ret shrink 
j\ 
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in direct proportion to, nor at the same time as, fluid milk sales. The competitive environment 

caused by excess fluid milk plant capacity chasing a smaller market is likely to put margin 

pressures on plant operators. Dairy Institute member companies are concerned about any 

changes in the regulatory environment that would increase the cost of milk for fluid uses. They 

are concerned that such increased costs would compound the challenges they are facing, and 

passing those costs on to consumers would certainly not improve beverage milk sales. 

Retail prices for fluid milk in California are high in some markets and lower in others 

(Figure 14 and Table 13). Data from AC Nielsen Scan track Reports is published by CDF A on its 

website. The published average price per gallon represents the weighted average of specific 

brands of milk within the specified market, and includes organic milk. From the monthly data 

reported by CDFA, I calculated 5-month simple average prices for the January-May 2015 period 

for Whole, 2%, 1%, and Nonfat milk for selected markets. The summary data suggest that San 

Francisco and Sacramento have some of the highest average retail prices for fluid milk in the 

country. However, prices for fluid milk in Los Angeles and San Diego, where the regulated 

minimum Class 1 price is actually higher, saev/ ti.HiEl nri~ l'fiees that are fairly close to the U.S. 

average. While the reason for the disparity between Northern and Southern California's retail 

price data is not clear, cost and competitive factors often play a role in explaining such 

differences. 

SUMMARY 

We see no evidence that a FMMO is needed to address disorderly marketing. The state of 

California currently has an effective pricing and pooling system for fostering orderly marketing. 

If, however, the Secretary concludes that an FMMO in warranted, we believe that it should 
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promote orderly marketing via the following provisions that are typical and operative in most 

FMMOs. These provisions will be discussed in more detail by other witnesses, but the subjects 

are introduced here. 

There should be appropriate pool plant and handler definitions for the California market. 

As in other orders, performance requirements for supply plants and handlers, which require them 

to supply the Class I market in order to pool their milk, should be used in California as they are 

the best mechanisms for assuring that the Class I market is served. The notion of mandatory or 

"inclusive" pooling should be rejected as it does not provide for any positive economic incentive 

to supply the Class I market. 

Any California order should also include a Producer-Handler definition like those 

currently in place in other FMMOs. The California order should have pooling regulations that 

treat California producer quota appropriately and in a manner that does not create disorderly 

marketing. Pooling provisions under the order should be consistent with the other requirements 

of the Act, and should not discriminate against out of state producers or producers in California 

that do not own quota. The order should provide for appropriate classification of milk usage and 

shrinkage (recognizing that certain plant technologies result in higher shrinkage). Furthermore, it 

is crucial that the order establishYl€ft! accurate and economically reasonable minimum Class 

prices that are representative of California marketing conditions. 
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f igure 2 

125.0 

120.0 

> 
~ 115.0 -vi 
.c 

E no.o 

105.0 

100.0 

California Milk Production and Estimated Willing 
Plant Capacity, January 2006-August 2015 

Ave Daily CA milk Production 

Daily Maximum Effective Plant 
Capacity 

Sources: USDA, NASS, Milk Production, various 
issues. and Dairy Institute plant capacity 
estimates. 

month/year 

Source: See Table 1. 



Table 1. 

Estimates of Effective Daily Milk Processing and Manuracturing Capacity in California, January 2006-August 2015. 

Jan-06 
Feb-06 
r-..1a· "',. 

Am C· 
May-06 
Jun-06 
Jul-06 

Aug-06 
Sep-06 
Oct-06 
Nov-06 
Dec-06 
Jan-07 
l·et 
' ... 1n· -
;;pr.·

r.tay o
J~r :

Ju - ~-
4ug-~ · 
Ser :· 
oc·.:
Nov o
De:: c· 
Jar Ob 
Fe b-OB 
Ma• JS 
;;cr- 1H 

r.1a1 ~e 

Jul-08 
Aug-DB 
Sep-OB 
Oct-08 
Nov-08 
Dec-08 
Jan-09 
Feb-09 
Mar-09 
Apr-09 
May-09 
Jun-09 
Jul-09 

Aug-09 
Sep-09 

CAAve Da1ly 
Milk ProdUCtiOn 
thousand lbs 

104,548 4 
108,642 9 
.• : 5b· . 
.• - JD• •. 

109,129.0 
106,866.7 
100,709 7 
106,193.5 
104,900.0 
104,096 8 
104,533 3 
106,354.8 
108,612 9 
•• ... '11:;. 

"4 966 • 
~ 1 ~ • 6. 
•. '366 
1 ' • 29C ~ 
• , 1 ~53 • 
·os 4DC 1'\ 

' 1 0 '6' ~ 
• 10 .:oc 
• • 1 ~ec 

H.~ o.:~ .. 
H4 82- f:' 

• ·- ;:::,.: !< 
·1- 16~ . 

110,225.8 
109,580 6 
109,166.7 
109,225 8 
110,4000 
111 ,000.0 
111 ,387 1 
112,107 1 
113,064 5 
114,433 3 
113,2903 
109.433.3 
104.838 7 
104,612.9 
102,300 0 

Milk Production 
Y-0-Y change 

3.9% 

~" 
:. 2 
2 6 
.: c 
. ') : 
iC 
3 3 
:, ~ 

~€ 

.: s 
j ' 

., . 
;: 4· 
. ~~ 

- . 

-1.0% 
·1 7% 
0.7% 
-0.8% 
00% 
-0.5% 
-1.1% 
-2.4% 
-3.7% 
-2.3% 
-20% 
-39% 
-49% 
-4 5% 
-63% 

CA Ave Dally Da1ly Effect1ve 
M1lk Product1on CA Plant Capac1ty 

m1ll1on lbs m1ll1on lbs 

104 5 
108 6 

109.1 
106.9 
100 7 
106 2 
104 9 
104 1 
104 5 
106 4 
108 6 

.. 
~ . ? : 

... ~ 

... 3 
~ •• r;:_ 

'0• ~ 
•• .. 2. 

.. 
1•:.; 

··.:.;; 
~ 

.... t== 

110 2 
109 6 
109 2 
109 2 
110 4 
111 0 
111 4 
1121 
113 1 
114 4 
113.3 
109.4 
104 8 
104 6 
102 3 

110 
110 

110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 

•J-

11 2 
112 
112 
112 
112 
112 
117 
117 
117 
117 
117 
120 
120 
120 
120 

In March and Apnl 2006, USDA Da1ry Market News first reported 
m1lk leav1ng CA to find process1ng homes 
G1ven, that outflows of distressed milk were not reported in February and May, 
we estimated that the available plant capacity at that t1me was @1 10 million pounds per day 

Golden Cheese Cutback -- m1nus 3 m11hon per day (Sept '07) 

Provisions foods + - 1 m1lhon pounds per day (fall of 2007) 
Golden Cheese Closes -- m1nus additional 2 m111ion per day (Jan '08) 
DFA Hughson -- added 1 m1llion pounds capac1ty January 2008 
COl Visalia 1 -- add 5 milhon per day (Mar '08) 

CDI V1salia 2 -- add another 5 milhon per day (@Jan 2009) 

LOL Tulare Butter-powder expans1on (@June '09) 
-- add three m1ll1on per day 



Table 1. 

Estimates of Effective Daily Milk Processing and Manuracturing Capacity in California, January 2006-August 2015. 

CAAve Darly CAAve Darly Darly Effective 
Milk Productron Milk Production Mrlk Productron CA Plant Capacrty 
thousand lbs Y-0-Y change mrllron lbs mrlilon lbs 

Oct-09 103.451 .6 -5.3% 103.5 120 
Nov-09 104.433.3 -5.4% 104 4 120 
Dec-09 106,000.0 -4.5% 106.0 123 Lepnno Expamon ·· add 3 mrlilon per day net at Lemore (Dec '09) 
Jan-10 108,666.0 -2.4% 108.7 123 
Feb-10 110.257.0 ·1.7% 110.3 123 
Mar-10 112.228.0 -0.7% 112.2 123 
Apr-10 114.372.0 ·0.1% 114 4 123 

May-10 114.2130 0.8% 114 2 123 
Jun-10 113,024 0 3.3% 113 0 123 
Jul-10 109,588.0 4.5% 109 6 123 

Aug-10 109,694.0 4.9% 109 7 123 
Sep-10 109,716 0 7.2% 109 7 123 
Oct-10 107,800 0 42% 107 8 120.5 LOL Tulare Cheese Idled 
Nov-10 108,848 0 4.2% 108 8 120.5 announced •• mmus 2 5 
Dec-10 108.434.0 2.3% 108 4 120 5 million per day (Oct 201 0) 
Jan-11 109,304 0 0.6% 109 3 120 5 
Feb-11 112,839.0 2.3% 112 8 120 5 
Mar-11 115,727 0 3.1% 115 7 120 5 
Apr-11 117,173 0 2.4% 117 2 120.5 

May-11 118,552 0 3.8% 118.6 120.5 
Jun-11 116.946.0 3.5% 116 9 120 5 
Jul-11 113,938.0 4.0% 113 9 120 5 

Aug-11 112,823.0 2.9% 112 8 120.5 
Sep-11 110,376.0 0.6% 110 4 120.5 
Oct-11 110.404.0 2.4% 110 4 120.5 
Nov-11 111.251 .0 2.2% 111 .3 120.5 
Dec-11 112.774.2 4.0% 112 8 120.5 
Jan-12 116,677 4 67% 116 7 120.5 
Fet' •• . ::. ~ ::- ~ .. : . 
Ma• - ·2: o~::.- ,,_ ... 
Ac' ·: • :' .. ~r:r ~ ' , ..... . . ,..,:: 

~.Ia\ . ~ -
Jun-12 117.433 3 0.4% 117 4 120.5 
Jul-12 112.871 0 ·0.9% 112 9 120 5 

Aug-12 106,645 2 -5.5% 106.6 120.5 
Sep-12 106.133.3 -3.8% 106 1 120.5 
Oct-12 106.677.4 ·34% 106 7 120.5 
Nov-12 108,866 7 -21% 108.9 120 5 
Dec-12 110.2581 ·2.2% 110.3 120.5 
Jan-13 111 ,6774 -43% 111 7 120 5 
Feb-13 115,392.9 -46% 1154 120 5 
Mar-13 118,580.6 -3.3% 118 6 120.5 
Aor · ' 

May-13 120,000.0 -0.6% 120 0 120 5 
Jun-13 116,300 0 ·1 0% 116 3 120 5 



Table 1. 

Estimates of Effective Daily Milk Processing and Manuracturing Capacity in California , January 2006-August 2015. 

CAAve Dally 
Milk Production 
thousand lbs 

Jul-13 106.606 5 
Aug-13 109.677 4 
Sep-13 106,566 7 
Oct-13 107.709 7 
Nov-13 109.233.3 
Dec-13 112,032 3 
Jan-14 116,903 2 
Fet ·.: ··-
'.la: .; ....... ~-" 
Ao: ·.! ·~: f"..,"'l .., 

1.1a, ·.: - ~r . 

Jun-14 116,300.0 
Jul-14 113,612.9 

Aug-14 111 .322.6 
Sep-14 109.700.0 
Oct-14 110,741 .9 
Nov-14 111 ,633.3 
Dec-14 111 ,967 7 
Jan-15 113,903 2 
Feb-15 117,214 3 
Mar-15 119,354.6 
Ao• '5 .. ,f:.•: 

May-15 117,671 0 
Jun-15 113.200.0 
JUI·15 109.636 7 

Aug·15 107.546.4 

Milk Production 
Y-0-Y change 

-3.6% 
26% 
04% 
1.0% 
0.3% 
1.6% 
47% 

17% 
4.4% 
1.5% 
2.9% 
2.6% 
2.4% 
-01 % 
-26% 
-3 5% 
-2.9% 

-2.7% 
-4.3% 
-33% 
-3.4% 

CA Ave Dally Dally Effective 
M1lk Production CA Plant Capac1ty 

m1lhon lbs m1lhon lbs 

106.6 
109.7 
106.6 
1077 
109.2 
112.0 
116 9 

116 3 
113 6 
111 3 
109 7 
110 7 
111 6 
112 0 
113 9 
117 2 
119 4 

117.9 
113.2 
109 6 
107.5 

120 5 
120 5 
120.5 

120.25 
120 25 
120 25 
119 5 

119.5 
119 5 
119.5 
119.5 
119.5 
119 5 
119.5 
119 5 
119 5 
119 5 

119 5 
119 5 
119 5 
119 5 

Closure of Mozzerella Fresca estimated at 0.25 m1lhon pounds per day 

Closure of lmpenal Cheese estimated capac1ty of 0 75 m1lhon poounds per day 

Production Data is from USDA "Milk Production" National Agncultural Statistics Serv1ce. September 2015 and earlier 1ssues 



Table 2. 

Total Bulk Milk Imports Into California 

Annual 

Year Pounds 

1996 546,852,288 

1997 643,300,763 

1998 540,894,368 

1999 605,681,763 

2000 582,025,504 

2001 840,655,575 

2002 1,208,974,364 

2003 1,187,717,085 

2004 1,277,479,980 

2005 1,220,251,161 

2006 1,145,693,903 

2007 963,038,315 

2008 847,054,163 

2009 756,829,216 

2010 633,955,918 

2011 681,803,429 

2012 700,448,357 

2013 651,822,179 

2014 546,733,599 

Source: Hearing Exhibit 61, Table CD FA-X 

Note: Monthly CDFA data were aggregated by 

calendar year. 
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Table 3. 
U.S. and California Milk Production Trends, 1969-1994. 
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Figure 4. 

260.0 

220.0 

180.0 

140.0 

100.0 

60.0 
1.1) 

00 
(j) 
rl 

Milk Production Index, Selectd States and U.S., 
1985-2014 (1985=100) 

Source Data: Calculated from USDA, NASS 
"Milk Cows and Production, Final Estimates, 
various issues; and USDA, NASS "Milk 
Production," various issues. 1985 milk 
production = 100. See Table 4. 

...... _ .... ............... _ ...... 
\.0 I' 00 (j) 0 rl N (Y) ~ 1.1) \.0 I' 00 (j) 0 rl N (Y) ~ 1.1) \.0 I' 00 (j) 0 rl N (Y) ~ 
00 00 00 00 (j) (j) (j) (j) (j) (j) (j) (j) (j) (j) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 rl rl rl rl rl 
(j) (j) (j) (j) (j) (j) (j) (j) (j) (j) (j) (j) (j) (j) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
rl rl rl rl rl rl rl rl rl rl .-f rl rl rl N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N 

--..- us CA WI ·· ·X .. ·NY - FL MN 



Table 4. 
U.S. and Selected State Annual Milk Production and Milk Production Indices, 1969-2014 
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Table 5. 

Milk Production Growth Rates l(>r the li.S .. Calilornia. and the U.S. Excluding 

Ca\it(mria 

l!.S. hccpt 

Cali l(mria 1 r.s. Calil(mria 

Milk Production Milk Production Milk Production 

/\ vc. <~;~ change i\\c.{XJ change A\\.":. 0
/() change 

\'cars per year per year per year 

I 970-\ 979 ],) 0.6 0.4 

I 9ii0-l 9X9 -\5 1.6 J.:l 

I 990-\999 4.7 1.2 I).() 

2000-2009 2.7 I.' 1.3 
20 I 0-2014 lA 1.7 IX 

Calculated lrom Source Data: l :snA. NASS "Milk Cmvs and Production. 
Final 1-:stimatcs. various issues: and lJSDi\. NASS "Milk Production." various 
issues. Sec Table 3. 

0 1: (c,c\e- 11 
~ 



Table 6. 

California Feed Prices, August 2012-June 2015 

Month/Yr. 

Aug--12 

Sep-12 

Oct-12 

Nov-12 

Dec-12 

Jan-13 

Feb-13 

Mcn-13 

Apr-13 

fV1ny-13 

Jun U 

Jul 13 

/\ue 13 

Sep 13 
OC\-13 

Nov-13 

lJcc-13 

Lm-14 

~cb 14 

Mev 14 

1\pr 14 

iiAly 14 

Jun 14 

Jul 14 

1\uc: 14 

'j('p 14 

Oct 14 

Nov 14 

Dec 14 

J,ln 15 

Feb-15 

"\llc1r 15 
Apr-15 

MCJy 15 

Jun 15 

Souru' 

Notes 

Central Cal1forniCJ, Ret;ions 3&4 

North San Joaquin Valley North San Joaquin Valley Supreme/Premium Alfalfa f.o.b San Joaquin Valley 

No 2 Yellow Corn Price No 2 Yellow Corn Prier- t.o.b. from grower CanOlCl MF?.I 

$ per 100 lbs $per tor. $ per ton 

16 70 334.00 240.00 420.50 

16.38 327.50 245.00 402 50 

Hi.~l 322.20 255.00 365.00 

15.88 317.50 247.50 374.75 

16.04 320.80 255.00 3 73.00 

15.08 301.60 285.00 380.0C 

15.10 322.00 240.00 372.SC 

15.74 314.80 250.00 381.00 

14.40 288.00 252.50 365.00 

15.32 306.40 242.50 365.00 

15.00 300.00 249.00 3SO.OO 

15.00 300.00 241.00 376.00 

13.88 277.50 252.50 372.50 

12.55 251.00 255.00 39:1 50 

10.89 217.80 260.00 305.00 

10.85 217.00 243.00 3GS 00 

10.35 207.00 255.00 365.CO 

10.30 205.00 760.00 385.00 

10.80 71G.OO 300.00 39G.OO 

11.15 723.00 300.00 411 00 

12.05 240.90 300.00 416.50 

12.10 242.00 322.50 432.5~' 

11.25 225.00 341.50 427.SC 

10.03 200.60 350.00 343.50 

9.19 183.80 341.00 290.00 

8.87 177.40 310.00 299.50 

8.85 177.00 290.00 281.50 

9.04 180.80 2 70.00 360.00 

9.28 185.00 302.50 

9 18 183.GO 280.00 347 00 

S.ll 182.20 28500 307.50 

9.19 1S3.HO 290.00 296.50 

"0.01 180.12 297 .so 
!:l.G9 173.80 260.00 

8.54 170.80 .IG2.50 315 co 

0.5. D0par:rrwnl of /l.griculturT', Ar,ricuiturJI M<lrkPlmt; SNviu' Markel Nc>w~. California Gram and Feed Repcrt VClrJous ISSLJ('\. 

Data from the l1r~1 weekly California Groin and Feed Report of each month. Allalfcl pr1ce ~~ firq reported price neCJre~tlo 1s: wP0k of mor'th 

Data reoortPd a~ the midpoint oi the published price range 

>1<JV rt'g1ons 3 anC 4 Jncludl' thf' countie~ 1r1 Uw North, [('r1tr21 dnd Southern Scm Joaquin Vc1llcy 

Junf' 2015 prices :-eported are actually most rcc0nt end of May rt'portr·d prices fr"om tht.' California Gram, Feedstuff>, and Hay Reporb 



Table 7. 

California Milk Production, Cow Numbers and Milk Per 

Cow, 1996-2014 and 2015 Year to Date 

California %Change Ave. CA %Change Annual %Change 

Milk from Cow from Milk Per from 

Production pnor year Numbers prior year Cow pnor year 

Year Mil/bs. {lOGOs) lbs. 

1996 25848 1349 19161 
1997 27582 6.7% 1391 3.1% 19829 3.5% 

1998 27620 0.1% 1420 2.1% 19451 1.9% 

1999 30444 10.2% 1465 3.2% 20781 6.8% 

2000 32245 5.9% 1526 4.2% 21130 1.7% 

2001 33217 3.0% 1589 4.1% 20904 -1.1% 

2002 35065 5.6% 1648 3.7% 21277 1.8% 

2003 35437 1.1% 1688 2.4% 20993 -1.3% 

2004 36465 2.9% 1725 2.2% 21139 0.7'/i, 

2005 37564 3.0% 1755 1.7% 21404 1.3o/. 

2006 38830 3.4% 1780 1.4% 21815 1.9% 

2007 40683 11.8% 1813 1.9% 22440 2.9o/r 

2008 41203 1.3% 1844 1.7% 22344 -0.4% 

2009 39512 4.1% 1796 -2.6% 22000 -1.5% 

2010 40385 2.2% 1754 -2.3% 23025 4.7% 

2011 41462 2.7% 1769 0.8% 23438 1.8% 

2012 41801 0.8% 1782 0.8% 23457 0.1% 

2013 41256 -1.3% 1780 -0.1% 23178 -1.2% 

2014 42337 2.6% 1780 0.0% 23785 2.6'% 

2014 Jan-Aug 28787 1780 16175 
2015 Jar1-Aug 27904 -3.1% 1779 -O.l'X, 15690 3.0% 

Sources: 

u.s. Department of Agriculture. "Milk Cows and Production: Final Estimates 2008-2012" and prior issues, 

National Agricultural Statistics Service, Statistical Bulletin Number 1036, Washington, DC: 2014. 

u.s. Department of Agriculture. "Milk Production" February 2015 and prior issues, Nalional Agricultural Statistics 

Service, Washington, DC: 2015 



Figure 5. 

California Milk Production and Number of Dairies, 1996-2014 
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Table 8. 

Number of Licensed Dairy Herds, U.S. and Selected States, 2003-2014 

CA ID WI us CA ID WI us 

Number of Herds Index 2003=100 

2003 2060 775 16400 70375 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

2004 2030 755 15570 66825 98.5 97.4 94.9 95.0 

2005 1970 725 15100 64540 95.6 93.5 92.1 91.7 

2006 1960 690 14640 62070 9S.1 89.0 89.3 88.2 

2007 1960 665 14170 59230 95.1 85.8 86.4 84.2 

2008 1905 635 13730 57127 92.5 81.9 83.7 81.2 

2009 1820 600 13170 54932 88.3 77.4 80.3 78.1 

2010 1715 S85 12710 53132 83.3 75.5 77.5 75.5 
2011 1675 575 12100 51291 81.3 74.2 73.8 72.9 

2012 1650 565 11490 49331 80.1 72.9 70.1 70.1 
2013 1535 550 10860 46975 74 5 71.0 66.2 66.7 
2014 1485 530 10290 45344 72.1 68.4 62.7 64.4 

Source: us Department of Agriculture. "Milk Production." February 2015 and earlier issues, 
National Agricultural Statistics Service, Washington, DC: 2015 

Note: Beginning with 2003 data, USDA began reported the "number of licensed dairy herds", 
as opposed to the number of "farms with milk cows" that were previously reported. 
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California Transportation Allowance Areas, October 2013 - April 2015 ' 
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Figure 8. 
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Table 10. 

California Statewide Average Milk Cost of Production by Quarter, 2003 Q1-

201S Ql. 

Year Quarter 

2003 1Q 
2Q 
3Q 
4Q 

2004 1Q 
2Q 
3Q 

4Q 

2005 1Q 
2Q 
3Q 

4Q 

2006 1Q 
2Q 

3Q 
4Q 

2007 1Q 
2Q 
3Q 
4Q 

2008 1Q 
2Q 

3Q 
4Q 

2009 1Q 
2Q 

3Q 
4Q 

2010 1Q 
2Q 

3Q 
4Q 

2011 1Q 
2Q 
3Q 
4Q 

2012 1Q 
2Q 

3Q 
4Q 

2013 1Q 
2Q 
3Q 
4Q 

2014 1Q 
2Q 
3Q 
4Q 

2015 1Q 

Income 

Over Feed 
Cost Feed Cost Total Costs 

Calculated Dairy Farm 

Da1ry Farm Marketmg Income less 

Income 1/ Costs Total Costs 

per hundredweight of milk 

$4.29 
$4.25 
$6.50 
$6.82 

$7.05 
$10.83 

$7.60 
$8.25 
$7.86 

$7.27 

$7.13 
$7.17 
$5.46 
$4.11 

$4.31 

$5.07 
$6.23 
$9.60 

$12.29 
$11.85 

$8.52 
$7.51 

$6.68 
$4.57 
$116 
$1.55 

$2.95 
$6.47 

$6.36 
$6.42 
$7.71 
$7.26 

$8.31 
$8.94 

$9.12 
$7.16 
$5.35 
$4.09 
$4.66 

$7.59 

$6.17 
$7.07 
$6.83 
$9.41 

$12.30 
$11.47 

$11.64 
$9.65 
$4.69 

$5.98 
$5.92 
$5.96 
$6.12 
$6.09 

$6.21 
$6.38 

$6.57 
$6.48 
$6.40 
$6.70 

$6.82 
$6.66 
$6.67 
$6.71 

$7.33 
$7.34 

$7.54 
$7.94 
$8.53 
$8.98 
$9.59 

$10.37 
$10.43 

$9.82 
$9.07 
$8.26 
$7.97 

$7.66 
$7.34 

$7.78 
$8.70 
$9.03 

$9.71 

$10.62 
$11.11 
$10.81 
$10.91 
$12.09 
$12.24 

$11.84 

$11.35 
$11.61 
$11.25 
$10.80 
$11.07 
$11.12 
$11.23 

$10.83 

$12.11 

$11.88 
$12.11 
$12.26 
$12.00 
$12.09 
$12.48 
$12.78 

$12.72 
$12.58 
$13.33 

$13.52 
$12.01 

$12.43 
$12.71 
$13.41 
$13.31 

$13.49 
$14.01 

$15.03 
$15.34 
$16.14 
$17.17 
$17.33 

$16.67 
$15.37 

$14.62 
$14.05 
$13.48 

$12.98 

$13.65 
$14.81 
$14.79 
$15.21 

$16.41 
$17 02 
$16.63 
$16.84 
$18.46 

$18.55 
$17.69 

$16.98 
$17.76 

$17.37 
$16.56 
$16.93 
$17.88 
$18.39 

$17.71 

$10.72 
$10.62 
$12.91 
$13.39 

$13.61 

$17.51 
$14.45 
$15.29 
$14.82 

$14.15 

$14.31 
$14.47 
$12.61 
$11.28 

$11 .53 

$12.91 
$14.08 
$17.65 
$20.74 
$20.90 

$18.03 

$17.65 
$17.61 
$15.55 
$11.50 
$11.14 

$11.73 
$14.96 

$14.54 
$14.27 
$16.00 

$16.48 

$17.86 
$19.18 
$20.27 
$18 80 

$16.69 
$15.54 

$17.29 
$20.37 
$18.55 

$18.95 
$18.99 

$21.20 
$23.65 
$23.09 
$23.33 
$21.44 
$16.07 

$0.45 

$0.45 
$0.45 
$0.45 
$0.47 
$0.47 

$0.47 

$0.47 
$0.48 
$0.48 

$0.48 

$0.48 
$0.49 
$0.50 
$0.51 

$0.51 

$0.51 
$0.51 
$0.51 
$0.52 
$0.53 

$0.55 

$0.56 
$0.55 
$0.52 
$0.52 

$0.52 
$0.52 

$0.52 
$0.51 
$0.51 

$0.52 
$0.52 

$0.53 
$0.53 
$0.53 
$0.53 
$0.54 

$0.54 

$0.54 
$0.54 
$0.53 
$0.55 
$0.54 

$0.55 
$0.55 
$0.57 
$0.56 
$0.55 

$0.80 
$1.13 
$1.61 
$5.42 
$1.97 

$2.51 

$2.10 
$1.57 
$0.98 

$0.95 
$0.60 

'• 1 

;o 
$0.77 
$4.16 

$6.73 
$5.87 
$2.69 
$1.51 
$0.44 

( ·l 

$0.91 

$1.06 
$1.29 
$2.35 
$1.67 
$3.07 
$3.97 

$3.86 
$1.78 
$0.06 

$1.82 
$0.86 
$1.97 
$1.23 
$3.83 

$7.09 
$6.16 
$5.45 

$3.05 
~1 

1/ Calculated Da1ry Farm Income = Income over Feed Costs plus Feed Costs and Marketing Costs 

Source: CDFA. "Cost of Production Cost Companson." 2005 Q1 and earlier 1ssues, Da1ry Marketmg Branch, 

Sacramento, CA: 2015 

https://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dalry/uploader/postmgs/copcostcomp/Default.aspx 



Figure 9. 
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Figure 10. 
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Figure I I . 
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Table 11. 

USDA Milk Production Costs, California, Wisconsin 

and U.S. Average, 2010- 2014. 

Year California Wisconsin 

California 

Less 

US Ave. Wisconsin 

dollars per hundredweight 

2010 16.44 24.2S 20.82 -7.81 

2011 20.51 26.65 23.88 -6.14 

2012 20.77 29.94 25.39 -9.17 

2013 22.49 34.48 27.36 -11.99 

2014 23.90 32.28 27.61 -8.38 

Average Difference 2010-2014 -8.70 

California 

Less 

U.S. Ave. 

-4.38 

-3.37 

-4.62 

-4.87 

-3.71 

-4.19 

Source U.S. Department of Agriculture "Milk Production Costs by State, 

Economic Research Service, 2010 Base Year, updated October 1, 2015 

http:/ /www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/milk-cost-of-production-estimates.aspx 



Table 12. 
U.S. and California Population and Sales of Beverage Fluid Milk, 1970-2014. 

U S I lUMAN CA HUMAN 
POPULATION POPULATION 

JULY I OF Yl'AR Jll Y I OF YEAR 
1\pnl I of ccn~~ \·car 

us us 
Census Bureau Census Bureau 

SAl £:S 
H.UID 

SALFS 
FLUID 

SALES 
H.UID 

WIIOI.F 2% LOWFAI l0 o IOWFAl 
CA CA CA 

SALES 
FLUID 
SKIM 

CA 

SALFS 
IUJID 
ALL 
CA 

Excludes 1131f and llalf and Butte rmilk 
8 65 g 69 8 63 

SALES CAPER 
FLUID CAPITA 

ALl 
CA 

Fl lliD 
SALES 

YEAR 
8 60 

(Ill GAl (TIIGAI (liiGAI .) (TII GAI) (TIIGAI (~1 1L l.BS) (Pounds) 

1970 
1971 
1971 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
)977 
1978 
1979 
19SO 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 

1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
:!001 
2002 
2003 
2004 

2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 1 
2012 
2013 
2014 

203,302.031 
205.626,048 
207,950.065 
210.274.083 
212.598.100 
214,922.117 
2 17.246, 134 
219.570. 151 
22 1.894.169 
224.21 &, 186 
226.542.203 
228.767,075 
230.991.947 
233.216,820 
235.441,692 
237,666,564 

239.89 1,436 
242,1 16,308 
244.34 1, 181 
246,566,053 
248.790,925 
2:\2. I ~3.092 
255,029.699 
257.782.608 
260. :>27.()21 

262.803.276 
265.228.57 2 
267.783,607 
270.248.001 
272.690.81 J 
281.421.906 
285,039.803 
287.726.647 
290,210,914 

292.892. 127 
295.560.549 
298,362.'}73 
30 1.290,332 

304.059.724 

307.006,550 
308.745.538 
31 1 591 917 
313.936.0'i3 

316. 128.639 
32 1 195.023 

19,971.069 
20.340.739 
20.710.408 
21.080.078 
21.449.747 
21.819.417 
22. 189.086 
22.558,756 
22.928,425 

23.298.095 
23,667.764 

24.282.130 
24.896,497 
25.510,863 
26.125.229 
26,739.596 
27.353.962 
27.968,328 
28,582,694 
29.197,06 1 
29.811.427 
30.4 14.1 14 
30,875.920 
31.147.208 
31,317 179 
31.493.525 
31.780,829 
32.2 17.708 
12.682.794 
33.145. 121 
33.871.648 
34.501.130 
34.916,495 
35.307.398 
35,629.666 
35.885,4 IS 
36.1 21.296 
36.377.534 
36.756,666 

36.961.:..664 
37.253,956 
37.691 912 
38.041.430 
38.430.000 
38,802.500 

487.564 
474.227 
482.498 
477.248 
461.884 
4B.293 
460.463 
454.320 
45 1,868 

4~6.636 

426.295 
411,348 
395.474 

393.018 
388.098 
386.906 
374.481 
366,017 
164,1 11 
354,737 
344,466 
340.695 
333.938 
316.6'i8 
.1 16.262 
307.0.16 

306.642 
299. 163 
294,670 
294,421 
297,81 ~ 
29~.777 

298 109 
297,683 
282.484 
272,716 
269,328 
257,661 
247.618 
242.147 
22'i.l85 
~~~. 1 ?6 

213,481 

211.349 
208.239 

79.381 
93.805 

110,183 
122.414 
139.564 
156.034 
173.829 
191.7-10 
202.916 
216,125 
228.974 
239.618 
2-15.009 

255.664 
269.293 
284,976 
296,246 
303,762 
312.311 
326,395 

298.525 
289,990 
277,689 
266,09'i 
264565 
248.230 
246.615 
242,075 

230.819 
229.58 I 
229.455 
227,821 

234.507 
236,836 
243,138 
246.527 
251.1-15 
258,598 
271.720 
278,652 
286.4 i8 
290571 
287.608 
287.672 
271.097 

51.235 
63.442 
70.331 
68,904 
70.522 
78,693 

79.007 
8<'>.129 
94.7'54 
97.947 

102. 128 
103.897 
106.735 
103,869 
102,679 
103.370 
103,853 
105,459 
10'1.8-17 
11 2.724 
110.892 
105.717 
102.562 
98.759 

101.460 

34.529 
36,220 
39.738 
41,523 

43.639 
46,263 

46.540 
47,312 
46.097 
45.046 
44,69-1 

44.170 
42.42'1 
42.768 
47,-106 
52,662 
56.11 0 
59.770 
67544 
79,916 

81.808 
81.884 
8-1.224 
87 142 
92.669 

102.511 
108.436 
113.979 
114.546 
113,678 
110.5:>9 
107,89:! 

106.946 
108,250 
108,372 
113,838 
120.117 
122.720 
123.349 
118.650 
116.674 
115.034 
108.171 
102.720 
93,679 

601,474 
604.252 
632.4 1'1 
641.185 
645,087 
655,590 

680.832 
693.372 
700,881 
707,807 
699,963 

695.136 
682.912 
691.450 
704,797 
724,544 
726,837 
729.549 
743,966 
761,048 
776,034 
776,011 
766.182 
738.799 
744.018 
736.470 
740,700 
741,346 

734,789 
735.627 
739.937 
734.387 
746.297 
746.638 
716.673 
736,451 
744.443 
744,438 

752.533 
752.173 
739.169 
726.449 
711.822 
700,5()() 

674.476 

Sources PopulatiOn Data From U.S Census Bureau 
Califom1a Milk Sales from Unpublished Dala from CDFA and CDFA. Oa~ry InformatiOn Bullcun. selected sssucs 
US Mil~ Sales Data from IOFA." Oa1ry Fact~" selected vears and USDA. AMS l>wrv \Iarke/ v,.,..,, selected 1ssucs 

5.178 
5.202 
5.446 
5.522 
5.556 
5.647 

5.865 
5,974 
6.039 
6.099 
6.032 
5.991 
5.887 
5,961 
6,076 
6,247 

6.267 
6.291 
6.416 

6.564 
6.696 
6.696 
6.612 
6.176 
6.421 
6,356 

6.393 
6,3'19 

6,343 
6.350 
6,387 
6.340 
6.443 
6.446 
6,360 

6.359 
6.428 
6,428 

6.499 
6,496 

6.385 
6.27'1 
6.149 
6.051 
5.826 

259:\ 
255.8 
262 9 

261 9 
259 0 
258 8 
264 J 
264 8 
26H 
26 1 8 
254 9 
246.7 
236 4 
233 6 
232 6 
233 6 

229 I 
224 9 
224 5 
224 8 
224 6 
220? 
214 I 
204 7 
2()'1 0 

201 8 
201 2 
198 6 
194 I 
191 6 
188 6 
1838 
184 ~ 
182 6 
178 5 
177 2 
177 9 
176 7 

176 8 
175 s 

171 4 
166 5 
161.6 
157 4 
150 I 
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TableTable 12. 
U.S. a U.S. and California Population and Sales of Beverage Fluid Milk, 1970-2014. 

us us US M1lk US M1II. USwoCA 
~eve rage Buttcrrmlk Sales less Sales less Per Capita 

Mill. Sales Buttermilk Buttcnnlll. u~ .. ..:r.J!t~ ~r. IL ,. lcssCA M1lk Sales less 
Sale~ less Buttcnmll. 

YFAR (M il I BS) (Mil I BS) (MIL LBS) (MI L. L~S) (l'ounds) 

1970 52,698 1.130 51.568 46.390 228 2 
1971 53,594 1. 153 52,441 47.239 229 7 
1972 53,983 1.131 52.852 47.406 228 0 
1973 53.679 1,065 52,614 47,092 224 0 
1974 52.475 988 51,487 45.931 216 0 
1975 53.232 1,011 52.22 1 46.574 216 7 
1976 H5'i6 l O? l 52,53:\ 46.670 2148 
1977 53.594 1.007 52.587 46.6 13 2 12 3 
1'178 53.467 983 52.484 46.445 20'1 3 
1979 53.43 1 939 52.492 46.393 2069 
1980 53.006 927 52.079 46,047 203 3 
1981 52.699 926 51.773 45.782 200 I 
1982 51.780 950 50.830 44,943 194 6 
1'183 52. 11 2 1.006 51 . 106 45. 145 193 6 
1984 52,791 1.020 5 1.77 1 45.695 194 I 
1985 53.939 1.046 52,893 46.646 191\3 
1986 54,222 1.017 53.205 46.938 I<J57 
1987 53,9 18 1,040 52,878 46.587 192.4 
1988 54.336 1.006 53.330 46.91 4 192 0 
1989 54.864 910 53,954 47,390 1922 
1990 54.771 879 53,892 47,196 189 7 
1991 55.054 855 54.199 47.503 188 4 
1992 55.020 808 54,2 12 47.600 186 6 
1991 54 375 780 53.595 47 219 183 2 
1994 '\4.676 760 53.916 47.495 182 4 
1995 54 580 739 53.84 1 47,485 11!0 7 
1996 55.028 711 54.3 17 47.924 1807 
1997 54.782 691 54.091 47.692 178 I 
1998 54.516 676 53.840 47.497 17'8 
1999 54.907 668 54.239 47.889 175 6 
1000 54.490 622 53.868 47,481 168 7 
200 1 53.980 592 53.388 47.048 165 l 
2002 54.2 16 576 53.640 47, 197 164 () 

2003 54.364 547 53.817 -17.37 1 163 2 
2004 54 .072 528 53.544 47, 184 16 1 l 
2005 53.865 512 53.35-1 46.995 159 0 
2006 54.687 504 54. 183 -17.755 160 I 
2007 54.606 508 54,098 47.670 1 5~ ~ 

2008 54.554 547 54.007 47.508 156 2 
2009 55.486 590 54,896 48.400 157 7 
2010 54,673 479 54, 194 4'7)09 154 9 
20 11 53739 -177 53.262 46.987 150 8 
20P 52.854 481 52.373 46.22-1 147:! 
2013 5 1.505 525 50.980 -1-1.929 1-12 I 
20 14 50. 11 8 489 49629 43.803 136 -1 

Source' 
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Figure 12. 
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Figure 13. 
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Figure 14. 

Retail Prices For Milk, Selected Cities, 
Janurary-May 2015 
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Chicago 3.00 2.75 2.85 2.88 
New York 4.07 3.93 4.00 3.98 
Miami 3.96 3.99 3.76 3.88 
New Orleans 4.25 4.21 4.21 4.55 
Sacramento 4.28 4.11 4.22 4.05 
San Francisco 4.68 4.54 4.76 4 63 
San Diego 3.62 3.50 3.65 3.44 
Los Angeles 3.25 3.16 3.33 3.12 
Portland 3.39 3.18 3.21 3.14 
Kansas City 3.86 3.72 3.70 3.54 
Phoenix 2.43 2.32 2.34 2.33 

Total US 3.47 3.35 3.34 3.33 

Source: Calculated from AC Nielsen Scantrack Reports on Refrigerated Milk. The average price per gallon represents the weighted 
averages for specific brands of milk within the specified market. Data includes organic milk. Data subject to revision. 
5-month averages calculated from AC Nielsen data as reported by CDFA http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/retail_prices_main.html 



Notice of Hearing on a Proposal to Establish a Federal Milk Marketing Order in Califomia 

7 CFR Part 10SI 

Docket No.: AO- IS-007I 

AMS-DA- 14-009S 

Introduction 

My name is Erick Metzger, and I serve as the General Manager of National All-Jersey Inc. (NAJ), a 

position I have held for 10 years. NAJ's business address is 6486 E. Main St. , Reynoldsburg, Ohio, 

43068. 1 was raised on a dairy farm in Indiana, eamed a Bachelor of Science degree from Purdue 

University in 1982 and a MBA from Franklin University in 1999. I was employed by the American 

Guernsey Association for 10 years, including five years as its CEO. I have been with the Jersey 

organizations for the past 22 years. I have testified and filed comments in conjunction with previous 

Federal order hearings. 

EXHIBIT 
COl 

NAJ is a national membership organization of over 1,000 milk producers, including nearly 100 members 

in California, and other people interested in Supp011ing equitable milk pricing. Approximately 20 percent 

ofNAJ members own dairy cattle other than Jerseys. NAJ's milk marketing policy is to advocate for 

milk pricing programs that will price milk based on its most valuable components in accordance with 

their use in consumer products. It is Ibis policy that compels NAJ to testify regarding the proposals to 

establish a Federal milk marketing order (FMMO) in California. 

Both the Dairy Institute and Cooperatives' proposals for a California FMMO would utilize the multiple 

component pricing (MCP) structure in place in six of the other 10 FMMOs. Ifadopted , producers will be 

paid for the pounds of butterfat, protein and other solids marketed, along with a Producer Price 

Differential (PPD). The current California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) regulated milk 

price combines pounds of producer protein and other solids pounds into a single payment for pounds of 

solids nonfat (SNF). Therefore, the price signal sent by CDFA to producers is that protein and other 

solids have the same value. Historical FMMO prices clearly show that protein carries far morc value than 

other solids (Table 9). From 2009 through 2014 the monthly FMMO protein price averaged $2.94/Ib. , the 

other solids price average $O.3l /lb., and the Class IV SNF pricc averaged $1.22/Ib. A price of$2.94 per 

pound of protein is a much stronger incentive to increase protein production than the SNF price of $1.22 

per pound. 



USDA has recognized the importance ofincentivizing protein production dating back to the 1973 repOlt 

"M ilk Pricing Policy and Procedures, PaIt II, Alternative Pricing Procedures", Report ofthc Milk Pricing 

Advisory Committee, U. S. Department of Agriculture, "(3) the long term goal of maximizing total milk 
!"vice. 

so lids consumption consistent with the public interest. Such a policy should ~ milk to encourage 

increased production and consumption of milk protein while valuing milk fat at a level more competitive 
,-11. 

with -it- substitutes." 

In addition, the only practical approach available to producers to increase their SNF production is to 

increase their protein production. The Market Administrator office for FMMO 30 (Upper Midwest) 

publishes an annual staff paper, "Analysis of Component Levels and Somatic Cell Count in Individual 

Herd Milk at the Farm Level." A summary of these staff papers from 2009 through 20 14, which shows 

the monthly weighted average milk component levels for butterfat, protein, other solids and SNF along 

with the standard deviations for each component, is included as Table I to this testimony. Over that six

year time period the standard deviation of other solids test averaged 0.09% while the standard deviation 

of protein test averaged 0.16%. The difference in the standard deviations of the two components shows 

that producers can impact protein tests significantly more than other solids tests through their decisions 

regarding a herd's feeding, genetics and culling. 

Data analysis later in this testimony also utilizes Table I for the standard deviations of these components 

along with standard deviations for butterfat (0.29%) and SNF (0.18%). A dataset with distribution that is 

approximately normal will have about 68% of the data values within one standard deviation of the mean, 

and about 95% within two standard deviations. NAJ chose to use milk that is two standard deviations 

higher than average to represent high component milk and to demonstrate the positive impact that 

incent ivizi ng production of high component milk can have on the California dairy industry. Later 

testimony and analysis utilizes the month-to-month protein-to-SNF ratios from these FMMO 30 alIDual 

summaries in order to convert CDFA SNF pounds and tests to pounds and tests for protein and other 

solids which are used in FMMO pricing. 

Protein production is critically important for the Cal iforn ia dairy industry. Higher protein milk increases 

yields of cheese, protein-standardized whey p'roducts, skim milk powder and whole milk powder and also 
1-

results in less fortification needed for Class/ products. Examples of each of these situations follows. 

Cheese Production 
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From 2009-2014, 44.7% of California's pooled SNF production has been utilized in Class 4b products, 

cheese and whey (Table 2). Protein's impact on cheese yields is wcll documcnted through the Van Slyke 

Cheese Yield Formula. 

Cheese Yield = «(Butterfat * .90) + (True Protein * .827 - 0.1)) * 1.09)/0.62 

Milk pooled in California from 2009 to 2014 averaged 3.68% butterfat and 8.87% SNF (Table 9). Using 

the monthly protein-to-SNF ratios from Table I to convel1 SNF to protein, California pooled milk 

averaged 3.09% true protein. The Van Slyke Cheese Yield Fonnula predicts that average component 

milk in the CDFA pool will yield 10.14 pounds of Cheddar cheese containing 38% moistme (Table 3). 

However, milk that contains butterfat and hue protein two standard deviations above average (4.26% F, 

3.41 % P) projects to yield 11.52 pounds of Cheddar cheese. 

Whey Production 

Higher protein milk also results in higher protein whey. The Van Slyke formula calculates the amount of 

protein utilized by cheese, and by default, the amount of protcin left in the whey stream. The protein 

recovery portion of the Van Slyke Cheese Yield Formula (True Protein * .827 - 0.1) calculates the 

amount of milk protein that is utilized in the cheese. Subtracting the amount of protein utilized by the 

cheese from the amount of protein in producer milk determines the amount of protein in whey. The Van 

Slyke Cheese Yield Formula predicts that 100 pounds of average protein milk (3.09%) will have 2.55 

pounds of protein utilized in Cheddar cheese, leaving the difference, 0.54 pounds, in the whey stream. 

100 pounds of milk with protein two standard deviations higher than average (3.41 %) will have 2.81 

pounds of protein utilized in Cheddar cheese, leaving 0.60 pounds of protein in whey. 

Whey products are critically important to the California dairy industlY. Primary whey products are dry 

whey, whey protein concentrates (WPCs) and whey protein iso lates (WPls). DIY whey yields are 

minimally affected by the amount of protein in whey because dly whey is produced by simply dlying 

liquid whey. Dry whey is not protein standardized. Howevcr, the amount of protein in liquid whey does 

have a direct impact on the yields of the protein standardized whey products (WPCs and WPls). 

CDFA data on the state's whey product production only differentiates two types of products. All WPCs 

and WPls comprise one category, and Other Dry Whey Products comprise thc second category. Given 

the limitations of the CDFA whey product data, NAJ turned to USDA's NASS Dairy Products Annual 

Sununary which differentiates four categories of whey products: DIy Whey, WPC 25.0-49.9% Protein, 

WPC 50.0-89.9% Protein and WPls. This NASS report is summarized in Table 4. 
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• From 2009 through 2014 the U.S. produced 5.8 billion pounds of dry whey. Assuming a protein 

content of 12.5% on a wet basis, approximately 731 million pounds of whey protein were used in dry 

whey. 

• During the same time frame 1.5 billion pounds ofWPC 25.0-49.9% Protein were produced. 

Assuming an average protein content of33%, 508 million pounds of whey protein were used in WPC 

25.0-49.9%. 

• 1.2 billion pounds ofWPC 50.0-89.9% Protein were produced. Assuming an average protein content 

of77%, 945 million pounds of whey protein were used in WPC 50.0-89.9%. 

• 406 million pounds ofWPI were produced. Assuming a protein content of 89%,362 million pounds 

of whey protein were used in WPI. 

Nationally, the six years from 2009-2014 saw 73 1 million pounds of whey protein used in dry whey 

compared to 1.8 billion pounds of whey protein used in protein-standardized whey products. More whey 

protein is utilized in protein-standardized whey products than in dry whey. Basic milk chemistry implies 

that higher protein milk produces higher protein whey, which in turn results in increased yields of the 

protein-standardized whey products of WPC and WPI. 

Milk Powder Production 

The production of skim milk powder (SMP) and whole milk powder (WMP), both of which are protein

standardized, is increasing and becoming a larger pOliion of the milk powder market. CDFA produces an 

annual report, "Annual Dairy Data" which includes the state's production of Nonfat Dry Milk and Other 

Dry Milk Products. Results for the years 2009 to 2014 are summarized as Table 5. Nonfat dry milk is 

not protein-standardized. Most of the products included in the Other Dry Milk Products category are 

either protein-standardized or have a protein minilllulll. In 2009 Other Dry Milk Products accounted for 

13.0% of the combined total production ofNDM and Other Dry Milk Products. By 2013 Other Dry Milk 

Products increased to 45.9% of the combined production ofNDM and Other Dry M il k Products, before 

tapering off to 35.1% in 2014. 

USDA's NASS Dairy Products Annual Survey provides separate totals for NOM, Skim Milk Powder and 

Whole Milk Powder. The NASS repOlis for 2009-2014 are included as Table 6. National production of 

SMP and WMP as a percentage of total milk powder production is similar to California production. In 

2009 NASS reported SMP and WMP production represented 15.7% of the combined total production of 

NDM, SMP and WMP. By 20 13 SMP and WMP production had grown to 32.2% of the total, before 

declining to 26.8% in 2014. 
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Skim milk powder production can serve as a proxy for the other protein-standardized products including 

whole milk powder. Table 7 compares the yield ofSMP from average and above average component 

milk. Average producer milk with 3.68% butterfat, 3.09% true protein and 5.78% other solids will yield 

8.78 pounds of nonfat dry milk (5% moisture, 35.3% crude protein), which will in tum yield 9.58 pounds 

of skim milk powder standardized to 34% crude protein. Crude protein is the international standard for 

protein-standardized milk powders, and the vast majority of SMP is produced for the exp0I1market. 

Crude protein is 0.19 points greater than true protein, i.e. milk that contains 3.01% true protein will 

contain 3.20% crude protein. The manufacturing process to produce SMP is as foll ows: 

I. Separate cream from skim 

2. The separation process cannot isolate all the butterfat in the milk into the cream. Industry 

standards are that 0.05% butterfat will remain in the skim. 

3. Cream pounds is calculated as (% butterfat in milk - % butterfat in skim)/% butterfat in cream. 

4. Pounds butterfat in cream = pounds cream * % butterfat in cream. 

5. Cream that contains 40% butterfat, by default contains 60% skim. 

6. Pounds of skim in cream = pounds cream - pounds butterfat. 

7. Pounds protein in cream = pounds skim in cream • % protein in skim. 

8. Pounds crude protein in cream = pounds skim in cream * % crude protein in skim. 

9. Pounds SNF in cream = pounds skim in cream * % SNF in skim. 

10. Pounds skim available to produce NOM = pounds milk - pounds cream. 

II. Pounds butterfat in skim = pounds butterfat in milk - pounds butterfat in cream. 

12. Pounds protein in skim = pounds protein in milk - pounds protein in cream. 

13. Pounds crude protein in skim = pounds crude protein in milk - pounds crude protein in cream. 

14. Pounds SNF in skim = pounds SNF in milk - pounds SNF in cream. 

15. Pounds NOM (5% moisture) made from skim = pounds SNF in skim/0.95. 

16. Crude protein in NOM = Crude protein in skim/pounds NOM. 

17. Pounds SMP at 34% crude protein and 5% moisture = (Crude protein in skimlO.34)/0.95. 

Using the same methodology, producer milk that is two standard deviation units higher than average 

(4.26% F, 3.41% P, 5.96% other solids) will yield 9.18 pounds of nonfat dry milk (5% moisture, 36.7% 

crude protein) which will in turn yield 10.42 pounds of skim milk powder standardized to 34% crude 

protein . The additional yield of 0.84 pounds ofSMP from each hundredweight of higher component milk 

SUpp0I1s the importance of implementing a pricing program that incentivizes protein production. 

Solids-Not-Fat Requirements for Fluid Milk 
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California has set its SNF requirements for consumer fluid milk at levels higher than national standards 

(https://www.cdfa.ca.gov/ahfss/milk_and_dairy_food_safety/milk_standards.html). Ordinarily, whole 

milk and nonfat (skim) beverage milk do not require solids fortification to meet Califol11ia fluid milk 

standards, since raw producer milk contains enough SNF to meet the California standard for whole milk 

(8.7%) and for nonfat (skim) milk (9%). But reduced fat (2%) milk and lowfat (1%) milk need to be 

fortified with more milk solids not fat than cows ordinarily produce. 

In order to meet Califol11ia standards producer milk is fortified with additional SNF by adding condensed 

skim (primarily) or nonfat dry milk (rarely). While ClassJpricing requires processors to pay for the 

additional SNF pounds, processors are allowed a f0l1ification allowance for the cost of handing the nonfat 

dry milk and condensed skim used in the fortification process . The amount of the fortification allowance 

is deducted from pooled receipts before producers are paid. Data from the CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 

shows that from 2009-2014 tbe annual average of the f0l1ification allowance was $6,079,93 1 (Table 8). 

Producer milk that is higher in protein is also higher in SNF and requires less fortification to meet tbe 

Califol11ia fluid milk standards (Table 8) . CDFA's annual report, "Summary of Pool Pounds, Component 
1-

Pounds, Producer Handler Exempt Pounds" includes the pounds of SNF used in ClassA"products along 

with the pounds of Fluid Carrier in ClasJ.- CDFA's repOli of "Summary of Fortification and 

TranspOtiation Allowance" includes the pounds of SNF used for fortification. NAJ used the following 

calculations to determine how much less fortification would be required by using higher component 

producer milk. 

~ ~ 
I. Monthly pounds ClassA' SNF in producer milk (column J) = Total pounds ClassA'SNF (Table 9)-

Pounds SNF from fortification. 

2. % SNF in producer skim milk = Pounds producer SNF/pounds producer skim milk. 

3. Pounds producer skim milk in Class): Pounds Producer SNF + Pounds fluid catTier in ClasJ 

4. % SNF in producer milk that is 2 standard deviation (SD) units higher than average producer milk 

= % SNF in producer milk + (2 * 0.18) (Reference Table I) 

5. SNF pounds in producer milk +2 SD = Pounds producer skim * % SNF in producer milk +2 SD. 

6. Pounds SNF fortification required with producer milk +2 SD = Pounds ClassF SNF - Pounds 

SNF in producer milk +2 SD. 

7. Fortification allowance required with producer milk +2 SD SNF = Pounds SNF f0l1ification +2 

SD SNF * $0.0987/1b. 
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8. FOl1ification savings with producer milk +2 SO SNF = Fortification allowance - Fortification 

allowance required with producer milk +2 SO. 

NAJ calculated the monthly impact on the amount offortification required if producer milk had been 

two standard deviations higher than average milk. Annually from 2009-2014 producers would have 
1-

saved an average of $1. 7 million per year in ClassM ortification allowance from using higher 

component milk. 

Summary ofImportance of Protein to California Dairy Industry 

Changing California's regulated milk pricing to pay separately for pounds of protein and other solids 

will be an improvement over the current system which pays for pounds of SNF. Producers will be 

compensated for protein's greater value and will be incentivized to increase their protein production. 

The California dairy industry will benefit from increased protein production through: 

• Increased cheese yields. 

• Increased yields of protein-standardized whey products, WPCs and WPIs. More whey 

protein is utilized in WPCs and WPIs than is utili zed in dry whey. 

• Increased yields of protein-standardized milk powders, primarily SMP and WMP. 

Production of SMP and WMP is increasing as a percentage of the milk powder market, and 

this trend is expected to continue. 
.1-

• Reduced need and expense of fortifying ClassJ-products with SNF from condensed skim and 

NOM. 

Analysis of Applying the Producer Price Differential to Components 

The six FMMOs utilizing multiple component pricing pay producers for the Class III value of their milk 

(total pounds of butterfat, protein and other sol ids sold) along with a PPD to account for the difference in 

the value of pooled Class I, II and IV milk from the Class III value. The PPO is calculated on a per 

hundredweight basis of all pooled milk, and it can be positive or negative, although PPOs are positive the 

vast majority of the time. 

The Cooperatives' proposal for a Cal ifornia FMMO calls for the PPO value to be assigned to the 

component values of butterfat, protein and other solids that are paid to producers. NAJ estimated what 

monthly PPOs would have been in a California FMMO from 2009 tluough 2014 using both the 

conventional per hundredweight basis employed by the existing MCP FMMOs and by adjusting producer 
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component values as outlined in the Cooperatives' proposal. The analysis is included as Table 9 and 

employed the following data and methodology: 

I. CDFA Summary of Pooled Pounds and Component Pounds which includes pooled pounds of 
~ 

butterfat, SNF and C1ass;;'Fluid Can·ier for California Class 1,2, 3, 4a and 4b by month Columns 

C through R). 

2. Pounds of Class 4b protein = Pounds 4b SNF * Monthly protein-to-SNF ratio from Table I 

(FMMO 30 Analysis of Component Levels). 

3. Pounds of 4b other solids = Pounds 4b SNF - Pounds 4b protein. 

4. Pounds protein pooled = Pounds SNF pooled * Monthly protein-to-SNF ratio from Table I. 

5. Pounds other solids pooled = Pounds SNF pooled - pounds protein pooled. 

6. Pool butterfat % = total pounds pooled butterfat I total pooled pounds producer milk. 

7. Pool SNF % = total pooled pounds SNF I total pooled pounds producer milk. 

8. Pool protein % = total pooled pounds protein I total pooled pounds producer milk. 

9. Pool other sol ids % = total pooled pounds otber solids I total pooled pounds producer milk. 

10. USDA Dairy Programs announced prices for Class I skim and Class I, II , III and IV components 

(columns AA through AH). 

II. Class 1 receipts = (pounds Class I fluid carrier + pounds Class I SNF) * Class 1 skim price per 

pounds + (Pounds Class~butterfat * Class I butterfat price per pound). 

12. Class I location differential = Pounds Class 1 milk * $1.97 weighted average Class I differential. 

13. Class I weighted average differential = (% ClasJ sales Northern California * $1.80/cwl. + % 

ClassJ;sales Southern California * $2.IO/cwt.) CDFA's Milk Pooling Branch reports ClassA' j. 

sales by region and those data are included as Table II. USDA's Class 1 differentials by county 

shows NOithern California to be in the $ 1.80/cwt. zone and Southern California to be in the $2. lrC yJ"t

zone. (Table II) 

14. Class II receipts = «Pounds Class 2 SNF + pounds Class 3 SI\1f) * Class II SNF pricc per pound) 

+ «Pounds Class 2 butterfat + pounds Class 3 butterfat) * Class II price per pound butterfat). 
C\"'~{ 

15. Class III receipts = (pound~ 4b butterfat * Class III butterfat price per pound) + (Pounds Class 4b 
WArs 

protein * Class III protein price per pound) + (pounds 4b other solids * Class III other sol ids pricc 
/I 

per pound). 
C \/AS~ 

16. Class IV receipts = (Pounds Class 4a SNF * Class IV SNF price per pound) + (pound~ 4a 

butterfat * Class IV price per pound butterfat). 

17. Total pooled receipts = Sum of Class I, Class I location differential, Class II , Class III and Class 

IV receipts. 
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18. The transp0l1ation credits and allowances used are the historical monthly totals provided by 

COFA in Table 10. NAJ did not attempt to recreate and estimate the transp0l1ation credits as 

proposed in the Cooperative proposal. 

19. The fortification allowance used is the historical fortification allowance provided by COFA. 

20. Quota premium, net of Regional Quota Adjuster, was provided by COFA. 

21. The Market Administrator Fee is fixed at $750,000 per month. This total reflects both the 

approximate monthly cost of CD FA's Milk Pooling Branch and the typical MA office assessment 

rate of$0.02/cwt for member milk and a variable, higher rate for independent milk. 

22. Total pool deductions = Sum of Transp0l1ation, Fortification Allowance, Quota and MA fee. 

23. Net to producers = Total pooled receipts - Total pool deductions. 

24. Class III value = (Pooled pounds protein • protein price per pound) + (pooled pounds butterfat * 
Class III butterfat price per pound) + (pooled pounds other solids • other solids price per pound) 

25. Pool PPO value = Net to producers - Class III value 

26. PPO per hundredweight = Pool PPO I total hundredweights of pooled milk 

27. The percentage of the PPO to be assigned to each of the three components (butterfat, protein and 

other solids) for 2009 tlu·ough 2013 was obtained from analysis done by Dr. John Newton and 

published by Dairy Markets and Policy Information Letter Series, "Interpreting Proposed 

Language for the California Federal Milk Marketing Order". NAJ calculated the percentages for 

2014. 

28. PPO value assigned to butterfat = Total PPO value • % PPO butterfat. 

29. PPO value assigned to protein = Total PPO value • % PPO protein. 

30. PPO value assigned to other solids = Total PPO value * % PPO otber solids. 

31. PPO per pound butterfat = PPO butterfat value I pounds pooled butterfat. 

32. PPO per pound of protein = PPO protein value I pounds pooled protein. 

33. PPO per pound of other solids = PPO other solids value I pounds pooled other solids. 

34. Producer butterfat price = Class III butterfat price + PPO per pound of butterfat. 

35. Producer protein price = Protein price + PPO per pound of protein. 

36. Producer other solids price = other solids price + PPO per pound of other solids. 

37. % butterfat +2 SO = pool butterfat % + (2 * 0.29) 

38. % protein +2 SO = pool protein % + (2 • 0.16) 
-t 

39. % otber solids +2 SO = pool other solids % 7' (2 * 0.09) 

40. PPO per hundredweight +2 SO = (( % butterfat +2 SO • PPO per pound butterfat) + (% protein 

+2 SO * PPO per pound protein) + (% other solids +2 SO * PPO per pound other solids» I 100 
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NAJ's analysis found the PPD to be negative 46 out of the 72 months, or nearly two-thirds of the months 

included. The average monthly PPD is -$0.27 per hundredweight. When the PPD is distributcd across 

components as requested in the Cooperatives' proposal, the average monthly PPD is -$0.03 per pound of 

hutterfat, -$0.05 per pound of protein and negative less than $0.01 per pound of other sol ids. The analysis 

determined that the PPD would average -$0.31 per hundredweight for hi gher component milk (+2 SD). 

As outlined and documented earlier in this testimony, changing Ca lifornia's regulated milk pricing to be 

based on protein and other solids instead SNF will send producers the proper economic signal to increase 

their protein production. However, the proposal to distribute the pool 's PPD value to component va lues 

will paltially negate the incentive to increase component production. Given that PPDs will be negat ive 

nearly two months out of every three, component values to producers wi ll be discounted two-thirds of the 

time. Furthermore, the Cooperatives' proposal that the PPD be apportioned among the components 

relative to their value to the total Class III value results in the largest negative PPD value being assessed 

to the most valuable component. Economic convention and logic wou ld be to incentivize the production 

of milk's most valuable component, not to apply the largest discount to its price. In addition, higher 

component milk, represented in this analysis by milk that is two standard deviations higher than average 

mi lk, on a per hundredweight basis will be discounted more than average component milk cven though 

the bigher component milk provides greater benefit to the Cali fomia dai lY industry. 

NAJ urges the Secretary to reject the proposal to assess the PPD value to milk components because PPDs 

will be negative most months. Production of milk components should be incentivized in California, and 

this PPD proposal will instead dis-incentivize component production. Instead, if a FMMO is 

recommended for California, the PPD should be calculated and distributed to producers on the basi s of 

hundredweights of milk pooled, as is done in the other FMMOs utili zing multipl e componcnt pricing. 

Cooperative Proposal for Pool Plant Provisions 

NAJ opposes the Cooperatives' proposal to classify all plants in the marketing arca receiving Grade A 

milk as pool plants. 

First, while the Cooperatives ' proposal provides exemptions for certain Class I plants, similar exemptions 

are not proposed for manufacturing plants. Specific pooling exemptions are proposed for Producer

Handlers with less than 3 mil lion pounds of Class I distribution per month , and other Class I plants wit h 

route distribution less tban 150,000 pounds per month. These same Class I exemptions exist in the other 

FMMOs. However, the Cooperatives' proposal does not provide exemptions for any manufacturing 

plants. Such exemptions are not needed in the other FMMOs because pooling manufacturing milk is 
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optional, and any manufacturing plant, regardless of capacity, can simply opt not to pool their milk. NAJ 

believes that at a minimum a California FMMO should provide exemptions from pooling to 

manufacturing plants that meet the same milk source and monthly volume criteria as exempted Class I 

plants. 

NAJ proposes that producer-owned manufacturing plants processing less tban 3 million pounds of milk 

per month of only their own milk, and any manufacturing plant processing less than 150,000 pounds of 

milk per month be exempted from pooling. Due to FMMO price formulas that set the Class I price as the 

higher of the advanced Class III or IV price, the regulated price for Class I milk is higher than the 

regulated price for manufacturing milk most months. NAJ believes that if some of the marketing area 's 

plants with tbe highest value milk (Class I) warrant exemption from pooling, the same pooling exemption 

should be provided to manufacturing plants meeting the same criteria as the exempted Class I plants. 

NAJ 's second objection to defining all plants in the marketing area as pool plants is that this provision 

does not exist and has not been proposed in any other FMMO. In the other FMMOs manufacturing milk 

is incentivized to be pooled in order to receive the Order's PPOs, which are positive the vast majority of 

months. About ten years ago depooling manufacturing milk became problematic in some FMMOs 

because manufacturing plants had the option to depool all their milk for any month that an Order's PPO 

was negative, and then immediately re-associate all their milk with the pool the following month if the 

PPO became positive. This issue was addressed by amending FMMO pooling provisions. The approved 

changes did not reclassify all plants in the marketing area as pool plants, and in fact, that option was not 

part of any hearing proposal. Instead FMMO provisions were changed to restrict how much milk a 

manufacturing plant could pool in a given month to be based on a percentage of the milk the plant pooled 

the previous month. The revised pooling provisions incentivized manufacturing plants to pool a 

significant amount of their milk the occasional months that PPOs were negative. While manufacturing 

plants and the producers supplying those plants stand to make money by depooling milk in months with 

negative PPOs, the strict re-pooling provisions mean the plants and producers will forgo PPO revenue thc 

following months when PPOs are likely to be positive. NAJ supports implementing pooling provisions 

and restrictions similar to those in other FMMOs for a California FMMO. 

The ability to depool milk also serves a vital role in balancing the milk supply. To quotc a long-time 

colleague and friend of the dairy industry, Ben Yale, " In order for there to be enough milk all of the timc, 

there needs to be too much milk some of the time." 
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Some manufacturing plants exist primarily to balance the milk supply during the times of too much milk. 

These plants run at full capacity only part of the year when milk supply outpaces conventional processing 

capacity. The rest of the year these balancing plants operate on reduced schedules or may shut down 

entirely. Due to their irregular processing schedulcs, their costs, and therefore their make allowances, are 

greater than those of manufacturing plants that can run at full capacity nearly all the time. These 

balancing plants can offset their higher costs by purchasing milk for less than Class value when surplus 

milk is abundant. The Cooperatives' proposal requi ri ng all plants to be pool plants eliminates the option 

for below Class sales, and wi ll greatly hinder, if not eliminate, the ability of balancing plants to be 

competitive. The elimination ofthese balancing plants will lead to increased disorderly marketing by 

requiring milk to be hauled farther to find available processing capacity or even an increase of milk being 

dumped. 

Dairy Institute Proposal for Class III and IV Pri ces 

Different price formulas between Orders can and do lead to disorderly marketing. The regulated prices in 

the three FMMOs in the southeastern United States, Orders 5, 6 and 7, are based on fat and skim va lues 

while the surrounding FMMOs are based on multiple component pricing. NAJ observes milk movement 

into and out of Orders 5, 6 and 7 based on its component leve ls and component prices instead of serving 

market needs or to promote marketing efficiency. In the overlapping milksheds serving the three 

southeast markets, which use fat-skim pricing, and the neighboring Southwest, Central, Mideast, and 

Northeast markets, which use multiple component priCing~entives created by regulation rather than 

efficiency can be significant. High protein milk produced in the southeast markets, or in the nearby 

milkshed, is encouraged by mUltiple component pricing to be marketed to maximi ze component income. 

This draws available milk away from fluid use in the southeast markets, aggravating the deficit 

production that characterizes those markets. Convcrsely, low solids milk in the common milkshed is 

encouraged by fat-ski m pricing to be marketed under the southeast milk order pool s, because greater 

revenue is available under a pricing plan that does not account for less va lue in low protein producer milk. 

These marketing patterns, created by regulatory inccntives, come at the expense of marketing efficiency. 

Establishing unique price formulas for a California Order, which may in tum set precedent for other 

FMMOs, holds the potential for similar inefficient milk movements simply because of differences in 

regulated price formulas rather than market need , markct va luc , or markcting efficiency. Thcrefore, NAJ 

finds the Dairy Institute proposal which would establish price fOlmulas for Class III and IV milk that 

would be specific to a California order to be problematic. Producers and processors in every FMMO can 

claim production, marketing and manufacturing conditions in thei r marketing area that are unique to their 

12 



Order. Establishing separate price formulas for a California Order would set a precedent that NAJ 

expects would lead to other Orders requesting unique pricc formulas for their Orders, most probably 

starting with the Pacific Northwest and Arizona Orders given their proximity to California and their 

compctition for similar markets. 

The issues of price discovery and make allowances may well need to be updated, and perhaps even 

regionalized. An evaluation of a national surface map for milk used for Class III and IV products may be 

in order. Any such analysis should include exp0l1ed milk solids given that expol1s account for 15% of the 

milk solids produced nationally, including 30% of the milk solids produced in California (Table 12). 

NAJ believes these issues are best addressed through a hearing covering all FMMOs and not on an 

individual Order basis. Should the Secretary recommend a FMMO for California which includes Class 

III and IV price formulas specific to the Order, NAJ suggests a delay in implementation of a Final Order 

until USDA can convene a national hearing covering the other Orders to afford them the same 

consideration granted to California. 

Conclusion 

Implementation ofFMMO pricing in Califomia will provide a stronger price signal to produce protein 

than the current CDFA pricing. However, as outlined in this testimony, NAJ finds to be problematic parts 

ofthc Cooperatives' proposal dealing with PPD calculations and pooling and the DailY Institute proposal 

requesting unique price fonnulas for Class III and IV milk in a Califolllia Order. 
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i EXHIBIT 

COd' 
Table 1 L L I - r- - ~ 1-
Monthly Component levels in Producer Milk· FMMO 30 I 

~ 

1. I . 1 
Yi!!: = lQ1g = = = 2lill ~ 

f--
Month lI.E lLf ~ l>.O!IE f&1iE lI.E lLf ~ l>.O!IE I'l>ME lI.E lLf lLQl; ~ P/SNF lI.E lLf lLQl; ~ PISNF lI.E lLf lI..Qli ~ PISNF lI.E lLf ~ ~ PISNF Average P/SNF 

Jan. +.80 3.09 5.71 8.80 0.351 3.76 3.09 :.~ 8.~~ 0.350 3.82 3.11 I 5.75 8.86 0.351 3.83 3.13 5;: 8.89 0.352 3.89 3.14 5.74 8.89 0.353 3.89 3.18 5.71 8.89 0.356 0.352 

Feb. 3.75 3.06 5.72 8.78 0.349 3.73 3.06 5.75 8.82 0.347 3.78 3.09 5.74 8.83 0.350 3.82 3.12 5.76 8.88 0.351 3.66 3.14 5.75 8.89 0.353 3.87 3.17 5.71 8.66 0.357 0.351 

",""h 3.73 3.05 5.73 8.78 0.347 3.68 3.02 5.77 8.79 0.344 3.76 3.08 5.75 8.83 0.349 3.71 3.08 5.76 8.84 0.348 3.87 3.14 5.74 8.88 0.354 3.64 3.15 5.70 8.85 0.356 0.350 

"",. 3.71 3.03 5.71 8 .74 0.347 3.64 2.99 5.77 8.76 0.341 3.73 3.05 5.76 8.81 0.346 3.74 3.07 5.78 6.65 0.347 3.84 3.12 5.74 8.88 0.352 3.79 3.10 5.71 8.81 0.352 0.348 M., 3.65 3.00 5.73 8 .73 0.344 3.61 2.98 5.76 8 .75 0.341 3.68 3.03 5.74 8.77 0.345 3.69 3.04 5.76 8.81 0.345 3.77 3.08 5.75 8.84 0.348 3.74 3 .07 5.72 8.60 0.349 0.345 

June 3.61 2.98 5.75 8 .70 0.340 3.55 2.94 5.78 8.72 0.337 3.61 2.98 5.76 8.74 0.341 3.64 3 .01 5.76 8.78 0.343 3.71 3.04 5.76 8.80 0.345 3.87 3.02 5.76 6.77 0.344 0.342 

July 3.56 2.95 5.75 8 .69 0.339 3.52 2.91 5.76 8.67 0.336 3.58 2.92 5.74 6.66 0.337 3.59 2.95 5.74 8.69 0.339 3.67 2.96 5.76 6.74 0.341 3.66 3.01 5.74 6.75 0.344 0.339 

Aug. 3.60 2.97 5.73 8.70 0.341 3.53 2.92 5.76 6.66 0.336 3.58 2.97 5.72 8.70 0.341 3.63 3.02 5.74 8.76 0.345 3.70 3.01 5.76 8.77 0.343 3.71 3.03 5.75 8.78 0.345 0.342 

Sept. 3.65 3.03 5.73 8 .76 0.346 3.64 3.03 5.76 8.79 0.345 3.69 3.07 5.74 8.B1 0.348 3.74 3.10 5.73 8.83 0.351 3.73 3.06 5.73 8.79 0.348 3.77 3 .10 5 .74 8.84 0.351 0.348 

Ocl. 3.78 3.12 5 .74 8.86 0.352 3.74 3.11 5.75 6.66 0.35 1 3.78 3.14 5.74 8.88 0.354 3.88 3.17 5.73 8.90 0.356 3.66 3.16 5.71 8.BB 0.356 3.86 3 .1 6 5.75 8.90 0.355 0.354 

Nov. 3.78 3.10 5.72 8.82 0.351 3.83 3.14 5.75 6 .89 0.353 3.86 3.17 5.74 8.91 0.356 3.91 3.18 5.72 8.90 0.357 3.91 3.18 5.72 6.90 0.357 3.92 3 .20 5.73 8.93 0.356 0.356 

Dec. 3.79 3.11 5 .72 8.63 0.352 3.86 3.13 5.75 8 .69 0.352 3.86 3 .16 5.75 8.91 0.355 3.90 3.15 5.74 8.89 0.354 3.92 3.20 5.70 8.91 0.359 3.88 3.18 5.74 8.92 0.357 0.355 

Average: 3.70 3.04 5.73 8.77 0.347 3.67 3.03 5 .76 6 .79 0.344 3.73 3.06 5.74 8.81 0.348 3.76 3.09 5.75 8.84 0.349 3.81 3.10 5.74 8.85 0.351 3.80 3.11 5.73 8.84 0.352 

Standard Oevia\Jon: 0.27 0.15 0.09 0.17 0.29 0.16 0.09 0.18 0.29 0.16 0.09 0.19 0.28 0.16 0.08 0.18 0.30 0.16 0.08 0.18 0.31 0.17 0.08 0.18 

Average Standard Devl8IJGn 

Butterfat 0.29 

Protein 0.16 --
Other Solids 009 

SN' 0.18 

Source: http://wwwofmma30.com/Homepage/F030 STAFF PAPERS.htm (Analysis 0/ Component Levels and Somatic Cell Count) 



Table 2 I I 
I I 

Summary of Pool Usage Percentages 

Pool Usage Percentages 

Year Month Fat SNF 

Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4a Class 4b Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4a Class 4b 

2009 JANUARY 8.6% 5.8% 5.7% 44.5% 35.5% 17.1% 3.8% 2.2% 36.9% 40.0% 

2009 FEBRUARY 8.7% 6.1% 6.6% 42.4% 36.3% 17.5% 4.2% 2.5% 34.4% 41.3% 

2009 MARCH 8.8% 6.5% 6.5% 41.3% 36.9% 17.1% 4.3% 3.1% 34.2% 41.4% 

2009 iAPRIL 8.9% 7.1% 7.3% 39.7% 37.0% 16.9% 4.1% 3.5% 34.2% 41.3% 

2009 MAY 8.7% 6.9% 8.3% 39.2% 36.9% 16.5% 4.1% 3.2% 35.8% 40.4% 

2009 JUNE 9.4% 7.9% 8.6% 37.0% 37.1% 17.1% 4.4% 3.3% 34.0% 41.2% 

2009 JULY 9.8% 7.6% 8.4% 37.5% 36.7% 17.8% 4.2% 3.1% 32.3% 42.6% 

2009 AUGUST 9.7% 8.0% 8.5% 36.9% 36.9% 18.3% 4.7% 3.1% 31.3% 42.6% 

2009 SEPTEMBER 10.0% 7.9% 7.7% 37.2% 37.2% 19.4% 4.7% 3.0% 28.6% 44.3% 

2009 OCTOBER 9.7% 9.6% 6.2% 37.8% 36.7% 19.1% 4.3% 2.4% 31.1% 43.1% 

2009 NOVEMBER 9.6% 10.7% 5.0% 39.1% 35.5% 19.1% 4.4% 1.9% 32.6% 42.0% 

2009 DECEMBER 9.4% 9.8% 4.0% 41.4% 35.4% 18.6% 4.1% 1.6% 34.6% 41.2% 

2010 JANUARY 8.9% 6.8% 5.0% 44.5% 34.8% 18.0% 4.0% 1.9% 35.3% 40.7% 

2010 FEBRUARY 9.1% 6.6% 5.7% 44.6% 34.1% 18.0% 4.0% 2. 1% 35.1% 40.7% 

2010 MARCH 9.0% 7.8% 7.4% 40.4% 35.4% 17.8% 4.4% 2.7% 33.5% 41 .6% 

2010 APRIL 9.0% 8.2% 9.1% 38.5% 35.2% 17.5% 4.0% 2.8% 35.1% 40.6% 

2010 MAY 8.5% 8.8% 8.8% 38.4% 35.5% 16.6% 4.1% 2.8% 35.7% 40.7% 

2010 JUNE 8.7% 9.1% 9.2% 36.3% 36.7% 16.2% 4.3% 3.0% 34.4% 42.1% 

2010 JULY 8.9% 8.5% 8.2% 35.9% 38.5% 16.3% 4.3% 2.7% 32.4% 44.3% 

2010 AUGUST 9.4% 8.8% 9.8% 32.6% 39.4% 17.3% 4.3% 2.9% 30.6% 44.9% 

2010 SEPTEMBER 9.4% 9.7% 8.4% 32.9% 39.5% 18.1% 4.5% 2.5% 29.9% 45.0% 

2010 OCTOBER 9.2% 9.7% 6.1% 37.3% 37.6% 18.2% 4.1% 2. 1% 31.5% 44.1% 

2010 NOVEMBER 9.3% 9.2% 4.4% 38.6% 38.5% 17.9% 4.3% 1.7% 31.9% 44.1% 

2010 DECEMBER 9. 1% 7.5% 3.7% 42.9% 36.8% 17.7% 4.0% 1.4% 33.9% 43.0% 

2011 JANUARY 8.1% 5.8% 4.9% 42.1% 39.1% 16.9% 3.8% 2.0% 31.9% 45.3% 

2011 FEBRUARY 8.0% 7.3% 6.2% 40.8% 37.7% 16.3% 3.9% 2.4% 32.6% 44.8% 

2011 MARCH 7.9% 7.7% 7.6% 39.4% 37.4% 16.4% 3.8% 2.7% 33.4% 43.8% 

2011 APRIL 7.3% 6.2% 6.1% 42.2% 38.2% 14.9% 3.7% 2.4% 34.8% 44.2% 

2011 MAY 7.6% 7.1% 5.9% 41.3% 38.1% 15.3% 3.8% 2.4% 34.0% 44.5% 

2011 JUNE 7.6% 8.2% 8.3% 37.9% 38.0% 14.7% 4.1% 2.7% 34.4% 44.0% 

2011 JULY 7.6% 7.6% 7.8% 38.2% 38.7% 14.2% 4.1% 2.6% 34.4% 44.8% 

201 1 AUGUST 8.4% 7.2% 8.0% 36.6% 39.9% 15.9% 4.1% 2.7% 31.3% 45.9% 

2011 SEPTEMBER 8.5% 7.2% 6.5% 38.1% 39.8% 16.8% 4.1% 2.2% 30.6% 46.2% 

2011 OCTOBER 8.2% 7.8% 5.7% 38.8% 39.5% 16.6% 4.2% 2.1% 30.5% 46.6% 

2011 NOVEMBER 8.2% 8.4% 4.7% 40.6% 38.2% 16.8% 4.1% 1.8% 32.1% 45.1% 

2011 DECEMBER 7.8% 7.0% 3.3% 43.7% 38.2% 15.6% 3.7% 1.5% 34.3% 44.9% 

2012 JANUARY 7.6% 5.8% 4.2% 44.5% 37.9% 15.6% 3.9% 1.9% 34.5% 44.1% 

2012 FEBRUARY 7.2% 6.2% 4.8% 43.6% 38.2% 14.7% 3.8% 2.2% 34.9% 44.3% 

2012 MARCH 7.1% 6.1% 4.9% 44.3% 37.7% 14.3% 3.6% 2.6% 35.5% 44.1% 

2012 APRIL 7.3% 6.2% 5.5% 43.2% 37.8% 14.5% 3.7% 2.4% 35.0% 44.4% 

2012 MAY 7.2% 6.5% 5.7% 42 .9% 37.7% 14.2% 3.7% 2.5% 35.4% 44.2% 

2012 JUNE 7.2% 6.4% 6.3% 40.8% 39.3% 13.6% 3.7% 2.5% 35.4% 44.8% 

2012 JULY 8.0% 7.8% 7.7% 36.7% 39.7% 14.6% 4.0% 2.7% 33.1% 45.6% 

2012 AUGUST 8.7% 9.1% 8.2% 33.8% 40.3% 16.9% 4.3% 2.9% 28.3% 47.7% 
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Table 2 I I I 

I I 

Summary of Pool Usage Percentages 

Pool Usage Percentages 

Year Month Fat 5NF 

Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4a Class 4b Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4a Class 4b 

2012 SEPTEMBER 7.9% 8.9% 6.3% 37.3% 39.6% 16.5% 4.3% 2.5% 30.3% 46.5% 

2012 OCTOBER 8.6% 9.9% 6.0% 36.1% 39.4% 17.4% 4.5% 2.6% 29.2% 46.3% 

2012 INOVEMBER 8.4% 10.3% 4.8% 36.7% 39.8% 16.8% 4.3% 2.1% 30.3% 46.6% 

2012 IDECEMBER 8.0% 6. 5% 3.2% 42 .0% 40.3% 15.7% 3.7% 1.4% 33.2% 46.1% 

2013 IJANUARY 7.9% 6.5% 2.9% 43.7% 39.0% 16.2% 3.9% 1.6% 32.8% 45.5% 

2013 FEBRUARY 7.4% 7.4% 4.4% 42.2% 38.7% 15.2% 3.9% 2.2% 33.7% 45.0% 

2013 IMARCH 7.1% 7.5% 5.5% 41.9% 38.1% 14.3% 3.7% 2.3% 35.2% 44.5% 

2013 IAPRIL 7.3% 7.9% 6.3% 40.1% 38.3% 14.7% 3.6% 2.5% 34.3% 44.9% 

2013 IMAY 7.4% 8.4% 6.3% 39.3% 38.7% 14.6% 3.8% 2.7% 33.8% 45.2% 

2013 JUNE 7.3% 6.4% 6.4% 40.0% 40.0% 13.4% 3.9% 2.7% 34.0% 46.1% 

2013 JULY 8.4% 6.8% 6.7% 37.3% 40.8% 15.2% 4.0% 2.8% 30.7% 47.2% 

2013 AUGUST 8.2% 7.1% 6.1% 38.2% 40.4% 15.7% 4.7% 2.5% 30.6% 46.4% 

2013 SEPTEMBER 8.4% 7.2% 5.7% 37.4% 41.3% 16.7% 4.2% 2.4% 29.2% 47.4% 

2013 OCTOBER 8.4% 9.3% 5.2% 36.3% 40.7% 17.0% 4.1% 2.3% 29.9% 46.7% 

2013 NOVEMBER 8.0% 9.8% 4.2% 37.1% 40.9% 15.8% 4.0% 3.1% 30.6% 46.5% 

2013 DECEMBER 8.0% 8.8% 3.0% 38.8% 41.3% 15.6% 3.8% 1.3% 32.6% 46.8% 

2014 JANUARY 7.4% 7.0% 5.0% 39.1% 41.6% 14.6% 3.6% 2.2% 33.1% 46.6% 

2014 FEBRUARY 7.3% 7.3% 5.3% 41.0% 39.1% 14.3% 3.8% 2.4% 33.4% 46.2% 

2014 MARCH 7.2% 7.9% 6.2% 38.4% 40.4% 13.7% 4.0% 2.4% 34.0% 45.9% 

2014 APRIL 7.6% 7.7% 6.0% 37.9% 40.8% 14.0% 3.7% 2.5% 33.9% 46.0% 

2014 MAY 7.6% 7.7% 6.5% 36.9% 41.3% 13.9% 3.5% 2.3% 34.5% 45.8% 

2014 JUNE 8.0% 8.5% 7.5% 34.1% 41.9% 13.9% 4.0% 2.8% 32.9% 46.4% 

2014 JULY 8.5% 8.8% 9.0% 30.8% 42.8% 14.5% 3.7% 2.7% 31.4% 47.7% 

2014 AUGUST 8.5% 8.6% 6.9% 33.3% 42.6% 15.2% 3.9% 2.4% 30.3% 48.2% 

2014 SEPTEMBER 8.6% 9.1% 7.2% 30.7% 44.4% 16.0% 4.2% 2.4% 27.9% 49.5% 

2014 OCTOBER 8.5% 7.4% 5.4% 35.3% 43.4% 16.3% 4.0% 2.2% 28.4% 49.1% 

2014 NOVEMBER 8.0% 8.3% 4.2% 35.7% 43.8% 15.4% 3.8% 2.0% 30.4% 48.5% 

2014 DECEMBER 8.3% 7.7% 3.7% 37.1% 43.3% 15.6% 3.9% 1.4% 30.4% 48.7% 

Average 44.7% 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 

NOTES I 
Pool pounds is the pounds of milk, fat and SNF paid out to producers. 

Class 1 and 2 have been reduced by plant overage, with half being allocated to each. I I 
Bulk inventory variance has been included in Class 4a pounds and revenue. I I I 
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Table 3 

I 
Van Slyke Cheese Yield Formula 

I 
Cheese Yie ld = ((Butterfat * .90) + (True Protein * .827 - 0.1)) * 1.09 

0.62 

100 Pounds 

Producer Milk CA Average +2 SD 

Butterfat % 3.68 4.26 

True Protein % 3.09 3.41 

Cheese Yield 10.14 11.52 

Whey Protein True ~rote i n *.827-.01 

Prote in in cheese 2.55 2.81 

Protein in whey 0.54 0.60 

Source: CD FA Milk Pooling Branch Summary of Pool Pounds and Component Pounds 

Source: http://www.fmma30.com/ Homepage/F030 STAFF PAPERS.htm (Analysis of Component Levels and Somatgic Cell Count) 



Table 4 

US Whey Production (1,000 pounds) 

Dry Whey WPC 25.0-49.9% WPC 50.0-89-9% WPI 

% Protein' 12.5% 33% 77% 89% 

Year Product Protein Product Protein Product Protein Product Protein 

2009 1,001,160 125,145 260,604 85,999 154,411 118,896 51,878 46,171 

2010 1,012,980 126,623 244,314 80,624 183,596 141,369 61,321 54,576 

2011 1,010,120 126,265 241,465 79,683 189,473 145,894 60,511 53,855 

2012 998,898 124,862 254,501 83,985 204,973 157,829 64,806 57,677 

2013 961,020 120,128 259,416 85,607 238,232 183,439 87,086 77,507 

2014 869,660 108,708 280,978 92,723 257,179 198,028 81,332 72,385 

Total I 5,853,838 731,730 1,541,278 508,622 1,227,864 945,455 406,934 362,171 

Protein in Dry Whey 731,730 

Protein in WPC & WPI 1,816,248 

Protein in Dry Whey as % of Total Whey Protein 

28.72% 

.. % protein on a wet matter basis 

Source : USDA NASS Dairy Products Annual Summary 

http://usda .mannlib.comell.edu/MannUsda/viewDocumentlnfo.do?documentID=1054 



Table 5 I I 
I I 

Manufacture of 
Selected Class 4A 
Products in California 

Year-to-Oate Year-to-Date Year-to-Date 

Product and Month 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

In Pounds In Pounds In Pounds In Pounds In Pounds In Pounds 

I Nonrat uroeo M"., Muman 
Consumption 

January 85.]39,163 72,447,112 61,131,366 74,308,714 56,866,540 54,910,013 

February 154,307,101 137,133,002 113,535,459 163,170,809 112,147,937 123,373,876 

March 229,297,585 211,249,670 178,699,938 264,344,499 175,392,977 201,728,035 

April 298,811,457 295,698,784 253,614,832 355,558,948 245,559,797 267,721,521 

May 374,468,323 380,560,369 326,251,530 453,311,287 304,058,167 330,048,707 

June 446,325,190 450,844,443 396,470,936 534,582,910 353,990,284 386,410,765 

July 515,162,294 518,878,013 458,796,117 597,191,559 395,196,366 464,591,145 

August 583,926,930 593,129,699 518,516,409 639,436,407 434,675,004 507,016,211 

September 641,592,698 662,806,024 573,499,260 679,846,344 466,811 ,139 550,736,852 

October 704,767,171 731,864,793 626,644,582 718,337,209 500,147,162 598,090,529 

November 764,488,422 804,660,672 687,755,073 764,922,285 535,705,496 659,235,179 

December 832, 299,203 877,359,617 760,162,946 830,808,916 583,106,034 719,044,661 

Other Dry Milk Products 1 

January 3,613,687 17,131,324 26,768,065 27,951,721 36,189,253 45,313,011 

February 13,388,655 34,407,757 55,457,003 38,581,986 69,930,471 70,145,788 

March 24,272,508 52,136,121 86,898,928 45,879,187 107,947,319 96,968,695 

April 38,406,425 60,686,546 106,872,332 58,446,590 139,143,896 133,683,677 

May 51,657,245 68,629,218 134,215,402 67,527,791 181,325,917 179,286,152 

June 62,663,065 88,062,075 161,396,583 86,403,728 224,128,529 219,094,236 

July 70,128,336 100,872,272 192,180,372 118,222,910 264,196,472 231,874,942 

August 74,889,586 104,715,434 220,561,879 150,448,187 306,170,367 272,294,454 

September 79,665,494 108,599,866 246,416,182 185,205,077 346,660,986 305,758,301 

October 86,625,461 114,875,837 275,547,369 225,373,940 397,722,052 338,605,554 

November 103,763,364 120,486,821 302,354,897 262,272,102 447,465,189 360,085,294 

December 124,533,615 131,998,589 329,124,918 290,726,7 17 495,362,301 389,064,108 

Other D~ill(l:troductS as a 
Percentage of Tota l 13.0% 13.1% 30.2% 25.9% 45.9% 35.1% 

, Other Dry Milk Products include: Dry Whole Milk; Dry Buttermilk; Skim Milk Powder (30-40% Protein); Skim Milk Powder Blends (Fat~ 
Filled Powder); Milk Protein Concentrate, Dry; Milk Protein Isolate, Dry (90% Protein); Casein, Dry; Caseinates, Dry; Dry Nonfat Milk 
(Animal Feed); and other Dry Milk Products. 

I I 
Source: CD FA Milk Pooling Branch, "Annual Dairy Data" I 



Table 6 

US Production of Milk Powders 

Nonfat Dry Milk SMP WMP SMP & WMP as 

Year Pounds (1,000) Pounds (1,000) Pounds (1,000) % ofTotal 

20091 1,511,520 221,910 59,560 15.7% 

2010 1,562,520 253,804 71,056 17.2% 

2011 1,499,480 446,017 65,787 25.4% 

2012 1,764,450 380,672 58,132 19.9% 

2013 1,477,860 630,689 72,053 32.2% 

2014 1,764,510 543,504 103,122 26.8% 

Source: USDA NASS Dairy Products Annual Summary 

http://usda.mannlib.comell.edu/MannUsda/viewDocume ntl nfo. d 0 ?docu mentl D= 1054 



Table 7 

Skim Milk Powder Production 

Average Milk +2SD 

Producer milk (Pounds) (Pounds) 

Pounds 100 100 

Butterfat 3.68 4.26 

Skim 96.32 95.74 

True Protein 3.09 3.41 

Crude Protein 3.28 3.60 

Other Solids 5.78 5.96 

Total Solids 12.55 13.63 

SNF 8.87 9.37 

Cream {40% F} 
Cream 9.08 10.53 

Butterfat 3.63 4.21 

Skim in cream 5.45 6.32 

True Protein 0.17 0.22 

Crude Protein 0.18 0.24 

SNF 0.53 0.65 

Skim after cream removal 

Pounds Skim 90.93 89.48 

Butterfat 0.05 0.05 

True Protein 2.92 3.19 

Crude Protein 3.10 3.36 

SNF 8.34 8.72 

Pounds NDM 8.78 9.18 

(5% moisture) 

Crude Protein % 35.3% 36.7% 

Pounds SMP 9.58 10.42 

(34% CP) 



Tabl.8 I 
1011 ; 

Year Month 

2009 JAN 

2009 FEB 

2009 MAR 

2009 APR 

2009 MAV 

2009 UNE 

2009 ULV 

2009 AUG 

2009 SEP 

2009 iOCT 

2009 INOV 

2009 IDEC 

2009 QTAL 

2010 IJAN 

2010 IFEB 

2010 IMAR 

2010 IAPR 

20lD IMAV 

2010 P UNE 
20lD JULV 

2010 AUG 

2010 SEP 

20lD DC 

20lD NOV 

2010 DEC 

2010 TOTAL 

2011 JAN 

2011 FEB 

2011 MAR 

201 .APR 

2011 IMAV 

2011 IJUNE 

2011 ULV 

2011 IAUG 

2011 ISEP 

2011 10CT 

2011 INOV 

-'2!l IDEC 

2011 ITOTAL 

2012 JAN 

2012 IFEB 
2012 IMAR 

2012 IAPR 

Pounds SN F 

329,"6 
224,660 

2S4,B62 

202,211 

207,686 

211,918 

244,919 

127,467 

219,031 

185,367 

225, ' 10 

222.m 

201,319 

188,016 

251,616 

127,027 

193,918 

188,099 

197,095 

20S,21B 

245,712 

195,904 

196,705 

221,60; 

212,276 

203,334 

221,946 

216,859 

216,754 

250,033 

228,264 

249,808 
248,896 

231,003 

233,879 

235.696 

I 2,755,748 

257,578 

1,742 

"',236 
225, 111 

I 

Allowance 

(In Dollars) 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

1.00 

o.oe 

0.00 

0.00 

0 .00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

1.00 
0.00 

.00 

0 .00 

.00 
0.00 

.00 

0.00 

.00 

0.00 

0.00 

0.00 

I 

, ; 

Pounds SNF 

,,289,6' 

5,6",974 

5,604,247 

66,~~:~ 

5,76: ,"4 

5,702.700 

5,628,794 

5,414,036 

5,023,575 

5,078,48, 

5,228~ 

5,002A46 

4,938,726 

5,339,764 

~,S33 

4,797,853 

5,059,027 

I 

Allowance 

(In Dollars) 

1549~381 

1583,703.52) 

1587,575.99) 

1529.716.3C 

(515,197." 

~684.16) 

(551,385.68) 

(534,365.33) 

16A71~ 

1516~ 

1493,"1.42) 

(487,452.24) 

I I 

Fortification SN F Fortification SS 
Pounds 

5,619,421 I $ 587,545.51 

1$ 
I $ 557,144.78 

5,512,973 $ 

5,781,993 

6,158,835 

6,00 132 

1$ 
1$ 
1 $ 
1$ 

5,659,"8 I $ 

587,575.99 

559,441.67 

5, 19,305 493,741,4: 

I 

Total Class I 

SN' 

I 

47,014,319 

46,371,013 

47,623~ 

48,132,799 
49,967,476 

50,131,477 

45,003,170 

47,758,54: 

4 

4 

Sll 

487,452.24 43A47,622 

! $ , 
5,750,627 I $ 542,930.83- 47,066,168 

I $ 
I $ 48,477,125 

1$ 
I $ 46,974,062 

1 $ 

1$ 
1$ 
1 $ 

5,179,302 I $ 

L 

Class I SNF From ~::~c~r 
Producer Mitk Skim Mitk 

SNF Pounds in 
Producer 

Pounds Producer , Milk Producer Skim 
k· 'Ik Skim I 

5 1m MI +2 SO Milk +2 SO 

42,520,122 B.94% 

8.92% 

8.89% 

8.90% 

8.83% 

8.80% 

40,212,178 8.79% 

8.78% 

8.02% 
44,177,B62 8.92% 

44,04~ 

42,753,966 

38,713,70 

43,505,717 

J7 
44,581 179 

4, 

42,099,474 
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9.11% 

8.98% 

8.92% 

8.89% 

8.94% 

8.92% 

8.85% 

8.85% 

B.~ 
8.87% 

8~ 
8.95% 1 
9.03% 

9.03% 

9.00% 

~ 
8.91% 

8.92% 

8.88% 

8.82% 

8.87% 

8.92% 

8.98% 

9.09% 

9.09% 

9.04% 

8.99% 

9~ 
8.98%1 

::~ :~ 
9.25% 44,66SA81 

9.26% 

9.19% 

779 9.16% 

4 9.15% 

'" 9.14% 
477,687,351 9.18% 

9.28% 

9.37% 45,274A98 

496,227,423 9.34" 4 

17 
445,411,077 

479,548,655 

4 

9.28% 

9.25% 

9.30% 

9.28% 

9.: 1% 
172 9.21% 

47< 

473,397,4 11 

,79 

495,734,489 

430,755,101 

~80:,726 

477,012,099 

9.16% 

9.23% 

9~ 
9.31%1 

9.39% 

9.39% 

9.36% 

9.32% 

9.35% 

9.27% 

9.28% 

:~ 
H~ 
:~ 
9,45% 

9,40% 

9.35% 

9.36% 

447,986,369 9.34% 

4 

4 

4 

43,134,517 

4 

1----+- -

Fo rtification 
Pounds Required Fortification $$ Fortification 

+2 SO Required +2 SO Savings 

1$ 1$ 
3,695,666 364,762.26 $ 

409,694.76 $ 147ASO.02 
3,831,342 $ 

$ 
4,169,291 $ 138,257.36 

$ 
$ $ 
$ 422,579.86 $ 

4,007,122 $ $ 

3,800,657 $ 375,124.83 I $ 157,982.26 

I $ I $ 

I $ I $ 
I $ 4 178,216,43 

I $ 375,491.23 

I $ 

1$ 
1$ 
1 $ 391,355." 

1 $ 
$ $ 147, 77.52 

3,943,79' $ 
3,947,666 $ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

, $ 
, $ 
I $ 

3,794,693 1$ 3",536.18 

3,638,04: I $ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

I $ I $ 
1$ $ 

3,914,732 I $ $ 

3,926,894 I $ $ 

3,302,953 $ $ 

153,487.92 

133,575.40 

134,368.77 

128,377.63 

3,207,623 $ $ 14: ,266.21 

$ 4,348,567.42 $ 

3,529,461 $ 348,357.82 

3,431,129 $ 

$ 
$ 



Tabl,8 I I I 
,ofl I ,aod 

I ~ 
I V 'N" .. n SNF Pounds in Fortificat ion 

Allowance Allowance Fortification SNF Total Class I Clas5 I SNF From ;':;:,~n, Pounds Producer 
,oo"m 

Producer Skim Pounds Required Fortification $S Fortification 
Year Month Pound s SN F Pounds 5NF Fortification $$ Sk:~ ~'Ik (In Dollars) (In Dollars) Pounds SN F Producer Milk 

Skim Milk 
Skim Milk Milk +2 SO +250 Required +2 SO Savings 

2012 MAV 214,92' 5,345,205 527,571.731 45,767,891 8.91% 451,141,'94 9.27% 10 $ $ 142,761.70 
201: UNE 213,461 (29,714.61 5, 13,452 35,972,508 8.88% 404,933,543 9.24% $ 
2012 JULV 238,225 (45,882 .131 5,278, 158 8.84% 9.20% 
201 AUG 260,99; 1,971.551 

* 
14 47,074,741 4 8.80% 467,892,149 9.1'% 415,477.58 

2012 ,5EP 235,512 5,290,270 8.90% 9.26% 
2010 loc 252,61' 0.00 5,223,714 5,476,330 I $ 9.02% 9.38% 

~ 2010 INOV 29',20' 5,043,7" I $ 9.0'% 9.42% 

~AL 
239,141 4.644.832 ~444.9C I $ 470,736.73 46,349,617 9.05% 9.41% 43,114,359 1$ I $ 151,416.72 

I (5,: 1,398.35 1$ 
2013 IJAN 231 212 0.00 5,071 9.0'% 

H~ 1$ 
2013 IFEB 193,665 0.00 9.01% 9 .. 38,757,053 

~~:: r.w- 223,')75 0.00 4,858,452 5,081,521 479,529.12 44,769,549 8.98% 9.34% 
19',655 1.00 5,125,60 8.97% 9.33% 

2013 IMAV 218,302 1.00 5,329,577 $ 504,482.85 4 8.95% 454,475,543 9.31% 
2013 (J UNE 217,597 1.00 $ 8.89% 9.25% 36, 187,305 117,481.82 

2013 JULY 255,61' 0.00 5,057,14 1 37,808,273 8.84% 4 9.20% 3,773,715 
2013 AUG 216,894 1.00 8.91% 449,4 ',365 9.27% 
2013 SE' . '17,333 0.00 5,276,965 40,414,896 8.97% 450,736,426 9.33% 3,654,314 360,680.78 138,704.90 
2013 OCT 216,660 .00 I 479,871.90 9.11% 9.47" 
2013 NOV 231,815 0.00 (4 $ 4 9.16% 442,178,450 9.52% 285,923.79 $ 134,234.71 

2013 DEC 245, 167 0.00 4,530,097 $ 4 4 4 9.17% 9.53% 282,425.54 $ 

2013~AL 0.00 57,343,517 1$ 480,712,298 40787831.79 $ $ 
2014 287,228 0.00 1449,332.4: 4,839,735 I $ 449,332.41 46,327,618 4 9.07% 457,512,848 9.43% 43,134,929 $ 134,214.03 

2014 FEB 291,982 0.00 4,201,011 (414,738.49) 1$ 42,257,475 9.0'% 416,733,061 9.42% 39,263,721 $ 
2014 MAR 335,583 0.00 I $ 457,842.43 9.00% 9.36% 1$ 
2014 APR 

~05 
0.00 4,505,48] 39,786,172 9.01% 441,'84,778 9.37% ,37 1$ 125,353.77 

2014 MAl 0.00 8.97% 9.33% I $ 
2014 UNE 31~~ 0.00 4,278,49; 1422,287.661 422,287.66 42,442,827 8.9'% 4 9.32% 3,068,557 1$ 
2014 ULV 331 0.00 8.95% 9.31 % 1$ 
2014 IAUG 341,500 0.00 4,701,527 5,043,027 I $ 464,040.70 8.89% 449,660,152 9.25% 337,973.52 
2014 ISEP 330,175 1 $ 45,207,144 8.97% 9.33% 

-'014 10CT 382,948 0.00 4,739,775 (467,815.80) 5,122,723 $ 48,571,383 9.07% 479,137,477 9.43% 1 $ 132,450.17 
2014 INOV 331,446 0.00 4,670,463 $ 9.12% 9.48% 1 $ 
2014 IDEC 

3~~~~ 
170.308.71' 4,337,637 (428.124.761 $ 9.12% 9.48% $ I $ 

2014 TAL $ $ $ 

Isource: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch (Columns A through I) $ 6,079,931.76 $ 1,763,845.46 

INOTES I I I 
I "how, th' Ib, 0' 5NF;n powd" 'nd , j 'kim u>ed to '0,1I1y Cia" 1 pmdu"" 

I ; 'how th' doll'" paid to on mHk mo"d to No"h"n Ca and 

I 
S0""" CDFA I ; , ."n, h S"mm,'Y 01 Pool Pound" t Pound" ( t Cl", (Co(umn N &' ; ' U>e' ;n Column , 

I I I I I I I I I 
SOU"" I _ST fL,,,J, "C,1/ , ,SNF) 
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Table 9 I I I I I I I 
Summary of Pool Pounds , Component Pounds, Producer Handler Exem pt Class 1 (All in Pounds) 

Pool Pounds 
Pooled Component Pounds 

FAT Flu id Carrie r SNF 

Year Mo nth Product Fat SNF Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4a Class 4b Total Class 1 Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4a Class 4b T~I 4b Protein lbs 
C 

2009 JAN 3,185,788,199 119,619,174 282, 168,688 10,246,520 6,986,593 6,780,026 53,176,389 42,429,646 119,619,174 432,900,545 48,139,543 10,651,038 6,177,389 104,239,600 112,961,11 8 282,1 68,688 39,812,992 

2009 FEB 2,896,116,750 107,127,261 255,578,886 9,334,174 6,486,028 7,022,933 45,444,099 38,840,027 107,127,261 403 ,173,867 44 ,785,902 10,687,994 6,455,814 88,014,432 105,634,744 255,578,886 37,094,357 

2009 MAR 3,232,973,051 117 ,869,646 284,821,919 10,377,143 7,669,149 7,653,568 48,716,586 43,453,200 117,869,646 439,689,049 48,816,390 12,127,703 8,702,586 97,268,803 117 ,906,437 284,821,919 41,222,362 

2009 APR 3,165,271,579 114,008,605 278,853,548 10,192,066 8,066,627 8,312,374 45,290,047 42,147,491 114,008,605 425,544,989 47,087,691 11,401,037 9,714,329 95,489,074 11 5, 161,417 278,853,548 40,020,773 

2009 MAY 3,240,437,458 114,555,356 284,354,331 10,000,632 7,910,586 9,480,951 44 ,889,356 42,273,831 114,555,356 424,484,883 47,014,319 11 ,77 1,769 9,073,998 101,678,342 114,815,903 284,354,331 39,650,761 

2009 JU NE 3,023,658,215 106,490,264 264,772,717 10,004,882 8,460,576 9,107,276 39,372,512 39,545,018 106,490,264 408 ,548,807 45,205,965 11 ,561,506 8,819,816 90,096,258 109,089,172 264,772,717 37,289,985 

2009 JULY 2,985,848, 167 104,783,600 260,065,153 10,245,155 7,918,735 8,831,137 39,336,095 38,452,478 104,783,600 417,462 ,853 46,371,013 10,896,917 8,038,598 84,026,234 110,732,391 260,065,153 37,588,571 

2009 AUG 2,983,939.675 105,281,983 260,944,319 10,207 ,288 8,444,459 8,916,657 38,816,971 38,896,608 105,281,983 430,684,112 47,623,680 12,226,338 8,186,321 81,678,947 111 ,229,033 260,944,319 38,044,612 

2009 SEP 2,820,771,945 101 ,153,516 247,688,116 10,091,508 8,011 ,466 7,738,644 37,637,731 37.674,167 101 ,153,516 435,555,684 48,132,799 11 ,664,004 7,318,893 70,894,775 109,677,645 247,688,11 6 38,185,103 

2009 OCT 2,950,019,796 108,317,71 1 261,463,352 10,488,352 10,389,116 6,710,480 40,938,920 39,790,843 108,317,711 450,958.676 49,967,476 11,319,141 6,207.932 81,216,163 112,752,640 261,463,352 39,911 ,723 

2009 NOV 2,886,548,239 108,050,246 257,435,695 10,348,154 11 ,578,350 5,420,454 42,297,871 38,405,417 108,050,246 439,413,050 49,075,155 11 ,289,149 4,970,693 83,950,753 108,149,945 257,435,695 38,454,681 

2009 DEC 3,031,220,901 114,938,623 270,110,820 10,796,821 11,301 ,840 4,578,812 47,590,820 40,670,330 114,938,623 451,685,654 50,131,477 11 ,125,191 4,261,244 93,410,341 111 ,182,567 270,110,820 39,449,929 

2010 JAN 3,088,823,230 116,021 ,423 273,728,133 10,332,151 7,853,981 5,839,360 51,631,778 40,364,153 116,021,423 442,779,638 49,330,428 10,958, 146 5,318,041 96,614,187 111 ,507,331 273,728,133 39,300,606 

2010 FEB 2,827.588,207 104,355,553 249,561,710 9,522,501 6,876,036 5,916,766 46,502,041 35,538,209 104,355.553 405,815,756 45,003,170 10,010,912 5,282,942 87,633,185 101 ,631,501 249,561,710 35,688,591 

2010 MAR 3,187,716,702 116,106,592 281,530,716 10,479,010 9,067,850 8,621,883 46,852,288 41,085,561 116,106,592 448,792,732 50,057,624 12,286,404 7,636,786 94 ,311 ,080 11 7,238,822 281,530,716 40,988,951 

2010 APR 3.147,220,623 113,048,268 278,058,127 10,178,097 9,243,823 10,295,707 43,516,373 39,814,268 11 3,048,268 436,794 ,689 48,567 ,474 11 ,150,240 7.856,801 97,543,190 112,940,422 278,058,127 39,248,935 

2010 MAY 3,246,132,950 115,541,804 287,001,420 9,795,337 10,208,503 10,170,577 44,402,161 40,965,226 115,541,804 431,271,572 47,758,547 11 ,903,917 7,958,711 102,468,377 11 6,911,868 287,001,420 40,374,586 

2010 JUNE 3,111 ,048,789 109,269,621 274,063,899 9,507,392 9,931,561 10,066,693 39,629, 191 40,134,784 109,269,621 400,548,373 44,453,841 11 ,785,799 8,124,302 94,259,220 11 5,440,737 274,063,899 39,461,143 

2010 JULY 3.116.549,437 108,665,627 273,215,494 9.705,311 9,227,992 8,876,550 38,988,318 41,867,456 108,665,627 401,244,326 44 ,539,591 11 .616,330 7,400,713 88,600,137 121 ,058,723 273,215,494 41,093,888 
-

2010 AUG 3,119,948,369 110,194,298 274.337,679 10,315,849 9,738,172 10,751,610 35,969,426 43,419,241 110,194,298 429,397,776 47,561,180 11 ,804.553 7.936,652 83,939,648 123,095,646 274,337,679 42,103,451 

2010 SEP 3,018,207,823 108,865,893 266,720, 180 10,265,505 10,563,458 9,176,194 35,847,865 43,012,871 108,865,893 434,147,903 48,164,990 12,020,335 6,790,62 1 79,772,717 119,971,517 266,720,180 41 ,768,992 

2010 OCT 3,059,242,820 111 ,695,059 270,736,166 10,313,629 10,867,598 6,800,737 41 ,663,706 42,049,389 111 ,695,059 442,849,429 49,237,975 11 ,183,606 5,599,264 85,227 ,469 11 9,487,852 270,736, 166 42,295,826 

2010 NOV 2,995,527,263 112,505,373 267,270,990 10,437 ,759 10,34 1,474 4,945,259 43,475,298 43,305,583 112,505,373 430,647,754 47,969,937 11 ,594,564 4,600,265 85.208,527 11 7,897,697 267,270,990 41 ,920,672 

2010 DEC 3,088,878,890 117,869,807 275,750,985 10,742,908 8,809,690 4,400,814 50,548,041 43,368,354 11 7,869,807 1 439,166,721 48,894,449 10,970,583 3,854,648 1 93,425,274 118,606,031 275,750,985 42.083,931 

2011 JAN 3,247,11 6,004 124,421,437 288,901,654 10,107,067 7,266,172 6,044,266 52,334,895 48,669,037 124,421,437 440,090,362 48,946,876 10,939,875 5,732,376 92,275,056 131 ,007,471 288,901,654 46,173,404 

2011 FEB 3,028,854,495 114,632,111 268,736,263 9, 128,694 8,361,087 7,159,632 46,820,360 43,162,338 114,632,111 393,652,811 43,679,563 10,518,259 6,431,319 87 ,698,466 120,408,656 268,736,263 42,282.316 

2011 MAR 3,439,776,345 128,351,476 304,840,523 10,114,300 9,856,320 9,767,461 50,600,71 1 48,012,684 128,351,476 451 ,153,310 SO,029,781 11 ,469,451 8,199,359 101,745,596 133,396,336 304,840,523 46,637,930 

2011 APR 3,368,668,650 124,017,392 297.625,625 9,069,285 7,697,876 7,540,842 52,380,973 47,328,416 124,017,392 399,358,511 44,262,106 11 ,031,493 7,016,168 103,664,547 131 ,651,311 297.625,625 45,751,324 

201 1 MAY 3,527,429, 161 128,698,813 311 ,869,030 9,797,775 9,130,520 7,595,829 53,130,431 49,044 ,258 128,698,813 431,010,318 47,730,334 11 ,756,521 7,489,214 106.038,11 5 138,854,846 311,869,030 47,952,420 

201 1 JUNE 3,361,817,762 122,043,338 295,991,341 9,255,074 9,987,514 10,11 9,968 46.260.883 46,419,899 122.043,338 392,496,238 43,447,622 12,281,133 8,070,670 101,898,874 130,293,042 295,991,341 44,538, 111 

2011 JULY 3,390,297.942 120,951,781 297,209,156 9,202,978 9.233,172 9,486,334 46,204,049 46,825,248 120,951,781 380,080,942 42,11 5,504 12,062,357 7,814,172 102,092,224 133,124,899 297,209,156 45,189,802 

201 1 AUG 3,356,387,792 120,689,078 295,383,281 10,100,017 8,713,567 9,626,495 44,137,753 48,111,246 120,689,078 424 ,487 ,185 47.066,168 12,250,000 7,918,948 92.563.688 135,584,477 295,383,281 46,375,112 

Page 1 of 12 



Table 9 
, 

Summary of Pool POI 
, 

1 

Protein and Other Solids Producer Component % FMMO Prices 

Year Month 4b as Ibs 
Pool Protein 

Pool as Ibs Pool Fat % Pool SNF % 
Pool Protein 

Pool as % Class I Skim Clailtrat Class II SNF Class II fat 8ilgt Protein Other Solids Class IV SNF Class I Class I location 
Ibs % A-A AC flT) fJF Fie,) ,qll 

2009 JAN 73,148,126 99,449,969 182,718,719 3.75% 8.86% 3.12% 5.74% $ 11.2400 $ 1.3983 $ 0.7489 $ 1.1154 $ 1.1084 $ 2.3638 $ (0.0304) $ 0.6574 $ 68,396,614.81 $ 9,678,346.18 

2009 FEB 68,540,387 89,748,259 165,830,627 3.70% 8.82% 3.10% 5.73% $ 7.0700 $ 1.1140 $ 0.7367 $ 1.1011 $ 1.0941 $ 1.9139 $ (0.0437) $ 0.6472 $ 42,069,025.50 $ 9,008,690.68 

2009 MAR 76,684 ,075 99,579,231 185,242,688 3.65% 8.81% 3.08% 5.73% $ 5.8100 $ 1.0918 $ 0.7233 $ 1.16611 $ 1.1594 $ 2.1973 $ (0.0339) $ 0.6423 $ 39,711,930.73 $ 9,827,986.87 

2009 APR 75,140,644 96,906,889 181,946,659 3.60% 8.81% 3.06% 5.75% $ 6.5600 $ 1.1500 $ 0.7189 $ 1.2119 $ 1.2049 $ 2.2009 $ (0.0043) $ 0.6452 $ 42,725,579.71 $ 9,511,647.50 

2009 MAY 75 ,165,142 98,199,513 186,154,818 3.54% 8.78% 3.03% 5.74% $ 7.0100 $ 1.2019 $ 0.7211 $ 1.2718 $ 1.26118 $ 1.7454 $ 0.0336 $ 0.6574 $ 45,071,853.66 $ 9,485,546.73 

2009 JUNE 71,799,187 90,507,340 174,265,377 3.52% 8.76% 2.99% 5.76% $ 5.9100 $ 1.2517 $ 0.7344 $ 1.2614 $ 1.2544 $ 1.7283 $ 0.0723 $ 0.6715 $ 39,340,017.82 $ 9,136,065.18 

2009 JULY 73,143,820 88,280,200 171,784,953 3.51% 8.71% 2.96% 5.75" $ 6.0300 $ 1.2682 $ 0.7478 $ 1.2508 $ 1.2438 $ 1.6970 $ 0.0949 $ 0.6677 $ 40,962,087.69 $ 9,339,356.71 

2009 AUG 73,184,421 89,253,004 171,691,315 3.53% 8.74% 2.99% 5.75% $ 6.0000 $ 1.2149 $ 0.7444 $ 1.2561 $ 1.2491 $ 2.1009 $ 0.0962 $ 0.6918 $ 41,099,301.71 $ 9,623,747.08 

2009 SEP 71,492,542 86,234 ,493 161,453,623 3.59% 8.78% 3.06% 5.72% $ 6.7400 $ 1.2646 $ 0.7722 $ 1.2296 $ 1.2226 $ 2.4243 $ 0.1018 $ 0.7906 $ 45,362,324.77 $ 9,727,465.82 

2009 OCT 72,840,917 92,551 ,738 168,911,614 3.67% 8.86% 3.14% 5.73% $ 8.4300 $ 1.2041 $ 0.8567 $ 1.2822 $ 1.2752 $ 2.5584 $ 0.1228 $ 0.8506 $ 54,857,099.26 $ 10,074,865.73 

2009 NOV 69,695,264 91,535,947 165,899,748 3.74% 8.92" 3.17" 5.75% $ 8.7000 $ 1.2752 $ 0.9311 $ 1.4726 $ 1.4656 $ 2.6991 $ 0.1524 $ 0.9348 $ 55,694,439.82 $ 9,827,076.27 

2009 OEC 7 1,732,638 95,841,038 174,269,782 3.79% 8.91% 3.16% 5.75% $ 9.3100 $ 1.4310 $ 1.0156 $ 1.5503 $ 1.5433 $ 2.8751 $ 0.1727 $ 1.1068 $ 62,169,425.75 $ 10,098,494.85 

2010 JAN 72,206,725 96,475,106 177,253,027 3.76% 8.86% 3.12% 5.74% $ 9.8200 $ 1.5874 $ 1.1689 $ 1.4475 $ 1.4405 $ 2.7916 $ 0.1946 $ 1.0148 $ 64,726,464.98 I S 9,898,111.67 

2010 FEB 65,942,910 87,635,287 161,926,423 3.69% 8.83" 3.10% 5.73% $ 10.2700 $ 1.4090 $ 1.2189 $ 1.4474 $ 1.4404 $ 2.7066 $ 0.1992 $ 0.9043 $ 59,716,307.61 $ 9,068,726.11 

2010 MAR 76,249,871 98,428,563 183,102,153 3.64% 8.83% 3.09% 5.74% $ 9.6000 $ 1.4515 $ 1.0433 $ 1.5417 $ 1.5347 $ 2.1311 $ 0.1823 $ 0.8688 $ 63,099,917.19 $ 10,033,788.51 

2010 APR 73,691,487 96,630,465 181,427,662 3.59% 8.84% 3.07% 5.76% $ 8.1900 $ 1.5179 $ 0.9467 $ 1.5883 $ 1.5813 $ 2.1449 $ 0.1702 $ 0.9435 $ 55,200,494. 59 $ 9,762,143.12 

2010 MAY 76,537,282 99,1 13,664 187,887,756 3.56% 8.84% 3.05% 5.79% $ 8.5300 $ 1.5920 $ 1.0256 $ 1.7128 $ 1.7058 $ 2.1523 $ 0.1704 $ 1.0734 $ 56,455,445.65 $ 9,629,861.48 

2010 JUNE 75,979,594 93,683,347 180,380,552 3.51% 8.81% 3.01% 5.80% $ 9.6100 $ 1.7155 $ 1.1456 $ 1.7304 $ 1.7234 $ 2.2040 $ 0.1748 $ 1.0843 $ 59,074,643.74 $ 8,953,839.24 

2010 JULY 79,964,835 92,744,138 180,471,356 3.49% 8.77% 2.98% 5.79% $ 10.1200 $ 1.6839 $ 1.2022 $ 1.9034 $ 1.8964 $ 2.0515 $ 0.1700 $ 1.0493 $ 61,456,105.59 t s 8,973,137.79 -- - -

2010 AUG 80,992,195 93,834 ,049 180,503,630 3.53% 8.79% 3.01% 5.79% $ 9.4900 $ 1.8899 $ 1.1322 $ 2.0406 $ 2.0336 $ 2.3788 $ 0.1647 $ 0.9780 $ 64,759,327.95 S 9,599,313.66 

2010 SEP 78,202,525 92,860,650 173,859,530 3.61% 8.84% 3.08% 5.76% $ 8.7900 $ 2.0047 $ 1.0544 $ 2.4114 $ 2.4044 $ 2.3057 $ 0.1673 $ 0.9608 $ 62,974,561.17 $ 9,703,794.44 

2010 OCT 77,192,026 95,834 ,09 1 174,902,075 3.65% 8.85% 3.13% 5.72% $ 8.6200 $ 2.3594 $ 1.0356 $ 2.4506 $ 2.4436 $ 2.4739 $ 0.1736 $ 0.9896 $ 66,751,910.49 $ 9,897,300.35 

2010 NOV 75,977 ,025 95,033,065 172,237,925 3.76% 8.92% 3.17% 5.75% $ 8.9800 $ 2.4495 $ 1.0756 $ 2.2492 $ 2.2422 $ 2.1981 $ 0.1797 $ 1.0172 $ 68,547,159.32 $ 9,634,392.37 

2010 DEC 76,522,100 97,842,288 177,908,697 3.82% 8.93% 3.17% 5.76% $ 9.1100 $ 2.3348 $ 1.0900 $ 1.8022 $ 1.7952 $ 2.1706 $ 0.1852 $ 1.0068 $ 69,544,914.19 $ 9,826,440.34 

2011 JAN 84,834,067 101 ,822,993 187,078.661 3.83% 8._ 3.14% 5.76% $ 9.3300 $ 1.7696 $ 1.1144 $ 2.0309 $ 2.0239 $ 1.7590 $ 0.2002 $ 1.0743 $ 63,512,640.07 $ 9,833,142.81 

2011 FEB 78,126,340 94,368,561 174,367,702 3.78% 8.87% 3.12% 5.76% $ 9.5700 $ 1.9003 $ 1.1411 $ 2.3037 $ 2.2967 $ 2.5586 $ 0.2310 $ 1.1930 $ 59,199,965.40 $ 8,795,283.04 

2011 MAR 86,758,406 106,578,12 1 198,262,402 3.73% 8.86" 3.10% 5.76% $ 10.5000 $ 2.3136 $ 1.2444 $ 2.2929 $ 2.2859 $ 3.3024 $ 0.2665 $ 1.3134 $ 76,024,669.04 $ 10,072,558.60 

2011 APR 85,899,987 103,430 ,541 194,195,084 3.68% 8.84% 3.07% 5.76% $ 11.9400 $ 2.2583 $ 1.3700 $ 2.2183 $ 2.2113 $ 2.4984 $ 0.2902 $ 1.3862 $ 73,449,467.99 $ 8,917,991.07 

2011 MAY 90,902,426 107,701,496 204,167,534 3.65% 8.84% 3.05% 5.79% $ 12.4900 $ 2.1984 $ 1.4656 $ 2.2567 $ 2.2497 $ 2.3133 $ 0.3026 $ 1.4298 $ 81,334,135.99 $ 9,624,207.01 

2011 JUNE 85,754,931 101 ,178,81 1 194,812,530 3.63% 8.80% 3.01% 5.79% $ 12.8200 $ 2.2700 $ 1.5022 $ 2.3772 $ 2.3702 $ 2.9807 $ 0.3339 $ 1.4694 $ 76,897,020.83 $ 8,770,419.00 

2011 JULY 87.935,097 100,888,886 196,320,270 3. 57% 8.77% 2.98% 5.79% $ 13.1700 $ 2.3770 $ 1.5411 $ 2.2581 $ 2.2511 $ 3.8292 $ 0.3608 $ 1.4336 $ 77,478,750.64 . $ 8,498,568.65 

2011 AUG 89.209,365 101 ,032,455 194,350,826 3.60% 8.80% 3.01% 5.79% $ 14.0500 $ 2.2496 $ 1.5522 $ 2.3055 $ 2.2985 $ 3.8305 $ 0.3811 $ 1.3920 $ 88,974,244.34 $ 9,488,571.39 
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Table 9 I 
Summary of Pool POI 

Year Month PPO/cwt. +2 

" PPO F % PPO P % PPO OS $ PPO F $ PPO P $ PPO OS $ PPO/lb F $ PPO/lb P $ PPO/lb OS Producer F$ Producer P$ Producer 05$ % F+250 % P+250 % as +2 so SD 

2009 JAN 0.38 0.60 0.02 S (2,345,985.28) $ (3,704.187.28) $ (123,472.91) S (0.02) $ (0.04) S (0.00) S 1.09 S 2.33 S (0.03) 4.33% 3.44% 5.92% $ (0.22) 

2009 FEB 0.38 0.60 0.02 S (365,997.07) $ (577,890.11) S (19,263.00) S (0.00 S (0.01) S (0.00) S 1.09 S 1.91 S (0.04) 4.28% 3.42% 5.91% $ (0.04) 

2009 MAR 0.38 0.60 0.02 S (9.847,992.88) S (15,549,462.44) S (518,315.41) $ (0.08) S (0.16) $ (0.00) S 1.08 $ 2.04 S (0.04) 4.23% 3.40% 5.91% S (0.90) 

2009 APR 0.38 0.60 0.02 S (9.019.236.40) S (14,140,899.57) S (474,696.65) S (0.08) S (O.lS) S (0.00) S 1.13 S 2.05 $ (0.01) 4.18% 3.38% 5.93% $ (0.84) 

2009 MAY 0.38 0.60 0.02 S 585,315.11 S 924,181.75 S 30,806.06 S 0.01 $ om S 0.00 S 1.27 S 1.75 S 0.03 4.12% 3.35% 5.92% $ 0.05 

2009 JUNE 0.38 0.60 0.02 S (1,424,773.17) S (2.249.641.85) S (74.988.06) S (0.01) S (0.02) S (0.00) S 1.24 S 1.70 $ 0.Q7 4.10% 3.31% 5.94% S (0.14) 

2009 JULY 0.38 0.60 0.02 S (1,443.007.59) S (2,278.433.03) S (75.947.77) $ (0.01) S (0.03) $ (0.00) S 1.23 S 1.67 S 0.09 4.09% 3.28% 5.93% $ (0. 14) 

2009 AUG 0.38 0.60 0.02 S 19,070,886.56) S 114,322,452.47) S (477.415.08) S (0.09 S (0.16) S (0.00) S 1.16 $ 1.94 $ 0.09 4.11% 3.31% 5.93% S (0.90) 

2009 SEP 0.38 0.60 0.02 $ (10,722,844.42) $ (16,930,806.99) S 1564,36O.23) S 10.11) S 10.20) $ (0.00) S 1.12 S 2.23 S 0.10 4.17% 3.38% 5.90% S (1.13) 

2009 OCT 0.38 0.60 0.02 S (10,360,017.21 S (16,357,921.91) S 1545.264.06) S (0.10 S (0.18) S (0.00) S 1.18 $ 2.38 S 0.12 4.25% 3.46% 5.91% S (1.04) 

2009 NOV 0.38 0.60 0.02 S (11,315,396.26) S (17,866,415.15) S (595,547.17) S (0.10) S (0.20) S (0.00) S 1.36 S 2.SO S 0.15 4.32% 3.49% 5.93% S (1.16) 

2009 DEC 0.38 0.60 0.02 S (8,147.153.90) S (12.863,927.21) S (428.797.57) S (0.07) S (0.13 S (0.00 $ 1.47 S 2.74 S 0.17 4.37% 3.48% 5.93% $ (0.79) 

2010 JAN 0.44 0.50 0.07 S (8,620,883.39) S (9,796,458.39) S (1,371,504.18) S (0.07) S (0.10) S (0.01) S 1.37 S 2.69 S 0.19 4.34% 3.44% 5.92% S (0.72) 

2010 FEB 0.44 0.50 0.07 S (9,564,325.57) S (10,868,551.78) S (1,521,597.25) S (0.09) S (0.12) S (O.OI) S 1.35 S 2.58 S 0.19 4.27% 3.42% 5.91% $ (0.87) 

2010 MAR 0.44 0.50 0.Q7 S 656,583.80 S 746,117.96 S 104,456.51 S 0.01 S 0.01 S 0.00 S 1.54 $ 2.14 S 0.18 4.22% 3.41" 5.92% S 0.05 

2010 APR 0.44 0.50 0.07 S 699,147.16 S 794,485.41 S 111,227.96 $ 0.01 S am $ 0.00 S 1.59 S 2.15 S 0.17 4.17% 3.39% 5.94% S 0.06 

2010 MAY 0.44 0.50 0.Q7 S 7.899,780.47 S 8.977.023.27 S 1.256,783.26 $ 0.07 $ 0.09 $ om S 1.77 S 2.24 S 0.18 4.14% 3.37% 5.97% $ 0.63 

2010 JU NE 0.44 0.50 0.07 S 10,185,391.78 S 11,574.308.84 S 1.620,403.24 S 0.09 S 0.12 S 0.01 S 1.82 S 2.33 S 0.18 4.09% 3.33% 5.98% S 0.85 

2010 JULY 0.44 0.50 0.Q7 S 12,607,935.70 S 14.327,199.66 S 2,005,807.95 $ 0.12 $ 0.15 ci- 0.01 $ 2.01 S 2.21 S 0.18 4.07% 3.30% 5.97% $ 1.05 

2010 AUG 0.44 0.50 0.07 S 979,881.66 S 1,113.501.88 S 155,890.26 S 0.01 $ om $ 0.00 S 2.04 $ 2.39 S 0.17 4.11% 3.33% 5.97% $ 0.08 

2010 SEP 0.44 0.50 0.07 S (2,2114,315.71) $ (2,550,358.76) S 1357,050.23) S (0.02) S (0.03) S (0.00) S 2.38 S 2.28 S 0.17 4.19% 3.40" 5.94% S (0.19) 

2010 OCT 0.44 0.50 0.07 S (5,479,196.95) S (6,226,360.17) S (871,690.42) S (0.05) $ (0.06) S (0.00) $ 2.39 S 2.41 S 0.17 4.23% 3.45% S._ S (0.46) 

2010 NOV 0.44 0.50 0.07 S 4,035,427.16 S 4,585,712.68 S 641,999.77 S 0.04 S 0.05 $ 0.00 S 2.28 S 2.25 S 0.18 4.34% 3.49"- 5.93% $ 0.35 

2010 OEC 0.44 0.50 0.07 S 6,368,808.45 $ 7,237,282.33 S 1,013.219.53 S 0.05 S 0.07 S 0.01 S 1.85 S 2.24 S 0.19 4.40% 3.49"- 5.94% S 0.53 

2011 JAN 0.43 0.48 0.10 S 15.509,699.33 S 17,313.152.74 S 3,606,906.82 S 0.12 S 0.17 S 0.02 S 2.15 S 1.93 S 0.22 4.41% 3.46% 5.94% S 1.25 

2011 FEB 0.43 0.48 0.10 S 380,284.72 S 424,503.87 S 88,438.31 S 0.00 S 0.00 S 0.00 S 2.30 $ 2.56 S 0.23 4.36% 3.44% 5.94% $ 0.03 

2011 MAR 0.43 0.48 0.10 S (9,752.770.44) S (10.886,813.52) S (2,268.086.15) S (0.08 S (0.10) S (0.011 S 2.21 S 3.20 S 0.26 4.31% 3.42% 5.94% S (0.74) 

2011 APR 0.43 0.48 0.10 S 17,066,724.76 S 19,051.227.64 S 3,969,005.76 S 0.14 S 0.18 S 0.02 S 2.35 S 2.68 $ 0.31 4.26% 3.39% 5.94% S 1.33 

2011 MAY 0.43 0.48 0.10 $ 25,890,985.49 S 28,901,565.20 S 6,021,159.42 S 0.20 S 0.27 S 0.03 S 2.45 S 2.58 S 0.33 4.23% 3.37% 5.97% S 1.93 

2011 JUNE 0.43 0.48 0.10 S 10,060,888.55 S 11.230,759.31 S 2,339,741.52 $ 0.08 $ 0.11 $ 0.D1 S 2.45 S 3.09 S 0.35 4.21% 3.33% 5.97% S 0.79 

2011 JU LY 0.43 0.48 0.10 S (11,146,263.88 S (12,442,341.08) $ (2,592,154.39 S 10.09 S 10.ll) S (0.01) S 2.16 $ 3.71 S 0.35 4.15% 3.30% 5.97% $ (0.87) 

2011 AUG 0.43 0.48 0. 10 S (12,903,514 .80 $ (14,403,923.49) S (3,000,817.39 S (0.11 $ (0.14) S (0.02) S 2.19 S 3.69 $ 0.37 4.18% 3.33% 5.97% $ (1 .01) 
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Table 9 I I I I I I 
S u mmary of Pool Pounds, Co mponent Pounds , Producer Ha ndle r Exempt Class 1 (Allin Pounds) 

Pooled Component Pounds 
Pool Pounds 

FAT Fl uid Carrie r SNF 

Year Month pr0c;t Fat SNF Clas s 1 Cl ass 2 Class 3 Class 4a Clas s 4b Tota l Class 1 Class 1 Class 2 Clas s 3 Class 4a Class 4b T(!I 4b Protein Ibs 

2011 SEP 3,174,956,443 115, 154,239 280,237,926 9,755,534 8,240,995 7,448,256 43,914,048 45,795,406 11 5,154,239 423,519,31 1 47,049,249 11 ,498,880 6,253,481 85,845,646 129,590,670 260.237.926 45,117,973 

2011 OCT 3,282,640,006 121,512,725 291,729.908 9,968,991 9,428,306 6,952,565 47,198,268 47,964,595 121,512,725 434,179,112 48,477, 125 12,210,871 6,191,110 88,969,805 135,880,997 291,729,908 48,098,605 

2011 NOV 3,205,364,283 121,502,692 287,538,431 9.963.020 10,155,562 5.66t .646 49,290,931 46,4 11 ,533 121,502,692 432,276,464 48,221,500 11 ,753,624 5,311 ,004 92,437,337 129,814,966 287,538,431 46,158,074 

2011 DEC 3,352,871,165 128,306,81 4 300,967,666 10,005,335 8,993,614 4,214 ,257 56,054,922 49,038,686 128,306,814 420,946,400 46,974,062 11 .156.950 4,422 ,485 103,281 ,523 135, 130,646 300,967,666 47,947,21 4 

2012 JAN 3,503,922,644 132,651,332 312,805, 151 10,022,939 7,684,366 5,618,060 59.046.312 50,279,655 132,651,332 438,031,771 48,800,744 12,312,058 5,815,276 107,976,680 137,900,393 312,805,151 48,602,805 

2012 FEB 3,406,725,978 127,297,587 302,751,388 9,197,440 7,833,640 6,137,864 55,551,538 48,577,105 127,297,587 399,572,287 44,457,712 11,611,530 6,765,826 105,791,551 134,124,769 302,751,388 47,098,822 

2012 MAR 3,695,520,970 137,580,540 328,221,516 9,715,135 8,454,836 6,682,534 60,904,898 51,823,137 137,580,540 420,505,308 46,856,956 11 ,718,931 8,601 ,761 116,437,507 144,606,361 328,221,516 50,557, 170 

2012 APR 3,527,542, 167 129,688,971 312,987,710 9,447,845 8,023,994 7,168,289 55,983,417 49,065,426 129,688,971 407 ,743,772 45,421,899 11 ,569,461 7,563,294 109,552,202 138,880,854 312,987,710 48,263,727 

2012 MAY 3,632,724,020 131,091,814 321,202,050 9,483,829 8,544,235 7,444,071 56, 176,489 49,443,190 131,091,814 410,933 ,934 45,767 ,891 11 ,952,093 8,054,627 11 3,569,415 14 1,858,024 321,202,050 48,989,543 

2012 JUNE 3,421,683,809 123,800,958 302,070,166 8 ,956,835 7,921,570 7,780,489 50,471,720 48,670,344 123,800,958 368,961 ,035 40,985,960 11 ,1 13,027 7,586,719 106,995,792 135,388,668 302,070,166 46,279,950 

2012 JULY 3,395,054,264 122,924 ,110 298,342,568 9,804,407 9,611 ,121 9,500,830 45,153,761 48,853,991 122,924 ,110 393,924,371 43,482,329 11,962,449 8,043,730 98,670,768 136,183,292 298,342,568 46,227 ,986 

2012 AUG 3,189,335,715 117,041,997 278,618,345 10,134,406 10.636.203 9,654,024 39,502,284 47,113,080 117,041,997 426,711 ,319 47,074 ,741 11 ,873,900 8,074,435 78,732,852 132.862,417 278,618,345 45,444,062 

2012 SEP 3,078,335,025 114,173,498 271,761,230 9,042,229 10,145,176 7,158,812 42,625,261 45,202,020 114,173,498 401 ,720,443 44 ,761 ,145 11 ,603,477 6,795,556 82,233,316 126,367,736 271,761,230 43,995,884 

2012 OCT 3,195,454 ,758 120,300,511 284,337,366 10,388,808 11,904 ,254 7,195,858 43,389,493 47,422 ,098 120,300,511 445,321 ,097 49,614,114 12,901,761 7,279,847 82,924,11 8 131,617,526 284,337,366 46,589,438 

2012 NOV 3,154,388,743 120,965,834 282,500,621 10,106,758 12,515,922 5,811 ,297 44,385,499 48,146,358 120,965,834 424,433,403 47 ,337,120 12,031,315 6,035,806 85,491,180 131,605,200 282,500,621 46,794,624 

2012 DEC 3,303,044,903 127,271,710 295,971,981 10,130,143 8,305,628 4,125,395 53,465,839 51,24 4,705 127,271,710 I 416,510,623 46,349,617 10,851,767 4,010,019 98,264,815 136 ,495,763 295,971,981 48,431,587 

2013 JAN 3,321,974,145 128,607,476 297 ,103,307 10,103,911 8,372,810 3,702,762 56,234,473 50,193,520 128,607.476 432,770 ,233 48,170,000 11 ,532.409 4,743,198 97,371,470 135,286,230 297,103,307 47,681,447 

2013 FEB 3,090,633,381 117,409,318 275,503,163 8,667,024 8,694,956 5,1 29,240 49,506,920 45,4 11,178 11 7,409,318 376.410,698 41,905,530 10,677,147 6,070,537 92,971,475 123,878,474 275,503,163 43,500,766 

2013 MAR 3,522,624,070 131,146,888 312,909,251 9,285,031 9,775,098 7,203,255 54,949,007 49,934,497 131, 146,888 402,217,804 44 ,769,549 11 ,701,906 7,051,566 110,053,819 139,332.411 312,909,251 48,713,296 

2013 APR 3,471,759,253 127 ,589,11 1 308,235,130 9.335.676 10,085,572 8,096,261 51,164,497 48,907,105 127,589,111 406,375,878 45,171 ,835 11 ,177 ,956 7,857, 730 105,664,456 138,363,153 308,235,130 48,083,816 

2013 MAY 3,567,794,880 129,456,525 316,026,573 9,516,920 10,843,152 8,096,762 50,894,240 50,105,451 129,456,525 413,810,198 45,994,922 11,886,935 8.474,279 106,710,207 142,960 ,230 316,026,573 49,370,181 

2013 JUNE 3,345,239,288 121,120,679 295,191,771 8,787 ,058 7,727 ,753 7,761,513 48,417,658 48,426,697 121,120,679 356,300,845 39,564,643 11 ,413,390 7,843,050 100,4 17,008 135,953,680 295,19 1,771 46,473,088 

2013 JULY 3,232,790,652 116,624 ,417 283,871, 139 9,798,386 7,945,054 7,834,025 43,456,424 47 ,590,528 116,624,417 389,703,256 43,121,030 11,409,173 7,971,725 87 ,246,237 134,122,974 283,871,139 45,528,602 

2013 AUG 3,273,269,387 118,939,253 289,536,751 9,762,576 8,428,309 7,241,216 45,440,342 48,066,810 118,939.253 409,380,612 45,321,254 13,748,648 7,287,158 88,730,164 134,449,527 289,536,751 45,986,915 

2013 SEP 3,078,337, 153 11 3,702,204 273,409,393 9.532.600 8,164,808 6,495,102 42,541,462 46,968,032 113,702,204 410,321,530 45,691,861 11 ,607,820 6,645,255 79,927,600 129,536,857 273,409,393 45,099,238 

2013 OCT 3,212,104,898 122,269,124 288,731,547 10,220,848 11 ,421,637 6,4 16,030 44,438,746 49,771,863 122,269,124 438, 11 2,507 48,983,130 11 ,965,114 6,647,889 86,307,020 134,828,394 288,731,547 47,726,009 

2013 NOV 3,160,081,007 120,698,015 285,192,856 9,654 ,190 11 ,835,684 5,018,873 44,786,078 49,403,190 120,698,015 401 ,652 ,848 45,014,342 11,385,805 8,711,550 87 ,338,937 132,742,222 285,192,856 47,198,913 

2013 DEC 3,347,317.449 128,895,464 302.063.353 10,317,480 11 ,405,836 3,849,477 50,065,834 53,256,837 128,895,464 421,030,241 47,011 ,710 11 ,397,006 3,836,980 98,444,400 141,393,257 302,083,353 50,169,321 

2014 JAN 3,535,682 ,079 134,356,902 317,199,487 9,902,718 9,385,872 6,725,644 52,484,810 55,857,858 134,356,902 416,024 ,965 46,327,618 11,375,326 6,913,815 104,917 ,070 147,665,658 317,199,487 52,044,559 

2014 FEB 3,305,002,929 123,367,279 295,312,760 8,986,053 9,042,609 6,527,366 50,591,408 48 ,219,843 123,367,279 378,969,579 42,257,475 11 ,176,841 7,014,371 98,518,901 136,345,172 295,312,760 47,878,532 

2014 MAR 3,706,096, 117 137,064,040 330,718,554 9,860,425 10,782,136 8 ,438,556 52,657,050 55,325,873 137,064,040 407 ,084 ,308 45,253,028 13,190,212 7,909,11 1 112,566,012 151,800,191 330,718,554 53,072,272 

2014 APR 3,577,429,783 130,829,4 10 318,726,810 9,902,220 10,123,882 7,849,366 49,574,239 53,379,703 130,829,410 401,898,606 44 ,6 11,676 11 ,782,884 7,832,349 107,996,503 146,503,398 318,726,810 50,912,705 
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Table 9 1 
Summary of Pool POI 

Protein and Other So rids Producer Component "10 FMMO Prices 

Year Month 4b OS Ibs 
Pool Prote in 

Pool OS Ibs Pool Fat "10 Pool SNF "10 
poor Protein 

poor OS % 
Cla si:J'it m C la;;lJ

at Class II SNF 
craft IV at Sutterfat Prote in O~fiG;lidS Class IV S NF Class I Class I locatio n 

Ib, % AC- Re. I'TP FM 
2011 SEP 84,472,697 97,566,956 182,670,970 3.63% 8.S3% 3.07% 5.75% S 14.1600 S 2.3175 S 1.4767 S 2.2075 S 2.2005 S 3.0282 S 0.4053 S 1.3623 S 89,240,958.14 S 9,462,384.65 

2011 OCT 87,782,392 103,265,371 188,464,537 3.70% 8.S9% 3.15% 5.74% S 12.2800 S 2.2014 S 1.4422 S 1.9662 S 1.9592 S 2.9211 S 0.4286 S 1.3297 S 81,215,922.69 S 9,704,716.99 

2011 NOV 83,656,892 102,239,522 185,298,909 3.79% 8.97% 3.19% 5.78% S 12.1600 S 1.9179 S 1.4289 S 1.9578 S 1.9508 S 3.2341 S 0.4521 S 1.2716 S 77,574,986.48 ! S 9,662,475.38 

2011 DEC 87,183,432 106,789,700 194,177,966 3.83% 8.98% 3.19% 5.79% S 11.8200 S 2.0191 S 1.3756 S 1.7513 S 1.7443 S 3.3404 S 0.4683 S 1.2398 S 75,509,970.51 1 $ 9,415,138.20 

2012 JAN 89,297,588 11 0,247,748 202,557,403 3.79% 8.93% 3.15% 5.78% S 13.1700 S 1.7395 S 1.3389 S 1.7248 S 1.7178 S 2.7326 S 0.5032 S 1.2141 S 81,550,744.62 S 9,788,052.44 

2012 FEB 87,025,947 106,313,203 196,438,185 3.74% 8.89% 3.12% 5.77% S 11.4200 S 1.7170 S 1.3133 S 1.5809 S 1.5739 S 2.6627 S 0.4541 S 1.1993 S 66,500,230.37 , S 8,928,580.55 

2012 MAR 94,049,191 114,752,567 213,468,949 3.72% 8.88% 3.11% 5.78% S 10.9600 S 1.6355 S 1.2911 S 1.5367 S 1.5297 S 2.6571 S 0.4239 S 1.1516 S 67,112,007.43 S 9,398,424.76 

2012 APR 90,617,127 108,769,156 204,218,554 3.68% 8.87% 3.08% 5.79% S 10.7000 S 1.5239 S 1.2322 S 1.5715 S 1.5645 S 2.6568 S 0.4048 S 1.0728 S 62,886,297.79 S 9,113,486.27 

2012 MAY 92,868,481 110,924,580 210,277,470 3.61% 8.84% 3.05% 5.79% S 10.7600 S 1.5633 S 1.1633 S 1.4532 S 1.4462 S 2.7344 S 0.3500 I 0.9774 I 63,967,186.25 I 9,183,857.38 

2012 JUNE 89,108,7 18 103,256,738 198,813,428 3.62% 8.83% 3.02% 5.81% S 10.6100 I 1.4279 I 1.0467 I 1.4936 I 1.4866 S 2.8952 I 0.3113 I 0.9252 I 56,284,840.87 I 8,252,405.45 

2012 JULY 89,955,306 101,273,628 197,068,940 3.62% 8.79% 2.98% 5.80% I 10.7800 I 1.4594 I 1.0011 I 1.6626 I 1.6556 I 3.0430 I 0.3123 I 0.9965 S 61,460,993.84 I 8,810,058.81 

2012 AUG 87,418,355 95,298,202 183,320,143 3.67% 8.74% 2.99% 5.75% I 11.2100 I 1.6386 I 1.0589 I 1.8409 I 1.8339 I 3.1211 I 0.3462 I 1.0756 I 69,717,655.00 I 9,533,233.18 

2012 SEP 82,371,852 94,615,730 177,145,500 3.71% 8.83% 3.07% 5.75% S 11.5700 I 1.8361 I 1.1511 I 2.0117 I 2.0047 I 3.2521 S 0.3971 S 1.1969 I 68,260,356.40 . I 8,973,819.19 

2012 OCT 85,028,088 100,648,589 183,688,777 3.76% 8.90% 3.15% 5.75% S 12.3100 I 2.0008 I 1.2689 I 2.1206 S 2.1136 I 3.7278 I 0.4340 I 1.2828 S 81,712,451.52 S 9,954,883.17 

2012 NOV 84,810,576 100,448,237 182,052,384 3.83% 8.96% 3.18% 5.77% I 13.7700 I 2.1171 I 1.3478 I 2.0288 I 2.0218 I 3.7172 I 0.4624 I 1.3330 I 86,359,818.38 I 9,492,982.44 

2012 DEC 88,064,176 105,017,125 190,954,856 3.85% 8.96% 3.18% 5.78% I 14.6300 I 2.0763 I 1.4078 I 1.7346 I 1.7276 I 3.3113 I 0.4758 I 1.3569 I 88,749,669.02 1 S 9,317,910.55 

2013 JAN 87,604 ,783 104,713,655 192,389,652 3.87% 8.94% 3.15% 5.79% S 13.3300 I 1.7452 I 1.4400 I 1.6238 I 1.6168 I 3.2862 I 0.4647 I 1.3784 S 81,742,678.54 1 $ 9,673,569.64 

2013 FEB 80,377,708 96,744,804 178,758,359 3.80% 8.91% 3.13% 5.78% S 12.9100 I 1.6427 I 1.4567 I 1.6689 I 1.6619 S 2.9609 I 0.4534 I 1.3742 I 68,241,945.36 I 8,411,570.06 

2013 MAR 90,619, 11 5 109,399,104 203,510,147 3.72% 8.88% 3.11% 5.78% I 12.4400 I 1.6564 S 1.4600 I 1.7546 I 1.7476 I 2.8204 S 0.4179 I 1.3395 I 70,984,952.06 S 8,988,565.96 

2013 APR 90,279,337 107,117,545 201,117,585 3.68% 8.88% 3.09% 5.79% S 12.0700 S 1.7189 I 1.4189 I 1.8297 I 1.8227 I 3.0130 S 0.3863 S 1.3498 I 70,548,902.44 S 9,079,402.76 

2013 MAY 93,590,049 109,137,270 206,889,303 3.63% 8.86% 3.06% 5.80% S 11.8900 I 1.7955 I 1.3989 S 1.7954 I 1.7884 S 3.3597 I 0.3887 S 1.4549 S 71,758,458.63 I 9,245,644.19 

2013 JUNE 89,480,592 100,905,494 194,286,277 3.62% 8.82% 3.02% 5.81% I 13.0900 I 1.8000 I 1.5322 I 1.6669 I 1.6599 I 3.3455 I 0.3859 I 1.5048 I 67,635,496.78 S 7,971,655.16 

2013 JULY 88,594,372 96,361,241 187,509,898 3.61% 8.78% 2.98% 5._ I 13.5000 I 1.6803 I 1.5778 I 1.5763 I 1.5693 I 3.2257 I 0.3927 S 1.5438 S 74,895,506.61 S 8,719,666.64 

2013 AUG 88,462,612 99,032,717 190,504,034 3.63% 8.85% 3.03% 5.82% I 13.7700 I 1.5969 I 1.6078 I 1.5174 I 1.5104 S 3.4775 I 0.3901 I 1.5868 _ ~_.?~.202,304.56 I 9,149,949.51 

2013 SEP 84 ,437,619 95,189,551 178,219,842 3.69% 8.88% 3.09% 5.79% S 14.2600 I 1.5420 I 1.6622 S 1.5266 I 1.5196 I 3.5419 I 0.3914 I 1.6243 I 79,727,087.16 I 9,171,259.96 

2013 OCT 87,102,385 102,204,023 186,527,524 3.81% 8.99% 3.18% 5.81% S 14.5500 I 1.4727 I 1.6944 I 1.6708 I 1.6638 I 3.4107 S 0.3852 I 1.6521 I 85,924,658.03 S 9,797,134.75 

2013 NOV 85,543,309 101 ,405,511 183,787,345 3.82% 9.02% 3.21% 5.82% I 14.8600 I 1.6755 I 1.7289 I 1.6406 I 1.6336 I 3.6316 I 0.3955 S 1.7042 S 82,550,339.78 I 8,989,531.19 

2013 DEC 91,223,936 107,185,570 194,897,783 3.85% 9.02% 3.20% 5.82% S 15.3100 I 1.5986 I 1.7789 S 1.7742 S 1.7672 S 3.5390 I 0.3826 I 1.7680 I 88,150,746.23 I 9,423,680.79 

2014 JAN 95,621 ,099 111 ,796,526 205,402,961 3.80% 8.97% 3.16% 5.81% S 15.8100 I 1.7791 I 1.8344 I 1.7944 I 1.7874 I 4.1870 I 0.4155 I 1.8470 I 90,715,868.97 S 9,303,429.43 

2014 FEB 88,466,640 103,701 ,079 191,611,681 3.73% 8.94% 3.14% 5.80% I 16.5700 I 1.7225 I 1.9189 I 2.0179 I 2.0109 I 4.6044 S 0.4453 $ 1.8914 S 85,275,799.14 I 8,475,198.21 

2014 MAR 98,727,919 115,625,579 215,092,975 3.70% 8.92% 3.12% 5.80% I 17.1400 S 2.0298 I 1.9633 S 2.0472 I 2.0402 S 4.5172 I 0.4700 I 1.9027 I 97,545,310.06 I 9,105,295.89 

2014 APR 95,590,693 11 0 ,763,602 207,963,208 3.66% 8.91% 3.10% 5.81% S 17.2200 I 2.0094 I 1.9911 S 2.1277 S 2.1207 S 4.7089 I 0.4926 S 1.8328 S 96,786,591.43 S 8,991,326.29 
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Table 9 

Summary of Pool P OL 

Receipts Deductions 

Year Month Class II Class III Class IV Total 
Transportation (Net) Fortification Quota (net of ROA) MA Fee Total Net to Producers Class lit Value PPDTotal PPD/cwt. 

2011 SEP S 60,848,933.07 S 271,635,821.15 S 213,580,386.17 S 644,768,483.18 S 2,948,582.73 S 527,034.69 S 11,478,692.10 S 750,000.00 S 15,704,309.52 S 629,064,173.66 S 622,885,703.51 S 6,178,470.15 S 0.19 

2011 OCT S 58,747,405.56 S 272,096,601.98 S 210,773,996.37 S 632,538,643.59 S 3,097,534.78 S 533,684.22 S 11,857,186.85 S 750,000.00 S 16,238,405.85 S 616,300,237.74 S 620,492,105.65 S (4,191,867.91) S (0.13) 

2011 NOV S 55,350,576.77 S 277,640,726.08 S 213,700,065.92 S 633,928,830.64 S 2,927,138.01 S 471,866.33 S 11,479,445.87 S 750,000.00 S 15,628,450.21 S 618,300,380.43 S 651,453,927.54 S (33,153,547.11) S 11.03 

2011 DEC S 44,564,766.47 S 286,529,055.57 S 225,825,032.66 S 641,843,963.41 S 2,843,099.34 S 457,858.65 S 11,862,058.80 S 750,000.00 S 15,913,016.79 S 625,930,946.62 S 671,459,431.41 S (45,528,484.79) S (1.36) 

2012 JAN S 47,214,711.86 S 264,116,962.81 S 232,524, 241.94 S 635,194,7]3.67 S 3,159,265.36 S 497,600.69 S 11,848,924.77 S 750,000.00 S 16,255,790.82 S 618,938,922.85 S 631,058,339.68 S (12,119,416.83) S (0.35) 

2012 FEB S 46,222,532.31 S 241,384,022.18 S 214,308,372.77 S 577,343,738.18 S 2,938,977.97 S 473,548.09 S 11,093,915.34 S 750,000.00 S 15,256,441.40 S 562,087,296.78 S 572,636,418.31 S (10,549,121.54) S (0.31 

2012 MAR S 49,497,641.92 S 253,476,761.96 S 227,255,655.53 S 606,740,491 .60 S 3,123,481.44 S 499,325.95 S 11,857,023.98 S 750,000.00 S 16,229,831.37 S 590,510,660.23 S 605,855,484.88 S (15,344,824.65) S (0.42) 

2012 APR S 47,450,053.45 S 241,671,741.35 S 205,113,658.20 S 566,235,237.06 S 3,019,466.26 S 488,978.65 S 11,472,070.91 S 750,000.00 S 15,730,515.82 S 550,504,721.24 S 574,543,960.13 S (24,039,238.90) S 10.681 

2012 MAY S 46,508,023.66 S 237,965,716.79 S 192,245,184.61 S 549,869,968.68 S 2,944,997.07 S 531,246.96 S 11,847,928.15 S 750,000.00 S 16,074,172.18 S 533,795,796.50 S 566,494,267.46 S (32,698,470.95) S (0.90) 

2012 JUNE S 43,025,619.46 S 234,082,588.98 S 174,023,765.71 S 515,669,220.47 S 2,824,569.42 S 503,473.10 S 11,455,633.65 S 750,000.00 S 15,533,676.17 S 500,135,544.30 S 544,882,032.35 S (44,746,488.05) S (1.31) 

2012 JULY S 51,803,715.53 S 249,647,470.48 S 173,081,987.02 S 544,804,225.68 S 2,915,121.57 S 543,323.53 S 11,850,875.95 S 750,000.00 S 16,059,321.05 S 528,744,904.63 S 573,233,435.49 S (44,488,530.86) S (1.311 

2012 AUG S 58,479,252.62 S 258,500,374.68 S 157,128,294.24 S 553,358,809.71 S 3,050,912.SO S 568,940.14 S 11,860,756.64 S 750,000.00 S 16,230,609.58 S 537,128,200.13 S 575,543,969.59 S (38,415,769.46) S (1 .20) 

2012 SEP S 55,989,559.55 S 266,405,366.97 S 183,875,916.65 S 583,505,018.76 S 3,025,762.44 S 528,343.63 S 11,455,766.99 S 750,000.00 S 15,759,873.06 S 567,745,145.70 S 606,927,905.62 S (39,182,759.92) S (1.27) 

2012 OCT S 66,112,139.90 S 310,809,645.09 S 198,083,090.98 S 666,672,210.66 S 3,220,405.19 S 515,580.59 S 11,841,026.22 S 750,000.00 S 16,327,012.00 S 650,345,198.66 S 709,185,897.89 S (58,840,699.23) S (1 .84) 

2012 NOV S 61,533,127.59 S 310,503,693.62 S 203,698,344.82 S 671,587,966.84 S 2,964,170.51 S 491,658.63 S 11,458,973.14 S 750,000.00 S 15,664,802.28 S 655,923,164.56 S 702,135,933.33 S (46,212,768.77) S (1.47) 

2012 DEC S 42,485,274.83 S 290,802,800.39 S 225,703,110.93 S 657,058,765.72 S 3,036,504.53 S 470,736.73 S 11,831,221.22 S 750,000.00 S 16,088,462.48 S 640,970,303.24 S 658,474,133.62 S (17,503,830.38) S (0.53) 

2013 JAN S 43,045,187.89 S 278,553,596.71 S 225,136,730.19 S 638,151,762.97 S 3,188,025.52 S 477,707.99 S 11,838,391.43 S 750,000.00 S 16,254,124.94 S 621,897,638.03 S 641,446,050.48 S (19,548,412.45) S (0.59) 

2013 FEB S 47,467,551.99 S 240,713,508.46 S 210,036,951.29 S 574, 871,527.17 S 2,963,349.20 S 438,628.23 S 10,693,973.42 S 750,000.00 S 14,845,950.85 S 560,025,576.32 S 562,623,276.46 S (2,597,700.14) S (0.08) 

2013 MAR S 57,170,287.29 S 262,526,234.71 S 243,445,975.18 S 643,116,015.22 S 3,229,953.29 S 479,529.22 S 11,842,642.30 S 750,000.00 S 16,302,124.81 $ 626,813,890.41 S 622,788,424.58 S 4,025,465.82 S 0.11 

2013 APR S 60,277,034.71 S 268,894,425.42 S 235,883,411.39 S 644,683,176.71 S 3,209,593.95 S 486,486.97 S 11,452,267.41 S 750,000.00 $ 15,898,348.33 S 628,784,828.38 S 632,993,558.14 $ (4,208,729.76) S (0.12) 

2013 MAY S 62,488,023.86 S 291,856,038.86 S 246,271,938.98 S 681,620,104.52 S 3,068,666.14 S 504,482.85 S 11,832,855.28 S 750,000.00 S 16,156,004.27 S 665,464,100.25 S 678,606,407.62 S (13,142,307.37) S (0.37) 

2013 JUNE S 55,323,774.86 S 270,389,751 .88 S 231,475,984.15 S 632,796,662.83 S 3,000,336.10 S 450,825.09 S 11,446,337.29 S 750,000.00 S 15,647,498.48 S 617,149,164 .35 S 613,602,620.10 S 3,546,544.24 S 0.11 

2013 JULY S 55,451,743.09 S 256,336,437.79 S 202,886,906.86 S 598,290,260.99 S 3,213,324.64 S 499,139.83 S 11,828,976.47 S 750,000.00 S 16,291,440.94 S 581,998,820.05 S 567,486,289.00 S 14,512,531.05 S 0.45 

2013 AUG S 57,598,306.12 S 267,028,871.80 S 209,430,116.79 S 621,409,548.78 S 3,436,800.17 S 500,666.31 S 11,827,015.18 S 750,000.00 S 16,514,481.66 S 604,895,067.12 S 598,347,745.00 S 6,547,322.12 S 0.20 

2013 SEP S 52,720,079.87 S 264,158,495.68 S 194,472,406.34 S 600,249,329.01 S 3,386,118.59 S 499,385.68 S 11,445,348.82 S 750,000.00 S 16,OSO,853.09 S 584,168,475.92 S 579,688,984.90 S 4,479,491.02 S 0.15 

2013 OCT S 61,341,046.31 S 279,141,361.82 S 216,525,013.34 S 652,729,214.25 S 3,415,569.42 S 479,871.90 S 1l.838,048.86 S 750,000.00 S 16,483,490.18 $ 636,245,724.07 S 623,869,031.83 S 12,376,692.25 S 0.39 

2013 NOV S 62,397,903.27 S 285,945,002 .25 S 222,005,553.46 S 661,888,329.94 S 3,210,132.87 S 420,158.50 S 11,457,804.86 S 750,000.00 S 15,838,096.23 S 646,050,233.71 S 638,124,424.46 S 7,925,809.25 S 0.25 

2013 DEC S 54,165,714.02 S 306,566,988.01 S 262,526,041.04 S 720,833,170.10 S 3,216,246.52 S 422,922.61 S 11,839,705.46 S 750,000.00 S 16,228,874.59 S 704,604,295.51 S 681,681,686.42 S 22,922,609.08 S 0.68 

2014 JAN S 62,460,104.56 S 357,481,472.10 S 287,593,177.68 S 807,554,052.74 S 3,266,384.98 S 449,332.41 S 11,839,430.63 S 750,000.00 S 16,305,148.02 S 791,248,904.72 S 793,586,510.57 S (2,337,605.85) S (0.07) 

2014 FEB S 66,325,769.26 S 356,811,389.46 S 288,072,911.70 S 804,961,067.76 S 3,111,783.67 S 414,738.49 S 10,693,974.57 S 750,000.00 S 14,970,496.73 S 789,990,571.03 S 810,885,189.54 S (20,894,618.51) S (0.63) 

2014 MAR S 80,772,901.51 S 399,016,034.94 S 321,610,264.44 S 908,049,806.83 S 3,382,340.58 S 457,842.43 S 11,846,685.24 S 750,000.00 S 16,436,868.25 S 891,612,938.58 S 903,035,619.80 S (11,422,681.21) S (0.31) 

2014 APR S 77,297,570.20 S 400,033,148.75 S 303,068,079.35 S 886,176,716.01 S 3,279,763.69 S 444,691.58 S 11,460,326.28 S 750,000.00 S 15,934,781.55 S 870,241,934.46 S 901,467,332.50 S (31,225,398.04) S (0.87) 
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Table 9 I 
Summary of Pool POI 

Year Month PPD/cwt. +2 
%PPOF % PPO P " PPO OS $ PPO F $ PPO P $ PPO OS $ PPO/ lb F $ PPO/lb P $ PPO/lb OS Producer F$ Producer P$ Producer 05$ " F+250 % P +2 SO % 05+250 5D 

2011 SEP 0.43 0.48 0.10 S 2,656,742.16 S 2,965,665.67 S 617,847.01 S 0.02 S 0.03 S 0.00 S 2.22 S 3.06 S 0.41 4.21% 3.39% 5.93% S 0.22 

2011 OCT 0.43 0.48 0.10 S (1,802,503.20) S (2,012,096.60) S (419,186.79) S (0.01) S (0.02) S (0.00) S 1.94 S 2.90 S 0.43 4.28% 3.47% 5.92% S (0.14) 

201 1 NOV 0.43 0.48 0.10 S 114,256,025.26 S (15,913,702.61) S (3,315,354.71 S ID.12 S (0.16) S (0.02) S 1.83 S 3.08 S 0.43 4.37% 3.51% 5.96% S /1.171 

2011 DEC 0.43 0.48 0.10 S (19,577,248.46) S (21,853,672.70) S (4,552,848.48) S (0.15) S (0.20) S (0.02) S 1.59 S 3.14 S 0.44 4.41% 3.51% 5.97% S (1.53) 

2012 JAN 0.35 0.53 0.13 S (4,241,795.89) S (6,423,290.92) S (1,575,524.19) S (0.03) S (0.06) S (0.01) S 1.69 S 2.67 S 0.50 4.37% 3.47% 5.96% S (0.39) 

2012 FEB 0.35 0.53 0.13 S (3,692,192.54) S (5,591,034.41) S (1,371,385.80) S (0.03) S (0.05) S (0.01) S 1.54 S 2.61 S 0.45 4.32% 3.44% 5.95% S (0.35) 

2012 MAR 0.35 0.53 0.13 S (5,370,688.63) S (8,132,757.06) S (1,994,827.20) S (D.04) S (0.07) S (0.01) S 1.49 S 2.59 S 0.41 4.30% 3.43% 5.96% S (0.47) 

2012 APR 0.35 0.53 0.13 S (8,413,733.61) S (12,740,796.62) S (3,125,101.06) S (0.06) S (0.12) S (0.02) S 1.50 S 2.54 S 0.39 4.26% 3.40% 5.97% S (0.77) 

2012 MAY 0.35 0.53 0.13 S (11,444,464.83) S (17,330,189.61) S 14,250,801.22) S (0.09) S (0.16) S (0.D2) S 1.36 S 2.58 S 0.33 4.19% 3.37% 5.97% S (1.01) 

2012 JUNE 0.35 0.53 0.13 S 115,661,270.82) S (23,715,638.67) S (5,817,043.45) S (0.13) S (0.23) S (0.03) S 1.36 S 2.67 S 0.28 4.20% 3.34% 5.99% S (1.47) 

2012 JULY 0.35 0.53 0.13 S (15,570.985.80) S (23.578,92L36) S (5,783,509.01) S (0.13 S (0.23) S (0.03) S 1.53 S 2.81 S 0.28 4.20% 3.30% 5.98% S (1 .48) 

2012 AUG 0.35 0.53 0.13 S (13,445,519.31) S (20,360,357.81) S (4,994,050.03) S (0. 11 ) S (0.21) S (0.03) S 1.72 S 2.91 S 0.32 4.25% 3.31% 5.93% S (1.36) 

2012 SEP 0.35 0.53 0.13 S (13,713,965.97) S (20,766,862.76) S (5.093,758.79) S (0.12) S (0.22) S (0.03) S 1.88 S 3.03 S 0.37 4.29% 3.39% 5.93% S (1.43) 

2012 OCT 0.35 0.53 0.13 S (20,594,244.73) S (31,185,570.59) S (7,649,290.90) S (0.17) S (0.31) S (0.04) S 1.94 S 3.42 S 0.39 4.34% 3.47% 5.93% S (2.07) 

2012 NOV 0.35 0.53 0.13 S (16,174,469.07) S (24,492,767.45) S (6,007,659.94) S (0.13) S (0.24) S (0.03) S 1.89 S 3.47 S 0.43 4.41% 3."'" 5.95% S (1.64) 

2012 DEC 0.35 0.53 0.13 $ (6,126,340.63) S (9,277,030.10) $ (2,275,497.95) $ 10.05) $ (0.09) S (0.01) S 1.68 $ 3.22 $ 0.46 4.43% 3.50% 5.96% S (0.59) 

2013 JAN 0.32 0.55 0.12 $ (6,255,491.98) $ (10,751,626.85) $ (2,345,809.49) $ (0.05) $ (0.10) $ (0.01) $ 1.57 $ 3.18 $ 0.45 4.45% 3.47% 5.97% $ (0.65) 

2013 FEB 0.32 0.55 0.1 2 $ (831,264.05) $ (1,428,735.08) S (311,724 .02) $ (0.01) S (0.01) S (0.00) S 1.65 $ 2.95 S 0,45 4.38% 3.45% 5.96% $ (0.09) 

2013 MAR 0.32 0.55 0.12 $ 1,288,149.06 S 2,214,006.20 $ 483,055.90 S 0.01 $ 0.02 S 0.00 $ 1.76 $ 2.84 $ 0.42 4.30% 3.43% 5.96% S 0.13 

2013 APR 0.32 0.55 0.12 S 11,346,793.52 S (2,314,801.37) S (505,047.57) S (0.01) S (0.02) S (0.00) S 1.81 $ 2.99 S 0.38 4.26% 3.41% 5.97% $ (0.13) 

2013 MAY 0.32 0.55 0.12 $ (4,205,538.36) S 17,228,269.06) S (1,577,076.88) S (0.03) S (0.07) S (0.01) S 1.76 S 3.29 S 0.38 4.21% 3.38% 5.98% $ (O.41) 

2013 JUNE 0.32 0.55 0.12 S 1,134,894.16 $ 1,950,599.33 S 425,585.31 $ 0.01 $ 0.02 S 0.00 S 1.67 $ 3.36 S 0.39 4.20% 3.34% 5.99% $ 0.12 

2013 JULY 0.32 0.55 0.12 S 4,644,009.94 S 7,981,892.08 S 1,741,503.73 S 0.04 S 0.08 S 0.01 $ 1.61 $ 3.31 $ 0.40 4.19% 3.30% 5.98% $ 0.50 

2013 AUG 0.32 0.55 0.12 S 2,095,143.08 S 3,601,027.16 S 785,678.65 S 0.02 $ 0.04 $ 0.00 $ 1.53 S 3.51 $ 0.39 4.21% 3.35% 6.00% $ 0.22 

2013 SEP 0.32 0.55 0.12 S 1,433,437.13 $ 2,463,720.06 S 537,538.92 S 0.01 $ 0.Q3 $ 0.00 $ 1.53 S 3.57 $ 0.39 4.27% 3.41% 5.97% S 0.16 

2013 OCT 0.32 0.55 0.12 S 3,960,541.52 $ 6,807,180.74 S 1,485,203.07 $ 0.03 S 0.07 $ 0.01 S 1.70 S 3.48 $ 0.39 4.39% 3."'" 5.99% S 0.42 

2013 NOV 0.32 0.55 0.12 $ 2,536,258.96 S 4,359,195.09 S 951,097.11 S 0.02 $ 0.04 S 0.01 S 1.65 $ 3.67 $ 0.40 4.40% 3.53% 6.00% $ 0.28 

2013 DEC 0.32 0.55 0.12 S 7,335,234.91 S 12,607,434.99 S 2,750,713.09 $ 0.06 $ 0.12 $ 0.01 $ 1.82 $ 3.66 $ 0.40 4.43% 3.52% 6.00% S 0.75 

2014 JAN 0.34 0.54 0.12 $ (794,785.99) S (1,262,307.16) $ (280,512.70) $ (0.01) S (0.01) S (O.OO) S 1.78 S 4.18 S 0.41 4.38% 3.48% 5.99% $ (0.07) 

2014 FEB 0.34 0.54 0.12 $ (7,104,170.29) $ (11,283,094.00) S (2,507,354.22) $ (0.06) $ (0.11) $ (0.01) $ 1.95 $ 4.50 $ 0.43 4.31% 3.46% 5.98% S (0.70) 

2014 MAR 0.34 0.54 0.12 $ (3,883,711.61) $ (6,168,247.85) S (1,370,721.75) $ (0.03) S (0.05) S (0.01) S 2.01 S 4.46 S 0.46 4.28% 3.44% 5.98% $ (0.34) 

2014 APR 0.34 0.54 0.12 $ 110,616,635.33) S (16,861,714.94) $ (3,747,047.76) $ (0.08) S (0.15) $ (0.02) $ 2.04 $ 4.56 S 0.47 4.24% 3.42% 5.99% $ (0.97) 
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Table 9 I I I I I I I I 
Summary of Pool Pounds, Component Pounds, Producer Handler Exempt Class 1 (Allin Pounds) 

Pooled Component Pounds 
Pool Pounds 

FAT Fluid Carrier SNF 

Year Month ProC ct Fat SNF Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4a Class 4b Total Class 1 Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4a Class 4b Total 4b Protein Ibs «. 
2014 MAY 3,633,943,274 131,555,993 323,112,437 9,968,323 10,183,120 8,495,541 48,595,881 54 ,313,128 131,555,993 404,628,267 44 ,968,771 11,229,167 7,492,448 111 ,416,956 148,005,095 323,112,437 51 ,112,385 

2014 JUNE 3,435,240,467 123,199,865 305,001 ,841 9,858,986 10,475,205 9,260,771 41 ,972,334 51 ,632,569 123,199,865 384,392,694 42,442,827 12,276,538 8,462,896 100,238,262 141 ,581,318 305,001,841 48,396,786 

2014 JULY 3,422,354,511 122,808,358 302,553,006 10,499,213 10,781,228 11 ,110,857 37,885,831 52,531,229 122,808,358 396,997,588 43,825,130 11 ,052,764 8,275,032 95,054,159 144,345,921 302,553,006 48,998,824 

2014 AUG 3,339,084,988 120,468,016 295,981,701 10,261,834 10,395,571 8,361,542 40,127,245 51,321,824 120,468,016 409,664,287 45,038,892 11 ,580,462 7,062,957 89,739,406 142,559,984 295,981,701 48,761,004 

2014 SEP 3,178,833,881 116,385,628 282,076,391 9,978,101 10,598,227 8,386,969 35,740,931 51,681,400 116,385,628 408,336,011 45,207,144 11 ,942,516 6,677,182 78,737,599 139,511 ,950 282,076,391 48,572,142 

2014 OCT 3,322,831 ,966 124,101,435 297,763,620 10,544,596 9,205,642 6,724,031 43,811,584 53,815,582 124,101,435 435,688,817 48,571,383 11 ,856,380 6,564,087 84,462,383 146,309,387 297,763,620 51,790,004 

2014 NOV 3,246,258,753 123,206,471 292,455,467 9,848,106 10,196,149 5,223,241 43,954,222 53,984,753 123,206,471 401 ,511 ,342 44 ,940 ,081 11 ,149,211 5,718,742 88,943,968 141 ,703,465 292,455,467 50,385,246 

2014 DEC 3,361,867,921 128,159,927 302,372,025 10,654,452 9,809,899 4,756,247 47,491,054 55,448,275 128,159 ,927 421,871 ,745 47 ,036,884 11 ,797,277 4,301,806 91,917,620 147,318,438 302,372,025 52,271,701 

Averages 

Sources: 

CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 

Pooled pounds 

Transportation Credits & Allowance 

Fortification Allowance 

Quota premium I 
C lass I sales in Northern & Southern California (used for Location Differential) 

USDA Dairy Programs I 
C lass and Component Prices I 
Dairy Markets and Poli_e)' Information Letter Series 

Information Leiter IL 1r01 . -
Or, John Newton 

%PPD F, %PPDP, % PPDOS 

h Itp:/1www .dairymarkets.org/PubPodiPubsJIL 15-0 1. pdf 
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Table 9 I 
Summary of Pool POI I 

I 
Protein and Other Solids Producer Component % FMMO Prices 

Year Month 4b as Ibs 
Pool Protein 

Pool as Ibs Poo l Fat % Pool SNF D/. 
Pool Protein 

Poo l OS % ClasAs;Jm Clajjnat ClaRe SNF ClaSS !)at Butterfat Protein Other Solids Class IV S NF Class I Class I location 
Ib, % 

A I Rff'. IIF t/ C1 All 
2014 MAY 96,892,710 111 ,584 ,317 211,528,120 3.62% 8.89% 3.07% 5.82% S 17.4500 S 2.1790 S 1.8956 S 2.2791 S 2.2721 S 3.9553 S 0.4897 S 1.6919 S 100,175,658.95 S 9,053,437.61 

2014 JUNE 93,184,532 104,258,873 200,742,968 3.59% 8.88% 3.03% 5.84% S 15.5800 S 2.2356 S 1.7700 S 2.4483 S 2.4413 S 3.3437 S 0.4942 S 1.6785 S 88,541,723.27 , S 8,602,881.79 

2014 JULY 95,347,097 102,702,878 199,850,128 3.59% 8.84% 3.00% 5.84% S 15.0100 S 2.4377 S 1.7456 S 2.6419 S 2.6349 S 3.1798 S 0.5046 S 1.6770 S 91,761,421.50 S 8,891,042.04 

2014 AUG 93,798,980 101,237,138 194,744,563 3.61% 8.86% 3.03% 5.83% S 15.2200 S 2.6235 S 1.7689 S 2.8518 S 2.8448 S 3.1496 S 0.5036 S 1.6047 S 96,127,745.34 S 9,159,810.76 

2014 SEP 90,939,808 98,207,032 183,869,359 3.66% 8.87% 3.09% 5.78% S 14.5600 S 2.7373 S 1.6956 S 3.2537 S 3.2467 S 3.4991 S 0.4876 S 1.2910 S 93,348,939.24 S 9,131,368.74 

2014 OCT 94,519,383 105,401,160 192,362,460 3.73% 8.96% 3.17% 5.79% S 13.6700 S 3.1410 S 1.3733 S 2.8577 S 2.8507 S 3.7362 S 0.4670 S 1.3090 S 99,318,945.38 S 9,747,654.48 

2014 NOV 91,318,219 103 ,987,864 188,467,603 3.80% 9.01% 3.20% 5.81% S 13.2500 S 3.2216 S 1.4022 S 2.2081 S 2.2011 S 3.9018 S 0.4505 S 1.2102 S 90,881,471.84 S 8,989,100.72 

2014 DEC 95,046,737 107,287,996 195,084,029 3.81% 8.99% 3.19% 5.80% S 15.3900 S 2.1935 S 1.3489 S 2.1061 S 2.0991 S 2.7387 S 0.3996 S 1.0767 S 95,535,578.47 S 9,447,392.70 

Averages 3.68% 8.87% 3.09% 5.78% S 11.5968 S 1.8281 S 1.2963 S 1.8453 S 1.8383 S 2.9369 S 0.3100 S 1.2198 

Sources: 
, 

COFA Milk Pooling B ! 

P ooled pounds 

Transportation Credits 

Forlification Allowance 

Quota premium 

Class 1 sales in Northe 

U SDA Dairy P rog ram I 

C lass and Compone nt I 
Dairy Markets a n d Pc 

I 

Information Leller Ill ] 
I-~ - ---

Or. John Newlon 

%PPD F, % PPDP, ~ 

hltp:llwww.dairymarkel 

Page 10 of 12 



Table 9 

Summary of Pool POI 

Receipts Deductions 

Year Month Class II Class III Class IV Total 
Transportation (Net) Fortification Quota (net of RQAI MAFee Tota l Net to Producers Class III Value PPDTotal PPO!cwt. 

2014 MAY S 78,059,229.68 S 373,018,036.31 S 298,921,049.08 S 859,227,411.63 S 3,242,376.73 S 466,783.38 S 11,848,631.56 S 750,000.00 S 16,307,791.67 S 842,919,619.96 S 843,843,141.07 S (923.521.12) S (0.03) 

2014 JUNE S 85,028,388.22 S 333,926,718.71 S 270,716,981.76 S 786,816,693.75 S 3,145,391.26 S 422,287.66 S 11,447,674.51 S 750,000.00 S 15,765,353.43 S 771,051,340.32 S 748,585,400.13 S 22,465,940.19 S 0.65 

2014 JULY S 91,575,300.06 S 342,333,141.65 S 259,231,200.74 S 793,792,106.00 S 3,140,807.23 S 438,321.17 S 11,840,659.70 S 750,000.00 S 16,169,788.10 S 777,622,317.90 S 751,006,729.50 S 26,615,588.39 S 0.78 

2014 AUG S 86,469,878.72 S 346,815,148.42 S 258,158,811.38 S 796,731,394.63 S 3,283,750.31 S 464,040.70 S 11,822,694.24 S 750,000.00 S 16,320,485.25 S 780,410,909.38 S 759,637,264.04 S 20,773,645.34 S 0.62 

2014 SEP S 93,343,692.15 S 382,095,033.48 S 217,690,320.99 S 795,609,354.60 S 3,162,845.57 S 491,007.13 S 11,427,658.85 S 750,000.00 S 15,831,511.55 S 779,777,843.05 S 811,160,142.42 S (31,382,299.36) S (0.99) 

2014 OCT S 70,819,053.86 S 391,050,444.09 S 235,454,941.86 S 806,391,039.67 S 3,294,321.93 S 467,815.80 S 11,843,916.90 S 750,000.00 S 16,356,054.63 S 790,034,985.04 S 837,409,042.06 S (47,374,057.03) S (1.43) 

2014 NOV S 57,699,798.76 S 356,557,850.39 S 204,387,628.12 S 718.515,849.82 S 3,102,788.10 S 428,260.98 S 11,451,265.97 S 750,000.00 S 15,732,315.05 S 702,783,534.77 S 761,834,266.39 S (59,050,731.62) S (1.82) 

2014 DEC S 52,393,813.15 S 297,528,657.46 S 198,656,172.91 S 653,561,614.67 S 3,143,581 .38 S 498,433.47 S 11,835,947.41 S 750,000.00 S 16,227,962.26 S 637,333,652.41 S 640,805,716.43 S (3,472,064.02) S (0.10) 

Averages S 11,630,887.27 S (8,807,210.92) S (0.27) 

Sources: 

CDFA Mi lk Pooling B 

Pooled pounds 

Transportation Credils 

Forlificalion Allowance 

Quota premium 

Class I sales in Northe 

USDA Dairy Program 

C lass and Component 

Dairy_Markets and Pc 

Informalion l eUer Il 1 r 
Dr. John Newton 

'Yo PPD F. % PPD P, 0/. 

http://www.dairymarkel 
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Table 9 

Summary of Pool POI 

Year Month PPO/cwt. +2 
% PPOF % PPOP %PPO 05 $ PPO F $ PPO P $ PPO 05 $ PPO/lb F $ PPD/lb P $ PPO/lbOs Producer F$ Producer p$ Producer 05$ % F +2 50 % P +250 % 05+250 SO 

2014 MAY 0.34 0.54 0.12 S (313,997.18) S (498,701.40) S (l10,822.53) S 10.00) S 10.00) S 10.00) S 2.27 S 3.95 S 0.49 4.20% 3.39% 6.00% S (0.03) 

2014 JUNE 0.34 0.54 0.12 S 7,638,419.67 S 12,131,607.70 S 2,695,912.82 S 0.06 S 0.12 S 0.01 S 2.50 S 3.46 S 0.51 4.17% 3.35% 6.02% S 0.73 

2014 JULY 0.34 0.54 0.12 S 9,049,300.05 S 14,372,417.73 S 3,193,870.61 S 0.07 S 0.14 S 0.02 S 2.71 S 3.32 S 0.52 4.17% 3.32% 6.02% S 0.87 

2014 AUG 0.34 0.54 0.12 S 7,063,039.42 S 11,217,768.48 S 2,492,837.44 S 0.06 S 0.11 S 0.01 S 2.90 S 3.26 S 0.52 4.19% 3.35% 6.01% S 0.69 

2014 SEP 0.34 0.54 0.12 S (10,669,981.78) S (16,946,441.66) S (3,765,875.92) S (0.09) S (0.17) S (0.02) S 3.16 S 3.33 S 0.47 4.24% 3.41% 5.96% S (1.10) 

2014 OCT 0.34 0.54 0.12 S (16,107,179.39) S P5,581,990.79) S (5,684,886.84) S (0.13) S (0.24) S (0.03) S 2.72 S 3.49 S 0.44 4.31% 3.49% 5.97% S (1.58) 

2014 NOV 0.34 0.54 0.12 S (20,077,248.75) S (31.887,395.08) S (7.086,087.79) S (0.16) S (0.31) S 10.04) S 2.04 S 3.60 S 0.41 4.38% 3.52% 5.99% S (2.02) 

2014 DEC 0.34 0.54 0.12 S (1.1BO,501 .77) S 11,874,914.57) S (416,647.68 S (0.Gl) S (0.02) S (0.00) S 2.09 S 2.72 S 0.40 4.39% 3.51% 5.9B% S (0.11) 

Averages S (3,103,962.31) S (4,884.80B.B4) S (B70,690.73) S (0.03) S (0.05) S 10.00) S (0.31) 

Sources: 

COFA Milk Pool ing B 

Pooled pounds 

Transportation Credits 

Fortification Allowance 

Quota premium I 
Class I sales in Northe 

USDA Dairy Program 

Class and Component 

Dairy Markets and Pc 

Information letter Il11 r---
Dr. John Newton 

% PPD F, % PPD P, ~ 

htlp:/lwww.dairymarkel 
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Table 10 I I I I I I 
Summary of Transportation Allowance and Credits, January 2009·December 2014 

Transportation Allowance Transportation Credit 

Year Month Northern Calif. Southern Calif. Total Fat SNF Total Total 

Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Transportation 

2009 JANUARY $ 560,167.97 $ 2,435,274.93 $ 2,995,442.90 $ (1,833.79) $ (283,820.49) $ (285,654.28) $ 3,281,097.18 

2009 FEBRUARY $ 507,663.57 $ 2,342,199.11 $ 2,849,862.68 $ (2,044.33) $ (174,693.70) $ (176,738.03) $ 3,026,600.71 

2009 MARCH $ 545,827.15 $ 2,538,327.10 $ 3,084,154.25 $ (3,621.95) $ (265,686.77) $ (269,308.72) $ 3,353,462.97 

2009 APRil $ 527,065.93 $ 2,386,630.53 $ 2,913,696.46 $ (2,184.19) $ (181,273.47) $ (183,457.66) $ 3,097,154 .12 

2009 MAY $ 528,439.77 $ 2,548,549.61 $ 3,076,989.38 $ (1,971.21) $ (170,477.85) $ ( 172,449.06) $ 3,249,438.44 

2009 JUNE $ 495,014.99 $ 2.444,276.49 $ 2,939,291.48 $ (1,994.97) S (173,573.57) $ (175,568.54) $ 3,114,860.02 

2009 JULY $ 510,824.95 $ 2,482,351 .12 $ 2,993, 176.07 $ (1 ,905.29) $ (165,264.19) $ (167,169.48) $ 3,160,345.55 

2009 AUGUST $ 517.930.81 $ 2,720,060.44 $ 3.237,991.25 $ (1,902.31 ) $ (170,975.31) $ (172,877.62) $ 3,410,868.87 

2009 SEPTEMBER $ 512,676.35 $ 2,666.950.47 $ 3,179,626.82 $ (1,971.13) $ (171,865.39) $ (173,836.52) $ 3,353,463.34 

2009 OCTOBER $ 536,361.94 $ 2,697,554.53 $ 3,233,916.47 $ (1,969.83) $ (166,524.50) $ (168,494.33) $ 3,402,410.80 

2009 NOVEMBER $ 514,076.32 $ 2,480,487.31 $ 2,994.563.63 $ (2,110.06) S (181,205.39) $ (183,315.45) $ 3,177,879.08 

2009 DECEMBER $ 523.335.98 $ 2,490,754.72 $ 3,014,090 .70 $ (2,109.62) $ (180,891.74) $ (183,001.36) $ 3,197,092.06 

2010 JANUARY $ 523,964.30 $ 2,531 ,329.69 $ 3,055.293.99 $ (2,320.82) $ (194,914.33) $ (197,235.15) $ 3,252,529.14 

2010 FEBRUARY $ 475,081.86 $ 2,398,637.59 $ 2,873,719.45 $ (2,262.76) S (195,653.90) $ (197,916.66) $ 3,071,636.11 

2010 MARCH $ 512,317.45 $ 2,616.553.89 $ 3,128,871.34 $ (5,618.69) $ (172,764.26) $ (178,382.95) $ 3,307,254.29 

2010 APRil $ 492,536.47 $ 2,563,385.77 $ 3,055.922.24 $ (2,323.97) $ (196,011.21) $ (198,335.18) $ 3,254,257.42 

2010 MAY $ 495,953.60 $ 2,671,572.82 $ 3,167,526.42 $ (2,216.39) $ (191,936.38) $ (194,152.77) $ 3,361,679.19 

2010 JUNE $ 438,458.01 $ 2,505.805.59 $ 2,944,263.60 $ (2,276.09) $ (194,447.35) $ (196,723.44) $ 3,140,987.04 

2010 JULY $ 445,443.98 $ 2,483,435.88 $ 2,928,879.86 $ (2,152.25) $ (184,508.12) $ (186,660.37) $ 3,115,540.23 

2010 AUGUST $ 469,257.30 $ 2,479,399.49 $ 2,948,656.79 $ (2,435.82) $ (191,981.19) $ (194,417.01) $ 3,143,073.80 

2010 SEPTEMBER $ 463,791.61 $ 2,489.452.17 $ 2.953,243.78 $ (2,469.69) $ (198,657.22) $ (201 ,126.91) $ 3,154,370.69 

2010 OCTOBER $ 484.977.86 $ 2,522,742.67 $ 3,007,720.53 $ (2,094.05) $ (177,583.92) $ (179,677.97) $ 3,187,398.50 

2010 NOVEMBER $ 476,226.46 $ 2,385,842.77 $ 2,862,069.23 $ (2,013.59) $ (179,295.37) $ (181,308.96) $ 3,043,378.19 

2010 DECEMBER S 484,188.24 $ 2.348.512.88 $ 2,832,701.12 $ (2,250.00) $ (177,303.56) $ (179,553.56) $ 3,012,254.68 

2011 JANUARY $ 490.174.09 $ 2,471.199.54 $ 2,961,373.63 $ (2,209.71) $ (179,816.19) $ (182,025.90) $ 3,143,399.53 

2011 FEBRUARY S 434,528.77 $ 2,173,920.36 $ 2,608,449.13 $ (2,276.97) $ (179,712.95) $ (181,989.92) $ 2,790,439.05 

2011 MARCH $ 483,693.78 $ 2,468.229.08 $ 2.951.922.86 $ (2,087.23) $ (163,624.20) $ (165.711.43) $ 3,117,634.29 

201 1 APRil $ 427,896.89 $ 2,279,046.86 $ 2,706,943.75 $ (2,341.42) $ (190,092.75) $ (192,434.17) $ 2,899,377.92 

2011 MAY S 458,786.72 $ 2,379.812.65 $ 2,838,599.37 $ (2,169.42) $ (177,042.83) $ (179,212.25) $ 3,017,811.62 

2011 JUNE $ 414,279.21 $ 2,223.027.67 $ 2,637,306.88 $ (2,174.34) $ (179,206.70) $ (181,381.04) $ 2,818,687.92 

2011 JULY S 430,032.32 $ 2,202.115.61 $ 2,632 ,147.93 $ (1,941.06) $ (164,995.64) $ (166,936.70) $ 2,799,084.63 

2011 AUGUST $ 465,041.43 $ 2,318.537.29 $ 2,783,578.72 $ (1 ,991.45) $ (164,145.71) $ (166,137.16) $ 2,949,715.88 

2011 SEPTEMBER $ 447,521 .93 $ 2,323,164.66 $ 2,770,686.59 $ (2,143.87) $ (175,752.27) $ (177,896.14) $ 2,948,582.73 

2011 OCTOBER $ 488,475.99 $ 2,438,065.37 $ 2,926,541.36 $ (2,075.38) $ (168,918.Q4) $ (170,993.42) $ 3,097,534.78 

2011 NOVEMBER $ 498,402.34 $ 2,250,885.07 $ 2.749.287.41 $ (2,209.93) $ (175.640.67) $ (177.850.60) $ 2,927,138.01 

2011 IDECEMBER S 494,483.39 $ 2,170,289.84 $ 2,664,773.23 $ (2,226.18) $ (176,099.93) $ (178,326.11) $ 2,843,099.34 

2012 JANUARY S 524,230.81 $ 2,459,823.87 $ 2,984,054.68 $ (2,137.79) $ (173,072.B9) $ (175,210 .68) $ 3,159,265.36 

2012 FEBRUARY S 472,921.89 $ 2,296.825.25 $ 2,769,747.14 $ (2,052.20) $ (167,178.63) $ (169,230.83) $ 2,938,977.97 

2012 MARCH S 497,517.82 $ 2,474 ,110.20 $ 2,971,628.02 $ (1,836.80) $ (150,016.62) $ (151,853.42) $ 3,123,481.44 

2012 APRil S 482.432.11 $ 2,374 ,313.55 $ 2,856,745.66 $ (1,986.62) $ (160,733.98) $ (162,720.60) $ 3,019,466.26 

2012 MAY S 482,928.53 $ 2,307,806.95 $ 2,790,735.48 $ (1,918.42) $ (152,343.17) $ (154,261.59) $ 2,944,997.07 

2012 JUNE S 434,500.11 $ 2,233.872.99 S 2,668,373.10 $ (1 ,917.25) $ (154,279.07) $ (156,196.32) $ 2,824,569.42 

2012 JULY S 462,509.55 $ 2,305.161 .65 S 2,767,671.20 $ (1.768.79) $ (145,681.58) $ (147,450.37) $ 2,915,121.57 

2012 AUGUST $ 496,349.49 $ 2,398.223.78 S 2,894,573.27 $ (1,89,,52) $ (154,448.01) $ (156,339.53) $ 3,050,912.80 

2012 SEPTEMBER S 462,278.29 $ 2,400,695.53 $ 2,862,973.82 $ (1,885.67) $ (160,902.95) $ (162,788.62) $ 3,025,762.44 

2012 OCTOBER S 498,771.45 $ 2,565,174.06 S 3.063,945.51 $ (1.784.97) $ (154,674.71) $ (156,459.68) $ 3,220,405 .19 

2012 NOVEMBER S 487,275.42 $ 2,313 ,925.14 $ 2,801.200.56 $ (1,929.92) $ {161 ,040.03) $ (162,969.95) $ 2,964,170.51 

2012 DECEMBER $ 482,427.38 $ 2.397.884.45 S 2,880 ,311 .83 $ (1,891.69) $ (154,301.01 ) $ (156,192.70) $ 3,036,504.53 

2013 JANUARY $ 494,856.18 $ 2.520,452 .00 $ 3,015,308.18 $ (2,240.84) $ (170.476.50) $ (172,717.34) $ 3,188,025.52 

2013 FEBRUARY $ 420,775.41 $ 2,377 ,053.04 S 2,797 ,828.45 $ (2,256.85) $ (163,263.90) $ (165,520.75) $ 2,963,349.20 

2013 MARCH $ 452,905.64 S 2,621,255.63 S 3,074 ,161.27 $ (2,135.70) $ (153,656.32) $ (155.792.02) $ 3,229,953.29 

2013 APRil $ 429.473.10 $ 2.607 ,855.89 $ 3,037 ,328.99 $ (2,294.27) $ (169,970.69) S (172,264.96) $ 3,209,593.95 
---

2013 MAY $ 423,967.97 $ 2,502,677 .36 $ 2,926,645.33 $ (1,767.59) $ (140,253.22) S (142,020.81) $ 3,068,666.14 

2013 JUNE $ 415.356.25 $ 2,440,078.57 $ 2,855,434.82 $ (1,739.46) $ (143,161.82) S (144 ,901.28) $ 3,000,336.10 

2013 JULY $ 464.554.44 S 2.593,233 .12 $ 3.057,787 .56 $ (1.987.97) $ (153,549.11) $ (155,537.08) $ 3,213,324.64 
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Table 10 I I I I 
Summary of Transportation Allowance and Credits , January 2009-December 2014 

Transportation Allowance Transportation Credit 

Year Month Northern Calif. Southern Calif. Total Fat SNF Total Tota l 

Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Dollars Transportation 

2013 AUGUST $ 478,528,59 $ 2,803,264.24 $ 3,281,792.83 $ (1,993.79) $ (153,013.55) $ (155,007.34) $ 3,436,800.17 
2013 SEPTEMBER $ 473,603.56 $ 2.766,210.74 $ 3,239,814.30 $ (1,908.52) $ (144,395.77) $ (146,304.29) $ 3,386,118.59 

2013 OCTOBER $ 517.258.72 $ 2.739,632.78 S 3.256,891.50 $ (2,094.39) $ (156,583.53) $ (158,677.92) $ 3,415,569.42 

2013 NOVEMBER S 512,654.56 S 2,538,857.75 S 3,051,512.31 $ (2,092.67) $ (156,527.89) S (158,620.56) $ 3,210,132.87 
2013 DECEMBER S 532,538.41 S 2,531.208.63 S 3,063,747.04 S (1,885.03) $ (150,614.45) $ (152,499.48) $ 3,216,246.52 
2014 JANUARY $ 511,696.47 $ 2,605,636.60 $ 3,117,333.07 $ (1,976.25) $ (147,075.66) $ (149,051.91) $ 3,266,384.98 
2014 FEBRUARY $ 485,862.90 $ 2.474,924.63 $ 2,960,787.53 $ (1,982.83) $ (149.013.31) $ (150,996.14) $ 3,111,783.67 
2014 MARCH $ 533,189.81 $ 2,720,162.95 $ 3.253,352.76 $ (1,697.02) $ (127,290.80) $ (1 28,987.82) $ 3,382,340.58 
2014 APRIL S 522.486.92 $ 2.612,531.16 $ 3, 135,018.08 $ (1,894.72) S (142,850.89) $ (1 44 ,745.61) $ 3,279,763.69 
2014 MAY $ 535,599.56 $ 2,583.829.54 $ 3,1 19,429.10 $ (1,623.51 ) $ (121,324.12) $ (122,947.63) $ 3,242,376.73 
2014 JUNE $ 529,200.48 $ 2,510.632.66 $ 3,039,833.14 $ (1,393.65) $ (104,164.47) $ (105,558.12) $ 3,145,391.26 
2014 JULY $ 551,094.46 $ 2.489.467.73 S 3.040,562.19 $ (1,421.86) $ (98,823.18) $ (100,245.04) $ 3, 140,807.23 
2014 AUGUST S 567,686.08 $ 2,644,743.64 $ 3,212.429.72 $ (977.40) $ (70,343.19) $ (71,320.59) $ 3,283,750.31 
2014 SEPTEMBER $ 553,049.80 $ 2,589,557.61 $ 3, 142,607.41 $ $ (20,238. 16) $ (20,238.16) $ 3,162,845.57 
2014 OCTOBER S 578,705.93 $ 2,695,795.78 $ 3.274,501.71 $ $ (19,820.22) $ (19,820.22) $ 3,294,321.93 
2014 NOVEMBER S 572.459.80 $ 2,511.285.67 S 3,083.745.47 $ - $ (19,042.63) $ (19,042.63) $ 3,102,788.10 
2014 DECEMBER S 577,222.17 $ 2,547,602.61 $ 3,124,824.78 $ - $ (18,756.60) $ (1 8,756.60) $ 3,143,581.38 

Source: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 

NOTES 

Transportation Allowances show the dollars paid to producers on milk moved to Northern CA and Southern CA plants. 
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Table 11 I I I I II 1 Class 1 Sales 

Northern Ca li fornia Southern Cal ifornia 
By Month By Month 

Product and Month 2009 2010 2011 
1 

2012 2013 
1 

2014 2009 2010 2011 2012
1 

2013 2014 

In Gallons In Gallons In Gallons In Ga llons In Gallons In Gallons In Gallons In Gallons In Gallons In Gallons In Gallons In Gallons 

Subtotal All Beverage 
Milks 
January 26,974,835 26,552,056 26,929,736 26,700,253 25,730,2 14 26,203,997 37,210,893 36,792,612 36,159,528 34,955,707 35,537,437 32,883,185 

February 24,522,876 24,396,60 1 24,367,715 24,434,362 22,910,328 23,589,744 34,968,749 33,587,977 33,052,786 32,487,363 32,183,565 29,727,2 11 

March 26,654,353 26,923,717 27,615,087 26,977,205 25,122,593 25,329,650 38,338,960 37,684,472 36,722,546 35,317,604 34,044,878 32,539,575 

April 25,403,562 26,161,456 25,646,036 24,762,544 25,393,222 24,579,919 35,894,282 36,745,765 34,068,798 33,282,419 33,366,128 32,750,987 

May 26,237,550 25,949,626 26,420,371 25,454,520 26,280,093 25,478, 135 36,033,456 36,765,153 35,082,995 34,036,866 33,549,760 31,771,757 

June 25,419,762 23,912,853 24,524,929 23,941,285 23,076,145 23,066, 192 35,461,184 34,756,153 32,947,841 31,739,975 29,828,334 28,549,316 

July 25,380,2 14 23,042,818 24,541,761 23,979,532 24,769,308 24,084, 171 34,259,252 34,732,658 32,261,286 32,052,450 31,443,697 29,508,545 

August 26,68 1,075 25,499,40 1 26,55 1,152 26,206,576 26,390,14 1 24,990,781 35,437,626 35,009,101 34,082,236 33,891,634 33,272,671 30,959,538 

September 26,599,661 25,937,542 26,466,277 24,953,853 25,384,035 25,306,790 37,264,491 35,524,441 34,142,257 33,169,249 32,674,511 31,110,033 

October 28, 165,417 26,847,283 27,212,240 27,208,959 27,142,463 26,496, 128 38,863,667 37,308,789 35,766,183 36,259,875 35,192,430 32,959,946 

November 25,971,852 26,296,930 25,967,23 1 25,462,228 25,798,8 11 24,469,255 35,677,776 35,990,724 34,636, 181 34,069,091 32,670,092 30,309,918 

December 27,147,098 26,637,097 26,443,133 25,436,636 25,779,296 25,823,364 37,604,677 36,098,246 34,840,313 35,041,986 32,959,855 31,987,374 

Total 315,158,255 308,157,380 312,685,668 305,517,953 303,776,649 299,4 18,126 437,015,013 430,996,091 413,762,950 406,304,219 396,723,358 375,057,385 

Northern:Southern Ratio 41.90% 4 1.69% 43.04% 42.92% 43.37% 44.39% 

Average Ratio 42.89% 
luass j IJlnerentJal 
Northern California $1.80/cwt. 
uass 1 umeremlal 
Southern california $2. 1O/cwt. 

Weighted Average $ 1.97 

Sources: CDFA Milk Pooling Branch 

USDA Dairy Programs 



Table 12 

2013 % 

U.S. Milk Solids Exported 15.5% 

Dairy Exports From CA 40% 

U.S. Mi lk Production From CA 21% 

Ca lifo rni a Milk Solids Exported 30% 

Sources: 

National Mi lk Producers Federat ion 

htt~:LL www.nass.usda.govLStatist ics by State L Ca lifo rn i aLP u bl icat ion sL Ca lifo rn i a Ag StatisticsLRe~ortsL2013cas-a l l. ~df (~ages 68 and 69) 
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My name is Calvin Covington. My address is , Clemmons, NC .. I 
worked full-time in the dairy industry for about 35 years before renring in 2010 as the CEO of 
Southeast Milk, Inc. My formal education includes a Bachelor of Science degree from N.C. 
State University and a Master of Science Degree from Ohio State University. Both degrees are 
in agriculture. Over the years, I have prepared proposals for and presented testimony, including 
expert testimony, at several federal order hearings. Currently, on a part-time basis I provide 
assistance to dairy cooperatives and proprietary plants in the areas of milk pricing, federal order 
regulations, dairy policy, plus speak and write on those subjects. 

My testimony is presented on behalf of two southeast based dairy cooperatives. Cobblestone 
Milk Producers Cooperative based in Chatham, Virginia and Southeast Milk, Inc. based in 
Belleview, Florida. 

Cobblestone markets approximately 550 million lbs. of milk, annually, primarily to fluid milk 
processing plants in the Appalachian and Southeast federal milk marketing orders. 
Cobblestone's nineteen members are located in Georgia, North Carolina and Virginia. Southeast 
Milk markets approximately 2.5 billion lbs. of milk, annually, primarily to fluid milk processing 
plants in the Florida and Southeast federal milk marketing orders, including two processing 
plants and one balancing plant owned by the cooperative. Southeast Milk's 158 members are 
located in Florida, Georgia, and South Carolina. Combined, both cooperatives market about 
one-third of the fluid milk in the ten southeast states. 

Let me state from the outset, Cobblestone and Southeast Milk operate in a milk market, almost 
opposite from the California milk market. Class I utilization last year in the Florida order was 
85%, Southeast order 74%, and the Appalachian order 68%. On the other hand California Class 
I utilization is about 13%. From 1995 to 2014, the southeast saw its milk production decline 
from 13.5 to 9.5 billion Ibs. During this same time frame California milk production went from 
25 to 42 billion Ibs. 

1 



Even though the two cooperatives I represent operate in a market significantly different from 
California, this hearing has the potential to economically impact these two cooperatives and their 
dairy farmer members. Plus, the processors and consumers the cooperatives serve. This is the 
reason Cobblestone and Southeast Milk submit this testimony. 

Considering the impact of one federal order on another order is not without prior 
acknowledgement. The often cited, Federal Milk Order Study Committee, December 1962 
report to the Secretary of Agriculture, commonly referred to as the "Nourse Report" speaks to 
this need as follows: 

" . .. a recognition that, the outlook ofthe Secretary of Agriculture and his 
aides should not be parochial but industry wide and national in its scope. The 
Secretary is empowered and entrusted to develop a system of fluid milk marketing 
orders, integrated as to their relations with each other and with all the uses into 
which milk goes, not merely orderly as to their internal housekeeping." 

Source: Report to the Secretary of Agriculture by the Federal Order Study Committee, 
December J.99Z, page 10. 

I qlpd-

The basis of our Cooperative' s concern are the results presented in the Preliminary Regulatory 
Impact Analysis of Proposals to Establish a California Federal Milk Marketing Order, released 
by the Department in August of this year, and presented earlier in this hearing. Our concerns 
focus on producer milk prices and milk production. 

Depending upon the specific proposal, the impact on the blend prices at test, for the three orders 
in the southeast varies. The following three tables show the average, minimum, and maximum 
impact on blend prices at tests for the three southeast orders for the period 2017 to 2024. Data in 
all three tables is taken from the Impact Analysis report 

Appalachian - Changes in Blend Prices at Test (2017-2024) 
ProI1osal Average ($/cwt.) Minimum ($/cwt.) Maximum ($/cwt.) 

Cooperative -$0.13 -$0.15 -$0.09 
CPHA -$0.13 -$0.15 -$0.09 
Ponderosa -$0.13 -$0.15 -$0.09 
Dairy Institute -$0.04 -$0.27 $0.23 
Source: Table B2, B 18, B34, B50 from the Prellmmary Regulatory Impact AnalYSIS of Proposals 
to Establish a California Federal Milk Marketing Order 

Florida - Changes in Blend Prices at Test (2017-2024) 
ProI1osal Average ($/cwt.) Minimum ($/cwt.) Maximum ($/cwt.) 

Cooperative -$0.22 -$0.31 -$0.10 
CPHA -$0.22 -$0.30 -$0.10 
Ponderosa -$0.21 -$0.29 -$0.10 
Dairy Institute -$0.01 -$0.44 $0.41 
Source: Table B2, B 18, B34, B50 from the Prelrmmary Regulatory Impact AnalYSIS of Proposals 
to Establish a California Federal Milk Marketing Order 
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Southeast - Changes in Blend Prices at Test (2017-2024) 
ProDOSal Average ($/cwt.) Minimum ($/cwt.) Maximum ($/cwt.) 

Cooperative -$0.26 -$0.34 -$0.13 
CPHA -$0.25 -$0.34 -$0.13 
Ponderosa -$0.25 -$0.32 -$0.13 
Dairy Institute -$0.24 -$0.75 $0.33 
Source: Table 82, B 18, B34, 850 from the PrelIminary Regulatory Impact AnalysIs of Proposals 
to Establish a California Federal Milk Marketing Order 

For all four proposals the average blend price at test, over the eight year period is projected lower 
in the three southeast orders. Using the lowest average change in milk price from the four 
proposals, the average Southeast Milk producer marketing milk in the Florida order, could 
expect a drop in annual revenue of about $35,000. For a Cobblestone producer marketing milk 
in the Southeast order the annual revenue decline is about $70,000. 

According to the analysis, milk production declines or remains flat, under the Cooperative, 
Producer-Handler, and Ponderosa proposals. While under the Dairy Institute proposal, milk 
production is projected to remain flat in the Appalachian order, and to increase slightly in the 
Florida and Southeast orders. This in marketing areas that, annually, do not produce the milk 
volume needed to meet consumer fluid demand. 

A major objective of federal milk marketing orders is: to assure consumers have access to 
adequate and dependable supplies of high-quality milk from the sources best suited both 
technologically and economically to supply these demands. Meeting this objective is a m~or 
challenge in the southeast. Lower producer prices and less milk make the challenge more 
difficult. 

The U.S. Census 8ureau estimates the population of the ten southeast states at 76.5 million 
people in 2014 which is about twice the population of California. Using the recently released 
2014 per capita fluid milk consumption number of 159 lbs., results in a total southeast fluid milk 
consumption of 12.2 billion Ibs. in 2014. Total southeast milk production during this time frame 
was about 9.5 billion lbs. This is a deficit of2.7 billion Ibs. If we consider balancing and 
standardization requirements, the annual deficit easily grows to 4.5 billion lbs. 

Each year the Central Milk Market Administrator publishes per capita milk production data by 
state. The Central Administrator uses a number of 300 lbs. per capita production needed to meet 
a state's Class I and II, plus reserve milk needs. Not a single one of the ten southeast states hits 
the 300 lb. mark. 

The additional milk needed to meet the southeast fluid milk deficit must be transported into the 
area either as bulk or packaged milk. Producing less milk than needed to meet the consumer 
fluid milk demand, increases the expense of transporting milk into the market. This 
transportation adds additional expense to the cost of milk which is born by producers, processors, 
and consumers. 
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Thanks to previous decisions by the Department, and efforts by many groups, milk production in 
the southeast has been on a slight upward trend since 2010. It is important to all segments of the 
dairy industry in the southeast - producers, processors, and consumers, this upward trend in 
production continue to increase in order to provide the fluid milk needed by the market. 

In summary, we encourage the Secretary to do the following: 

1. In formulating a recommendation take into consideration the potential impact a decision 
in one federal order has on other orders. 

2. If a decision is made that makes it more difficult for the three southeast orders to provide 
consumers an adequate and dependable supply of high-quality fluid milk, be receptive to 
considering future proposals that help the orders' meet the objective of supplying 
consumers with an adequate and dependable supply of fluid milk. 
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EXHIBIT CALIFORNIA DAIRY INSTITUTE - 1 
",(;Jl-t'>E /N 

EXPERT REPORT OF CARL D. HEREll'~" CPA 

SHRINKAGE - ULTRA-PASTUERIZED AND ASEPTICALLY PROCESSED FLUID MILK AT 7(b) 
DISTRIBUTING PLANTS 

I am Carl D. Herbein, CPA, President and CEO of Herbein + Company, Inc., and my address is 2763 Century Blvd., 

Reading, PA 19610. I wish to present testimony on behalf of Agropur, Inc., Aurora Organic Dairy, Byrne Dairy 

Ultra Dairy, Cumberland Dairy, HI' Hood LLC, Saputo, and Western Quality Foods. I attach my Curricu lum Vitae 

as Exhibit Cali fornia Dairy Institute - 2 which outlines my education and experience in the dairy industry. 

QUALIFICATIONS AND BACKGROUND OF CARL D. HERBEIN, CPA 

Carl D. Herbein, CPA, is President and CEO of Herbein + Company, Inc. a regional CPA firm headquartered in 

Reading, PA. I founded this firm in 1972 after working for Ernst & Young. Herbein .+ Company, Inc. is a general 

practice CPA firm with a number of specialized practice areas including the dairy industry. Our practice in dai ry 

includes representing dairy farmers, dairy cooperatives, and dairy food manufacturers and distributors as their 

auditors, tax accountants, and consultants. I am personally responsible for this part of our practice and spend more 

than 50% of my time representing dairy clients in rate making cases, valuation assignments, mergers and 

acquisitions, and as partner responsible for company aud its, tax services and other business related consulting 

issues, 

BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF HEARING 

The Agricu ltural Marketing Service, Dairy Programs has called a hearing to consider establishing a Califomia Milk 

Marketing Order. The Dairy Institute of California is a party to this hearing and has requested add ing an additional 

provision for shrinkage for ultra-pasteurized or asept ically processed fluid milk at a 7(b) distributing plant or at a 

7(a) distributing plant. This testimony is developed to provide historical shrinkage levels in 7(b) plants. 

STUDY CONDUCTED 

I entered into non-disclosure and engagement letters with the above cross-section of 7(b) plants. I obtained their 

monthly Federal and I or state milk reports which reflects shrinkage incurred for each month. The study conducted 

covered the time period of January 1,2013 to Deccmber 31, 2014. My calculation utilized all pounds received at 

the cross-section plants including farm receipts, receipts from sellers of bulk cream and transfers. Proper cost 

accounting requires that all milk in a plant be uti li zed when calcu lating a shrink factor. I then summarized the 

reports and ca lculated a weighted percentage average shrink based on total product pounds, skim pounds, and also 

a weighted average shrink percentage for butterfat. This weightcd average calculation was performed so that the 

cross-section members with the most volume carry the most weight in the average ca lculation. It is my op inion that 

a weighted average calculation is preferable to a simple average for a proceeding such as this. 



EXHIBIT CALIFORNIA DAIRY INSTITUTE - 1 

CROSS-SECTION 

The cross-section of Agropur, Inc., Aurora Organic Dairy, Byrne Dairy - Ultra Dairy, Cu mberland Dairy, J-fP Hood 

LLC, Saputo, and Western Quality Foods is representative of 7(b) plants located in Ca liforn ia and also elsewhere 

in the Un ited States. The cross-section of dealers has increased the pounds of milk received and processed by 

approxi mately ten percent (10%) from 2013 to 2014. Thus, this is a portion of the dairy industry wh ich is changi ng 

and the re lated regu lations should also be adjusted for this dairy segment. 

FINDINGS 

My analysis and results are presented on Exhibit Ca li fornia Dairy Institute - 3 and shows that shrinkage in 7(b) 

plants on a total product pounds basis is 2.73%, on skim 2.68%, and the butterfat shrinkage is 3.35%. 

The Dairy Institute requests that the Cali forn ia Federal Milk Order shou ld inc lude shrinkage levels for 7(b) plants 

(and fo r 7(a) plants that process ultra-pasteurized or aseptically processed fluid milk) at the percentages reflected 

on Exhibit California Dairy Institute - 3. These percentages shall be used in determ ining the payment requ irement 

for pounds of skim and pounds of butterfat lost by plants. 

SUMMARY 

Based upon my review, analysis, and calcu lations I find that the "a llowable shrink factors" for 7(b) plants shou ld 

be updated to reflect the findings presented on Exhibit California Dairy Institute- 3. 

REPORT QUALIFICATIONS 

I understand that this report w ill be used in connection with this hearing and may not be used for any other purpose. 

This report is based on information provided to me as of the date of this report and is subject to changes as a resu lt 

of add itional information which may be provided in the future. My opinions included in this report have been stated 

to a reasonable degree of professional and accounting certainty. I reserve the ri ght to respond to any additional 

expert reports or additional information provided. 

Th is will confirm that my fee is a product of the time spent by me and my staff on thi s engagement and our app licab le 

billing rates. Our fee is in no way based on the outcome of this hearing. 

SUBMITTED BY: 

Carl D. Herbein, CPA Date 
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Carl D. Herbein, CPA 
Curriculum Vitae 

EDUCATION 
Elizabethtown College - B.S. Degree in Accounting (1968) 

EXHIBIT CALIFORNIA DAIRY INSTITUTE - 2 

Delta Mu Delta - National Honor Society - Co-captain Cross Country Team 

EMPLOYMENT 
Herbein + Company, Inc., Reading, PA 

October, 2004 to present 
President and CEO 

July, 1985 to September, 2004 
Managing Partner 

1974 to June, 1985 
Partner 
Reading, PA 

Carl D. Herbein, CPA - Reading, PA 
1972 to 1974 

Ernst & Young, Reading, PA 
1967 to 1972 
Staff/Senior Accountant 

PROFESSIONAL AND CIVIC ASSOCIA TIONS AND DESIGNATIONS 
CPA - Commonwealth of Pennsylvania ( 197 1) 

Member - American Institute ofCPAs - Counci l ( 1990 - 1991) 

Member - Pennsylvania Institute ofCPAs - President ( 1988 - 1989) 

Firm Member - PKF North American Network - Board of Directors (1993 - 1994) 

Chairman - Reading Redevelopment Authority ( 1992 - 1998) Board of Directors (1984 - 1998) 

Board Member 
• Greater Berks Development Fund (1995 - present) 
• Berks County Convention Center Authority - Treasurer ( 1996 - present) 
• Alvemia University (2012 - present) 

Berks County Chamber of Commerce (1980 - present) 
• Chairman of the Board (1994 - 1996) 
• Treasurer ( 1992 - 1993) 
• Treasurer (2007-2009) 
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Carl D. Herbein, CPA 

PROFESSIONAL AND CIVIC ASSOCIATIONS AND DESIGNATIONS (CONTINUED) 
Greater Reading Economic Partnership (2005 - present) 

El izabethtown College 
• Board of Trustees ( 1987 - 1992) 
• Accounting Adv isory Committee (1993 - 2005) 
• Member - Leadership Council (2007 - present) 

Berkshire Country C lub 

• Board of Directors 
• Treasurer (October 200 I - 2007) 

SPECIFIC DAIRY RELATED EXPERIENCE 
Grew up and worked on his parents' dairy farm 

Partner-in-charge of services for a ll dairy clients currently serviced by the Firm 

Performed the feasibi li ty and accounting work for numerous successfu l dairy mergers 

Currently leads the Firm's engagements in industry consolidat ion, including due di ligence. valuation, and consol idation 
benefit analys is 

Performed other special projects for dairies - Product cost ana lys is. route accounting and profitability analysis, by-product 
and excess butterfat cost analysis, buy-sell arrangements, labor contract negotiations, hauling cost analysis, plant shrink 
studies, delivery cost studies, market price analysis, cost benchmarking projects, business valuations, Federal Trade 
Commission analys is, and dairy financial reporting design 

Has spent more than 16,000 hours of time in personally preparing for and testifying at over 172 Pennsylvania Milk Marketing 
Board price hearings between 1976 and 20 I 5 

Has visited and provided services to more than 155 dairy food companies 

PUBLICATIONS 
"Product Costing In A Volati le Environment," wh ich appeared in the National Ice Cream Mix Assoc;alion, Inc. publication 

"Milk Costing and Regulation - Is There a Conflict?" which appeared in the 2003 International Association of Milk Control 
Agencies' publication 

"Benchmarking," wh ich appeared in the August 2004, 422 Business Advisor 

"F inancing Agribusiness Growth", wh ich appeared in the Pennsylvania CPA Journal 

" Processors Improve Profits With Benchmarking", wh ich appeared in the October 2011, Dairy Foods Magazine 

COMMUN ITY AWARD 
2006 Eugene L. Shirk Community Builder Award 
20 10 Corporate Honoree - March of Dimes 
2012 Franciscan Award - Alvernia University 
2013Busi ness Weekly Unity Award 
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SPEA KJNG ENGAG EMENTS (2006 - 2015) 
International Mi lk Control Agency - Why Dairy Plants Relocate, August 13, 2006 

All Star Dairy Association - Cost Benchmarking, March 16,2006 

Quality Chekd Dairy - Valuation of Your Dairy Company, February 1,2007 

All Star Dairy Association - Cost Benchmarking, March 28, 2007 

All Star Dairy Associat ion - Financial Reporting, March 6, 2008 

Quali ty Chekd Dairy - Captive Insurance, April 21,2008 

Pennsylvan ia Association of Mi lk Dealers - Cost Comparison Analysis, September 22, 2009 

World In ternational Dairy Foods Association - Worldwide Food Expo - Dairy Industry Analysis, October 31,2009 

All Star Dairy Association - Forensic Accounting, March 23 , 201 0 

Pennsylvania Association of Milk Dealers and Northeast Dairy Foods Association. Inc. - Delivery , Depots and Distributors
August 22, 20 11 

International Association of Milk Control Agencies - Cali fo rnia Federal Milk Marketing Order - September 14,20 15 

International Dairy Show - Capital Budgeti ng - September 15, 20 15 

TEACHING ASSIGNMENTS (2007 - 2015) 
Developed and presented the annual "Dairy Cost Accounting Workshop" for International Dairy Foods Association - annual 
two (2) day seminar May 2007 to May 20 15 

Quali ty Chekd Dairy - Dairy Accounting Seminar, March 6 - 7, 2007 
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EXPERT REPORTS. DEPOSITION AND TESTIMONY (2007 - 2015) 

COURT AND OTHER TESTIMONY 

Niagara Milk Cooperat ive, Inc. Y. Thomas J. Krenzer et a l. - determination of fai r va lue of dissenter 's interest February 23, 
2009 

State of New Jersey Department of Agriculture - Expert testimony - Farmer premium establ ishment. (hear ing held November 
19,2009, December 17,2009 and January 28, 2010) 

Van Peenen Dairy , Inc. v. Tuscan/Lehigh Dairies, Inc. - contractual dispute, November 22, 20 1 I 

Mai ne Mi lk Commission - Expert test imony - Dealer Marg in Study (hearing held October 25, 2012) 

Nicholas Meat Packing Co. v. Brigandi, Gleghorn and Associates- August 20, 20 11 and July 2013. 

Supports Coordination Organization Modeled Rate Review - payment rate dispute - July 15,2013. 

Allen S. Fisher, et. al. v. Dominion Transmission, Inc. - crop damage - loss calculation - October 201 3. 

DeVries Dairy v. White Eagle Cooperative Association - expert testimony - econom ic discrim ination - October 2013. 

Dar-View Farms v. Maryland Dairy Veterinarians - professional malpractice matter - March 20 ]5 . 

Preferred Kitchen Equi pment, Inc. v. Jeff Hessel and B.S.E. Keystone - contractual dispute - July 2015 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVA NIA MILK MARKETING BOARD APPEARANCES 

2007 
Expert witness appearing on behalf of dealer association concerning licensee to licensee discounts. 

Expert witness appearing on behalf of dealer assoc iation concerning cost rep lacement hearings for Areas I, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6. 

2008 
Expert witness appearing on behalf of dea ler association concerning cost replacemen t hearings for Areas 1, 2,3,4,5, and 6. 

Expert witness appearing on behalf of dealer association concerning bulk milk cream, shrinkage. producer premi um related to 
recombinant bovine growth hormone, and milk prices and percentage discounts. 

2009 
Expert witness appearing on behalf of dealer association concerning cost replacement hearings for Areas 1,2,3,4,5 and 6. 

Expert witness appear ing on behalf of dealer association concerning emergency hearing related to level of Class l over order 
premium. 

2010 
Expert witness appearing on behalf of deale r association concerning formula for calculating the over order premium . 

Expert witness appearing on behalf of dealer associat ion concerning cost rep lacement in Area 4 and Area 5. 

2011 
Expert witness appearing on behalf of dea ler association concerning cost replacement in Areas 1,2,3,4, 5, and 6. 

2012 
Expert witness appearing on behalf of dea ler associations concerning multi-store discounts in Area 5 and Area 6. 

Expert witness appearing on behalf of dealer associat ions concerning over order prem ium duration and leve l. 

Expert witness appearing on behalf of dealer association concerning cost replacement in Areas 1, 2,4, and 5. 

2013 
Expert witness appearing on behalf of dealer associations concern ing cost replacement in Areas 3 and 6. 

Expert witness appearing on behalfofdealer assoc iations concerning wholesale milk discounts in Areas 1,2. 3,4,5, and 6. 

Expert witness appearing on behalf of dealer associations concerning cost replacement in Areas 1, 2, and 3. 

Expert witness appearing on behalf of dealer associations concerni ng cost replacement in Areas 4, 5, and 6. 

2014 
Expert witness appearing on behalf of dealer assoc iations concerning over price prem ium - Part II in Areas I, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 
6. 

Expert witness appear ing on behalf ofdealer assoc iations concerning small delivery costs in Areas 1,2,3,4, 5, and 6. 

Expert witness appearing on behalf of dealer associations concerning cost replacement in Areas 4, 5, and 6. 

Expert witness appearing on behalf of dealer assoc iations concerning cost replacement in Areas 1,2, and 3. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA MILK MARKETING BOARD APPEARANCES - Continued 

2015 
Expert witness appearing on behalf of dealer associations concerning over price premium - Part 1/ - continued from June 
2014 in Areas 1,2,3,4,5, and 6. 

Expert witness appearing on behalf of dealer associations concerning small container in Areas 1,2.3,4,5, and 6. 
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SHRINKAGE ULTRA PASTEURIZED AND ASEPTICALLY PROCESSED FLUID MILK AT 7(b) 

DISTRIBUTING PLANTS 

January 1,2013 to December 31,2014 

Cross-section of processors: Agropur, Inc., Aurora Organic Dairy, Byrne Dairy - Ultra Dairy, 
Cum berland Dairy, HP Hood LLC, Saputo, and Western Quality Foods 

Total product pounds received 10,959,937,353 

Shrink product pounds 299,206,000 

Weighted average product pounds shrink % 2.73% 

Total skim pounds received 10, J 04,823,28 J 

Skim shrink pounds 270,578,69 1 

Weighted average skim shrink % 2.68% 

Total butterfat pounds received 855, I 14,072 

Butterfat shrink pounds 28,627,319 

Weighted average butterfat shrink % 3.35% 
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Introduction 

My name is Alan Zolin. I am the owner and sole proprietor of Zolin International LLC, a 
Dairy Supply Chain and Dairy Policy consulting company. I have been retained by Hilmar 
Cheese Company to work with Dairy Institute of California (DIC) to develop an alternative 
proposal to Cooperative Proposal I . I have worked with a task force made up of a number of 
representatives from DIC member companies in order to develop and submit Proposal 2. 

Purpose 

My reason for testifying today is to offer background information on the topic of ultra 
pasteurized or aseptically processed dairy product (Commonly referred to as Extended Shelf 
Life or ESL) shrinkage calculation, specifically focusing on section 1051.43 (b). This section is 
commonly referred to as the Shrinkage and Overage classification section. This section 
provides the methodology for calculating the maximum allowable shrinkage to be classified in 

the lowest class at pool plants. What Proposal 2 is attempting to do is provide a mo~iJi~1H's 

calculation for facilities that process ESL products. Under Proposal 2 a plant that~ess ESL 
products and qualifies as a pool distributing plant under section I 051.7(b) would have a modified 
maximum allowable shrinkage assigned to the lowest class. This modification as it appears in 
the hearing notice would increase the maximum allo~~d shrinkage assigned to the lowest class 
to be 5% for an ESL producing plant that receives alJ.Jts milk directly from dairy farmers on 
farm weights and tests, as well as H~re;r1 00% of those receipts into an ESL type product. This 
is the addition of the 2% contained in section I 051.43(b )(1 )(i) plus the full 3% additional 
percentage allowed in section 1051.43(b)(l)(v). 

Rationale and Commentary 

In my dairy consulting business, I have clients that produce ESL type products. In past 
evaluation of their operations looking for dairy supply chain opportunities, I observed the higher 
shrinkage that occurred in the portion of their ESL operations versus their conventional HTST 
(High Temperature/Short Time - terminology referring to pasteurization technique) operation. 
Some of my clients operate plants that produce a very high percentage of their output as ESL 
products. These plants qualify as a pool distributing plant under Section 7(b). Other clients 
process some milk into ESL products but falls below the 15% trigger to qualify as a 7(b) 
distributing plant. These plants qualify as a 7(a) distributing plant. For the purpose of 
determining an additional excess shrinkage percentage for Proposal 2, I reviewed the records of 
my ESL clients and calculated their total product pound shrinkage. The result of this analysis 
was my clients total product pound shrinkage averaged above 5%. Relying on that information, 
Dairy Institute used 3% as the additional percentage added to the shrinkage calculation in 
Proposal 2. The testimony that follows me refines that information and the SI:IestiMea proposal. 

~",b"' ;H~c1 
This concludes my testimony on this issue. 
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Work background for Alan Zolin 

Zolin International LLC - April 201 0 to present 

After my retirement from Kraft Foods I started my own consulting firm targeting clients that are 
looking for assistance in the areas of I) Global strategic sourcing of dairy ingredients 2) Global 
dairy policy and regulatory oversight 3) Supply chain efficiency. 

Kraft Foods - June 1984 to February 2010 

January 1997 till February 2010 - Director of Cheese and Dairy ingredient Procurement North 
America. This position was responsible for all of Kraft Foods cheese and dairy ingredients in 
the United States and all aspects of dairy procurement in Canada. The dollar spend associated 
with this category was approximately $2.5 billion (USD). I also had the responsibility for 
management of the supply chain, production planning, and Inventory management (raw dairy 
ingredients) for the US dairy sector. I had a staff of23 individuals. 

January 1989 - December 1996 - National Milk Marketing manager. This position was 
responsible for the direct procurement of milk for 37 US Kraft natural cheese plants, cottage 
cheese plants, yogurt plants, and ice cream plants. I was the business contact for all state and 
federal Government regulators dealing with dairy issues for the company. I was also Kraft's 
representative on a number ofindustry trade associations. Dollar spend associated with this 
position $500 million. 

June 1984 - December 1988 - Buyer and Milk Marketing Analyst. During this timeframe I was 
a buyer for a number of dairy categories such as cream, whey and wpc, nfdm, international 
powders, AMF, and other storable butterfat. Dollar spend associated with this category was 
$150 million. My responsibilities as a milk marketing analyst included the FMMO reporting, 
pooling and pooling strategy of all Kraft Cheese plants, Sealtest fluid milk plants and Breyers ice 
cream and yogurt plants in the US. 

USDA FMMO Order 30 Chicago Regional- July 1977 - June 1984. I worked for the USDA 
Agricultural Marketing Services Branch. This is the department that regulates the pricing, 
pooling and purchasing of milk in the US. I worked I the FMMO Order 30 audit group, the 
pooling group, and the Information Systems group. 
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Good mOYnir\~ . My name is Chuck Meek. I have been asked to provide 

some technical detail about the two processing systems mentioned by Mr. Herbein 

in his discussion of product losses in ESL high temperature systems and HTST 

pasteurization systems. I have an engineering degree from Penn State University, 

and I retired in 2014 after spending 36 years in the food process equipment 

industry. During those 36 years I worked for two companies, Cherry-Burrell (now 

called SPX) and Tetra Pak, doing design and application engineering of processing 

systems for fluid food products. This included some design of HTST pasteurization 

systems, but was mostly concentrated in the design of high temperature ESL and 

aseptic processing systems. Over the last 17 years, I have taught numerous 

programs for FDA Advanced Milk Processing courses on the regulatory aspects of 

ESL processing systems and I have been on the NCiMS Aseptic Program Committee 

for 8 years. 

PENGAD 800-631-6989 

The information I would like to present to this hearing is related to the two 

different types of processing systems utilized for HTST and ESL dairy products, and 

how those differences relate to the variations in product and fat loss as described by 

Mr. Herbein. We will see that these variations are related to several different 

aspects of these process systems, and we will try to answer some questions about 

how these differences in the processing systems contribute to the product loss 

variations. 

• What is the major source of product loss in HTST and ESL systems? 

• How do differences in system design contribute to additional product losses 

in ESL systems? 

• How do the products being processed in these systems contribute to 

additional product losses in ESL systems? 

• How do factors of practicality and public health contribute to additional 

product losses in ESL systems? 

1 Chuck Meek 
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Both HTST pasteurizers and ESL processing systems experience product loss in 

similar fashions. There are several different areas of the processing plant where 

product losses could occur, such as receiving stations, blending operations and 

packaging, however those losses would be similar for both HTST and ESL dairy 

product production. What I want to focus on are the differences in product loss in 

the thermal processing systems themselves. 

Product could be lost because of spillage or leakage from a processing system, 

but the primary source of product loss is when there is a changeover from water to 

product or product to water. Whenever these dissimilar fluids (product and water) 

are used to push one another through the process system, there is invariably mixing 

that occurs at the boundary between them. This area of mixing is often called the 

"interface" or "interface layer". These changeovers occur during initial start-up of 

the system when product is first brought into the system after it has been sanitized, 

any time there is a radical change of products being produced through the system, 

whenever the system must be cleaned, and when the system is finally shut down. 

Whenever a changeover is taking place, the processor must assure that none of 

the intermixed fluids in the interface reaches the final point of use, be it a 

pasteurized storage tank or filling machine, and that only good product that meets 

the appropriate quality standards passes on to that final point of use. This means 

that, when pushing water from the system with product, the processor must wait 

until the interface layer has passed the point of use and he is certain that only good 

product is in the line at that point. To achieve that certainty, the processor must 

necessarily allow some volume of good product to pass the point of use before 

allowing the flow forward to the tank or filler. All of the product mixed in the 

interface layer as well as whatever good product passes the point of use before 

2 Chuck Meek 
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forward flow is initiated becomes lost product. In the case of a changeover where 

water is pushing product from the system, for example prior to a CIP cleaning, the 

access of the product flow to the point of use must be terminated before the 

interface layer has reached that point. Again, any good product ahead of the 

interface when the point of use is closed off as well as product mixed in the 

interface layer is lost product. The volume of product lost to the interface layer will 

depend on the design of the processing system and the nature of the product. The 

amount of good product lost before or after the interface during a changeover may 

vary considerably depending on the technology used in determining when the 

"good" product has reached or passed the point of use. Certain electronic sensors 

can make this determination fairly accurately, while manual timing will be much less 

accurate. 

Therefore, our first consideration in the comparison of losses between an HTST 

pasteurization system and an ESL processing system is the relative amount of 

product that is lost during each of these changeovers in each type of system. The 

type of equipment in the process system and the total length of piping, as well as 

the nature of the product will all have an effect on the amount of mixing that takes 

place during each changeover through the system. Exhibit A is a schematic 

depiction of a typical HTST processing system for fluid milk. What I would like to 

point out on this drawing and the following one is the type of equipment that is 

involved with the milk flow (the lines shown in red). The major pieces of equipment 

involved in this HTST system that might contribute to mixing the product and water 

are a product balance tank, plate heat exchanger, centrifugal separator, 

homogenizer, and two centrifugal pumps. Because of the small number of 

components, they can generally be placed in a fairly compact arrangement, 

minimizing the interconnecting piping. 
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Exhibit B shows a typical processing system for ESL products. This figure 

illustrates a direct steam injection type of system. ESL dairy products can be and are 

produced on other types of systems which are less complex, but the dairy product 

from a direct type of system are considered to have the product qua lity necessary to 

compete with HTST pasteurized milk for color and flavor. Notice that in this system, 

the major components are somewhat similar to what was shown in the HTST 

pasteurization system, with the replacement of the centrifugal separator from the 

HTST system with the steam injector and vacuum flash cooling chamber in the ESL 

system. This substitution is an important factor in the relative amount of product 

loss experienced in these two types of systems. The centrifugal separator, by its 

nature, does not, in itself, create significant mixing of product and water. However, 

the vacuum vessel creates a pool of product or water, depending on the original 

fluid in the line before the changeover. Significant mixing will take place before all 

the liquid in this pool is displaced by the following fluid coming through the line. In 

addition, you can see that there are significantly more valves, pipelines, pumps and 

heat exchangers required for the complete functioning of the high temperature ESL 

system. This means that the ESL processing system cannot be assembled in nearly 

as compact a fashion as the typical HTST pasteurizer, resulting in significantly longer 

interconnecting piping between the components. This additional piping length adds 

even more opportunity for mixing of the two fluids in the ESL system. 

Besides the differences in the components and layout of the HTST and ESL 

systems contributing to additional mixing of product and water, the actual products 

being processed will affect the amount of product loss that occurs. ESL processing 

systems are often required to handle a far wider range of products than the typical 

HTST pasteurizer. ESL systems are often used to process specialty products 

containing higher solids and higher fat contents. Determining where the cut-off 
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point is around the interface layer is more difficult with these specialty products, so 

the processors must allow for a wider margin of safety when determining the arrival 

or passage of the interface layer at the point of use during a changeover to assure 

that the product going forward for sale meets the proper specifications. While most 

dairy processors install recovery systems to recover as much of the high value 

product as possible, these issues of determining the transition point between 

interface and good product and when to open or close access to the final point of 

use mean that there is always some good product that is lost. 

Now that we have established that individual changeovers in an ESL processing 

system generally produce a higher rate of product loss than changeovers in an HTST 

pasteurizer, we also need to consider the relative frequency of these changeovers 

between the two types of systems. To do this, we need to consider what situations 

would lead to changeovers occurring in the two different types of systems. In both 

systems there will be changeovers on the initial start-up of production and shut

down of the systems. The differences in frequency, however, arise from the 

operational reasons that each type of system might be required to perform 

changeovers during a production day. 

The public health controls of both types of systems look at temperature, flow 

and pressure parameters to determine that they are operating within the guidelines 

of public safety as set forth by the Pasteurized Milk Ordinance (PMO). Failure to 

maintain the set standards of public safety require corrective actions be taken to 

return the systems to a condition in which they are again producing safe products. 

A significant corrective action taken by both these systems is the shifting of the Flow 

Diversion Valve (FDV) to a divert position to prevent compromised product from 

going forward to the point of use. Whenever a system fault occurs that caused the 
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FDV to divert, the PMO requires that all product contact surfaces between the 

Holding Tube and the FDV be brought up to pasteurization temperature for 

pasteurization time to are-sanitize" the pasteurized portion of the system1. The 

automation action to achieve this are-sanitizing" condition is called "sequence 

logic" . 

In the case of an HTST pasteurizer, a pressure fault simply requires stopping a 

booster pump2. Only a temperature fault or a flow rate fault will cause the FDV to 

divert3. When this happens in the HTST system, the system will go into a recycle 

mode with product circulating back from the FDV to the Product Balance Tank. 

Since the processing temperature in the heater section of an HTST pasteurizer is 

only in the range of 170°F, recirculation of the product for some period of time 

would not be detrimental to the product quality. In most cases however, the 

temperature or flow problem will correct itself quickly and the system will try to 

perform the sequence logic steps to reinitiate forward flow of the FDV. If the HTST 

system experienced a low temperature fault at the Holding Tube, the location of 

the FDV on an HTST pasteurizer immediately following the Holding Tube (refer to 

Exhibit A), means that the short amount of piping between the Holding Tube and 

the FDV is returned to pasteurization temperature almost immediately and the HTST 

system goes right back into forward flow production. If there is a flow fault, there is 

a time delay of only 15 or 25 seconds once legal flow has been reestablished. In 

either case, there is no need for any changeover between product and water. 

In an ESL system, on the other hand, the PMO imposes conSiderably more 

instrumentation requirements on the control system. While only the Holding Tube 

temperature or Flow Meter faults were cause for a diversion action in an HTST 

pasteurizer, there are five or possibly six different parameters on an ESL processing 
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system whose fault will trigger a flow diversion4. While all manufacturers do their 

best to design their ESL systems to minimize these faults, the wide range of products 

being processed, and the increased complexity of ESL processing systems does lead 

to more frequent process faults than might be seen on HTST pasteurizers. Once a 

FDV fault occurs, the ESL system, like the HTST pasteurizer, could go into recycle 

until the problem is resolved and then re-sanitize through sequence logic. However, 

this recirculation is simply not practical. As shown in Exhibit B, the FDV in an ESL 

system is located at the end of the system, after the final cooler. This is done for 

safety purposes so that if there is a diversion event, product is not being diverted to 

the open Product Balance Tank at 284°F. With the FDV located at the end of the 

system, that means that all the additional piping and equipment between the 

Holding Tube and the FDV must be returned to pasteurization temperature before 

resuming forward flow. This includes the final portions of the system that were at 

refrigerated temperatures. Re-heating all this equipment and piping takes a 

considerable length oftime and would require many re-circulations of the product 

in the system. Since the product in the ESL system is being heated to approximately 

284°F, repeated heating to this temperature would cause totally unacceptable 

changes to the color and flavor of the product. 

The point of an ESL processing system is, as the name implies, to produce a 

product with extended shelf life. The processing goal that has been the target of the 

U.S. dairy processors is to thermally process the product to a condition approaching 

commercial sterility. This level of microbiological purity is what is required to 

achieve the shelf life needed to make the distribution of ESL products successful. To 

approach this condition of commercial sterility, extreme care must be taken to 

assure the cleanliness of the equipment and piping within the ESL system. 

Therefore, it has been the practice of ESL processors to consider any FDV fault a 
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breach of the "sterility" of their system, requiring the system to be cleaned and re

sterilized before production can be resumed. Therefore, any time there is a flow 

diversion event, the ESL system must perform a product to water changeover to 

prepare the system for CIP and re-sterilization. Obviously, the frequency of these 

system faults is related to many factors such as products, system maintenance, 

operator training and system design, but the essential fact is that there is much 

more opportunity for such faults to occur in an ESL system compared to an HTST 

pasteurizer, and the severity of each fault in terms of potential product loss is 

significantly greater in the ESL processing system. 

Another factor in the frequency of product/water changeovers, is, as was 

mentioned, the fact that ESL processing systems are asked to process a wider range 

of high solids and high fat products more frequently than are HTST pasteurizers. 

These specialty products have the natural tendency to create fouling in piping and 

heat exchangers of the process system more readily than standard fluid milk 

products. This increased fouling means that the ESL processing system must stop 

product production more frequently than an HTST pasteurizer in order to perform a 

CIP cleaning. Also, these specialty products are often run in smaller batches than 

basic fluid milk products. When there is an incompatibility between successive 

products, a water flush (or even a cleaning in the case of allergens) must be 

performed to prepare the system for the next product. Every time the production is 

interrupted for cleaning or a product change, there are additional product to water 

and water to product changeovers generating additional product losses. 

So, we have said that the majority of product losses occur during changeovers 

between water and product, that these changeovers occur due to a variety of 

factors in each type of processing system, and that the relative amount of product 
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lost in a changeover in an ESL processing system is larger than that lost in an HTST 

pasteurizer. We have also indicated that the frequency of these product and water 

changeovers is higher in ESL systems than HTST pasteurizers due to several factors 

including increased regulatory requirements for public safety monitoring, 

operational differences due to the location of the FDV to meet safety standards, 

more frequent CIP cleaning required due to processing of specialty products, and 

the need for more separations between incompatible specialty products. It seems 

clear that even a normally operated, well maintained ESL processing system is going 

to experience a higher volume of product loss than an HTST pasteurizer. 
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I Product Balance Tank I 

I Homogenizer I 

"- 0 I Plale Heat Exch. 1 ... 

EXHIBIT A 

Typical HTST Pasteurizer System Schematic 
Used by permission ofTetra Pak 
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I Plate Heat Exch.1 

EXHIBIT B 
Typical ESL Processing System Schematic 

Used by permission of Tetra Pak 

I Homogenizer I 

1 Grade "A" Pasteurized Milk Ordinance (2013 Revision), SECT. 7, Item 16p(B); APPENDIX H; APPENDIX I. 

2 Grade "A" Pasteurized Milk Ordinance (2013 Revision), SECT. 7, Item 16p(C). 

3 Grade "Au Pa steurized Milk Ordinance (2013 Revision), SECT. 7, Item 16p(B), 2, a.; APPENDIX H 

4 High flow, Regenerator differential pressure (lor 2), Injector differential pressure, Hold Tube pressure, 
Hold Tube temperature 

11 Chuck Meek 
USDA Hearing - October 2015 



Testimony of Mike Suever 

EXHIBIT 

CO" 

Representing HP Hood LLC and Supporting the Dairy Institute of California 

I am responsible for milk procurement, R&D, and purchasing. Our 

company has substantial capital invested in facilities that process and package milk 

into fluid and spoon able products. These operations include an extended shelf 

life/aseptic plant in Sacramento California and three other ESLlaseptic plants 

located in the Eastern US. I have testified at several Federal and State regulatory 

hearings during the last 30 years. 

Extended shelf life/aseptic processing operations yield dairy products that 

generally have 60 - 90 days of acceptable code life on them when produced. This 

stands in stark contrast to conventional HTST plants that would typically place a 

code life of between 18 - 21 days. As you can imagine a great deal of additional 

effort is required to achieve the longer code dates. One such effort is in the initial 

quality testing and release protocol that is associated with ESLlAseptic product. 

VV\Ql'ln-eV 
Product produced in this maser will often be held in "quarantine" while microbial 

and other tests are conducted. The results of these tests can take 2 - 10 days before 

product can be released for sales and distribution while an HTST plant would 

move product in 24 hours. The presence of a single microbial colony in these 

products is usually cause for placing the product on permanent hold and then, if 

possible, reworking. The vast majority ofHTST processed dairy products are 
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released for sales and distribution between 24 and 48 hours from packaging. 

HTST products often get released for sale with tens or even hundreds of 

microorganisms. The stringent quality standard associated with ESLIaseptic 

processing leads to much more reworked product and the related cling/loss 

involved. Cling is the dairy product that sticks to the inner surfaces of every 

stainless steel pipe, pump and vessel that we use while processing and filling. A 

coating of dairy product will "wet" the entire surface area of any batching, 

processing and filling equipment. Dairy products that have higher solids and 

C\ 
butterfat will cause and thicker layer of cling to the inner surfaces due to the higher 

viscosity of those products. 

Another area that is unique when comparing ESLIaseptic processing to 

HTST is the level of sophisticated controls required to assure product quality. 

These time, temperature and pressure controls are reliant on electrical impulses 

sent throughout the system. A simple electrical pulse which could be only enough 

to cause the lights to blink is sufficient to cause the ESLIaseptic process to shift out 

of forward flow and divert to pumping water through the processor. Even with the 

application of solenoids and battery backups, you cannot stop this from happening, 

but one can keep already processed product sterile in the surge tank. These slight 

power interruptions are often caused by lightning or high winds. Our view and that 

ofthe health authorities is that we have "lost control" ofthe process and must re-
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sterilize. The associated water and steam interface leads to product loss and 

shrinkage that does not happen as often in a conventional HTST operation when a 

more pronounced electrical interruption would be needed to cause the same 

reaction. 

The added complexity of ESLIaseptic processing equipment often leads to 

more control valves and longer pipe runs when compared to conventional HTST 

operations. The more valves and piping you have the more cling and 

loss/shrinkage you encounter. Even though we employ air blows and water to 

-4-. ... 0v.,'" 
push product tRslIg!:i the system at the end of each product type the shear 

complexity of the system leads to more product loss than a conventional HTST 

plant. 

The portfolio of dairy products or dairy containing products in an 

ESLIaseptic plant are much more extensive than that of a typical conventional 

Hs"f 
egLlase~ facility. This then requires more product to water flushes and 

increases the amount of shrinkage that is experienced. 

The products that we produce at an ESLIaseptic plant typically have on 

average higher solids and greater butterfat content than would be the majority of 

products produced in a conventional HTST operation. So when we have 
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production interruptions due to any of the issues that I have previously noted, the 

impact is greater. 

HP Hood's ESLIaseptic plants participated in the survey data collected by 

Carl Herbein. The physical and operational differences described by engineer 

Chuck Meek, explain why accountant Carl's Herbein's data shows a difference 

between a conventional HTST facility and that of an ESLIaseptic plant. We agree 

that Carl Herbein's data is representative of our operational experiences and 

request that USDA utilize this data when establishing the "allowable shrinkage 

factors" for ESLIaseptic facilities. 
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Real California Cheese Facts 
• California produced 2.4 billion pounds of cheese in 2014 and is the second-largest cheese

producing state in the U.S. (CDFA) 
• California is the country 's largest milk producer and in 2014 produced 42.3 bill ion pounds of 

raw milk. Approximately 44 percent of all California cow's milk goes to make California 
cheese. (CDFA) 
California has more than 50 cheese makers who produce over 250 different varieties and styles 
of cheese. 
California cheese production in 2014 was, by major types of cheese: 59 percent Mozzarella, 
15.4 percent Cheddar, 11.1 percent Monterey Jack, 5.3 percent Hispanic, 9.2 percent 
other. (CDFA) 
Per capita cheese consumption has increased by more than eight pounds since 1990, more than 
IS pounds since 1980, and 20 pounds since 1970. (USDA) 

• California is the largest producer of Hispanic-style cheeses, producing over 130 million pounds 
in 2014. (CDFA) 

• California produces more Monterey Jack than any other state. Monterey Jack is a "California 
Original," a descendant of a type of cheese produced in the California missions more than 200 
years ago. In 2014, California produced 271 million pounds of Jack cheese. (CDFA) 

• In 2014, California produced more than 376 mill ion pounds of Cheddar cheese. (CDFA) 
• California produces more than 100 types of spiced and flavored cheeses. 

The Real California Cheese seal certifies that a cheese is a natural cheese, made in California 
exclusively from California milk. 

© 20 IS Published on California Milk Advisory Boord (hltp://www.californ iadairypressroom.com) 
Real California Milk Website 
An instrumentality of the Department of Food & Agriculture, State of California. 

== 
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Testimony of Mike Suever: HP Hood LLC 

Disorderly Marketing 

EXHIBIT 
'10 

I must start by saying that I was surprised when USDA announced that it was willing to 

consider the implementation of a Federal Milk Marketing Order covering California. Over the 

many years that I have been involved in milk-related regulatory affairs, California's milk 

regulations were often looked to for ideas of how existing Federal Milk Orders could be brought 

up to date and become more flexible given the ever changing domestic/international market 

conditions. In many conversations and panel discussions, California was often cited as the "gold 

standard" of how a more efficient program could be operated. 

It is hard for me to understand, with such a highly evolved and frequently updated State 

milk regulatory program in place, that anyone can make a legitimate argument that "disorderly 

milk marketing" conditions exist. I believe that for USDA to recommend that a Federal Milk 

Order is warranted in CA, that "disorderly marketing" conditions must be proved by the 

proponents. In preparation for this hearing I spent time trying to see if I could get a clear 

definition of what constituted "disorderly market conditions" in past proceedings. I was not able 

to fmd a singular definition to relate to but was able to find several citations that made reference 

to "disorderly market" conditions. One such reference noted that disorderly market conditions 

existed when insufficient raw milk was available to supply fluid milk processing plants. Since 

Hood's acquisition of the former Crystal Creameries plant in Sacramento seven years ago, we 

have not had any difficulty or concerns about securing sufficient raw milk to produce our varied 

dairy products. Another notation in prior proceedings mentioned "disorderly marketing" in 

connection with raw milk needing to be moved long distances (without sufficient compensation) 



to supply a market and also the need to bring supplemental supplies into a market to meet fluid 

processor needs. During the last seven years while operating our plant in California, I am not 

aware of raw milk needing to move great distances without proper compensation, nor do I think 

that raw milk is routinely being brought into California because of insufficient supplies to meet 

fluid milk processor demand. 

I believe that the principle charter for USDA's milk marketing programs to be 

promulgated to benefit not only the milk producers, but also equal weight is given to the 

concerns of the fluid milk consuming public. [do not believe that the proponents of Proposal #1 

has the consuming public in mind. 

The USDA study provided in evidence at this hearing demonstrates that there will likely 

be an adverse impact on existing Federal Order pooled producers blend prices, if Proposal #1 is 

enacted. [fhigher prices in CA leads to supposedly "less disorderly marketing" in CA, [ would 

ask if the resulting lower prices to most of the existing pooled FO producers could lead to 

"disorderly marketing" conditions in those markets. USDA's study does not go far enough to 

make a determination of what unintended consequences could be created in the existing FO 

Marketing areas. [suggest that this research should be conducted before any recommended 

decision from this hearing be brought forth from USDA. 

Another potential consequence of Proposal #1 is that dairy manufacturing plants may find 

that they can't keep pace with international market dynamics. California is ever so dependent on 

the movement of dairy products into the international marketplace. Manufactured milk plants 

could experience dramatic growth of finished inventories and struggle to move these products in 

the international market. It is true that CWT (Cooperatives Working Together) could help with 

this issue but the level of producer contributions to this fund would likely need to dramatically 
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increased. I wonder how receptive pooled FO producers in the rest of the country will be to such 

a request after their blend prices were reduced by the implementation of Proposal # I . 

Proposal #1 seems to rely heavily on the need to pool all milk in CA. This type of 

requirement is not found in the existing Federal Orders. In fact, it seems that the entirety of 

Proposal #1 hinges on mandatory pooling. This "need" for mandatory pooling exposes just how 

precarious Proposal #1 is fundamentally, and for this reason alone USDA should not rule 

favorably on Proposal #1. We have seen in many of the existing Federal Orders that the ability 

to de-pool at times by both Coops and processors has been one of principle reasons that orderly 

marketing has been maintained in the Orders. 

If USDA determines that a Federal Order is required in CA, then HP Hood LLC would 

support Proposal #2. We feel that this proposal is the least disruptive to the overall marketplace 

and best meets the needs of the entire industry along with consumers. 
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BEFORE THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

In the Matter of Milk in California ; 7 CFR Part 1051 

Notice of Hearing on a Proposal to Docket No.: AO-15-0071 ; 

Establish a Federal Milk Marketing Order AMS-DA-14-0095 

Clovis , California, September 22, 2015 

Testimony of Greg Dryer 

EXHIBIT 
'11 

This testimony is submitted on behalf of Saputo Cheese USA Inc., a U.S. Division of 

Saputo Inc., a publicly traded , international, dairy, and grocery products manufacturer and 

marketer. Saputo produces, markets, and distributes a wide array of dairy products, 

including cheese, fluid milk, extended shelf-life milk and cream products, cultured 

products and dairy ingredients. Saputo is one of the top ten dairy processors in the world , 

the largest cheese manufacturer and the leading fluid milk and cream processor in 

Canada, the third largest dairy processor in Argentina and the fourth largest in Australia . 

In the US, Saputo ranks among the top three cheese producers and is one of the largest 

producers of extended shelf-life and cultured dairy products. Saputo operates 55 plants 

worldwide employing 12,060 people and selling products in more than 40 countries. In 

the U.S., Saputo has 24 plants in 11 states employing more than 5,000 people. Seven 

of those plants and approximately 1,500 of those people reside here in California . 
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I am Greg Dryer, Senior Vice President of Industry and Govemment Relations for Saputo 

Cheese USA Inc. I have been directly employed in the U.S. dairy industry for more than 

35 years in a variety of roles. I currently represent the company on the Board of Directors 

of a number of U.S. Trade Associations and in matters such as the one under 

consideration here. My prior background was as a CPA in the field of Public Accounting . 

Saputo's position for this hearing is that promulgation of a Federal Order for California is 

not warranted . In the event that the Secretary decides otherwise , we oppose all proposals 

other than the proposal submitted by the Dairy Institute of California . 

ORDERLY MARKETING OF MILK IN CALIFORNIA 

The question for USDA to ponder in the decision to promulgate a new Federal Order for 

the state of California is whether this petition seeks to resolve a condition of disorderly 

marketing or is simply an attempt at achieving government mandated price enhancement. 

In the past five years, there have been seven CDFA hearings involving Class 4b milk. 

The Secretary denied seven additional petitions for hearings during that time. In 2012, 
1Il'lslAccers-fu 11'1 

dairy producer~sued the CDFA for refusing to bring California 's Class 4b price into closer 

alignment with the USDA Class III price. 

Regarding orderly marketing, one could argue that the state system in California in many 

respects facilitates orderly marketing as well or better than does the Federal Order 

system. 
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• The number of Califomia public hearings held to address stakeholders' concerns 

mentioned in the previous paragraph supports that hypothesis. 

• CDFA is obligated to announce a decision within 52 days following the close of a 

hearing. 

• CURRENT commercial end-product prices reported from the 26th of the prior 

month through the 25th of the current month serve as the basis for California milk 

prices. Producers and processors receive market signals in real time . 

• The Class 4b price formula has changed seven times in the past five years. 

• CDFA conducts annual manufacturing cost studies and publishes the results. 

Those studies can provide the basis for hearing requests to update make 

allowances in milk prices formulas. 

USDA continues to use an "other solids" factor based on the dry whey price that has 

periodically created enormous problems for cheese makers around the country. To 

elucidate that point, attached are comments that were filed by the Wisconsin 

Cheesemakers Association April 13, 2015 on the 610 Review of Federal Milk Marketing 

Orders Docket 10: AMS-DA-09-0065. 
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To quote from that document: "The California Department of Food and Agriculture faced 

a similar problem when they moved to a cheese milk pricing formula that valued whey 

solids in a similar fashion to FMMO Class III Other Solids. The state returned to a lower 

whey valuation for their Class 4b formula when it became apparent that their formula 

overvalued milk relative to its true worth for the vast majority of California cheese 

processors that do not manufacture dry whey." "The true, basic commodity that should 

be reflected in the Class III milk price formula is separated, wet whey. Dried whey is a 

value-added product produced by a small number of plants in the U.S. Separated wet 

whey is generally purchased on a contract basis using a price that is a fraction of the price 

of whey protein concentrate containing 34 percent protein ryvPC 34)." 

There are many similarities and differences between the two systems but perhaps the 

most striking is the fact that in California, selling market milk within the state at below the 

minimum regulated price is illegal. In the Federal Order regions, that is not the case. 

Plants may de-pool or purchase surplus milk from farmer cooperatives at below class 

prices. The significance of that distinction cannot be overstated. When such a firm price 

floor exists, establishing minimum prices above market clearing levels results in chaos. 

Imagine what might have happened if mandatory pooling had existed across the country 

this past spring when surplus milk grossly exceeded demand in several regions. From 

1980 through last year, milk production has more than tripled in the state of California. 

California producers are among the most prolific and proficient in the world. It is important 

to recognize that the enormous increase in production was not demand driven. 
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Attached are Milk Producers Council newsletter excerpts from November 7th and 14th 

2008 by Sybrand Vander Dussen who was President of MPC at that time. Quoting from 

it: ''The dairy industry in California continues in its addiction of over-production of milk. 

Dairy producers seem to have only one clear focus, produce more milk. As costs go up, 

as milk prices decline, we produce more milk. As coops battle to place milk and milk 

products, we produce more milk. " "But the reality is, dairymen produce in an unrestrained 

fashion with no consideration of demand , leaving the industry in a perpetual state of 

overproduction which causes a myriad of problems, all of which should be unnecessary." 

"Our coops cannot demand higher prices from Buyers, simply because they must get rid 

of more milk than the market wants. " ''The overarching theme here is that overproduction 

is the single culprit keeping us from operating an orderly, intelligent industry. 
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State minimum prices are exactly that, minimums. Nothing in policy or law keeps coops 

from setting a higher price. Only the neutering effect of overproduction." "We don't need 

Sacramento. We don't need minimum prices. We don't need the support price program." 

Producers, through their cooperatives, found the need to build capacity to accommodate 

the volume of milk that vastly exceeded local demand. The orientation was toward 

butter/powder plants but there were cheese plants constructed as well. Most of those 

cooperative cheese plants have since failed. The cheese plants closed or sold out 

because they were unable to provide adequate retums to their members to justify their 

continued existence given Califomia's economic conditions and milk price system . 

The fact that California has predominantly enjoyed a milk surplus has led to orderly 

marketing but with less competition for milk and lower than comparable prices than those 

in the Federal Orders. Class 1 needs are easily satiated as are the needs of most other 

buyers. Difficulty only seems to arise when supply exceeds local demand at the regulated 

price . In that case , sellers must ship milk discounted below the regulated price out of 

state and often at great distances to competitors of California processors. Providing those 

competitors with a significant cost advantage. 
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It is important to understand why the California surplus exists. In 2014, only fifteen states 

were home to five hundred or more dairy farms. Of those states, only two averaged more 

than two hundred cows per herd. Idaho averaged roughly 1,100 per herd and California 

1,200. According to USDA, scale has an enormous impact on the cost of milk production. 

In a report titled "Profits, Costs, and the Changing Structure of Dairy Farming" published 

in September 2007 by USDA ERS, the cost of production from herds of 1,000 or more 

cows was estimated to be $7.23 per hundredweight lower than herds of 100 to 199 cows 

based on 2005 data. 

Page 7 of 19 



Dairy costs of producllon. by herd size. 2005 

Enterp"5e s.re (number =,' mik CO'II'S. 

<:51J 50-99 ' ()(),199 2'Xl-499 S()(-999 >9-~9 

Me3.n her.j s;.;:e 3:· 69 133 29-5 666 2033 
C'JtpJl per (co., (ios! 15 :'55 17149 16,228 1 ~ o!C; K·719 2':.18: 

DoI1.Jrs,:er hi.iria_rectl\teU}nt 

T,:tal opera-ng cos:s 1230 '2.94 ' 1.5 ' 1 ; 31 1 ' -, 0 - ' ... : -

P:.nchased feed 360 375 ~ 12 .5 :{I 5.64 5,9'3 
Homegrcv;!' 'eed 5::2 5.07 .!.O6 3.:1 2.56 1 J7 
Geazed feej o .! 1 ':.15 :. 1 ~ , - 1(1 0.':2 0.01 

A locate:J o·,,·~rt:eau 1778 -2.56 ~ ~. 6. -: :J '.., ,-' 3 BE 
-,rej bbo' (05C1 0.60 - :-4 34 ; 3:, 1 6' 
, .. }n~a'a l-'X:,r 10,£,(- S.IC 3 13 - 34 C :..1 L' "/ 
Ca: ,:~ rec:,ve'Y 526 .! 56 359 2 == 2.Co; 6€ 

T:tal.:(o~:£ ~O.'::.. 2:.5C ::!O B~ 17 ,: 16 :, 1350' 

GrC5S '. ~U-= ,:Jf prod 17.87 '756 '1.20 1125 16.56 IE.::.! 

~je: 'eturr.s -1222 -794 -3.62 -067 (I "':'9 2.9: 

s.JV:~ E~S eS:I~a:es Ilt ,,"''Iot J ~. tl. h lIon 

~c:~j 51 Z~ ffi"~'S to 3. dairy co~s on J~ fJrtQrprlSoO 1r.:ludJrg crt cc'~ S 'JJO £xcIJo.n·;l :.31\1(;:' h;: l 

C'S anc ~lf IS :~ ~)s.s ""3 Uf :f p'JCUC:lOO :~r :rp can), f.mtc.f'(::!1SC ncl.Joos rrll,I\. Cl..l! ca::foJ. 5-3 t::. 
a-,j CliGr ro'i~m .. 2 Gef"prarod cy th·? :ialrf t?O:!:-rprse N.?t ~fI:t,;rr.5 Jr~ t.,~ dlffor~rc~ t.;.r~~~r 
~rc,ss 3J'J12 :,f :·,,:,j'lct,::l 3:-,: ::tal C(51S Or;or"c cp.:ru::,Qr.:: :r~ 2:": ux..J 

To quote directly from that report, "Smaller farms tend to get higher prices for their milk 

than larger farms. But cost differences tend to overwhelm this advantage: larger farms, 

especially those with more than 1,000 cows, are realizing economic profits while most 

smaller farms are realizing negative net retums. In tum, differences in returns are driving 

investment decisions that are shifting production to larger farms. " 

The average herd size for all U.S. states excluding California in 2014 was 171 cows. 

Quoting from a December 1, 2014 article on the USDA ERS website by James 

MacDonald and Doris Newton entitled "Milk Production Continues Shifting to Large-Scale 

Farms," "The shift to larger dairy farms is driven largely by the economics of dairy farming. 
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Average costs of production, per hundredweight of milk produced, are lower in 

larger herds, and the differences are substantial. These costs include the estimated 

costs of the farm family's labor as well as capital costs, in addition to the cash expenses 

that are included under operating costs." Further, "While some small farms earn profits 

and some large farms incur losses. financial performance is linked to herd size. Most of 

the largest dairy farms generate gross returns that exceed full costs, while most small 

and mid-size dairy farms do not earn enough to cover full costs. Full costs include 

annualized costs of capital as well as the cost of unpaid family labor (measured as what 

they could earn off the farm) , in addition to cash operating expenses. The cost differences 

reflect differences in input use; on average, larger farms use less labor, capital, and feed 

per hundredweight of milk produced. These financial returns provide an impetus for 

structural change." 

USDA ERS continues to report milk cost of production by state and by size of operation 

based on Agricultural Resource Management Survey (ARMS) data from milk producers 

conducted every five years. Years between surveys are adjusted using indexes that 

reflect differences between the period and the baseline. To the best of my knowledge, 

these are the ONLY reports that compare U.S. farms of all sizes by state or region. 

From 2010 through 2014, California ranked second lowest in cost among the 23 reported 

states. California 's average cost over those five years was below the following states: 

Wisconsin 
New York 
Pennsylvania 
Minnesota 

by $ 8.70 per hundredweight 
by $ 8.34 per hundredweight 
by $12.66 per hundredweight 
by $10.99 per hundredweight 
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Idaho, which is home to many former California producers , was the only state with a cost 

that was below that of California and that was by $4.78 per hundredweight. 
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The 2014 USDA "Milk cost of production by size of operation" report pegged the cost 

advantage of a 1,000 or more cow farm over a farm with 100 to 199 cows , at $11 .54 per 

hundredweight. Given the magnitude of this cost advantage, it is not difficult to 

understand the propensity of those large producers to grow. 

CDFA has been responsible and mindful that a regulated minimum price that is high 

enough to inhibit demand or encourage more supply might tip the delicate balance in 

California and lead to disorderly marketing. 
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There are other cost studies published but they typically compare farms of similar sizes. 

Genske, Mulder & Co. LLC for example, has most recently reported 2013 Dairy Income 

and Expense data in Hoard 's Dairyman. It compared farms ranging from about 1,800 to 

3,000 cows in size on average. The regions compared were Arizona, California , 

Colorado, Idaho, New Mexico, Texas, Washington , Upper Plains states , and Lower Plains 

states. Of the nine regions compared in the 2013 report, California had the lowest total 

expenses per hundredweight of milk produced and the second highest net income per 

hundredweight. This is within the context of the existing California milk pricing system. 
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Another report available in the public domain is Frazer, LLP's "Dairy Farm Operating 

Trends". The report compiles data from dairy operations in Southern California , the San 

Joaquin Valley, Kern County, Arizona, Idaho, New Mexico, Texas Panhandle, and the 

Pacific Northwest, which consists of Washington and Oregon operating collectively. The 

report includes a comparison of the results in those regions listed both on a "per 

hundredweight of milk" basis and on a "per head" basis. To quote from the report, "Our 

publication continues to be recognized as the top industry source for relevant dairy 

statistics. This report is provided to and widely utilized by dairy farmers, lending 

institutions, universities, colleges and other agribusiness industries. " In reviewing the 

reports for the five years ending 2014, Kern County California had the highest net income 

among all regions in 2010 and 2011 . Idaho had the highest net income in 2012 and 2013 

and the Panhandle of Texas had the highest net income in 2014. For 2014, the average 

net income for the three California regions was $5.10 per hundredweight. The income 

for the five regions in the report outside of California averaged $5.16 per hundredweight. 

Based on the Frazer and Genske studies, it is reasonable to conclude that California 

producers are competitive with other regions in the Western United States despite 

operating within the pricing confines of the California milk marketing order. 
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California did experience a reduction in average licensed dairy herds in 2014 according 

to the USDA Milk Production Report dated February 20, 2015 comparing 2014 with 2013. 

The percentage reduction in California herds however, ranked 34th among the 50 states 

and among the 15 states with 500 or more herds, only three lost a lower percentage of 

their herds than did California . One of those was Pennsylvania , the only state to report 

an increase in herd numbers. The suggestion that conditions are worse in California than 

Other states is simply not supported by the facts . 

• ",<..,",. '\II,i" Cov ..... 

-- .--- - - - -- .... - --------- .--- - - ------

...... ." "" . ..., " " " " 

Page 13 of 19 



Licen>ed D my Herd.;, 

Top 23 State', 

Compound Annual Growth Rate 

\CJ\GR) 2003 to 2014 

r:~rt'C1~4 t!:v·., ".$OA',·US "'~,;k ".,,;,~u:t.a" ,"1~~.s Pub'lSt-l!d.n F~~""D'" fro'" 200.J :c:C::; 

... 
, ... 

r '~ J ,,;$0 mon",,',j; :r:m~;1 ej" r.~o"'1I.J~da,. ~DOCl;"f;f" ~ ,,/:. a~';t"'i>mr·~ I.D;::1.aj 1.1 

'" 
" 

, . 
",,, 

.;w 

• 

.. "" ===:-==--===-:::=~=-:=-

-.. 0.0 -9.0 -s.O' -7.0 -6.0 -5.0 ~ -4.0 .. ·3.0 -2.0 00 

licensed Dairy Herds % Change 2014 vs 2013 

10;" 

1111111111111111111111111111111111" 
I 

lOS 

5('" 

Page 14 of 19 



The rapid growth in California 's milk supply has led to the construction of very large plants 

producing bulk commodity products capable of accommodating the ever-increasing milk 

flow. 
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Bulk products command lower margins than those of the smaller specialty plants that 

operate in other key cheese producing areas such as WI , MN, NY, PA, and VT. In other 

areas of the West, where larger plants are more common, the industry is either completely 

unregulated such as Idaho or most of the manufacturing is dominated by cooperatives, 

which have pooling and pricing flexibility to adjust to changing market conditions. 

According to background materials provided by CDFA for the hearing held on June 3, 

2015, from January through March 2015, 57 cheese plants processed 45% of California 's 

milk. 
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Just three of those cheese plants processed more than 56% of that Class 4b milk which 

means they processed in excess of 25% of the state's entire milk supply. On an 

annualized basis, those three plants process more milk than is produced in 45 of the 50 

United States based on 2014 production numbers. More than the states of Texas, 

Michigan, Minnesota or New Mexico. More than Washington and Oregon combined . 

The Preliminary Regulatory Impact Analysis in Table 811 showing Class Price at Test 

changes under the Cooperative Proposal reveals an average annual price increase on 

Class III milk in California of $1 .84 per hundredweight. Applying that increase to the 

annualized production of the aforementioned three cheese plants would increase their 

combined cost of milk by $196.5 million per year. It is unrealistic to believe an increase 

of such magnitude could be absorbed without threatening their viability. If you assume 

cheese is typically worth $1 .60 to $1.70 per pound , and ten pounds of milk is required to 

make one pound of cheese, then a $1.84 increase in the cost of milk represents $0.184 

per pound of cheese or more than 10% of the cheese's gross value. That cost increase 

is so large, it would likely place California cheese plants, especially high volume, low 

margin plants, in a difficult position to justify their continued operation . Since Class 4b 

accounts for almost half of the milk in the state, disorderly marketing conditions would 

inevitably ensue. 

Cooperative organizations control the vast majority of milk in the state. They have more 

than enough bargaining power to negotiate prices with their customers that are reflective 

of the market conditions that exist in California . 
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ARGUMENTS IN CONSIDERATION OF A FEDERAL ORDER 

• The argument disorderly marketing exists in California is false. 

• The argument that California is losing dairy farms at a faster rate than the rest of the 

country is false. 

·The argument that California milk production is declining because cows are leaving the 

state is false. (The 2015 decline is due almost entirely to lower production per cow.) 

• The argument that producers in other parts of the country have caught up to California 's 

production proficiency is false . (It may be true in isolated cases, but not in generaL) 

·The argument that California producers have not been listened to is false. (There have 

been seven hearings in five years and the Secretary established the Dairy Future Task 

Force to address their concerns .) 

·The argument that de-pooling does not benefit FMMO milk buyers is false. Mr. Wegner 

of Land 0 ' Lakes confirmed that in previous CDFA hearing testimony. 

·The argument that California cheese plants can afford to pay the same price as those in 

the Midwest is false, given the cost of doing business in California including transportation 

of product to the population centers in the East. It costs about twelve cents per pound to 

ship cheese from California to the Midwest and about sixteen cents to the East Coast. 

For the five last years that USDA NASS surveyed and reported Dairy Product Prices, 

Minnesota and Wisconsin cheddar block prices averaged about nine cents higher than 

those of the "Other States". See following chart. 
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·The inference that California producers under the California system make less net 

income than their Western counterparts is false . 

• The idea that mega cheese plants consuming oceans of milk can compete on milk price 

with specialty plants buying small volumes of milk is false. 

·The argument that the Federal whey factor more appropriately values whey than 

California's whey factor is highly debatable . 

• The notion that California's milk production will decline to the point it cannot supply the 

fluid market is false. (Just three cheese plants in California process almost double the 

amount of milk needed to supply the declining Class 1 market.) 
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oThe argument that raising the 4b milk price by one or two dollar~will discourage dairy 

farms from converting to almonds, which according to testimony, return the equivalent of 

$40 per hundredweight, is false. 

To establish a Federal Order, especially one that specifies unprecedented mandatory 

pooling, would put proprietary plants in an untenable position, rendering them unable to 

compete effectively with cooperatives who have pooling and pricing flexibility under the 

Orders . California 's dairy industry needs both processors and producers, cooperatives 

and proprietaries. If USDA decides to recommend a Federal Order, Saputo supports only 

the proposal submitted by the Dairy Institute of California , which provides for voluntary 

pooling , and milk prices based on Western product prices among many other provisions. 
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Milk Producers Council 
"Serving the Dairy Industry for more than 60 Years" 

From the MPC Newsletter 
November 7 & 14, 2008 

My View on Milk Production Increases 
By Sybrand Vander Dussen, MPC President 

Part One - From November 7, 2008 Issue 

EXHIBIT 
Cf2-

The dairy industry in California continues in its addiction of over-production of milk. 
Dairy producers seem to have on ly one clear focus; produce more milk. As costs go up, as milk prices 
decline, we produce more milk. As coops battle to place milk and milk products , we produce more milk. 
With 3x milking , rBST, advancing genetics, gender-specific semen, we produce more milk. 

In a perfect world, where the milk we supply and the demand for those products remained somewhat in 
balance, this would be a strong sign of a vibrant and healthy industry. But the reality is, dairymen produce 
in an unrestrained fashion with no consideration of demand, leaving the industry in a perpetual state of 
overproduction which causes a myriad of problems, all of which should be unnecessary. 

The typical dairyman is a good cow-man; he knows how to produce milk efficiently, and with high quality. 
As long as he is not on the wrong side of his banker or the dairy inspector, he is king of his domain. His 
coop puts wheels under his milk every day, his banker tells him what interest rate he pays on loans, the 
beef market dictates the price he gets for culls, and the California State regulatory system sets his milk 
price. He is not a milk or milk product marketer, does not need to innovate new desirable products, 
doesn't need to concern himself with milk sales - his coop will do all that. 

Sounds like the epitome of socialism! It's all good and works well , right? 

Not even close. 

Our crazy "produce more milk! " entitlement mentality, that we can produce ever more milk, no matter 
what, causes such huge problems that our industry finds itself in a constant state of confusion and 
tension. Our coops cannot demand higher prices from Buyers, simply because they must get rid of more 
milk than the market wants. They are in a position of finding "holes", transporting milk over long distances, 
"selling" milk to calf ranches at cents on the dollar, and disposing of milk in other ways best not to put in 
print. This places the Buyers in an incredibly strong position. 

Further, and worse, even when a coop is able to extract a premium of a few cents, another coop comes 
along and underbids them, and that premium is lost. 

But things may be changing. There has occurred, in recent times, several "sea changes" that must alter 
the face of the industry; 1. Near effective irrelevance of the support program, 2. Less mid-west smaller 
dairies, 3. Imposition of production bases by all three major coops in California. 

Let's explore them. 

Support Program. In 1933, the federal government authorized the creation of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation (CCG), and in 1949 the CCC was given the responsibility to assure an adequate supply of 
milk for consumers - the Dairy Price Support Program was born. The CCC is required to buy all nonfat 



dry milk, butter, and cheese the industry offers to it at predetermined prices. The initial purpose was to 
remove excess product in the spring and release it in the fall, all in an attempt to flatten out supply. This 
law was intended to benefit consumers, not producers, and initially it worked as planned. But the dairy 
industry quickly saw it as a market (read that "loophole") not a market of last resort, especially when 
President Reagan, in 1981, finally froze the rising support price at $13.49 cw1, because we were 
generating huge volumes of product to government warehouses. (That $13.49 cw1, by the way, translates 
into $29.97 cw1 in today's dollars!) The industry saw it as an actual market and produced giddily , resulting 
in the government dumping huge amounts of product in 1983-84, followed by a federal government 
producer buy-out to reduce production. In the short term, that solved the overproduction problem. Since 
then, the support price has dropped to $9.90 per cw1 making this outlet definitely the last resort and 
definitely unattractive, especially when our milk prices were well above that price. With feed costs soaring 
due to the congressional ethanol mandate, that $9.90 per cw1 "markef should effectively be closed to us. 

Mid-west Dairies. In years past, when we out-produced demand, and milk prices declined, many mid-west 
dairies, those many thousands of producers with 20-80 cows, just quit, and stayed with farming only. That 
soon dried up the excess production, and milk prices gained strength, making us once again, okay. 

In the last decade, our west coast style of dairying has been exported to Idaho, Texas, New Mexico, and 
even to the mid-west. Now, when prices decrease, those dairies, being larger and much better 
capitalized, have much more staying power. Except for last year's "bubble," the milk price does not 
recover as before. The drops we see are deeper and more sustained and the recoveries are anemic and 
certainly less dramatic. It seems like it has become a game of the titans seeing who could hemorrhage 
the longest and still survive. (The polite word for this pattern is "volatility.") 

Coop Bases. Apparently, out of sheer frustration with the oceans of milk presented to our California 
coops, Land O'Lakes, California Dairies, Inc., and Dairy Farmers of America instituted base programs. 
This was done with little warning and apparently with little forethought, and certainly was not planned in 
concert with other coops. The only immediate accomplishment was the targeting of those dairies Ihat just 
happened during that time frame to be in a grow1h mode, and after a small across-the- board fee, all 
costs to dispose of excess milk was charged to those "over-base" producers. One Southern California 
dairy suffered a charge of over $600,000 for the period of March-July, 2008. Because at all times, various 
dairies are undergoing expansion, the institution of bases at another point in time would have simply 
targeted other dairies, perhaps different than those punished now. Sort of like musical chairs-when the 
music stopped, for those without a seat, they got whupped. And hard. 

In partial response to the unexpected imposition of bases, many cows were sold to out-of-state 
producers. Between that, and producers so affected reducing their production, a short term positive 
response has occurred. 

*** * 

So why do so many producers have as their primary goal to just produce more milk? The answer lies in 
the magic of pooling, which was instituted at the same time quota was issued. Pooling of milk is a brilliant, 
efficient method of valuing and distributing milk in California. Imagine two buckets; one, a large "milk" 
bucket and the other a large "money" bucket. All milk produced in California is "poured" into the milk 
bucket. At the bottom of that bucket are 5 faucets. One faucet for each milk usage. Class 1, 2, 3, 4a & 4b. 
As milk enters the bucket, it loses its producer identification and then, various processors, whether it be 
for their intended use of bottled milk, cheese, powder, etc. , tap into the faucet corresponding to that use. 
As milk is processed for those various uses, that identifies a value based on our pricing formulas, Class 1 
price, cheese, etc. The payment for the corresponding usage value is then "placed" into the money 
bucket. 

At the end of the month, it will have been determined how much milk has been produced and what its 
value is, strictly according to how and where it was used. That amount of money is then reported as a 



pool total, which then has deducted from it transportation credits and allowances, the quota payout of 
$1.70 cwt (less the RQA) according to quota holdings, and what is then left is divided equally according to 
volume of milk, and milk components to all producers. 

This is a wonderful system. It establishes an equitable price to all, allows maximum availability of milk for 
higher-valued products, and allows a quota producer to ship to a powder plant or a non-quota producer to 
ship to a Class 1 bottling plant. All very efficient and equitable. 

However, for all the positives this system provides, it has a serious flaw. Because all milk is pooled, the 
common value established by usage and the equitable payout to producers means when a lower value is 
created by overproduction that devaluation is shared by all producers simply by an across-the-bucket 
reduction in total proceeds . Stated differently, and simpler, if I produce one extra load of milk, which of 
course will go to powder (and possibly to the CCG) it will have a value of less than $10 to the pool, but I 
wi ll receive a blend value of approximately $16.00 cwt for that load. But remember, the income to Ihe pool 
bucket is about $10.00! That $6.00 loss is shared by all! Stated in again another way , it is in the best 
interest of every producer to produce as much milk as he can, always, because the lower value for that 
excess product is borne by everyone. Indeed , the producer who hasn't expanded in recent years is 
sucking air. So many others have expanded, and that expansion, if it exceeds market demand, by 
definition has largely gone to lower or lowest value uses. This flaw in an otherwise brilliant system is 
described best by the two hikers in the forest being chased by a bear. Those two do not need to outrun 
the bear, one just has to outrun the other! So my and your best business plan is to keep producing more, 
because the system, as deSigned, rewards individual growth but punishes producers industry-wide. The 
negative effect of me producing that "one more load" will be picked up by you. 

As a side note, when milk in neighboring states comes into our pool, it enters as Class 1 usage, and 
receives Class 1 price. The problem with that is each load so delivered displaces a California load which 
takes that load from Class 1 all the way to the bottom value, reducing our pool total. This financial rape 
should not happen. 

Part Two - From November 14, 2008 Issue 

Last week, I wrote that the dairy industry in California continues with its "addiction" to over-produce milk, 
explained why I thought that was so, pointed out the problems it causes, and made a case for all of us to 
expect more of the same unless something is done. This week, I'll show examples of some successful 
programs, and suggest some steps that could start us towards a solution. 

A few comments about powder plants. We need them. We need them to balance our production to meet 
daily, weekly, and seasonal demands of our customers. A problem arises, though, when investments in 
multi-hundred million dollar plants are made. The coops making those investments want to keep them 
running full tilt, of course, to return profits or "dividends" to their members. So indirectly, those 
investments encourage even more production. In a more perfect world, coops would not build those 
super-sized plants, and would run the ones they have only when a true profit can be made, or when there 
is a need to clear the market of the normal short-term and seasonal surpluses, and leave them idle 
otherwise. 

That's essentially what United Dairymen of Arizona is doing. They have a base program which pays 
about a dollar more than overbase milk, and when supply exceeds what UDA can process, a "history 
base" is put into effect which limits the amount of milk a producer may deliver. By controlling the milk flow 
to the market with that plan, that plant, when it is idle, may be UDA's biggest contributor to the net profits 
they have. I can hear the howls of derision and condescending laughter at the possibility of something like 
that happening in California. But think about it - coops have hundreds of millions of our retain dollars 
interest free, they are given ample make allowances for processed products, they charge their customers 
for every service given - they even dip into our money bucket when fuel costs go up. You'd think that 
keeping a powder plant for back-up purposes is a no-brainer. 



So why isn't it? To use a metaphor, a glove will shape itself exactly to the hand that goes into it. That is to 
say, coop management will do exactly as their boards direct. The boards are made up of dairymen who 
largely share the "produce more milk!" entitlement mentality, maybe because that's all we've known since 
our pooling/quota program began 40 years ago. (Those of you who were around back then will remember 
the projections that were made to help "sell" the pooling legislation: all existing producers would be 
equalized, meaning all the milk they were producing during the period just prior to pooling, plus normal 
growth, would receive the quota price within about 14 years, and everyone would live happily ever after.) 

Land-a-Lakes and Dairy Farmers of America are nationwide coops. Their corporate planning and board 
decisions will of course show that influence. A "California solution" will not likely be at the top of their 
agendas and any positions they take affecting California will be watered down accordingly. Califomia 
Dairies, Inc. is different. COl controls 50% of the milk in California. COl has only California producers as 
members. By taking a courageous leadership role, COl could bring L-O-L and DFA to the table. Their 
combined volume would represent 85% of California's milk, and the right management of that volume 
could help resolve some of our problems immediately. The total production of all other milk is 15%! Can 
the tail wag the dog? It shouldn't. 

In 1922, the Capper-Volstead Act became law which exempted agriculture from anti-trust restrictions. 
Stated simply, our coops can legally collude, price fix, develop common marketing plans, and make 
economic decisions that in any other industry would violate anti-trust laws. Are we doing this? Of course 
not. Why not? Because we have that "produce more milk" entitlement mentality, and the moment words or 
statements like "production cuts," "production discipline," or "growth management" are spoken in a group 
setting, all forward thinking shuts down. The recently instituted base programs in California do little to cap 
production, and their main effect was to isolate producers who recently expanded or who were in the 
process of doing so. The problem of our coops not being in a position to achieve milk prices above the 
state minimums remains. 

Look at what Hilmar Cheese has done. All their producer/members are on a production contract. This 
sets a limit on the amount of milk each member ships to Hilmar. Do Hilmar members expand production? 
Of course. But in an orderly, as-market-dictates basis, which shields that increase from the vagaries of an 
over-supplied market. The total volume of all the member contracts is less that what Hilmar's normal 
needs are and accomplishes the following: 

1. Hilmar's members focus on managing what they have, rather than expend energies to see into which 
cubbyhole they can stuff a few more cows. 

2. Hilmar buys milk outside their membership group when needed, in the exact amount it is needed, 
which in almost all cases is distressed milk, begging for a home. 

3. Those who supply Hilmar with their reserve needs receive the minimum price if purchased from 
producers, and possibly less than minimums if purchased from other plants. With this program, Hilmar 
never has market-clearing costs. That translates into an extra source of profits for its members. 

This results in our production-assaulted coops balancing Hilmar's needs, at no charge and sometimes at 
a loss. Does that mean that Hilmar management knows more about what is happening than do our coop 
boards? Or is Hilmar simply using common sense to take advantage of what is going on in the industry? 

In the mid-west, Continental Dairy Products, Inc, a producer coop operating in Ohio, Indiana, and 
Michigan, has strict production control on their producers. They are seldom, if ever, in a position of having 
to beg a buyer to take more milk. The result is one to two dollars premium, at all times, just because they 
do not let overproduction overwhelm their ability to market the milk. 

The overarching theme here is that overproduction is the single culprit keeping us from operating an 
orderly, intelligent industry. State minimum prices are exactly that, minimums. Nothing in policy or law 



keeps coops from setting a higher price. Only the neutering effect of overproduction. To underscore the 
point, after the government instituted the national buyout about 25 years ago, prices increased. When 
financial hemorrhaging runs its course and targeted culling removes those 50 pound producers, prices 
increase. When CWT removes enough cows, prices increase. Hilmar doesn't have disposal or balancing 
costs; Continental garners a premium because overproduction is not an issue; UDA doesn't flood the 
market. What is it about these facts we don't comprehend? 

So often we hear from fellow producers "let the market control production." Well, it has, and look at what 
has been happening over and over. It's brutal. It bleeds the strong and kills the weak. When prices return 
to an acceptable level, the survivors, who are now less strong, recover just in time to face that insane 
cycle again. 

If you own a hardware store across town from mine, and you go broke, I gain sales. That's healthy 
capitalism. But when my neighbor dairyman goes broke, it has no positive affect on me. Why? Because 
our heavily regulated industry is joined at the hip by virtue of pooling and a myriad of regulations. We 
swim or sink together! 

There is a truism in the industry: all heifer calves born, are raised . All fresh heifers are milked - either in 
your barn or mine. Large dairies that have been built do not produce milk, cows produce the milk. If those 
large dairies add a thousand heifers, that's simply a thousand heifers not being milked at your place or 
mine. 

So what's at the core of the California problem? There are 1,800 dairymen in the state, all working at 
increasing or maintaining production. Collectively, that creates the unwieldy, seemingly unsolvable 
overproduction problem we have. If each one of those 1,800 would do a little bit of production control, the 
problem disappears. How do you eat an elephant? One bite at a time. If only a few producers reduce or 
control production, and not the rest, those people hurt themselves and only temporarily make it better for 
the others. We need to do it in concert, and our common point of connection is our coops. 

Last year, MPC sponsored a Cornell University study that showed establishing an incentive to manage 
production increases by producers would likely solve the bust-to-boom-to-bust problem. The study 
showed that, if individual self-interest could be activated in the right way at the national level, producers 
would respond. Our goal was to have this "Growth Management Plan" included in the Farm Bill. MPC hit 
the road and spoke with many dairy groups, in California and elsewhere. The response from producers 
was total approval and acceptance of the idea, but the industry "leaders, " our coops and trade 
associations, were not interested. And so the problem remains. 

So, what would happen if production discipline for California were to be instituted? A whole, brand new 
world would be open to us. A complete paradigm shift for our coops would be required, which would 
probably not be welcome, at least initially. Here are some of the things that probably would need to be 
done to get it started. 

1. The first step would be to have California's three major coops jointly look into ways to establish and 
manage a production discipline program for their members. 

2. The committee should consider if production controls only would be sufficient - or if priCing authority 
would be needed - in effect, a California Marketing Agency In Common. 

3. A review should be made of possible changes needed to be made to California's milk statutes to 
provide maximum operational flexibility for the "CaIMac." 

4. A study and plan is needed on how to equitably correct or control the current inter-state milk pricing 
and usage problems that have caused immense losses to California producers and processors. 



Getting three major coops together to share costs, prices, problems, and opportunities certainly will not 
be easy. It wasn't easy for the three coops who now make up COl to arrive at a solution, but it happened, 
partly because they each could see real benefits from the result. COl's leadership at this time in exploring 
the road to the point where higher milk prices would result in profits, not problems, is an exciting thing to 
consider. Think about our coops being able to finally market our milk instead of just finding outlets for it. 
That's the difference between being price makers instead of price takers. 

Few have experience with such a scenario (UOA, Hilmar, and Continental, excepted of course). So, a lot 
must be learned. The suggested steps and studies listed above are the least that is needed to be done. 
But I'm convinced that we do understand that the core problem is overproduction, and we should 
understand that it won't be corrected unless there is a consensus to do so. I'm also convinced that our 
coops (that is, the dairymen on their boards) have the authority and the responsibility to lay plans to 
improve what is now a virtually unacceptable situation. All we need is for them to agree to do it. 

Years ago, California producers voted to "tax" themselves about $.05 cwt on all milk (which has since 
risen to about $.20 cwt) to reimburse our manufacturing plants for the costs of transporting their products 
to the mid-western and eastern parts of the country, to compete head-on with local sellers. With the 
emigration of California producers and west coast style of dairying to states lying to the east of us, plants 
in those areas are in an increasingly stronger position to supply those markets than we are. 

Our future growth market lies to the west - the Pacific Rim countries. We need to develop those markets, 
because we are closer geographically and have the shipping ports and certainly the milk supply. The 
growth of the dairy industry to the east has increasingly compromised us on the west coast, and it will 
take a concerted effort to develop these "new" markets. This requires cooperation between coops, time to 
develop products wanted by those countries, and production control. That is one of the fundamental 
responsibilities of coops - to foresee what is needed to match current and future supply with current and 
future needs. Alternatively, we can choose to do nothing, allow the anti-business, anti-agriculture forces in 
Californ ia to continue to push us to obscurity. Or we can unite to "re-invent" our west coast dairy industry. 

We don't need Sacramento. We don't need minimum prices. We don't need the support price program. 
What we do need is for our coops to function in a manner they are supposed to - but that can't be done 
without effective and acceptable production controls as a starting point. 

We need a call to action. Our coops will do what their members want. Every producer who agrees with 
some or all of the points in this article should - and must - contact their board member representative 
and tell him or her what should be done. Here's the key problem that stands in the way of progress: it's 
when a group or committee is confronted with a new idea, and everybody looks to why it can't, or 
shouldn't, happen. Challenge your board to address themselves only to how it can be done. If our coops 
know that we as producers are more than willing to take that small "bite" of production discipline, nothing 
should stop them from accomplishing a sane, profitable industry. But that will take guts; it will take a 
willingness to make mistakes and to learn from them. It will take a concerted , united effort - something 
which is sadly missing in California - to accomplish this. New brooms sweep cleaner than old ones. If the 
job isn't being done properly, perhaps it's time for a change. But it can be done, it should be done, and it 
must be done. Status quo is no longer acceptable. 

Your views on my views will be greatly appreciated. We would like to hear from you. Please address your 
comments to mpc@milkproducers.org and reference this article; or give MPC a call at (909) 628-6018. 



EXHIBIT 
Memorandum 

April 13, 2015 

To: Agricultural Marketing Service, USDA 

From: Wisconsin Cheese Makers Association 

Re: Comments on the 610 Review of Federal Milk Marketing Orders 

Docket ID: AMS-DA-09-0065 

Background from USDA 

93 

The purpose of the review is to determine whether the FMMO program should be continued 

without change, amended, or rescinded (consistent with the objectives of the Act) to minimize 

any significant economic impact of rules upon a substantial number of small entities. AMS will 

consider the continued need for the FMMO program; the nature of complaints or comments 

received from the public concerning the FMMO program; the complexity of the FMMO 

program; the extent to w hich the FMMO program overlaps, duplicates, or conflicts with other 

Federal rules, and, to the extent feasible, with State and local government rules; and the length 

of time since the FMMO program has been evaluated or the degrees to which technology, 

economic conditions, or other factors have changes in the area affected by the FMMO program. 

Introduction 

The Wisconsin Cheese Makers Association (the Association) is a cheese manufacturer trade 

association representing 82 dairy manufacturing sites in Wisconsin and 40 manufacturing sites 

outside of the state, as well as 41 sites that further process and market dairy products. The 

majority of Association members manufacture cheese, including most styles produced in the 

U.S. Other members further process and market dairy products including whey products, 

pasteurized process cheese, cold pack cheese, cheese cut and wrapped for sale and cheese 

used in foods. Association membership includes both Grade A and non-Grade A manufacturers 

of dairy products. 
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In the u.s. Code of Federal Regulations, Title 13 121.201, small business entities are defined, 

and in subsector 311 for Food Manufacturing, small business size is noted as SOO employees or 

fewer. (This is true for Fluid Milk Manufacturing, Creamery Butter Manufacturing, Cheese 

Manufacturing, Dry, Condensed and Evaporated Dairy Product manufacturing and Ice Cream 

and Frozen Dessert Manufacturing in subsector 311.) 

Nearly every dairy product manufacturer member of the Wisconsin Cheese Makers Association 

is a small business by this relevant definition . Thus, this review of federa l milk marketing orders 

"to minimize any significant economic impact of rules upon a substantial number of small 

entities" is applicable to nearly every dairy manufacturer in the Association, and to most dairy 

manufacturers nationwide. 

Dry Whey Pricing in Federal Order Class III Formula 

A particu lar concern in federal order regulation is the inclusion of the value of dry whey in 

classified pricing. As the Agricultural Marketing Service notes on its website, "The Class III and 

IV milk and component prices and the Class /I butterfat price are based on the monthly average 

product prices. Butter, Cheddar cheese and dry whey prices are used to compute values for 

butterfat, protein, and other solids, respectively." The other solids value, included in the Class 

III milk price, is based on the value of dry whey as surveyed by USDA Agricultural Marketing 

Service. 

The concern for small business entities is that the majority these small manufacturers do not 

produce dry whey. Yet the value of dry whey is added to the price paid to dairy producers for 

milk. These small businesses are required to pay dairy producers for the value of a product 

they do not make. 

Wisconsin Cheese Makers Association maintains information on whey processing by its 

members, with information voluntarily supplied by members. In Wisconsin, 78 cheese 

manufacturing sites informed the Association that dried whey is not produced at these 

locations. Among these 78 locations, 44 locations do nothing more than sell separated, wet 

whey to other dairy businesses or other whey processing plants. The other 34 cheese plants 
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take only the first step in dry whey product processing and perform reverse osmosis and lor 

ultrafiltration on wet whey to produce a concentrated whey or a concentrated whey protein 

liquid product. The Association is aware of more cheese manufacturing sites in the state that 

similarly ship or process wet whey, but these firms have not voluntarily verified this information 

with the Association. 

The Association has information on 18 dry whey product processing sites that are either cheese 

plants with additional ability to produce dried whey products (dried whey, whey protein 

concentrate, whey protein isolate, and lactose) or are solely whey processing sites. 

The Association survey showing low levels of dry whey product processing capability in member 

plants is certainly supported by plant survey data collected by USDA's National Agricultural 

Statistics Service (NASS). NASS surveys cheese and whey plant operations for their production 

data, and includes plant statistics in their annual 2013 US Cheese and Whey Plants 
us, Wisconsin and the 3 Survey Regions 

State & 
Dried Whey 

Total Cheese Dried Whey Plants as % of 
Region 

Cheese Plants 

Total US S29 32 6.0% 

Wisconsin 126 10 7.9% 

US Regions: 

Atlantic 191 7 3.7% 

Central 232 18 7.8% 

West 106 7 6.6% 

Source: Dairy Products 2013 Summary. NASS-USOA 

summary. The chart to the right compares the 

most recent NASS plant statistics, from the Dairy 

Products 2013 Summary published in April 2014. 

Nationally, there are only 32 dried whey plants, 

equal to only 6% of the 529 cheese plants 

included in the NASS survey. Wisconsin has 126 

cheese facilities and 10 dried whey plants or 12.6 

cheese plants for every dry whey facility. 

I 
2013 US Cheese and Whey Production 

The ratios aren't much better when 

comparing dried whey production to 

estimated available whey solids. The chart 

to the right shows U.S., Wisconsin and 

regional cheese production, and shows 

estimates of total whey solids from that 

cheese production. U.S. dry whey 

I 
US, Wisconsin and the 3 Survey Regions 

----------, 

I 
Total 

Estimated DryWhey 
State & Dry Whey 

Cheese I 
Whey , Production as % 

Region 
Solids~ 

Production 
of Whey Solid~3 

1.000 I.os 1,000 Lbs l,OOOlb\ Perrent 

Total US 11,101,135 6,549,670 
I 

924,14b 14.1% ! 

Wisconsin 2,885.681 1,702,552 302,843 17.8% 

IUS Regions: 

Atlantic 1,434,460 846,331 255,441 3C.2~·" 

Central 4,973,700 2,934,483 445,860 15.2% 

West 4,692,975 2,768,855 222,845 i 8.0% 

, Source Douy Products 2013 Summaw NASS·USDA 

i' Assllme'; Available Whey S()lids - 59X, a/Cheese ProductIOn IS 69 OS/9 i2 CY) 

I; Assumes Whey contains 91% milk solids ---- .- ........ _ .. __ . 

production volume is equal to only 14.1% of estimated whey solids and Wisconsin dry whey 
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production uses only 17.8% of total whey solids in the state. Despite the very low utilization 

rate of whey solids for dry whey, both regionally and as a national total, dry whey remains the 

sole determinant of the other solids price in the FMMO Class III price. This relatively small 

amount of dry whey production impacts the value of an enormous amount of milk: about 62 

billion pounds of milk used for cheese and whey products was regulated by Federal Orders in 

2013. The actual amount of milk priced under Class III is even greater due to Class III contracts 

used to price milk that is not always pooled and the use of Class III-based forward contracting 

between dairy manufacturers and farms. 

The data above supports the fact that the vast majority of Wisconsin cheese plants do not have 

any whey drying capacity. But the vast majority of cheese manufacturing sites in Wisconsin buy 

milk from dairy farm patrons and pay these patrons for the value of dry whey through the other 

solids value included in the Class III milk price. These cheese manufacturers do not earn the 

value of dry whey from the marketplace. The majority of these Wisconsin cheese plants 

produce separated, wet whey, which is a lower value commodity than dried whey. This lower

value revenue source is all that most Wisconsin cheese manufacturers have to cover the Class 

III other solids price they are obliged to pay dairy producers. 

This is a fundamental flaw in FMMO Class III milk pricing - a built-in discrimination against small 

cheese manufacturing businesses that cannot begin to afford the cost of dried whey 

manufacturing. Production of dried whey requires massive capital investment, in the tens of 

millions of dollars, and this investment is not possible for most cheese manufacturing small 

businesses. Only the largest U.S. cheese manufacturers, and independent dry whey processors 

(who do not buy any raw milk from dairy producers) can obtain the capital needed to invest in 

whey drying plants. These massive costs require drying plants to operate constantly, and at 

high volumes, to be cost effective. 

The California Department of Food and Agriculture faced a similar problem when they moved 

to a cheese milk pricing formula that valued whey solids in a similar fashion to FMMO Class III 

Other Solids. The state returned to a lower whey valuation for their Class 4b formula when it 
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became apparent that their formula overvalued milk relative to its true value for the vast 

majority of California cheese processors that do not manufacture dry whey. 

Because small cheese manufacturing businesses operating under FMMO pricing cannot derive 

the value of dry whey from their whey solids, they must attempt to find other dollars in the 

marketplace each month to pay producers the other solids value in the milk price. 

Dried whey simply cannot be produced by our many small cheese manufacturing businesses, 

yet the value of dried whey rests in the milk price these manufacturers must pay to dairy 

producers. 

The true, basic commodity that should be reflected in the Class III milk price formula is 

separated, wet whey. Dried whey is a value-added product produced by a small number of 

plants In the U.S. Separated, wet whey is generally purchased on a contract basis using a price 

that is a fraction of the price of whey protein concentrate containing 34 percent protein (WPC 

34). This creates two problems for small cheese manufacturers. First, these small businesses 

cannot possibly produce dried whey. Second, the value of WPC 34 per cwt. milk has been lower 

than dried whey (pound for pound of protein) in the last 39 months (see table on the next 

page). 

In other words, these small businesses selling liquid whey can only earn a portion of the value 

of dried WPC 34, and that dried WPC value is even lower on a per cwt milk basis than the value 

of dried whey. This increases the difficulty for small dairy manufacturers to meet the monthly 

Class III price. The table on the next page compares the value difference per cwt milk for 

Central AOM WPC 34 and NDPSR Whey, based on FMMO yield for whey and industry 

referenced yield for WPC 34. 

WCMA Comments Page 5 



Price and Value Comparison: WPC 34 vs. NDPSR Whey 

Per Cwt. Milk, January 2012 through March 2015 
Price per Pound Value per Cwt. Milkl 

Month & AM5AOM NDPSR AMS AOM Difference Annual 
NOPSRWHEY 

WPC34 WHEY' WPC34) perCwt. Average Year 

Jan 2012 $0.6876 51.5239 $4.03 $2.62 -$141 

Feb 2012 $0.6<000 51.5271 53.75 52.63 - 112 

Mar 2012 $0.6107 51.5091 53.58 52.60 $\..98 

Apr 2012 $0.5921 51.4195 $3.47 52.44 51m 
May 2012 $0.5389 51.3010 $3.16 52.24 $092 

Jun 2012 $0.5013 $1.1977 52.94 52.06 SO.88 

lui 2012 $0.5023 51.1401 52.94 51.96 $('.98 

Aug 2012 $0.5352 $1.1272 $3.14 51.94 5120 

Sep 2012 $0.5846 51.1862 53.43 52.04 $139 

Oct 2012 SO.6205 51.2283 53.64 52.11 51.52 

Nov 2012 $0.6480 51.2358 53.80 52.13 ·51.67 

Dec 2012 $0.6610 51.2483 53.87 $2.15 ·$1.73 ·S124 

Jan 2013 $0.6503 $1.2606 $3.81 52.17 5164 

Feb 2013 $0.6393 $1.2472 $3.75 52.15 51.60 

Mar 2013 SO.6048 51.2150 53.54 52.09 $1.1:-' 

Apr 2013 $0.5741 $1.2378 $3.36 52.13 5124 

May 2013 $0.5765 51.2786 53.38 52.20 SIl8 

Jun 2013 $0.5738 $1.3172 53.36 $2.27 $1.10 

lui 2013 $0.5804 $1.3518 $3.40 52.33 $1.08 

Aug 2013 SO.5778 51.3670 53.39 52.35 t' .. Jl 

Sep 2013 $0.5791 51.3884 53.39 52.39 $) ~1 

Oct 2013 SO.5731 $1.4567 $3.36 52.51 \<185 
Nov 2013 SO.5831 $1.5816 53.42 52.72 $0.70 

Dec 2013 $0.5706 51.6000 53.34 52.75 $059 $1 12 

Jan 2014 $0.6025 $1.7573 $3.53 $3.02 SO.51 

Feb 2014 $0.6314 51.7808 53.70 53.06 .<.J 64 

Mar 2014 $0.6554 $1.7683 $3.84 53.04 $080 

Apr 2014 $0.6774 $1.7700 $3.97 $3.04 $093 

May 2014 $0.6745 $1.7661 53.95 53.04 SO.Q1 

Jun 2014 $0.6789 51.6779 $3.98 $2.89 $1 "l9 
Jut 2014 $0.6890 $1.6182 $4.04 $2.78 Sl25 
Aug 2014 $0.6880 $1.5713 $4.03 $2.70 .$,1 $3 

Sep 2014 $0.6725 $1.4524 $3.94 $2.50 5144 

Oct 2014 $0.6508 $1.3495 $3.81 $2.32 5149 

Nov 2014 $0.6365 51.2877 $3.73 $2.21 Sl,2 
Dec 2014 $0.5871 51.2409 53.44 $2.13 '!:~ ,n \110 

Jan 2015 SO.5875 $1.1697 $3.44 52.01 S1.4~ 

Feb 2015 $0.5169 $l.11OS $3.03 $1.91 $1 I} 

Mar 2015 SO.4824 $1.0213 52.83 51.76 $1.07 

Sources: USDA AMS Dairy Market News. USDA AMS Notional Dairy Product Sales Report 

(NDPSR), and GEA-Niro (WPC Yield) 

1/ Milk a/ USDA FMMO Standard Test of 3.5% Fat, 2.99% True Protein, and 5.69% Other So/ids 

V USDA FMMO Whey Yield is S.86 Ibs. per CWI Milk or FMMO Standard Tesr 

JI WPC 34 Yield is 1.72 Ibs percwt based an Industry References 

The table above comparing the relative value of whey protein concentrate vs. dried whey 

illustrates the point that even cheese plants that invest in a 'second tier' of whey processing

concentrating and filtering wet whey - face the same problem as other cheese plants in gaining 

enough dollars from the marketplace to pay the Class III milk price . 
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Whey protein concentrate in various concentrations has become the preferred product in the 

marketplace. Concentrating protein creates a lactose-rich permeate that also has a value in the 

marketplace. As these products have increased in volume, output of dried whey has decreased, 

and dried whey has become the higher value product in the marketplace. 

Thus even small dairy businesses 

that have sufficient volume to 

venture into value-added 

processing of whey have found 

over the past several years that 

150"'"' 

140% 

130% 

120",,(, 

110% 

100% 

90% 

us Whey-Based Ingredient Production 
Percent of 2010 Output 

==c: 
WPC>50"",P 

~ Lactose 

"",C=::::=::::G:=:::::~~~=-~ __ _ 
Dry Whey 

the ir products are less valuable 80% 
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

set the other solids value in the AMSWPC34 vs.NOPSRD'¥WheyValuep.,Cwt., 2006· Q12015 

Class III milk price. like their 

fellow cheesemakers selling only 

separated, wet whey, these more 

sophisticated whey protein 

manufacturers will not earn the 

full value of dried whey in the 

marketplace, despite millions of 

dollars in investment. 

The situation has worsened over 

the past year. Revenues from 

WPC 34 sales were 50 cents below 

dry whey in January 2014, but fell 

to over $1.50 lower than whey by 

November and have been more 

than $1 below whey since last June 

(see chart on right). 
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Conclusion 

In Wisconsin, at least 78 cheese manufacturing sites do not manufacture dry whey (in any form) 

and do not earn the value of dried whey, even sites that produce whey protein concentrates. 

These small businesses are forced by federal milk marketing order milk price formu las to pay 

dairy producers for a product they do not make - a product with a higher value than these 

manufacturers can collect in the marketplace. 

Many small cheese manufacturers survive this dilemma by producing value-added or specialty 

cheese. But there is no certa inty that small manufacturers can gain a premium price for cheese. 

A cheese plant that gains more for its products has applied skills in crafting cheese, marketing 

an intriguing story and convincing buyers and consumers to spend a little more. That comes 

through hard work, skill and persistence. 

This regulatory review (610 Review) seeks to find changes in federal milk marketing order rules 

in order to "minimize any significant economic impact of rules upon a substantial number of 

sma ll entities." This can be accom plished by removi ng the value of dried whey from the Class III 

mi lk price formula, and substitut ing it wit h a surveyed value for separated, wet whey. As the 

USDA's summary of this 610 Review states, "A classified pricing plan sets forth minimum prices 

that handlers must pay for milk used in different classes of products." (Emphasis is added to the 

words "minimum prices.") The Class III va lue for milk should be a minimum price, established 

using baseline commodities. Separated, wet whey is the baseline commodity for valuing "other 

solids." Dried whey is far too high in value, and far too expensive an investment for small 

cheese businesses to make, to be res iding in a minimum milk price formula. 

Supporting a baseline value for whey is true to the principles of market capitalism. When the 

proper, basic whey product (separated, wet whey) is used, those that invest in value-added 

whey processing will be rewarded in the marketplace, and can develop premiums to attract 

dairy farm patrons. Smaller plants that cannot invest in whey processing will do what they must 

- what they've already done - and that is make value-added cheeses to survive. If they don't 

find added revenue on the cheese side, they depart the market. But, at least their fight to 
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succeed will be in the free marketplace, and they won't fail because a federally-mandated Class 

III price, loaded with an unfair dry whey value, bled them dry. 

WCMA Comments Page 9 



Saputo Foodservice USA Page I ot I 

llome Contact Saputo News & Promotions For Nationwide selVlce, call your Saputo representative 1.800.824.3373 

EXHIBIT 
qtf SapillU 

Food.orvlco USA 

'. " 

Saputo Foodservice offers 

Premill1n, 
Authentic Cheeses, 
Nationwide. 

SAP lITO 

PRODUcrs 

'" Distribution Centers 
Office 

'" Plants 

Allentown, PA 
Appleton, WI 
Tulare, CA 

Almena, WI 
Big Stone, SO 
Black Creek, WI 
Carlstadt, NJ 
Fond du Lac, WI 
Green Bay, WI 
Lena .. WI 
Mayville, WI 

Saputo Family .Glii'A\ • 
o/Trusred Brands .ti!f. ~ ..".<:'9>; 

Monroe, WI 
Newman,CA 
Reedsburg, WI 
South Gate, CA 
Tulare, CA (3) 
Waupun, WI 

0 2015 Saputo Cheese USA Inc. All tights reserved. Direct Supply Chain Oi5dO$ure 

The brands and logos shown herein are protected trademar1<s used by Saputo Cheese USA Inc. 

B1Clck Creek" Dragonc' Frigo' Frigo' Chccsc Ilcods" LorrllillC' Stella" Trcasurc Cave" 

http://www.saputousafoodservice.com/Locations.aspx 

PRODUCT 

PERFOR.\1ANCE 

CE~TER 

MENU 
IDEAS 

SAPUTO 

LOCATIONS 

'" Corporate 

Saputo-
lincolnshire,IL 

Visit oor corporate site .5apu/lT 

Privacy Policy Legal 1'0'00« 
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Saputo Plants in Wisconsin and County Producer Pay Price Premiums 
PENGAD a::JO.631.a989 

(as reDorted in Exhibit 6Q) m 
A B C D ~~ 

~~ 
1 PLANT/CITY COUNTY PREMlUM RANGE, 2008--2011 

2 Low High 

3 Almena Barron - -

4 

5 Green Bay Brown $ 0.75 $ 1.44 

6 

7 Fond du Lac Fond du Lac $ 0.81 $ 1.38 

8 

9 Lena Onconto - -

10 

11 Monroe Green $ 0.77 $ 1.45 

12 

13 Reedsburg Sauk - -

14 

15 Waupun Fond du Lac $ 0.81 $ 1.38 

16 

17 Black Creek Outagamie - -

18 
r- Source: Pay prices computed by Market Admin istrator; weighted averages for May and 

19 December, 2008--2011, Exh ibit 60 



~ 
i 91.0 
0 
< 

POUNDS OF MILK PROCESSED INTO CHEESE1 ~ 
z w 
~ 

Milk Pooling Data Sorted by Plant Size; Averages for January, February and March 2015 

Average Monthly # of # of Plants Average Average Monthly % of Total 
Pounds Plants that Process Monthly Pounds Pounds per Plant Production by 

From to Whey 3 by Group 2 
2 Group 

(1000Ibs) (1000Ibs) (Ib) (Ib) 

Group 1 0 100 17 0 561,232 33,014 0.0% 
Group 2 100 500 8 0 2,472,313 309,039 0.2% 
Group 3 500 1,000 5 0 3,926,890 785,378 0.2% 
Group 4 1,000 5,000 6 0 10,692,754 1,782,126 0.7% 
Group 5 5,000 10,000 4 1 31,314,275 7,828,569 2.0% 
Group 6 10,000 25,000 3 1 65,228,058 21,742,686 4.1% 
Group 7 25,000 50,000 6 4 186,514,833 31,085,806 11.8% 
Group 8 50,000 100,000 5 4 387,403,495 77,480,699 24.6% 
Group 9 Over 100,000 3 3 889,873,590 296,624,530 56.4% 

Total 57 13 1,577 ,987 ,440 27,683,990 100.0% 

1 This is on a milk equivalent basis. These figures are pounds of milk, not separated by components, for plants with reported cheese production. 

2 Monthly average for the three months of January, February and March 2015. 

3 Plants that manufactured at least one of the following whey products during the first three months of 2015: Dry Whey (Animal/Human), WPC 
25%-90% (Animal/Human). Whey Protein Isolate, Deproteinized Whey. Delactose Permeate Whey, and Concentrated Whey (Animal/Human). 



Testimony of Michael Newell 
Proposed California Federal Milk Marketing Order Hearing 

Docket No.: AO-15-0071 

EXHIBIT 

Hello, my name is Michael Newell and I am currently employed by HP Hood LLC as a 

Director of Sales for the western United States. I obtained a Bachelor Degree in Economics 

from U.C. Berkeley in 1987 and a MBA from the Wharton School of Business in 1991 . From 

1987 until May of2007 I worked in a variety of positions at Crystal Cream & Butter Co., my 

family's milk processing business which was located in Sacramento, CA. Relevant to today's 

testimony are the positions I held as a Sales and Marketing Analyst from 1991 until 1997, Vice 

President of Marketing from 1997 until 2003, and Company President from February 2003 

through October of2007. In May of2007 Crystal's dairy assets were sold to HP Hood and on 

November 1,2007 HP Hood sold the Crystal brand and the conventional milk business to Foster 

Farms Dairy in Modesto, CA. At that time I transitioned to my present position at HP Hood. 

The purpose of my testimony is to discuss difficulties that Crystal had in balancing its milk 

supply in the years leading up to the sale of the company and the part that a combination of 

mandatory pooling and a high whey value played in creating these disorderly market conditions. 

Overview of Crystal Cream & Butter Co. 

Crystal Cream & Butter Company was founded in Sacramento in 1901. The Hansen 

family owned the business from 1921 until its sale in 2007. Crystal based its business on core 

principles of quality, service, integrity and competitive pricing. Crystal built an extremely strong 

brand name in the Sacramento Valley by consistently advertising on radio, television, and print 

media from the late 1950s through the early 2000s. A key component of Crystal's success was 

its high quality milk supply which was almost entirely purchased directly from independent dairy 



fanners located within 70 miles of the Sacramento processing facilities. We took great pride in 

having a direct relationship with our local milk producers and felt that working with them to 

maximize quality help set us apart from our competition. 

Between 1990 and 2006 Crystal's annual milk purchases ranged from 45 million to 60 

million gallons. During this period Crystal had between 400 and 500 employees. For most of 

its business life, Crystal was a full line manufacturer producing fluid milk, cultured products, ice 

cream, butter, and nonfat dried milk. Until 1996, all of these products were produced at 
..... illc. 

Crystal ' s downtown plant in Sacramento. In 1996 Crystal opened a state-of-the-art" bottling 

facility on Belvedere A venue in Sacramento which also incorporated ESL pasteurization 

's 
capabilities. Fluid milk accounted for approximately 65% of Crystal $140 to $180 million of 

annual sales. Crystal served the full gamut of customers - schools, restaurants, independent 

distributors, convenience stor~Sother processors, and grocery stores from San Joaquin County 

north to the Oregon border. 

In the late 1990s, Crystal decided to exit the manufacturing ofNFDM due to the age and 

inefficiency of its powder operations. This decision made balancing the independent raw milk 

supply a very important part of running our business, especially when schools were out of 

session during holiday and sununer breaks. To balance oJ~lk supply our Vice President of 
j\ 

Producer Relations created productive relationships with other processors and milk cooperatives 

in order to place excess milk in times of slow demand or obtain additional milk in times of high 

demand. Although Crystal' s milk supply contracts with the independent dairy fanners had 

specific volume caps, historically these quantities were never enforced. We would take all the 

2 



milk that our producer partners could produce. We viewed our producers as a key part of our 

success and wan~1o have the most productive relationship that we could. 

As we moved through the early 2000s, it became increasingly difficult to balance our 

~c"M€-
independent milk supply as finding a home for our extra raw milk b 8SIMISi more problematic. 

The excess production capacity in the northern California market grew progressively tighter as 

milk production grew. Our V.P. of Producer Relations had to look beyond Northern California 

to Southern California and out of state to place our excess milk. She related stories of other 

companies having similar difficulties and of milk moving out of state to Idaho and beyond. 

Finally before the summer of 2006, we made the difficult decision to enforce the volume caps in 

our milk supply contracts. The tight capacity situation in northern California left us no choice. 

Those producers which exceeded their contracted volume had to find another home for their 

extra milk. This created quite a stir in the producer community. I recall attending a Dairy 

Council meeting in June of 2006 and one of the longtime producer board members approached 

me and wanted to know "what in the hell we were doing" by capping our producers. I didn ' t 

realize the significance of our decision at that time, but we were really on the leading edge of a 

change in the marketplace. Within a year or two, the oversupply conditions in the state had 

reached the point that the large cooperatives had to institute their own base plans because they 

themselves did not have processing capacity for the milk produced by their members. 

At the time Crystal experienced its milk balancing challenges and had to take drastic 

steps to limit its milk supply, I viewed it as a Crystal issue and did not realize the macro causes. 

With hindsight and the discussion around adopting a Federal Order in California, I have come to 
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appreciate the part that our mandatory minimum regulated pricing policy played in creating those 

conditions. The adoption of the whey factor formula by the California pricing system in 2003 

and the escalation of the value of the whey factor from less than $.50 per hundred weight in late 

2004 to over $3.00 per hundredweigbt in mid-2007 helped encouraged the rapid milk supply 

increases which strained the capacity of California's production assets. In late 2007, the CDFA 

fixed the value of whey factor at a much lower value in effort to protect its small cheese makers 

and to make its milk market perform in a more orderly fashion. I firmly believe if a FMMO 

were adopted in California that included mandatory pooling, the industry would ~gain be 

setting itself up for an oversupply situation like we faced in the mid-to-late 2000s. This situation 

could be exacerbated by cheese manufacturers deciding not to reinvest in the manufacturing 

assets they have in the state. I encourage the USDA to incorporate in a California FMMO the 

ability for the lower classes of milk to de-pool to help to create a stable, orderly market for raw 

milk. De-pooling is a mechanism that helps stabilize other FMMO regions and, based on past 

history in California, it seems that it will be greatly needed in California should a FMMO with 

higher whey val ue be adopted. 
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EXHIBIT 

Introduction: 

My name is James De Jong and am currently the Dairy Policy and Economic 

Analyst for Hilmar Cheese Company (HCe), whom I am representing today. I have 

worked for HCC since April 2014. My main responsibilities include providing 

internal analysis on dairy markets, understanding dairy policy issues, and 

connecting the economic and policy side in a way that helps HCC make informed 

business decisions. Prior to that, I worked for Rabobank's Food and Agricultural 

Research and Advisory as an Agricultural Analyst for over 3 years. I specialized in 

California dairy industry economics, general California agricultural economics, 

economics of North American forest products, and US row crops. 

As for the background on our company, HCC is a cheese, whey, and soon to be 

milk powder manufacturer with processing locations in California and in Texas, 

which operates under the Southwest Federal Milk Marketing Order (FMMO). Our 

primary product lines include natural hard American style cheeses, such as 

cheddar, Colby, and Monterey jack, while some of our main whey products 

include whey protein concentrate 80 (WPC-80), whey protein isolate (WPI), whey 

protein hydrolysate (WPH), different grades of edible lactose, and our new 

newest plant in Turlock will focus on making skim milk powder (SMP) for 
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international customers. The Turlock plant will begin operating late this year. We 

employ about 1,000 people in California and sell finished products domestically 

and internationally to over 50 countries around the world. 

Hilmar Cheese Company was started in 1984 by a group of innovative and market 

orientated dairymen who wanted to maximize their return on their high quality 

milk. The company was founded on the idea that producers should receive a 

competitive price for their milk and one that is driven by actual market 

conditions. Milk producers continue to own the company and manage its 

business as active corporate board members. 

Our Hilmar, California cheese and whey manufacturing site processes 12% of the 

state's milk which is purchased directly from over 200 independent dairies, most 

of whom are' not affiliated with any cooperative. This represents the largest share 

of non-cooperative controlled milk in the state. Further, as HCC's processing 

volume has grown, owner-producers and non-owner producers have shared in 

growth opportunities. At the Hilmar plant, 18% of the milk supply is from 

I 

producers who are owners in the company. The rest of our milk supply, 82%, is 

from non-owner 'independent dairymen. 80% of our volume contract increases 

went to non-owner dairymen over the last several years. 
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There is no disorderly marketing in California 

There is no disorderly marketing. HCC is not having any trouble sourcing milk or 

fulfilling commitments in 2015 despite total state milk production being down in 

2015. HCC's Hilmar milk supply is actually up again in 2015 YTD through August 

compared to 2014 (Figure 1), which was comparing against one of the most 

profitable years ever for California producers and a strong milk production year. 

Figure 1 also shows we have not had trouble sourcing milk in recent history for 

our Hilmar plant. However, HCC had to ship 400 loads out of state this spring 

because we were unable to find available processing capacity and willing buyers. 

Furthermore, a discussion with our milk procurement manager indicated we have 

had no instances where we were asked to give up milk for a fluid plant in recent 

memory, or had any indication of a fluid plant being short of milk. 

The last major incidence of disorderly marketing, from HCC's business 

perspective, occurred in 2007 as a result of the California class 4b whey factor. At 

, 

the time, the whey factor used in the 4b price was determined by taking the Dairy 

Market News (DMN) dry whey price, minus a $0.267 per lb. make allowance, and 
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multiplied by a yield factor of 5.8. This resulted in a whey factor roughly in line 

with one currently used in the FMMO Class III formula. 

When the price of dry whey rapidly increased from 2006 to 2007, HCC's Hilmar 

plant California class 4b pool obligation whey cost went up from a low of $2 

million per month to over $12 million per month. Despite being on the forefront 

of whey processing technologies, having invested hundreds of millions of dollars 

to date, and operating in some of the highest price whey protein and lactose 

markets in recent memory, this aggressive whey factor caused substantial 

financial losses for our whey ingredients business1
. 

While this period was difficult for HCC's whey ingredient business, the previous 

CDFA whey factor was also too aggressive before the dry whey price skyrocketed. 

! I 
In fact, prior to CDFA changing the 4b whey factor back to a fixed amount, HCC's 

ingredient business operated at a loss relative to the whey factor for nearly the 

previous 3 years straight prior to the hearing in 2007, again, despite the massive 

inve'stments made to capture the value of whe/. 

At the same time, there were wide spread reports of milk supplies exceeding 

California plant capacity (or at least will ing capacity) as milk was sold to calf 

1 httPs:llww;'.Cdfa.~a.gov/dai rY/pdf/h earings/2007/C l ass4a b/Food101O.pd f - pages 205-214, testimony of John 
Jeter, former CEO, HCC 
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ranches, simply dumped, or shipped out of state to distant manufacturing plants. 

HCC had to ship over 340 loads of milk at a weighted average discount below 

Class 4b of $2 .24 per cwt. Of these 340, 17 of those loads we had to sell at $8.50 

per cwt below 4b, with many more in the $3-5 cwt range under 4b. Of course, 

transportation costs added to the discount price losses. Towards the end of this 

crisis, when our Texas plant began operating in September 2007, we began 

shipping our distressed loads there at great transportation cost. Also, hundreds of 

'1o\!)(as 
loads from California cooperatives were purchased by HCC's Dalhar~plant at 

steep discounts because California cooperatives were unable to sell milk below 

class in California. They were unable to sell this milk below class to our Hilmar 

plant, but they could sell it to our Texas facility. This benefited out of state 

processors and hurt California producers. 

Fortunately, CD FA was able to hold a hearing on the issue in October 2007, where 

t I 
their panel recommended, based on the evidence brought forth, to reduce the 

, . 

whey factor dow'n to a fixed $.10 per cwt. Though the California secretary of 

agriculture ultimately decided to set a fixed factor of $.25 per cwt, CDFA was able 

to address the problem. 
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HCC fears the whey factor in FMMO Class III will again substantially overvalue the 

whey product stream in California, overvalue the price of cheese versus prices we 

actually receive, and use a make allowance that does not cover our costs. This is 

expected to cause negative returns for our Hilmar plant and long-term marketing 

disorder ofthe kind we experienced in California during 2007. For example, this 

year the price of lactose, the largest part of our whey stream in terms of volume, 

has been at such low levels it does not cover the cost of production and we are 

losing money on every pound produced. The Class III "other solids" value does not 

recognize this because it is driven by dry whey. This will only encourage HCC to 

continue to push processing investment out of state, such as in our plant in Texas, 

due to the Southwest FMMO's ability to allow milk to escape the pool to clear 

market. In fact, since CDFA's recent temporary price increase to the whey factor 

in 4b this year, HCC has again decided to expand our Dalhart Texas facility by 20%, 

instead of directing those investments to our Hilmar facility or a new cheese 

facility in California. HCC will not invest in California cheese and whey processing 

if over aggressive milk pricing, and inability to provide a market clearing function 

with a reasonable return on investments, continue to present a danger. If 

minimum'milk prices are set above market clearing levels for both our 

cheese/whey and our powder plant in California, and there is no escape valve 
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through depooling or other policy remedy, HCC would be forced to idle capacity 

to minimize business losses. 

We believe 2015 milk production is down in California for reasons not related to 

4b versus Class III pricing 

All dairy commodity prices are significantly down from their 2014 highs, especially 

milk powders, which have a huge impact on California overbase prices due to 

their large portion of the milk pool2. NFDM prices dropped to their lowest level 
, 

ever this summer according to USDA price report survey data going back to 1998. 

This huge price crash was led by global demand disruptions and bountiful supplies 

worldwide of milk powder, which hit Californ ia 4a and overbase milk prices hard. 

Given that CA produces about 40% of all milk powder in the US3
, while accounting 

, I 
for 20% of US milk production4

, Class 4a plants utilize about 33% of all milks, and 

the filct that NFDM is a pricing component in California Class 2 and 3 and 

sometimes 1 pricing6
, it is not surprising minimum overbase prices would take a 

2 http://cdfa.ca.gav/dalrv/uplaader/dacs/M llkPradPaalingData/Julv 2015 Paal Data.pdf 
'http'//usda.rnannlib.corhell.edu/usda/current/DairProd/DairProd-09-03-2015.pdf & 

http:// cdfa .ca . gav / dai rv/ u pi aa der / docs/DataSta tist Ics/ Ju Iv 2015.pdf 
4 http ://usd a. rna n n lib. ca mell. ed u/u sda / cu rre nt/M i I kP rod/M i I kP rad -08-19-2015. pdf 

s http://www.cdfa.ca .gov/da irv/pdf/An nua1/2014/2014 Statistics Annual.pd f 
6 http://cdfa . co. gav / da i rv/pdf /Deta iled I nsHu ctia n s. pd f 
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large hit in the state. Therefore, California's recent milk production slowdown is 

an expected response given the global over supply of milk powder and lower 

California Class 4a price. 

As other witnesses have noted, other factors such as drought, tighter 

environmental restrictions, and competition for land from lucrative alternative 

uses, including tree nuts, have put pressure on the industry that is not related to 

milk prices. These forces represent evolving structural changes in California's 

agricultural economy that have made alternative land uses increasingly attractive 

relative to dairy. Ifthese structural changes continue on their present course, 

California milk supplies for manufacturing uses will move from surplus to deficit, 

I 

thereby forcing plants to pay above California minimum prices to the extent 

supply and demand allow. This can happen more efficiently and effectively 

without regulatory involvement in minimum milk prices. However, there is a 

danger insetting mandatory min imum milk prices too high, resulting in above 

market clearing prices. In such instances, processing capacity can be needlessly 

shut down, resulting in loss of investment, lost jobs for plant workers, and lost 

avenues for clairymen to orderly and economically market their milk 

I . 
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Furthermore, producer consolidation in California is not unique, and reflective of 

tbe rest of the US and the world (Figures 2 & 3). California's percent change in the 

number of licensed dairies 2010 to 2014 ranks below the US average. Compared 

to other major dairy states, Texas, Minnesota, and Wisconsin all had higher rates 

of consolidation (loss in percentage of farms), despite all having growing milk 

production. According to CDFA 2014 fourth quarter cost of production feedback 

data7
, similar type dairies (dairies in the north and south valley, fat test less than 

3.9%, non-organic), show cost of production varies by about $4 per cwt, with 

some dairies even beyond this range (Figure 4). Consolidation can therefore be 

expected to continue. 

CDFA minimum prices are only minimums 

Like in FMMOs, California minimum milk prices are only minimums, so 

cooperatives have the ability to ask for higher prices from their proprietary plant 

customers. Cooperative members can also expect cooperative plants to enhance 

producer revenue if the plants are market-oriented and well managed. Though 

the three cooperatives who are part of Proposal 1 report themselves to control 

7 http://cdfa .ca .gov/dai ry/uploader/postings/copfeedback/ 
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over 75% of the state's milk supply, they have not disclosed premiums charged 

for milk or identified any disorderly practice that inhibits their ability to bargain 

for higher prices. In the last CDFA hearing in June 2015, Pete Garbani, VP of 

Member Relations for Land 0' Lakes, when asked by CDFA what prevents them 

from getting what they think 4b milk is worth, he appropriately replied, "supply 

and demand"s. 

Cheese processors already do pay premiums for milk over 4b minimums, with 

HCC paying over $120 million over the last several years. These premiums are 

primarily based upon high component and high quality factors and are adjusted 

for market based factors including prices of CME block cheddar, lactose prices, 

and whey protein prices. These premiums are made to give our producers a milk 

price more representative of the value they create and the actual market place 

for our products. However, since CDFA has temporarily changed the 4b formula, 

our premiums for high component, high quality milk have gone down, while 

minimum prices for low test milk have gone up. In addition, the new temporary 

4b minimum prices that are more linked to dry whey prices have damaged returns 
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for our ingredient business and further disconnected our regulated milk price 

(and milk premiums) from our actual markets. 

If cheese milk yielded significantly higher returns, as proponents of Proposal 1 

have inferred, it is natural to assume cooperatives would have invested more in 

cheese processing compared to powder. However, the opposite has been true. 

Cooperatives today only have a very small footprint in California cheese making. 

The. following is a list of cooperative plant closings. All were cheese plants. 

DFA Cheddar Cheese Plant, Petaluma - closed 5/2004 

Golden Cheese (DFA), Corona - closed 12/2007 

Land 0' Lakes Cheese Plant, Tulare - closed 9/2010 

Below is a list of cooperative plant openings or major expansions. All were 

butter powder plants 

DFA butter/powder plant expansion, Hughson - 2008 

CDI new butter/powder plant, Visalia - opened 2008 

LOL butter/powder plant expansion, Tulare - 2009 
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COl butter/powder plant expansion, Visalia - 2015 

Producer risk management is effective in California. Only using Class III is an 

outdated approach 

Proponents of Proposal 1 have suggested risk management for California 

producers is ineffective because of the difference between the California 4b price 

and FMMO Class III. There are several issues with this claim. First, although using 

Class III futures to hedge producer blend price in California is not ideal, compared 

to other top dairy states California is neither the best nor the worst. Figure 5 

shows the difference between the maximum and minimum price versus Class III 

from 2010 through 2015 H1 each year (2015 is weighted by half) then averaged 

for these years. In this example, California ranks 4th of 10 in basis risk (10 being 

the most risk). Using another measurement, Figure 6 shows that average spread 

between the California All Milk price and Class III over the same time period. In 

this measurement, California ranks 1st among the other top 10 dairy states. A 

third measure (Figure 7) is to take the R-squared coefficient between California 

mailbox prices and Class III over this same time period, which is meant to show 

how well California producer prices correlate to Class III. In this measurement 
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California ranked 6th of 9 (Idaho mailbox price was not available for this 

comparison of top dairy states). 

The other major issue in claiming Class III futures are not effective in California is 

that cheese milk by itself is not representative ofthe entire California milk pool. 

In rough terms, the California milk pool is represented by half cheese milk and 

half butter/powder milk. As such, it would make sense to manage risk for 

producers in way that reflects utilization of the milk pool. Even DFA recognizes 

this and offers their producers comprehensive tools that can target a blend price 

for a specific milk shed. DFA's website states: 

"DFA Risk Management offers the Target Blend pricing product to allow 

members to manage the risk associated with the blend price received on 

your milk check. The Target Blend pricing product goes a step further than 

traditional Class III pricing products by utilizing a calculated blend price. 

With the Target Blend pricing product, DFA members have the ability to 

contract beyond the traditional Class 11/ or Class IV pricing product, reducing 

the price swings associated with major changes in the blend price basis,,9 

9 http ://www.dfariskrnanagement.com/p rici n g-p rod ucts 
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This sort of approach offered by DFA is also available for producers at third party 

risk management firms, and may even be available by other cooperatives who are 

part of Proposal 1. 

The effectiveness of adding a butter/powder influence into the California 

producer risk management equation is illustrated by adding a Class IV futures 

contract in combination with Class III. Using the same analysis as above, but using 

a 50/50 blend of Class III and IV, shows California's producer risk management 

effectiveness is substantially improved over only using Class III (Figures 8 through 

10). Besides Class III and IV, risk management professionals can also use cheese, 

butter and powder futures to also target mailbox prices, as DFA is likely doing 

with their risk management program. Open interest in these futures contracts 

has increased dramatically in recent years (Figures 11 and 12). 

Furthermore, one can argue that mandatory pooling makes basis risk harder for 

producers to manage compared to a plant that is not pooled. For example, in 

Texas we can develop any risk management mechanism we want as long as the 

producer agrees to it. In effect, this means the producer has zero basis risk versus 

the risk management mechanism. Milk pools introduce more variables into their 
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price that are harder to manage. Mandatory pooling will further limit risk 

management opportunities. 

Producers in Federal Milk Marketing Orders do get paid below minimums 

In order for milk to clear the market and find willing buyers, milk does sell below 

minimum prices in FMMOs. This typically happens as a result of distressed milk 

being sold on the spot market, cooperatives reb lending losses to their producers 

(as happened to Darigold in the Pacific Northwest in 2014), milk that is contracted 

under class between non-pooled and another entity that is pooled, and non-pool 

plants buying milk directly from producers below class. Looking just at spot loads 

from November 2014 through May 2015 in the Dairy Market News (DMN) 

showed that the 28 editions during this time there were 25 editions that had 

examples where milk was sold under class. The amounts varied from barely under 

class, to $10 per cwt under. In our Dalhart Texas facility, we have purchased 

many such distressed spot loads and have done so to help clear the market of 

milk. 

Besides spot loads purchased under class at our Texas plant, billions of pounds of 

other milk has been purchased under Class III in the last 12 months alone. This is 

simply an economic reality of the milk shed. Despite having lower energy costs, 
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labor costs, development and regulatory costs, and receiving the Southwest's 

market's higher net cheese prices due to closer proximity to demand centers 

compared to Hilmar California, the Class III milk price is still not always the market 

clearing price in the Southwest. Combined with an outdated Class III make 

allowance, received cheese prices that have been below the NDPSR price, and the 

"other solids" value that is often disconnected and overvalues whey relative what 

we recover at our modern whey protein facility, it is difficult to consistently pay a 

Class III price at our Texas plant. Further, our field staff regularly monitors past 

producer pay prices of competitors in the region, including cooperatives, and find 

these are also often under Class III. Still, our Texas facility is extremely 

competitive with other players in the region. Most producers in the Texas 

Panhandle are now better off, not worse off, that HCC has invested there, and has 

been an underlying reason behind the rapid growth of the entire milk shed. 

In addition to our own experience in Texas, there is also strong evidence of milk 

selling below Class III in New Mexico and Michigan (Figure 13). In this analysis the 

Class III price was calculated at test for each of the three states, the PPD for the 

respective FMMO was added to this amount, then compared this result to the 

state's NASS All Milk price. The results show Michigan, Texas, and New Mexico 

producers are being paid below Class III. These lower prices are not surprising 
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given the Southwest's large supply of milk and dairy products relative local 

demand, and Michigan's rapid escalation in milk production without 

corresponding processing investments. If there were no longer enough plants to 

take all the milk in California because of non-market clearing prices, it would be 

much worse than in Michigan because the discounts would be deeper and all 

plants would be accountable to the pool for the full class price. In this sense, 

Michigan would have a competitive advantage over a California FMMO with 

mandatory pooling. 

Make allowances in Class III and IV are inadequate to cover manufacturing 

costs, as the last available audited CDFA manufacturing costs show 

Current FMMO make allowances in the Class III and IV formulas were 

implemented in October 2008, over 7 years ago. Furthermore, the data used in 

these allowances came from a 2007 hearing, which relied on even older data. As 

such, the current data is getting close to a decade old and new cost studies are 

needed in the formula. HCC costs for cheese and our expected costs for milk 

powder are not covered by these make allowances, while dry whey is difficult to 
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judge because we make whey protein and lactose. Nonetheless, our lactose and 

I"t\GlI\ u -k (, hJ r t' Y1 ~ 
whey protei '/.-costs have gone up considerably over this time period. 

Compounding the problem, if a California FMMO is created that has mandatory 

pooling, the need for updated make allowances, and ones that are updated often, 

is imperative because there is no way for HCC milk to clear the market below 

minimum costs. Other FMMOs can live with outdated make allowances because 

milk can clear the market outside the pool, realized manufactured product prices 

are often higher (such as the Upper Midwest which allows for more wiggle room 

by adjusting premiums), and cooperatives can simply reblend losses to producers. 

The fact the vast majority of cheese is being produced by proprietary processors 

in California means this regulated milk revenue cannot be reblended. 

The ability of Darigold and Tillamook, operating primarily in Order 124, to 

navigate Class III and IV is enhanced by their ability to reblend losses to member 

producers, their smaller cheese production size versus their population compared 

to California (we estimate Oregon and Washington have a combined cheese 

production per capita of 38 pounds compared to 63 pounds in California), their 

heavy use of the Cooperative Working Together (CWT) program to subsidize 

exports which California proprietary cheese plants cannot use, and that Darigold 
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has historically depooled to help recover losses from their Class III and IV plants. 

In 2004 a witness for the Northwest Dairy Association (the cooperative which 

owns Darigold) testified that their depooling helped offset market place losses. 

This was summarized in the Federal Register Final Decision on September 13, 

2006 [71 Fed. Reg. 54136, 54140 (September 13, 2006) (Final Decision, Upper 

Midwest Marketing Order)]. 

"The witness explained that NDA engages in the practice of de-pooling in 

other Pederal orders as a way to recover costs in their manufacturing of 

butter and cheese because the Class 11/ and IV make allowances do not 

adequately reflect such costs. The NDA witness was of the opinion that the 

practice of depooling should be addressed at a national hearing that would 

also consider other issues such as the make allowances used in the Class III 

and IV price formulas. ,,10 

Darigold and its sister cooperative, Tillamook, continue to depool Class III milk 

\ VI Ex.v-i 10; \::. {O 'D 
when revenue opportunities arise. Mtarlted-are pages 1 and 7 from the Pacific 

Northwest Orders Compilation of Statistical Material for 2014, showing the pool 

status of cooperative plants, by month, and Class III producer milk, by month . 

10 http://www.dairyprogramhearing.com/getii I e 7 4527452. P df?d OoeN a m e~STE LP R 0(505 7322 54140 
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Note on page 1 that in February, October, and November the cooperative plants 

shown as Tillamook, Darigold (Sunnyside), and Columbia River (a Tillamook plant) 

were not on the pool plant list. For April, two of the plants were off the list. On 

page 7, Class III pounds of producer milk for February, April, October and 

November dropped substantially. There are no milk order limitations in the 

Pacific Northwest, as there are in the Upper Midwest, to limit the volume of milk 

that may be depooled and repooled from month to month. Depooling also occurs 

in the Southwest and Arizona markets, where there are no depooling-repooling 

limits, as well as in the Upper Midwest, Central, and Mideast markets where 

repooling restrictions apply. The markets where depooling occurred during 2014 

are identified on page 2 of the Southwest Market Administrator's Report 

~ E:;.J(\.-.;b;k 101 \\ . 3Gl¢ 
published in April 201~wR+CR is als9 attaroi'1eel. An estimated &B-2 billion pounds 

were de pooled in all markets. 

COl has testified in the recent past on the need for updated and accurate make 

allowances in the CDFA class prices, despite these prices already being inherently 

lower than FMMO class prices. In 2011, Dr. Eric Erba, representing COl, filed a 

post hearing brief to CDFA that read: 
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"A t the forefront of the information available is the manufacturing cost 

studies conducted by the Department, which have been the cornerstone of 

California's milk pricing foundation . The cost studies have provided 

unparalleled credibility to the milk pricing system in California, and their 

importance to the milk pricing process is unquestioned. ,,11 

Again, in 2014, Dr. Eric Erba, representing CD I, filed a petition for a 4a hearing to 

update the make allowance. He stated in this petition that: 

"As the largest butter and milk powder manufacturer in the state, we 

cannot Simply ignore the fact that our processing costs are higher than the 

manufacturing cost allowances in the Class 4a formula might suggest. We 

cannot overlook the implications that the static manufacturing cost 

allowances have on all California Class 4a and 4b operations,,12 

Given the mandatory pooling requirements of the current California Order and 

Proposal 1, it makes the need for milk prices to be set at market clearing prices all 

the more imperative. 

Cheddar cheese make allowance 

11 https:llwww.cdfa .ca . gov I da iryl up loade r I docs/CD I %207-11-2011. pdf 
12 https:/lwww.cdfa.ca .gov/dairy/pdf/hearings/2014/CDI Petit ion Jun16-2014.pdf 
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CDFA audited manufacturing costs for 2013 show the weighted average cost to 

produce one pound of cheddar cheese was $0.2291 13 versus $0.2003 used in the 

Class III formula. Plugging this difference into the Class III formula represents 

$0.28 per cwt in manufacturing costs that are not included in the current make 

allowance. 

Dry whey make allowance 

For dry whey, the last CDFA audited manufacturing cost in 2006 showed $0.3099 

per lb. for CA plants14
, compared to $0.1991 per lb. in the Class III formula. This 

discrepancy represents a spread of $0.65 per cwt. If dry whey is continued to be 

used as a barometer for whey values (which does not track well with WPC and 

lactose), at a minimum a new dry whey cost study should be issued to find the 

actual cost. From HCC's experience manufacturing WPC-80, which is our largest 

whey protein product by volume, our manufacturing costs have increased nearly 

40% per lb. from 2006-2014. Our other whey product manufacturing costs have 

also had large cost increases. 

NFDM make allowance 

13 bllp./I cdf"'"~"'!.J'QYL<:@lrl'LtdP;a a d", / docs/Ex h i b it" p df 
14 h tt ~~li WW'!:L cd ~a cca J'llY} d a; ry/pd!LM a n u fCast Exh; b it2006" pdf 
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CDFA audited manufacturing costs for 2013 show the weighted average cost to 

manufacture NFDM to be $0.1997 per lb. compared to $0.1678 per lb. in FMMO 

Cla~s IV14. This discrepancy represents $0.27 per cwt in the Class IV formula that is 

not covered in the most recent CDFA cost study. Analysis of our new milk powder 

plants suggests our costs will be at least as high as the latest CDFA cost study. 

Product prices in Class III and IV use higher levels than the market value 

received by California plants 

The federal law which authorizes milk orders in section "(18) Milk Prices", 

instructs the secretary to fix milk prices that he finds which will reflect, "economic 

conditions which reflect market supply and demand for milk and its products in 

the marketing area to which the contemplated [marketing order] relates." (7 

U.S.C Sec. 608c (18)) . So estimation of the value of cheese, whey products, butter 

and NFDM in California is unavoidable to fix reasonable prices for milk used to 

produce these products. 

Cheddar cheese prices 

Based on HCC's past experience, the total spread between our actual 40lb block 

sales reported to NDPSR versus the NDPSRblock/barrel weighted average price 

averaged $0.04 per lb. lower from 2010 through 2013. In the Class III formula, 
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this represents a discrepancy of about $0.39 per cwt. Furthermore, comparing our 

NDPSR cheddar prices to the Minnesota-Wisconsin cheddar cheese price series, 

which was discontinued in 2012, our prices often averaged $0.06 per lb. to $0.09 

per lower from 2008 into 2012. This difference in cheese sales prices between 

regions is a function of the cost to move excess California cheese to population 

centers further east. California produces roughly twice as much cheese as it 

consumes based on a 2014 population value of 38.8 million, ERS estimates of 

cheese consumption per capita (34.2 Ibs. per year 2014) and NASS California 

cheese production. A large majority of our cheese leaves the state for marketing 

to large population centers to the east. Higher transportation cost from California 

to market lowers the net value of cheese HCC sells relative to CME and NDPSR 

prices. This market reality has long been reflected in CDFA's class 4b prices for 

cheese F.O.S point of California origin. 

Furthermore, the historic $.04 per lb. price difference between HCC and the 

NDPSR is actually understated because our cheddar cheese is made to very 

demanding specifications, which increases its price and cost to manufacture 

versus regular cheddar. For example, our cheddar can be converted to a variety of 

difficult to process shapes, including ultra-thin siices, which require higher protein 

levels with lower moisture than typical cheddar, which increases our milk and 
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manufacturing costs . Our customers pay more for these quality attributes and this 

higher price is captured by the NDPSR, but the Class III formula does not account 

for these higher costs and lower yielding cheddar makes. 

NFDM prices 

For NFDM, CDFA audited data shows the California weighted average price, or 

CWAP, averaged $0.0467 less per lb. less than the NDPSR weighted price from 

2010 to mid-August 2015. This represents a $0.40 per cwt overstatement of value 

in the Class IV formula if it were applied to California NFDM. Specifications for the 

types of NFDM reported to CWAP and NDPSR are similar, but not exact. For 

example, CWAP reports Extra Grade and Grade A low, medium, and high heat, 

while NDPSR excludes high heat from the reporting. Also, CWAP uses fixed price 

contract sales within 150 days from first "shipment" date, while the NDPSR limits 

this to less than 30 days. 

Butter prices 

For butter, current CDFA pricing formulas currently have a $0.0485 F.O.B. adjuster 

below CME spot butter to reflect the value of commodity butter made in 

California plants. This has been supported by the cooperative CDI in CDFA 

hearings. Relative to NDPSR butter, this implies a $.018 per lb. discount 2010 to 
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mid-August 2015. In the Class IV price, this amounts to $0.08 per cwt below the 

current formula. 

The most recent manufacturing plant cost studies and use of CDFA's and HCC's 

best estimate of product prices for values California manufactures actually 

receive, reveals a difference of $1.31 per cwt for Class III and $0.75 per cwt for 

Class IV. However, for Class III the dry whey make allowance needs to be updated 

with a new cost study, or better yet replaced with a new 'other solids' valuation 

factor that more accurately discovers whey value for cheese plants and allows for 

, 
a return on investment. 

Increasing minimum prices will make us less competitive in an already difficult 

global marketplace 

The California market for milk and its products is uniquely dependent upon 

product exports. In recent years, nearly 30% of California milk solids have been 

exported, which means California processors and producers are highly dependent 

upon maintaining global competitiveness. HCC is no exception. Last year HCC 

exported nearly 10% of its cheese, 50% of its whey protein concentrates, and 95% 

of its lactose. HCC plans to export all of the SMP produced at the Turlock plant 
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that is nearing completion. However, mandatory US-centric milk pricing makes 

being a consistent global supplier problematic. 

For the last 18 months, international prices of cheese and milk powder have not 

tracked favorably with US prices. The NDPSR cheddar cheese price has averaged 

higher than the DMN Oceania cheddar price 14 of the past 18 months, while the 

NDPSR NFDM prices have been higher than Global Dairy Trade (GOT) SMP prices 

13 of the last 18 months (Figure 14 and 15). These are key export price 

benchmarks, especially for Asian markets. When US regulated milk prices are set 

too high and are mandatory, we have less wiggle room to withstand global 

market downturns and be a consistent supplier to our international customers. 

Margins for cheese, whey products, and milk powder are measured in mils and 

pennies, so even small changes in mandatory milk prices can have a huge impact 

to our business. 

Even under the California order, HCC cheese export sales are down significantly 

year to date to avoid losses due to US-centric mandatory minimum milk prices. 

Sales of some cheese export products have decreased by 50% year-over-year 

from 2014 to 2015. To maintain a level of market share in today's market, we are 

selling some cheese and lactose below cost. Further, when our powder plant is 
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running, we anticipate we may have to switch from SMP to NFDM as a response 

to regulated prices. This would reduce international sales and increase domestic 

sales of NFDM, with a consequence of putting downward pressure in NFDM and 

Class IV prices. 

This is problematic because our global customers are seeking a consistent supply 

from HCC, but mandatory US-centric milk pricing can force us out of a market and 

make regaining that business difficult. If market clearing milk prices are applied in 

California we can more readily remain a consistent supplier and simply blend 

gains or losses from exports relative domestic prices into our producer milk price. 

In all other major dairy exporting nations, processors are not regulated by 

mandatory minimum prices and instead blend their actual product revenue into 

their milk price while allowing for local competitive conditions. This is even true in 

other FMMOs where depooling is allowed. Mandatory Class III and IV prices that 

are not market clearing in California will create an export competitive 

disadvantage for HCC compared to our domestic and international competitors. 

Class III 'other solids' value is not good measure to value whey stream 

The product revenue we generate from our plants in Hilmar, CA and Dalhart, TX is 

not well correlated to dry whey and can at times greatly overvalue the whey 
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stream relative cheese milk prices. Figure 16 shows, on a protein adjusted basis 

that dry whey is a poor indicator of WPC values. If anything, NFDM now tracks 

closer to WPC-34, but again this not a strong correlation. The price spread 

between protein adjusted dry whey and WPC-34 has reached as high as $0.50 per 

Ib, making WPC production risky relative to regulated milk costs. Since milk 

powder prices have crashed this year, WPC prices have also dropped 

substantially, while dry whey prices lagged behind . Also, comparing dry whey to 

lactose (Figure 17), also shows a disconnect. Currently, lactose prices are below 

costs of production whereas the Class IlI'other solids' value still implies that value 

is being created . 

An argument that Hilmar Cheese Company could simply raise customer prices or 

move into specialty products to overcome higher FMMO Class prices is not 

accurate 

HCC would have extremely limited ability to raise customer prices to overcome 

higher mandatory FMMO Class III and IV pricing for several reasons. First, the 

argument irrationally suggests that HCC is leaving money on the table by selling 

our products at prices less than the supply/demand equilibrium. Even without 

the possibility of higher milk costs, HCC is always evaluating supply and demand 
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for our products to see if there is more value to capture in the market place. One 

cooperative witness suggested cheese plants could simply switch to making 

higher value specialty cheeses. This is flawed reasoning because it fails to account 

for: 1) greatly higher make costs for specialty cheeses, 2) impact on specialty 

cheese prices if these markets are flooded with additional product, 3) the large 

investments required to retool and redesign plants to make these products and 4) 

massive marketing endeavor needed to bring these products to consumers. 

Additionally, almost all of HCC's primary products are sold into commodity 

markets, including virtually all of our cheese, lactose, most of the volume of whey 

proteins, and soon our milk powders. Given the national and global scale of these 

commodity markets, there is very limited, if any, room to increase customer 

prices without losing substantial market share. For example, if a cheese price 

increase is pushed through to buyers that is not competitive with market 

conditions, the product wi!1 simply not clear the market and will remain in HCC's 

cold storage. Unsold product that has already been paid for through milk and 

manufacturing costs is lost revenue, as is the cost of storage. In the last 2015 

CDFA hearing, Pacific Cheese Company, a large buyer of California hard cheeses, 

warned what could happen if costs from higher mandatory milk prices are pushed 

through in the form of higher cheese prices. They stated: 
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"If a large increase in the regulated milk price paid by cheese makers were 

to translate into an increase in the price that we have to pay to procure 

cheese, and we see that as a likely outcome of at least one of the proposals 

(the producer trade association proposal) under consideration at today's 

hearing, the competitive nature of our business would cause us to, in all 

likelihood, reduce our purchases of California cheese and increase purchases 

from high quality suppliers in other states. ,,15 

Furthermore, any price increases for cheddar cheese (our largest cheese product 

segment), NFDM, butter, or dry whey meeting NDPSR reporting specifications will 

feed back into the milk price and reverse some of the additional revenue gains. 

One of the best analogies to this is a dog chasing its tail. 

Finally, if HCC tried to throttle back production to meet lower demand due to 

increasing our product prices, this would result in large curtailments of our milk 

volume requirements, causing inefficient and costly movement of milk for 

producers and less revenue to pay dairy farmers. Even cutting one quarter of our 

I , 

Hilmar milk volume would cause 3% of California's milk to have to find a new 

15 https:llwww.cdfa .ca .gov/dairy/upioader/docs/Transcripts%206.3.1S%20Hearing.pdf page 161 
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home. This would cause widespread chaos and disorderly marketing. At the same 

time, by HCC throttling back capacity we would be running our plants at less than 

economies of scale, which increases fixed costs per unit of product and ultimately 

leads to more business losses. Our Hilmar facility is designed to be cost effective 

at very large volumes, and combining that with a Class III make allowance that 

does not cover our current costs would be extremely damaging. 

Conclusion: HCC expects that the current FMMO Class III and IV pricing, if 

applied to a California marketing order, combined with mandatory pooling, will 

result in extended periods of net losses to California manufacturing plants and 

depressed prices for California milk producers 

Based on internal analysis of Proposall, HCC believes our Hilmar site's total 

business costs will exceed total revenue for extended periods of time despite 

being extremely efficient, large scaled, and having some of the most advanced 

whey processing in the industry. This is a result of Class III and IV prices using 

, 

unachievable commodity prices in California for commodity cheeses, milk powder 

and butter fat, while also using unachievable manufacturing costs for cheese, milk 

powder and whey products. Further, by increasing minimum prices it becomes 

much more difficult to manage margins for products that do not track the 
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commodities used in Class III and IV including whey protein, lactose, export 

cheese, and export skim milk powder. HCC would not be able to pass on losses to 

producers like a cooperative, or de pool to offset non-market clearing milk prices 

like our counterparts in other FMMO markets, and in turn the processing 

environment in California would become very toxic. 

The market valuation of plant processing assets would plummet as they would 

have inadequate income to justify their value. Banks would be on alert as to the 

value of their processing customer's collateral, and may degrade debt ratings that 

result in higher interest rates, or cut off processing customers altogether. Given 

that one of my prior duties at Rabobank was to help evaluate industry and 

company specific market risks, including for California milk processors, I would be 

raising red flags to the credit decision makers to closely watch the outcome of this 

hearing. 

If there was a damaging recommended decision, and if there was unlikely to be a 

forthcoming policy remedy, HCC would be forced to idle some or all of its cheese, 

whey and powder capacity to stem losses. With the HCC Hilmar plant being the 

largest cheese plant in the world, and processing roughly 12% of all California's 

milk supply, statewide disorderly marketing would be expected to ensue. This 
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course of action would not be taken lightly and would be seen as a last resort. 

However, unlike cooperatives, HCC cannot run plant assets at a loss or even low 

rates of return indefinitely. All losses would be focused on our dairymen owners 

as there is no alternative to escape the minimum prices. 
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Figure 1: HCC's Hilmar plant has had no trouble increasing milk purchases' 

Hilmar plant milk intake 2011 - 2015 w ith year-aver-year percent 
growth 

+1.4% +2 .3% 
+3. 7% 

+4,8% 

+4.4% +1.3% 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2014 YTD 2015 YTD 

Calend ar year (YTD ; Jan - Aug) 

Source: HCC, 2015. 

·Volume amount confidential, axis not scaled (starts at 0 pounds) 

Figure 2: California producer consolidation is not unique in the US 

Change in number of licensed dairies 

2010 2014 % change 

TEXAS 590 440 -25% 

MINNESOTA 4,540 3,605 -21% 

WISCONSIN 12,710 10,290 -19% 

US TOTAL 53,132 45,344 -15% 

CALIFORNIA 1,715 1,485 -13% 

MICHIGAN 2,230 1,950 -13% 

IDAHO 585 530 -9% 

NEW YORK 5,380 4,950 -8% 

NEW MEXICO 140 130 -7% 

PENNSYLVANIA 7,340 7,370 0% 

WASHINGTON 460 480 4% 

Source: USDA/NASS, 2015 
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Figure 3: Producer consolidation is not unique arou nd the w orld (CA = Canada) 

Table 1. Near-identical decline in U.S. and Canada 

Number of Dairy Farms 

U.S. EU-15 CA NZ 

'92 170,500 1,0 18,077 3 1,200 14,458 

'00 105,055 690,140 1 9,411 14,025 

'09 65,000 397,435 1 3,2 1 4 11,63 8 

'92-'09 -62% -61% -58% -20% 

Source: IDFA 

Figure 4: Cost of production varies between California producers. Total cost of production for 
conventional farms in CDFA's Cost of Production Feedback, Q4 2014* 
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Sou rce: CDFA, HCC analysis, 2015 
' Organic and producers wit h higher than 3.9% butter rat excluded, and only north and south valley included. 
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Figure 5: The California NASS All Milk price basis range compared to Class III is comparable to other 

major dairy states. 2010 - 2015 H1 

$3.00 

$2.50 

$2.00 

~ 
~ $1.50 
a. 

V> 

51.00 

$0.50 

$ 
MN WI 

Source: NASS, AMS/USOA, 2015 

10 CA TX MI NM WA NY PA 

·Calculated by t aking the spread between the minimum an d maximum range between the NASS All Milk price for 

each state compa red to Class II I for each year 2010 to 2015 HI, then taking those max spreads for each year and 

averaging them. For example, if in the year 2010 the state's All Milk Price had a minimum of -$0.25 per cwt spread 

to Class III in one month and a maximum price spread of $1.00 per cwt to Class III in another month, for the year 

the max range in the spread would be $1.25 per cwl. Th is is done for every year and averaged, with one half 

weighting for 2015 because it is a half year. 
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Figure 6: Average price spread versus Class III shows California ranks 1".2010 - 2015 H1 
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Source; NASS, AMSjUSDA, 2015 
'calculated by taking the spread between the All Milk Price between Class III for each month from 2010 to 2015 
HI, then averaging this spread. 

Figure 7: California mailbox prices correlation to Class III similar to other major dairy regions: R

squared coefficient Jan 2010 to May 2015 
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Figure 8: The California NASS All Milk price basis range compared to a Class III & IV 50/50 split 

compares favorably to other major dairy states. 2010 - 2015 H1 

$2.50 

$2.00 

$1.50 
~ 
u 
i; 
0. 

'" $1.00 

$0.50 

$ 
CA ID WA MI TX NM NY PA MN WI 

Source: NASS, AMS/USDA, 2015 

'Calculated by taking the spread between the minimum and maximum range between the NASS All Milk price for 

each state compared to a Class III & IV 50/50 split for each year 2010 to 2015 H1, then taking those max spreads 

for each year and averaging them. For example, if in the year 2010 the state's All Milk Price had a minimum of

$0.25 per cwt spread to a Class III & IV 50/50 split in one month and a maximum price spread of $1.00 per cwl to a 

Class III & IV 50/50 split in another month, for the year the max range in the spread would be $1.25 per cwt. This is 

done for every year and averaged, with one half weighting for 2015 because it is a half year. 
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Figure 9: Average price spread versus Class III shows California ra nks 1". 2010 - 2015 Hl 
1\ 
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Sou rce: NA5S, AMS/USDA, 2015 
'calculated by taking the spread between the All Milk price between Class I ~fo r each month from 2010 to 2015 
Hl , then averaging this spread. 

Figure 10: Mailbox prices correlation to a Class III & IV 50/50 split shows California risk management 

can be effective by adding a butter/powder element. Not surprisingly, Wisconsin shows a weaker 

correlation using Class IV, m eaning Class III only is more appropriate. R-squared coefficient Jan 2010 

to May 2015 (higher is better) 
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Figure 11: Open interest in butter and NFDM futures has expanded rapidly in recent years, offering 

producers more effective risk management options. Open interest per day. 

8.000 

7,000 

>- 6,000 

'" "tJ 

iu 5,000 
"-
~ 
~ 

i" 4,000 ., 
C 
c 3,000 ., 
"-
0 

2,000 

1,000 

1/4/2010 1/4/2011 1/4/2012 1/4/2013 1/4/2014 1/4/2015 

Butter open interest - NFDM open interest 

Source: Understand ing Dairy Markets, 20 15 

Figure 12: Open interest in cheddar cheese futures has also expanded rapidly, thereby increasing 

California producer's risk management effectiveness. Open interest per day. 
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Figure 13: Producers in FMMOs are beinl}fnder Class III: NASS State All Milk Prices versus Federal 

Order blend prices show negative premiums 
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Figure 14: NDPSR cheese, which drives milk costs, is often out of line with key international 

benchmarks, making being a consistent US supplier difficult 
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Figure 15: NDP5R NFDM, which drives milk costs, can be out of line with international SMP, making 

being a consistent US supplier difficult 
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Figure 16: NDPSR dry whey (adjusted from 12% to 34% protein) does not correlate well to WPC prices 

52.00 

51.50 

~ 
51.00 

~ 

'" 0. 
V} 50.50 

$ -...,. 
5(0.50) 

0 0 0 0 M M M N N N N co co co co " .,- .,- :'! "' "' "' M M " .... ~ 

" 
.... .... .... .... M .... .... .... .... .... .... :1 ~ " :1 c 0. t; c 0. ~ c :i ~ c ~ 3 ~ C 0. t; C 0. -'" 

~ 

~ ~ u 
~ 

~ u 

-'" "- u 
~ 

~ 

~ 
~ 

« ~ 0 « 0 « ~ 0 « 0 « ~ 0 « ~ 

Dry whey (protein adjusted) premium over WPC-34 NDPSR dry whey (adjusted to 34% protein) 

- DMN WP('34 Mostly 

Source: UsDA/AMs (NDPsR for dry whey, DMN mostly for WPC-34J. 2015 

9 



Figure 17: NDPSR dry whey (not protein adjusted) does not correlate well to lactose prices 
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Table 1 
List of Plants 

Pacific Northwest Order, Federal Order No. 124 
2014 

Plant Name Location Count;t Loc. Adj. 1/ Months Associated with the Order 

Plants Fully Regulated under the Pacific Northwest Order 
Pool Distributing Plants (§ 1124.7(a) unless otherwise noted) 

Alpenrose Dairy, Inc. Portland, OR Multnomah $ J F M A M J J A S 0 N D 
Andersen Dairy, Inc. Battle Ground, WA Clark $ J F M A M J J A S 0 N D 
Darigold, Inc. Medford, OR Jackson $ J F M A M J J A S 0 N D 
Darigold, Inc. Portland, OR Multnomah $ J F M A M J J A S 0 N D 
Darigold, Inc. Seattle, WA King $ J F M A M J J A S 0 N D 
Darigold, Inc. Spokane, WA Spokane $ J F M A M J J A S 0 N D 
Eberhard Creamery, Inc. Redmond, OR Deschutes $ (0.15) J F M A M J J A S 0 N D 
The Kroger Co., Swan Island Dairy Portland, OR Multnomah $ J F M A M J J A S 0 N D 
Pacific Foods of Oregon, Inc. [1124.7(b)] Tualatin, OR Washington $ 0 N D 
Safeway Stores, Inc. Bellevue, WA King $ J F M A M J J A S 0 N D 
Safeway Stores, Inc. Clackamas, OR Clackamas $ J F M A M J J A S 0 N D 
Smith Brothers Farms, Inc. Kent, WA King $ J F M A M J J A S 0 N D 
Sunshine Dairy Foods Management, LLC Portland, OR Multnomah S J F M A M S 0 
Umpqua Dairy Products Co., Inc. Roseburg, OR Douglas $ J F M A M J J A S 0 N D 

Pool Supply Plants (§ 1124.7(c) unless otherwise noted) 
Sunshine Dairy Foods Management, LLC Portland, OR Multnomah $ J J A N D 

Cooperative Pool Manufacturing Plants (§ 1124.7(d)) 
Columbia River Processing, Inc. Boardman, OR Morrow S (0.15) J M M J J A S D 
Darigold, Inc. Chehalis, WA Lewis S J F M A M J J A S 0 N D 
Darigold, Inc. Lynden, WA Whatcom S J F M A M J J A S 0 N D 
Darigold, Inc. Sunnyside, WA Yakima S (0.15) J M A M J J A S D 
Farmers Cooperative Creamery McMinnville, OR Yamhill S J F M A M J J A S 0 N D 
Tillamook County Creamery Association Tillamook, OR Tillamook S J M M J J A S D 



Table 5 
Class II I Producer Milk and Components· 

Pacific Northwest Order, Federa l Order No. 124 
2014 

Class III Producer Percent of 
Month and Year Milk Market Butterfat Protein Other Solids Nonfat Sol ids 

Ibs. % Ibs. % Ibs. % Ibs. % Ibs. % 

January 2014 280,877,774 38.63% 11,462,686 4.08% 9,459,608 3.37% 16,054,439 5.72% 25 ,514 ,047 9.08% 
February 58,306,338 13.24% 2,332,062 4 .00% 1,883,576 3.23% 3,338,415 5.73% 5,221,991 8.96% 
March 318,599,120 42.27% 12,532 ,758 3.93% 10,461,767 3.28% 18,269,605 5.73% 28,731,372 9.02% 
April 146,332,777 25.28% 5,607 ,436 3.83% 4,590,050 3.14% 8,378,294 5.73% 12,968,344 8.86% 
May 321 ,071 ,307 41.41 % 12,324,946 3.84% 10,313,397 3.21 % 18,373,859 5.72% 28,687,256 8.93% 
June 313,586,072 41.84% 12,073,358 3.85% 10,053,631 3.21 % 17,956,791 5.73% 28,010,422 8.93% 
July 321 ,158,372 43.15% 12,319,389 3.84% 10,094,890 3.14% 18,373,893 5.72% 28 ,468,783 8.86% 
August 323,589,127 43.55% 12,353,266 3.82% 10,215,751 3.16% 18,537,101 5.73% 28,752,852 8.89% 
September 299 ,076,935 41.71 % 11,884,360 3.97% 9,837,459 3.29% 17,104,675 5.72% 26,942,134 9.01 % 
October 86,000,990 17.13% 3,375,209 3.92% 2,787, 329 3.24% 4 ,908 ,449 5.71 % 7,695,778 8.95% 
November 34,076,341 7.83% 1,457,041 4.28% 1,129,168 3.31% 1,938 ,450 5.69% 3,067,618 9.00% 
December 297,299 ,923 41.00% 12,305,908 4.14% 10,153,778 3.42% 17,036 ,249 5.73% 27,190,027 9.15% 

Total 2,799,975 ,076 110,028,419 90,980,404 160,270,220 251 ,250,624 
Average 233,331,256 35.48% 9,169,035 3.93% 7,581,700 3.25% 13,355,852 5.72% 20,937,552 8.97% 

Nonfat components follow skim milk utilization. 

Class II I Producer Milk (in mi llions) Class III Butterfat (in mi llions) 
Pacific Northwest Order, Federal Order No. 124 Pacific Northwest Order, Federal Order No. 124 

2013-2014 2013-2014 
400 60% 15 10% = Producer Milk - Percent of Market = Butterfat Pounds - Avg. Butterfat Test 

300 45% 12 8% 

~ 
9 -- 6% 

200 - - - - I- - 30% 

.\) 1\ 6 4% 

100 - - - - - 15% 

D N 3 - - - -

0 
-

If n 
2% 

° 0% ° 0% 
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MARKET SUMMARY FOR MARCH 

The Producer Price Differential (PPD) for milk de
livered to handlers located in DallasrTarrant counties 
(TX) of the Southwest Milk Market Order was $0.76 for 
March. Butterfat price increased $0.0148 per pound 
from $1 .8296 in February to the level of $1 .8444 in 
March. Protein price increased $0.0824 per pound 
from $2.4051 in February to $2.4875 in March. The 
Other Solids price decreased $0.0355 per pound from 
$0.3273 in February to $0.2918 in March. The So
matic Cell Count adjustment rate factor for March was 
0.00079 per thousand (d ifference from 350). 

For comparison in hundredweights, producers who 
delivered milk to handlers located in DallasrTarrant 
counties (TX) received a March statistical uniform price 
of $16.32 per hundredweight for milk testing 3.5% 
butterfat, 2.99% true protein, 5.69% other solids and 
350,000 SCC. This is a decrease of $0.32 in comparison 
to the statistical uniform price of $16.64 in February. 

The March Class I price decreased $0.68 from 

Statistical 
Federal Order Uniform Price 

Ma[ 15 Eeb 15 
Appalachian - FO 5 17.63 18.55 

Arizona - FO 131 15.33 15.56 

Central - Fa 32 15.49 15.78 

Florida - FO 6 19.93 20.84 

Mideast - FO 33 15.53 15.77 

Northeast - FO 1 16.40 16.66 

Pacific Northwest - FO 124 15.00 15.42 

Southeast - Fa 7 18.30 19.24 

Southwest - FO 126 16.32 16.64 

Upper Midwest - FO 30 15.63 15.64 

APRIL2015 

$19.24 in February to the March level of $18.56. The 
Class II price increased $0.02 from $14.48 per hun
dredweight in February to $14.50 in March. The Class 
III price increased $0.10 from $15.46 in February to 
$15.56 in March. The Class IV price decreased $0.02 
from $13.82 in February to $13.80 in March. 

In March 544 producers delivered a total of 
860,286,493 pounds of milk. On a daily basis this rep
resents a decrease of 33.84 percent from the producer 
receipts level in February and it represents an decrease 
of 32.03 percent when compared to the producer re
ceipts level of March 2014. 

Producer milk classified as Class I during March 
amounted to 42.39 percent of total producer rece ipts. 
This figure is up from 28.96 percent in February and 
is up from 28.41 percent in March 2014. The average 
butterfat test of producer milk pooled during March was 
3.831 percent, average protein test was 3.208 percent, 
average other solids test was 5.731 percent and the 
average somatic cell count was 260,000. 

Producer Price Class I 
Differential Utilization 

Ma[ 15 Eeb 15 Eeb 15 Eeb 15 
65.41 71.36 

26.14 26.44 

-0.07 0.32 31.71 30.06 

82.67 84.80 

-0.03 0.31 33.90 31 .40 

0.84 1.20 34.30 34.80 

-0.56 -0.04 32.80 33.42 

70.91 76.94 

0.76 1.16 42.39 26.96 

0.07 0.18 11 .30 9.60 



FEDERAL MILK ORDER MARKETING AND UTILIZATION SUMMARY, ANNUAL 2014 

HIGHLIGHTS. Handler reports of receipts and utilization under the Federal milk order system for 2014 have been fi led and tabulated. Combined totals for the 
10 consolidated orders are being released. During 2014, more than 129.4 billion pounds of milk were received from Federally pooled producers. This volume 
of milk is 2.0 percent lower than the 2013 pooled volume. In 2014 and 2013, there were volumes of milk not pooled due to intraorder disadvantageous price 
relationships. Regulated handlers pooled 41.420 billion pounds of producer milk as Class I products, down 3. 1 percent when compared to 2013. Class I 
utilization decreased in all 10 Federal Milk Order Marketing areas. The all-market average Class utilization percentages were: Class I = 32%, Class 11 = 11 %, 
Class II I = 45%, and Class IV = 12%. The weighted average statistical uniform price was $23.54 per cwt, $4.10 higher than 2013's $19.44. 

1.11.1 MILK ORDER M.II. AND UTllI7,AT"·' !':IIMM~ RY. ANNUAL. 2014 
Utilization of Producer Milk 

Receipts of Producer Mi lk in Class I 

Change 
From Change 

Previous From 

Federal Milk Marketing Area 11 Order Total Year Total • Previous Percent 

Number Mil. LBS. Percent Mil, LBS. Percent 

Northeast (Boston) 001 25,793.0 1.5 9,122.9 -4.0 35 

Appalachian (Charlotte) 005 5,593.5 -2.4 3,782.7 -1 .6 68 

Florida (Tampa) 006 2,771.2 -2.2 2,343.4 -3.3 85 

Southeast (Atlanta) 007 5,289.0 -13.7 3,905.0 -6.2 74 

Upper Midwest (Chicago) 03031 32,784.8 -4.5 3,586.9 -2.7 11 

Central (Kansas City) 03231 15,062.7 -0.9 4,816.2 -1.0 32 

Mideast (Cleveland) 03331 17,297. 1 3.5 6,244.5 -3.2 36 

Pacific Northwest (Seattle) 12431 7,891.6 -4.2 2,021.4 -4.7 26 

Southwest (Dallas) 12631 12, 137.2 -5.9 4,309.7 -0.3 36 

Arizona (Phoenix) 131 31 4,800.5 4.0 1,287. 1 -5.2 27 

Al l Market Average or Total 31 129,420.4 -2.0 41,420.0 -3.1 32 

11 Names in parentheses are the major city in the principal pricing point of the market. 
21 Weighted average Statistical Uniform Price. 

Utilization of Producer Milk In 

, 

Class II Class III Class IV 

Percent 

24 26 15 

15 7 11 

10 2 3 

11 8 7 

3 84 2 

9 46 13 

15 34 15 

7 35 32 

8 48 9 

10 · 26 37 

11 45 12 

Uniform 
Price 21 

$ Per CWT. 

24.28 

25.62 

27.82 

26.20 

22.54 

22.90 

23.13 

22.71 

23.66 

23.25 

23.54 

31 Due to a disadvantageous relationship between intraorder class prices and the location adjusted statistical uniform price in these markets, handlers 
elected not to pool an estimated 11.390 billion pounds of milk that normally would have been associated with these markets. In 2013, the estimated not 
pooled volume of milk was 5.920 billion pounds, occurring in the same order numbers 030, 032, 033, 124, 126, and 131. After adjusting for non pooled milk, 
the year-to-year percent change in receipts of producer milk is down the same percentage -2.0% 
41 Totals may not add to 100 percent due to rounding. 
Report Contact: Lorie Warren, lorie.warren@ams.usda.govor 202-720-4405 .. 
SOURCE: "Dairy Market New", March 2-6, 2015, Volume 82, Report 09. 
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Figure 13: Producers in FMMOs are being under Class III: NASS State All Milk Prices versus Federal Order blend prices show negative 

premiums. Jan 2009 to Aug 2015 l"-
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Note: calculated by: (NASS All Mi lk price - (Class II I at test + PPD)) . Milk test data for TX and NM was state specific, MI used Order 33 test data, PPD prices for 

TX used the Dallas location -$0.60 per cwt, PPD price for NM used Dallas locat ion -$0.90 per cwt, PPD price for MI used the Cuyahoga, OH location -$0.20 per 
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EXHIBIT 
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Exh 99, Figure 5 CA Basis Data Points 
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Exhibit 99, Figure 5 - PA Basis Data Points 
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Before the United States Department of Agricul ture 

Agricultural Marketing Service 

In the Matter of Milk in California; 7 CFR Part 1051 

Notice of Hearing on a Proposal to Docket No.: AO-1 5-0071 ; 

Establish a Federal Milk Marketing Order AMS-DA-14-0095 

Clovis, California, September 22, 2015 

Testimony of Jose T. Maldonado 

My name is J.T. Maldonado of Marquez Brothers Internationa l, Inc. (MBO based in Hanford, CA. 

Marquez Brothers International, Inc.'s primary business focus is in the manufacturing and distribution of Hispanic 
cheese products. Since the foundation of Marquez Brothers in 198 1, we have grown our business as demand for 
our cheese products has expanded. Our palticular cheese market demand is high ly price sensitive and very 
competitive. We are in the business of manufacturing Hispanic style specia lty products such as Queso Fresco 
cheese, creams and drinkable sty le yogurts. The manufacturing of these specialty cheese products are highly labor 
intensive, lacking the economies of scale compared to large cheddar cheese automated plants that prod uce 40 lb 
blocks. Contrary to the testimony of a previous witness, Hispanic variety cheese products manufactured in 
Ca lifornia do not enjoy any competitive advantage with the same products manufactured closer to main population 
centers of the United States. My testimony will present more detail of the cost challenges Hi spanic cheesemakers 
face primarily because we are located in Californ ia. 

With regard to the value of whey to plants of our size and product mi x, Marquez Brothers reluctantly invested in a 
whey processing plant in 2004 in order to reduce the cost of di sposing of the whey. This investment cost was more 
than any other investment Marquez Brothers had ever made. The investment decision was driven primarily by the 
ris ing environmental concerns with whey disposa l and the cost of whey di sposa l, not the projected financia l return. 
Furthermore, Marquez Brothers is primari ly in the cheese business and investing in a whey plant was a necessary 
but unwanted investment decision outs ide of our core competencies. 

With respect to making whey-processing investments within the industry, it is generally acknowledged that a plant 
must prod uce at least 1.2 million pounds of whey per day in order to reach the economies of sca le necessary for a 
whey plant investment to break-even. Adoption of any sizeable_4b milk price increase will resu lt in not only 
small/medium size cheese manufacturers not able to recoup their investment but the extinction of Californ ia 's 
small /medium size cheese manufacturers. 

In California, cheese manufacturers have experienced regulated price increases which have presented challenges to 
small and midsized cheese manufacturing companies, specifically, because of the limit on the va lue that can be 
derive!:! from the by-products side ofthe cheese manufacturing. For example: 

• lnput: A cheese plant will have mi lk input at approximately 12.3% total solids, see Table I. 

• Output: From the milk' s 12.3% of total so lids, approx imately 48% of these solids stay with the cheese and 
52% go with the whey, see table 2, Graph I and 2. 



Input (Table 1) 

Name Cheese% 

I Tota l Milk 

3.50% 

8.80% 

12.30% 

Graph I 

Whey Cream 
5.11% 

Output (Table 2) 

Name ' . Cheese% Whey% Tota l 

3.15% 0.35% 3.50% 

IL-II -----,) 2.75% 6.05% 8.80% . I SNF 
5. 90%'---_6::.: . ...:.40::.:o/c:.:0-1--=1::.2 .:::3::.° °::%.1 

WPC 80% 
9.45% 

2 

Whey'/' 

Cheese% 

Permeate/ 
Lactose 
85.44% 

Graph 2 

Cheese and Whey Composition 

Cheese Tota l Solids = 5.9% 
Whey Total Soli ds = 6.4% 



• It is well known that in cheesemaking if one starts with approximately 100 pounds of milk you will get 
more or less roughly 10 pounds of cheese and 90 pounds of whey (with a so lids content of 6.4 percent 
before whey cream separation). Of the solids in the original milk (approximately 12.3 percent), rough ly 48 
percent of the solids end up in the cheese and 52 percent end up in the whey, with permeate/ lactose (at 
about 85 percent of total whey solids) being the dominant whey solid, fo llowed by whey proteins and 
mineral s. 

• Of the whey solids that stay in the liquid whey after the cheese making process, approxi mate ly 9.45% of 
the whey solids goes into the manufacturin g ofWPC 80, 5. 11 % is whey cream and again over 85% of the 
tota l whey solids go into permeate, see Table 3 and Graph 3. 

• In Ca lifornia, out of the 57 plants that make cheese, only 13 plants have some sort of whey concentration 
fac ilities, see exhibit 96. Of the 13 plants that process whey, maybe about a third may have the econom ies 
o f sca le to dry permeate/ lactose. 

Whey Output 

, 
Description 

BF 

SNF 

total from TS 

% Distribution ofTS 

(Table 3) numbers based on 100 Ibs of milk 
, 

Whey Cream WPC80%; , Permeate 
Lbs Lbs • . Powder 

0.3000 0.0500 -
0.0272 0.5548 5.4680 

0.3272 0.6048 5.4680 

5.11 % 9.45% 85.44% 

Graph 3 

Cheese and Whey Solids 

WPC80% 
9.45% 

Total 

0.3500 

6.0500 

6.4000 

100.00% 

To capture the maximum value of a whey stream it is important to have the ability to take it all the way to a dry 
state. Unfortunately the installation of whey evaporators and dryers is an extremely cap ital-intensive operation and 
subject to large economies of scale. Small and medium size cheese companies like MBI , don' t dry 
permeate/ lactose fraction and don ' t have the ab ili ty to fund a $35 million permeate drying fac ili ty so will be unable 
to capture revenues to keep up with the ri sing mil k cost, specifica lly in 4b whey component formula. We don' t 
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recoup the full value of whey. Finding experienced people to run this complicated equipment is no small task. 
Whey evaporation and drying is governed by huge economies of scale, and small- and medium-sized plants don't 
individually have enough whey volumc tojustifY the expenditures. Sales and marketing expertise is critical to 
economic success and most small and medium cheese plants don't currently have this expertise in house. In time 
when additional plant capacity is needed, the cooperatives' proposed regulated milk pricing formula applicablc to 
cheese plants will discourage investment in new cheese plants and WPC plants and will make it difficult for some 
plants to continue operations. 

According to the milk pooling data table prepared by CDFA, titled "Pounds of milk Processcd into Cheese" (see 
exhibit 96), 

I. Forty three plants rcpresenting approximately 75% of the 57 total plants producing cheese in California arc 
on average processing less than 788 thousand pounds of liquid whey per day, assuming 2 I .7M. avg. milk 
pounds/mo. (Assuming avg. 2 I. 7M. milk pounds/mo * 87% yield in whey divided by a 24 day per month 
operation). These cheese factories are mostly too small to dry whey, or process whey to get at whey 
proteins, they lose money every month on this portion of the Class 4B milk price. 

2. Six plants representing approximately 10.53% of the 57 total plants producing cheese in California are 
processing less than 1.13 million pounds of liquid whey per day, (Assuming avg. 31 M. milk pounds/mo * 
87% yield in whey divided by a 24 day per month operation). 

3. In other words, 49 plants in all, representing approximately 85.96% of the 57 total plants producing cheese 
in California are either not processing or processing less than 1.2 million pounds of liquid whey per day, 
which is at or around the breakeven point. These 49 plants produce less than 19.1 % of the total cheese 
output, according to exhibit 96. 

4. Although all 57 plants would be severely financially impacted by the increase in the milk price, 43 cheese 
processing plants will probably never recover their investment and 6 other plants will struggle to break 
even, taking them decades to recover or see a return, if they were to build a Whey Plant. Thcsc plants are 
financially burdened when the whey market price increases dramatically or reaches certain thresholds. 

Even for companies like ours that have some whey processing capabilities, growth in cheese manufacturing and 
distribution will be severely restricted should we experience fUlther losses in our whey business. Our experience 
has been that during the first three to four years of our whey operations, we did not see any net profits. 

Cheese whey disposal has always been a burden and an environmental problem, historically costing Marquez 
Brothers $1.5 million per year to dispose of with zero revenue value and no milk allowance in the 4b price to covcr 
whey disposal costs over the years. Further, there is no real recognition for our whey disposal cost losses in the 
cooperatives' proposcd mandatory Class III milk pricing formula. 

Historically, whey powder values compared with whey protein concentrate (WPC) values were similar when 
calculated on a price per pound of protein basis. This led us to a decision in 2004 to finance a whey protein plant 
only. This decision was driven by two key factors: 

a. The environmental problem associated with whey disposal would be alleviated and Marqucz 
Brothers International could focus on growing its cheese distribution business, and 

b. The pricing history in 2003 indicated that the revenue stream from WPC-80 only would be similar 
to a whole whey powder plant and therefore justified us building a WPC-80 on Iy plant, whilc 
disposing of concentrated permeate as animal feed. 

As I mentioned earlier, Marquez Brothers International, Inc's primary focus is on cheese manufacturing and 
distribution. Prior to constructing the whey plant, our cost to dispose the whey component for the years 2000 to 
2005, was approximately $7.5 million or $1.5 million per year. The whey protein plant was completed in August 

4 



2005, for an investment amount of approximately $20 million. Despite our multi-million dollar investment to 
alleviate the environmental problems associated with whey, we have not seen a return on that investment. Our total 
loss incurred from August 2005 to August 2007 mainly due to the whey component is approximately $7 Million. 
To date, we have not yet recovered from these losses and we are years away from ROt Why? We simply do no! 
have enough volume. Currently with WPC values below dry whey values on a pound of protein basis, we are facing 
a very challenging environment on the whcy side of our business. 

As a result of having the whey plant, we have seen an incrcase in our hydraulic Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD) 
and Electrical Conductivity (EC) loads on our waste water. This has led us to make another multimillion dollar 
investment in a waste water pre-treatment plant with an operating cost of approximately $200K/mo. 

Cheese pricing at the consumer level has become much more difficult to price out to our customers because we can 
no longer gauge ourselves based on thc CME cheddar cheese prices. The whey component distotis our margins and 
pricing mechanisms. The cooperatives' proposed mandatory Class III price level significantly increases the price of 
our number one raw material, milk, and whey value has no correlation to the CME cheddar cheese price. However, 
the cheddar cheese price has a direct correlation to our cost per pound of milk and cheese. 

Class 4b and Federal Order 

In the federal order, the entire value of dry whey (minus a make allowance) that could potcntially be generated 
from the liquid whey produced from cheese production is captured in the Class III milk price. In effect this means 
that a cheesemaker is paying his producers for the value of the whey that could potentially be generated from thcir 
milk whether or not the cheesemaker extracted that value from thc whey. 

The producers focus only on thc lack of correlation ofthe California 4b price with the Federal Order Class III price. 
This comparison is not valid. This year, cheese plants in Wisconsin could and did buy milk at $7.00 undcr thc 
Federal Order Class III price. It is doubtful California producers will ever testify to that very real comparison with 
the regulated 4b price by the time this hearing concludes. They are unlikely to include information from an article 
written in the Cheese Reporter by John Umhoefer, on May 8, 2015 

"Dairy producers gain a value/or whey in their milk price in CalijiJrnia and in states regulated by federal 
milk marketing orders. But California has a betler solution for valuing whey and while the explanation is a 
bit technical. thefimdamental reason why California is on the right track isn't technical at all. The reason 
is this: cheese makers pay dairy producers the value of dried whey. But most cheese makers don't produce 
dried whey. When whey prices are high, many cheese makers lake immense losses. " 

According to the article, thc majority of the cheese companies that do not have the capability to process their whey 
are being charged the full price of whey in the milk price with no means to recover and placing a huge financial 
burden on thesc cheese manufacturers. I-Ie futiher states that, 

"It's a fimdamentalflaw in the federal milk marketing order pricing - a built-in discrimination against 
small and mid-sized cheese manufacturing businesses that cannot begin to afford the cost of dried whey 
manufacturing. Production of dried whey requires massive capital investment. in the tens of millions of 
dollars. and this investment is not possiMe for most cheese manufacturing small businesses." 

Mr. Umhoefer recognizes that the whey factor in the federal order system needs to be fixed, and submitted 
comments to USDA making the case that dry sweet whey is not an appropriate basis for the valuation of other 
solids in the Federal Order Class III price. "Nationally, there are only 32 dried whey plants, equal to only 6 percent 
of the 529 cheese plants included in the NASS survey. " This problem of overvaluation is more acute in California 
where plants do not have the federal order option pay under minimum class prices. 
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The Dairv Institute proposal does address the problem 

Given the fact that the last five CDFA hearings have resulted in price increases which have presented challenges to 
our company, we support the Dairy Institute proposal. It is critical to keep milk prices at levels that sti ll provide 
margins for cheese makers to invest in new technology to keep the plants operating, to invest funds in research and 
development that will lead to innovation, new products, and expanded markets for cheese (and milk). It will also 
incentivize the processor community to grow by allowing the majority of the returns to be realized by those taking 
the ri sk of the investment and increase milk processing capacity in cheese plants in a time when there is excess 
milk. 

Conclusion 

Adopting the cooperatives' proposal will strongly discourage cheese plant investment and place near term plant 
capacity at risk, at a time when plant capacity is needed for the continued health of both producers and processors. 
Milk producers are not contributing to the investments required to process whey and alleviate the environmental 
problems associated with whey. We take all the risk in processing whey, producers don ' t. We make the capital 
investment in Whey Manufacturing facilities, producers don't. We take all of the losses in weak whey markets, 
producers don ' t. 

It is not sustainable to adopt the Class III price as the mandatory minimum price paid by California cheese plants. 
California cheese plants are still struggling to adapt to the change implemented by CDFA from 20 II through 20 14, 
which to date has added $M O/cwt to the price of milk. Compounding our problems due to these increases in milk 
price, we are confronte~ver higher energy, labor, resin, petroleum based packaging materials and workers 
compensation cost to operate in Ca lifornia, which has made it much more difficult to be competitive in domestic 
markets. 

Thank you for the opportunity to be here today. 
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Introduction 

My name is Alan Zolin. I am the owner and sole proprietor of Zolin International LLC, a 

Dairy Supply Chain and Dairy Policy consulting company. I have been retained by Hilmar 

Cheese Company to work with Dairy Institute of California (DIC) to develop an alternative 

proposal to Cooperative Proposal I . I have worked with a task force made up of a number of 

representatives from DIC member companies in order to develop and submit Proposal 2. 

Purpose 

The purpose of my testimony today is to discuss the Part 1000 - General Provisions of 

Federal Milk Marketing Orders and areas it has been incorporated into Proposal 2. In drafting 

Proposal 2 we looked at Section 1000 as an area where the General Provisions would meld with 

our overall proposal and not require DIC to reinvent the wheel in creating Order language. In 

fact after review, we found a significant portion of Section 1000 that we detennined we would 

reference and not need to make any changes. It has been stated in previous testimony from the 

proponents of Proposal I that the attempt to simpli fy and eliminate unnecessary repetition of 

regulation should be a goal we aspire to achieve. Proponents of Proposal 2 agree with this goal. 

The areas of Section 1000 that Proposal 2 incorporates with no changes are: Sections 2- 6, 

Section 8, Sections 15-1 9, Sections 25-28, Section 41, Section 52, Section 70, Section 74, 

Sections 77-78, Section 86 and fmally Section 90. There are Sections included above that are 

labeled "Reserved". These Sections are 17, 41 and 74. These sections have no language 

associated with them. 

In the drafting of Proposal 2, we noticed a number of Section 1000 provisions would 

need to be added to the actual Order 1051 language because of the termination of the Western 



Order, Part 113S) and our proposed creation of a 9( d) handler (the purpose of this section I 

discuss separately). Section 1 OSI.14 is an example of one such Section. We saw that the 

language in Section 1000.14 had a reference to a terminated Order 113S.1 1 provision. We took 

the opportunity to remove that reference. Other Section 1000 areas where thjs occurred were 
,,\'\c;I 

Section 42f\Section 44. We believe that we made no substanti ve change ~to these 

provisions other than to remove the 11 3S. 11 reference and add the 9(d) reference. 

Finally we made a small change to Section 1 by adding the words "unless otherwise 

specified." We felt its addition helped with clarity. 

This concludes my testimony on this issue. 
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BEFORE THE UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

In the Matter of Milk in California; 

Notice of Hearing on a Proposal to Establish 

a Federal Milk Marketing Order 

7 CFR Part 1051; Docket No. AO-1 5-0071; AMS-DA-14-0095 

Clovis, California, September 22,2015 

Testimony of Scott Hofferber, CFO 

Fanndale Creamery, Inc., San Bernardino, California 

In this testimony the following definitions shall apply: 

I D]---

l. "We" or "we" or "Our" or "our" or "Farmdale" refer to Fanndale Creamery, 

Inc. 

2. "COS" refers to the "California Order System" as previously defined in this 

hearing's record 

3. "FMMO" refers to "Federal Milk Marketing Order" 

4. "CDFA refers to the "The California Department of Food and Agriculture" 

5. "Stab Plan" refers to the "Stabilization and Marketing Plans for Market Milk 

for the Northern California and Southern California Marketing Areas" as 

administered by CDF A, as well as any other related laws and regulations 

administered by CDF A. 

6. "RDW" refers to "Roller-dried (popcorn) whey for animal feed" 

7. "WPC-80" refers to "whey protein concentrate - 80% protein, human grade, 

powder" 
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I am Scott Hofferber, the Chief Financial Officer at Farmdale Creamery, Inc. 

and I am here at the direction and on the authority of its Board of Directors. I have 

been employed directly by Farmdale since May 1997 and was our outside Certified 

Public Accountant (CPA) in various capacities for most ofthe prior fifteen years 

while practicing public accountancy. I received my Bachelor of Science degrees from 

The University of Redlands in 1978 and my Masters of Business Administration from 

The University of Phoenix On-Line Campus in 2004. I achieved my CPA credential 

in 1988. I have actively served the California dairy industry during my tenure at 

Farmdale by testifying at hearings held by CDF A, serving on CDF A Secretary 

Kawamura's "Whey Review Committee", CDFA Secretary Ross' "Dairy Future Task 

Force" and as Vice-Chair of the Milk Producers Security Trust Fund 

Farmdale is a third-generation family-owned and operated dairy processing 

facility in Southern California in the City of San Bernardino. Farmdale was 

established in 1979 by the Sibilio and Shotts families, who had been operating in the 

dairy industry around the Los Angeles area since the 1950s. With fewer than 500 

employees, Farmdale processes an average 28 million pounds of milk and cream per 

month, or about 120 loads per week, into cheese, sour cream, WPC-80 and 

buttermilk. Farmdale is considered a "proprietary plant" because we have no 

ownership interest in cows and must rely on supply relationships with the dairy 

producer community. 

We are here to: 

1. Express our opposition to the Cooperatives' Proposal 1, and our concern over 

the use of the phrase "disorderly marketing" to describe the current milk 

marketing situation in California. 
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2. If a Federal Order is offered for California, Farmdale would advocate for the 

proposal proffered by the Dairy Institute of California, Proposal 2, which 

brings market-driven and market-clearing minimum values for milk, especially 

in valuing the whey stream, as a starting point for end-product-based value 

determinations, 

3. Express our concern about the competitive disadvantage we face with the 

continuation of the preferential treatment enjoyed by Producer-Handlers in the 

milk pricing scheme. 

Disorderly Marketing 

The "Manufacturing" classes of milk in California are Classes 2, 3, 4a and 

4b. Farmdale's operations have included California Classes 2, 4a and 4b. As such, 

we are periodically reminded of the "call provisions" within the Stab Plan wherein 

we would be put on notice that, if milk for the bottle should come into short 

supply, processors like us would be required to forego expected milk receipts in 

order to meet the needs of the fluid markets. This is a clear indication that the Stab 

Plan was designed to assure an orderly supply to California Class 1 utilization. We 

understand that, unless such a shortage occurs, all is well and orderly with the Stab 

Plan and the marketing of milk. To use the term "Disorderly Marketing" to apply 

to any other issues, such as the profitability of individuals or segments of the 

supply chain, is inappropriate in our view. 

We also take exception to the phrase "The California Discount" as described 

by some producers. While there is clearly a difference between California Class 

4b and the Federal Class III milk prices, the differences are explainable and are a 

significant part of this hearing process. We defer the detailed technical discussion 
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of this issue to the testimony of others but will discuss the impact of inappropriate 

end-product price setting where the whey stream is concerned in a moment. 

The phrase "The California Discount" could just as well been "The Federal 

Premium". Had that phrase been adopted instead, the tone of this debate might 

have turned away from raising minimum prices through the regulatory process to 

raising premiums charged to processors through face-to-face arms-length business 

negotiation, either through the producers' co-op leadership or directly with 

individual processors. The practice of adding a premium to the minimum regulated 

price has always been a tool available to the California dairy industry under the 

Stab Plan. The use of premiums could have been employed to appropriately 

recognize the widely varying methods for dealing with the whey stream which 

results from cheese-making. 

The reality is best described by Land-o-Lakes' Vice-President Pete Garbani 

in his responses to CDF A Hearing Panel member Don Shippelhoute' s questions 

from the June 3, 2015 CDFA hearing. That hearing was called by CDFA Secretary 

Ross to consider temporary changes to the whey factor in the California Class 4b 

formula for pricing milk used to make cheese. The relevant portion of that 

hearing's transcript is attached hereto in Items 1.1 through 1.3. The text is 

recounted here as: 

"MR. SHIPPELHOUTE: You are marketing some of your member milk to 

proprietary cheese plants, are you not? 

MR. GARBANI: Yes. 

MR. SHIPPELHOUTE: And are you able to extract premiums above and 

beyond the class price? 

MR. GARBANI: It's funny because when that negotiation happens the 

conversation usually heads towards, well go to the Department and get it. 
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MR. SHIPPELHOUTE: So I'll take that as a, no, you are not getting a 

premium? 

MR. GARBANI: No, there - there are premiums but it's not nearly what we 

think the milk is worth. 

MR. SHIPPELHOUTE: And so what keeps you from getting what you 

think the milk is worth? 

MR. GARBANI: Supply and demand." 

We applaud Mr. Garbani's courage to tell it like it is: "Supply and demand". 

To cause a regulatory body to force prices above what can be recovered from the 

end-products is as disorderly as any other concept under discussion in this 

proceeding. To tie the value of the whey stream to Dry Whey, or any other 

product of value, certainly places at fiscal risk all cheese-makers who do not 

process whey into a product of value. 

For example, as a result of CDF A's hearing process, a variable whey factor 

tied to a product called "Dry Whey" was put into effect in 2003. At that time, we 

considered the cost of disposal of the whey stream, in the form ofRDW, as an 

additional cost of making cheese and did not segregate the cost component for 

whey from the cost of fat, SNF and premium in the California Class 4b milk price. 

Also, the following figures are calculated using the full-absorption cost accounting 

method, meaning that general, administrative and overhead costs are allocated to 

the product lines, including RDW, in recognizing the profit or loss of any 

particular product line. For 2005, we lost $439,000 making cheese, including a 

$260,000 loss from our waste whey stream sold as RDW. For 2006, we lost 

$413,000 making cheese. This includes a $142,000 loss from our waste whey 

stream sold as RDW. In 2007, through August, we lost $347,000 making cheese. 

This includes a $1,383,000 GAIN from our waste whey stream sold as RDW. 
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We concluded that the cost of milk for cheese had become greater than our 

ability to recover that cost in the marketplace. Continuing to pay for the whey in 

the cheese milk at a price which was based on a product we weren't making, and at 

a level that was severely negatively impacting the cheese product line, was 

untenable. Upon the realization ofthis collapse in the viability of cheese making, 

we shut our plant down on August 12, 2007. We, along with a number of other 

smaller cheese-makers, immediately petitioned CDF A for a hearing on an 

expedited basis to correct this fatal error in the California Class 4b milk pricing 

formula. Thankfully, CDF A responded on an expedited basis with a call of a 

hearing that was held on October 10 & 11, 2007 and a hearing decision that was 

implemented on December 1,2007. As an aside, we expect that this responsiveness 

by the COS will be lost with an FMMO; a concern of ours contributing to our 

reluctance to support the move to an FMMO for California. With cooperation 

from our supplier co-op and our customer base, we returned our plant to operation 

on August 19, 2007 and were able to stay afloat for the three month hearing 

process. 

Following the 2007 Hearing Decision, repeated efforts to re-introduce a 

variable whey factor into the pricing formula finally succeeded on September 1, 

2011 with subsequent repeated petitions for further increases. Recognizing that the 

COS had now been setup to repeat the terrifying situation we had experienced in 

2005 through 2007, we had to take a hard look at our options, including going out 

of the cheese business altogether, and decided to bite the bullet and make the very 

significant investment in a higher-value whey processing facility. Our WPC-80 

processing plant went into full operation in August, 2013. This so-called upgrade 

to our ability to efficiently eliminate the waste whey stream comes with great risk. 

The required capital investment, market development, global demand and other 
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factors make this course of action worthy of our retaining any marginal 

improvements gained by affecting this change. It remains to be seen whether or not 

we made the right choice. 

With the advent of the WPC-80 product line, and in consideration ofthe 

enormous capital investment required, we changed our cost accounting practice to 

including the whey component cost portion ofthe California Class 4b milk price in 

the WPC-80 department, rather than leaving it in the cheese milk cost. For the 

following analysis, we included the whey component cost portion of the California 

Class 4b price in the cost to process RDW in order to compare apples with apples. 

The 18 months ending June 20 l3 of our RDW operation resulted in a loss of 

1.21 (/:/lb. of cheese produced, a cost which was absorbed by the cheese operation. 

In the final six months ending June 2013 of the RDW operation, the result was a 

loss of 2.50Mb. of cheese produced. This increase in loss was directly attributable 

to the to tHe higher California Class 4b milk price resulting from the increased 

whey scale implemented on September 1, 2011 in combination with higher market 

prices for Dry Whey. It was this continued erosion in our ability to recover the 

costs ofRDW that reaffirmed our decision to move to WPC-80. 

The 25 months ending August 2015 of our WPC-80 operation resulted in a 

profit of 0.51 (/:/lb . of cheese produced; an improvement of 1.72(/:/lb. of cheese 

produced (.0051 - -.0121) over the aforementioned 18-month period in the RDW 

process. The most recent eight months ending August 2015 ofthe WPC-80 

operation however, resulted in a loss of 7.57(/:/lb . of cheese produced; an additional 

loss of 5.07(/:/lb. of cheese produced (-.0757 - -.0250) over the similar RDW 

process' time frame. 

The improvement to 0.51 (/:/lb . of cheese produced falls woefully short ofthe 

return on investment, or ROI, necessary to service the debt incurred on making the 
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necessary investment. Further, the continuing price slump in the WPC-80 market 

strains our ability to service the debt and to remain in the cheese business. 

The dramatic downturn in the market prices of WPC-80 in the last eight 

months, leading to the aforementioned loss of7.57<t/lb. of cheese produced with 

our new operation, amplifies our earlier points regarding the risk we have 

undertaken to stay afloat in the cheese business. The inability of the pricing system 

to appropriately track the value of WPC-80 markets, or any particular whey 

disposal method, and translate that into appropriate milk pricing is obvious and not 

accounted for in the Stab Plan or the FMMO Proposal 1. 

In 2007, a variable whey factor nearly ruined the smaller cheese-makers 

when Dry Whey prices went unexpectedly high. A hearing at that time returned the 

whey valuation to a reasonable flat rate of $0.25/cwt. However, as the economic 

model for dairy farming in California has continued to underperform, mostly due 

to an oversupply of milk into the existing and un-incented-to-expand processing 

complex, the outcry from the producer community has been reduced to the 

unwarranted, unjustified, and unproductive focus on the whey valuation in the 4b 

formula as a means to an end; that end being pure price enhancement. 

Mandatory Pooling 

We believe that the COS has responded to the needs ofthe whole dairy 

industry in a timely and orderly manner. Some of the hearing decisions have 

fostered growth and prosperity and some have provided significant challenges to 

our operation. 

That said, if the USDA determines that disorderly marketing does, in fact, 

exist in the COS, then we must advocate in the strongest manner possible for the 

proposal offered by the Dairy Institute of California. The Co-op PetitioH is vastly 
?vDf'oro.i 
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overreaching in its assertion that mandatory pooling is necessary for the new 

FMMO. Mr. Garbani's words echo here: "Supply and Demand". To build a 

guaranteed price level at too high a cost to us, removing any ability to mitigate the 

costs of clearing the market in times of excess supply, would certainly put our 

operation at greater risk than we already face with our move into WPC-80. 

To our knowledge no other FMMO has mandatory pooling. Rather, there is 

greater flexibility to find a market-clearing price level in the current FMMOs than 

would result from the structure requested in the Co-op's Proposal 1 for a FMMO 

for California. 

Proposal 3 - Producer-Handlers 

Fanndale is opposed to Proposal 3; the maintenance of a Producer-Handler, or 

Producer-Distributor, exemption. This is an extremely delicate topic for us as we 

have long-standing business relationships with some of the Producer-Handlers in the 

COS. It is, however, yet another peculiarity in the COS, a topic of dishannony within 

the producer community and a real item of business concern to Fanndale. We 

appreciate that the Federal Orders have appropriately regulated Producer-Handlers 

whose markets attain a specified volume, and support such regulation if a federal 

order is offered for California. 

Fanndale is a "proprietary plant", meaning we have no source of milk or cream 

supply other than that which can be purchased from producers. In other words, we 

don't own or control any cows. 

Sales-below-cost prohibitions exist in the Stab Plan in an attempt to prevent 

predatory pricing practices in the marketplace. Ostensibly this prohibition leads to 

orderly marketing and a level playing field among the purveyors ofthe end-products. 
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A Producer-Handler is, by definition, a cow-owning group who also 

manufactures end-products for sale into the marketplace. There is a limited volume of 

raw product that escapes certain costs relating to the pool and quota for these entities. 

This limited volume, however, is significant enough to create a competitive advantage 

at the customer-by-customer level over a proprietary plant which is fully regulated and 

supporting the pool and quota pricing system. 

The raw product, being milk and cream, constitutes 64.7% of the total cost to 

make our California Class 2, or Federal Class I & II, end-products. A Producer

Handler could allocate that portion of raw product which benefits from preferential 

exempt quota treatment, segregating that product from its regulated price-based 

products, and target another's customer with that temporarily cheaper product, 

creating a predatory-pricing opportunity that escapes sales-below-cost prohibitions. 

This competitive advantage in favo~t Producer-Handler is a continuing threat to our 

California Class 2, or Federal Class I & II, operations. 

Hypothetically, a Producer-Handler offers a competitive product to an existing 

customer of ours at a price below our cost to make it. We then would lose that 

customer to the Producer-Handler because their end-product is significantly cheaper. 

It then becomes quite a lot of effort to retrieve the customer. We frequently do get the 

customer back once pricing gets nonnalized, as it inevitably would. In the meantime, 

the Producer-Handler could shift its "small-volume" production focus to another 

customer. We agree that this would be an appropriate strategy if we had the same 

exemption that is afforded to the Producer-Handler. We don't have that exemption 

and have to find other measures to retain customers when we compete head-to-head 

with a Producer-Handler enjoying the exemption. 

Where we have no direct evidence that this hypothetical practice occurs, as we 

do not nor should not have access to the books and records or internal 
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communications of any Producer-Handler organizations, we have experienced 

circumstances in our market and our customer base which strongly suggest it has 

occurred and is occurring. It is time for this inappropriate opportunity to be removed 

from the conversation. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Farmdale Creamery, Inc., 

Scott Hofferber, CFO 
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1 federa orders , et cete r a . Did you get the figures fo this 

2 table from , I assume the USDA ~ebsite? 

3 MR. ANDENBURG : I did. 

4 MR . EAS N: Okay . 

5 MR . VANDEN RG : And the gent man that you see on 

6 the bottom, I did talk t him , disc sed it with him, and 

7 that ' s where I got the info 

8 MR . EASTMAN : No , see that but I do now . 

9 Great, thank you . 

10 HEARING OFF ER SUTHER : Tha k you for your 

11 testimony, Mr. Van enburg . Do you wish t request to file a 

12 post - hearing b ef based on Mr . Shippelhoute questions? 

13 . VANDENBURG : Thank you for asking. Yes , I do. 

14 HEARING OFFICER SUTHER : Thank you . Your 

15 will e granted. 

16 MR . VANDENBURG : Thank you . 
~--------------~~------------~ 

17 Mr . Garbani. 

18 Mr . Garbani , will you please state your fu1~name , 

19 spell your last name and state your affiliation for the 

20 record , please . 

21 MR . GARBANI : My name is Pete Garbani , spelled G-

22 A-R-B-A-N- I , and I am a Vice President with Land O'Lakes , 

23 Inc. 

24 Whereupon , 

25 PETE GARBANI 

ALL AMERICAN REPORTING , INC. 
(916) 362-2345 



1 so 

2 that we could , quote , get 

3 have to share 

4 opportunity money for their milk 

5 ~~~~~~~::~1~0~s~e~0:u~r~p~r~0~d~u~c:e:r:s~!t~0~. ____________ ----------------~I 

6 MR . SHIPPELHOUTE : You are marketing some of your 

7 member milk to proprietary cheese plants , are you not? 

8 

9 

MR . GARBANI : Yes . 

MR . SHIPPELHOUTE : And are you able to extract 

10 premiums above and beyond the class price? 

11 MR . GARBANI: It ' s funny because when that 

12 negotiation happens the conversation usually heads towards , 

13 well go to the Department and get it. 

14 MR . SHIPPELHOUTE : So I ' ll take that as a , no , you 

15 are not getting a premium? 

16 MR . GARBANI : No , there -- there are premiums but 

17 it ' s not nearly what we think the milk is worth . 

18 MR . SHIPPELHOUTE: And so what keeps you from 

19 getting what you think the milk is worth? 

20 1~ __________ ~M~R~.~G:A~R~B:A:N~I~:~~S~U~P~P~1:y~~a~n~d~d~e~m~a~n~d~. __________________ ~~ 

21 MR. SHIPPELHOUTE : A follow- up on 

22 or testimo 

23 

24 value. 

25 

and that was suggesting tha~t;-~,~ 

,p,,--,,r1'i:! c apturing some of that 

n.,,"",,c from any plants for 
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Cacique .. 

Ocloher 2{;, 20 I :; 

Uililcd Slalc~ I lcpa 1'1 IllCIl I of "':,ricliII Ilrc 

Clovi~, Calirol'llia 

I{c, Federal Milk Markctitl;, Ordcr in Ollil,wllia 

Good mornin;1, and Ihank you ror laking limc 10 vi~il wilh liS Ihis moming. 

1'11'1 Gil de Cardenas and I run our r,"nily business, Cacique Inc, Cacique/ was founded 

by my IXII'cnls, Gilberl andJcnnie dc CII'dcnas in I ~'7:{ , The company was funded wilh an 

$800 loall rrom my grandmolher and aunt and slartcd with just two cmployees, Gilbert and 

Jennic, The first few years werc vcry laugh with my dad leaving before the sun came up to 

start the cheese l11aking process while my mother woke us up, made breakfast and took us to 

school. Shc then went on to the plant (a tiny bottling plant at the back of a drive up dairy) and 

took over the cheese making process from my dad ,md stayed until he returned from selling 

cheese from Styrofoam coolers in the trunk of is teal grccn, 1966 four door Pontiac, He would 

park his car on Vermont St.. near down lawn Los Angeles and sell product door to door. My 

dad reluncd r!'Om his route, finish the chccsc making process and cleaned the planl while mom 

came home to cook dinner and care for us, There were days when we barely saw her and 

didn't see him at all. At the start. times were so tough, my parents could only afford to rent the 
Q\""'-\:. 
lptan during daylight hours and Ihe owner used it to bottle his products at 11ighl. At the 

beginning, our capacity was about 80 lbs, of cheese PER DAY! That was all one person could 

make, This went on for a couple of years. A major leap forward was when my dad removed 

the back seat to make room for more coolers! In effect. this doubled the distribution capacity 

and we were able to hire our first employee!!! The company was literally built one pound of 

cheese at a lime 

A note about. the original plant. The facility was used for bottling drinks for a drive-up 

dailY a!ld was originally !lot set up [or dairy proccssing, My dad rented the space and worked 

tirelessly for weeks to get it up to code, On inspection day, the inspector walked the plant and 

gave my dad a rather long punch list before he would approve the facility, To say my dad was 
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disappointed is an understatement, however. he doubled down and passed inspection several 

weeks later. There was no money to use professional help so my parents did it all by 

themselves. 

I grew up in the business and did everything from sweeping floors. to cleaning vats to 

driving trucks. I rose through the ranks. earned an MBA at the University of Chicago and have 

been running t he company for the past several years. 

Over the last several years. we have been invited by nLllnerous out of state 

municipalities and farmers to move our facility out of CA. I must admit. several of those offers 

were very en ticing but we have resisted. I share our history with you to illustrate our 

commitmcnt to our business and our farmers. 

CUITent Operations 

Taking a leap to the here and now. Cacique continued to grow by providing quality 

products to the Hispanic consumers that live in the U.S. We specialize in products like queso 

fresco. panela. cotija and cremas. We are now on our 5th plant since that tiny location in 

IA'tkcwood CA The original plant's milk consumption of 860 pounds per day is dwarfed by the 

current plant consumption of about J million lbs. of milk per day. Over the course of the last 

30 years. we have invested $9 IMM into the current plant to stay competitive and we are 

investing a significant amount of capital to expand current capacity. 

Cacique currently has about 320 California based employees and 55 non-California 

employees. More than 70% percent of Cacique's employees are of minorities. It's important to 

understand that Cacique is not a minimum wage employer. We demand higher skill levels and 

pay a premium. It's our educated estimate that between employees and vendor/suppliers. we 

help support more than 1.000 families. 

By basing such a large portion of its sales force in other states. we have made a very 

deliberate and expensive commitment to grow our out of state business. Cacique spends a 

considerable amount of marketing funds in activities like demos. advertising and retailers ads 

to grow its out of state volume. 

Every pound of cheese we ship out of state is equal to 10 pounds of CA milk being shipped 

into competing markets. 
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Cacique Distribution Costs. 

Most of our consumers arc on the lower end of the income range and as II result. retail 

price points al'C crucial. As I mentioncd prcviously. on avcrage. Cacique consumes about I 

million pounds of milk on any givcn production day. seven days per wcek. About 47% of that 

milk is shipped out of California as chccse. crcam and yogurt. It is estimated that about 60% of 

the United States popu lation lives cast of the Mississippi River. (See, 

en .wikipedia.org/wiki/F~1.stern United States.) As our products travel cast. transportation and 

other expenses drive our costs higher. Depending on load size. refrigera ted freight cost into 

the Midwest and east Coast between 30 and 70 cen ts perpoul1d of product for LTL (Less than 

Truck Load) which is the most common method. As you can see. Cacique's Midwest and East 

Coast based competitors enjoy a significant competitive product transportation advantage and 

in order to stay on a level price point with these brands. Cacique is unable to pass the full cost 

onto the consumer and is often having to subsidize the freight expense just to keep the playing 

field level. 

Cacique's Out of State Competitors Lower Operation Costs. 

One of our competitors testified that our products are aggressively competing with their TX 

based plant as a result of lower CA milk prices. However. I would like to point out that the 

economics of the situation place Cacique at a disadvantage. not an advantage, 

• It takes about 12 cents just in freight costs to get to Texas from our plant. Using 

industry standards. this represents about $1.20 per hundred weight in cost. 

• Since 2011. the gap between the published Class IIV'and 4b is $1.78. In effect. 

$1 .20 of the gap is consumed by freight alone. 

• That leaves only $0.58 to pay for the higher operating costs in CA or roughly about 

6 cents per pound of cheese. 

It 's no secret that doing business in CA is difficult. In fact. I'm sure every farmer here today 

and in the state are well aware of the serious challenges of running a CA operation. The 

state is continuously listed near the bottom of any recent list of business friendly 

environments. 

We compete directly with regional manufacturers that aggressively defend their 

markets. Most of the competitors are east of the Rockies. While milk prices are higher. the 
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operating costs are considerably lowcr. F,xpenses in statcs outsidc of California arc 

considerably lower and these statcs arc much morc business friendly than California. Below 

31'<: a few examples of the high cos t of business operation in California compared to 

national averages. 

• F,lectrical Cost for Industrial Companies. The Uni ted States March 2015 average retail 

price of elect ricity in the Industrial sector was $6.79. California's rate in the Industrial 

Sector is $10.63 or 56.55% above the national mean and rising. See Exhibit B. U.S. 

Energy Information Administration. 

• Workers Compensation in CII.. Workers compensation costs in California is 188% 
o-k- "" e cl i '" '" hi:;heF thull the national mean. California businesses spend $3.48 for every $100 of 

W'ec:4ion 
payroll compared to the national ffletlfl of $1.85. Cacique employs about 320 California 

based employees. See Exhibit II.. Oregon Department of Consumer and Business 

Services. 2014 Oregon Workcrs' Compensation Premium Rate Ranking summary. 

• California Taxes. California ranks 48'" out of 50 states for least business friendly states. 

See Exhibit Co Tax Foundation October 2013 publication. 

• Cost of Energy in CA is ranked 49'h out of 50 states. See Exhibit D. California 

Foundation for Commerce & Education; The Cost of Doing Business in California. 

August 2014. 

• Cost of Labor in CA is ranked 41 " ou t of 50 states. See Exhibit D. California Foundation 

for Commerce & Education; The Cost of Doing Business in California. August 2014. 

Cacique, as a result of manufacturing in California must bear these and other costs which 

far exceed national averages. Using these factors and others from our research. we estimate 

that raw material not included. it's costlier to make cheese in CA by $0. I 8 per pound of cheese. 

This represents an equivalent of about $ I .80 per hundred weight higher cost to run a CA 

operation. Cacique's out of state competition has key strategic cost advantages because they 

are located in more business friendly state. 

The sum of the freight and CA operating costs less the historical Class III/4b gap results in 

product produced in CA is costlier by $0.1220 per pound when shipped to Texas from So Cal. 

This represents about $1.222 per hundred weight of cheese. 

Freight ($0 I Z) + CA operating cost ($0 18) - Milk price gap ($0 l78) - $0 I ZZO lb./cl1eese 
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However, CA recently changed its 4b fOl'mula by raising the whey value. Using current 

markel data, we cslimale Ihe gap bel ween Class III and 4b narrows 10 $0.54 per 

hundredweight in 2016. The new formula affecls. 

I)-eigilt ($0. l2) + CA opcmtli1/5 costs ($o.l8) - M1JkpJicegllp ($0.0.54) - $0.246 Ib./checse 

The ncw CA price in effeci raises Ihe cost of making cheese in CA from $0. 1220 to 

$0.246 pel' pound of cheese when delivered 10 TX! 

The results are slaggering, CA made product is more expensive to make by about 

$0.1260 per pound of cheese or Ihe equivalent of $1.280 cents per hundredweight of milk 

before adding shipping costs. 

Cit opcmtJi1g costs ($0. 18) - MilkpJicegap ($0.0.54) - $0. 1260. Ib./cheese 

As mentioned earlier, freighl costs increase to 30 and up to 70 cents the further you go 

north and east as we are unable to compete with local suppliers and ship smaller and less 

efficien t orders. 

The only reason Cacique competes today is not because of lower milk prices but a 

continued commitment to investing in cutting edge technology! The notion that California 

made cheese has a price advantage because of milk costs may have been true in the past but it 

is simply not true today and hasn't been for some time. 

Current Market Conditions 

As I mentioned earlier, most of our consumers are minorities in lower income brackets. 

Price point is understandably very important to these families. We are unable to absorb the 

increases a shift to FMMO brings and will pass along the increase to the market. Our out of 

state competitors have not experienced the cost increase of a change in the milk formula and 

have no need to increase their price. Therefore, they are in a position to gain distribu tion due 

to more favorable cost structure without lifting a finger. It's no wonder they are hoping CA 

makes the change. 

This will create an unorderly shift in economics whereby the 47% of the milk we use 

for cheese making is substantially at risk to be lost to out of state competitors and milk 

suppliers. We are shifting milk demand out of CA. How will dairies maintain efficiencies 
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when volumc leaves the sta te? Will thcy be able to operate efficient.Jy? Will this cause a 

.-eduction of ava ilable Class I? This is especially true if CA moves into the FMMO but maintains 
M<:II'OP.-to "'-Y 

provisions such aJlPooting. 0 

Thank you for you.' time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Gil DeCardenas 

Cacique Inc. 

Family member and Owner 
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Com plete versions of the materials referenced and cited in this Letter can be located as follows: 

1. htlp://www.eia.gov/electricity/monthly/epm table grapher.cfm?t=epmt 5 6 a 

2. http://www.cbs.state .or.us/externalldir /wc cost/files/report summary. pdf 

3. http://taxfou ndation .org/ a rticle/20 14-state-busi ness-tax-dim ate-i ndex 

4. h tip :/lwww.calchamber.com/CFCE/Documents/CFCE -Cost -0 f-Doing-Business-in-Ca I iforn ia. pdf 

s. http: //en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eastern Un ited States 



Exhibit A 



( 

( 

2014 Oregon Workers' Compensation 
Premium Rate Ranking Summary 

Dcpur!m('n! of CUllsumer and Business Sen ices Oc!oher 2014 

By .Jay Dotter and Mike Manley 

Oregon employers in the voluntary market pay, on average, the 43rd highest workers ' compensat ion premium rates in the 
nation. Oregon's rates are 26 percent below dlOse orthe med ian state in the study. 

Premium rate indices are calculated based on data from 5 I jurisdictions, for rates in effect as of Jan . 1. 2014. The 20 I 4 
median value is $1.85, which is a drop of2 percent from the $1.88 median of the 2012 study. Oregon's premium rate 
index is $1 .37 per $100 of payroll, or 74 percent orthe nationa l median. National premium rate indices range from a low 
of $0.88 in North Dakota, to a high of$3.48 in California. There were 2 I states that had an index rate that was within plus 
or minus 10 percent of this benchmark val ue. In the upper part of the rate distribution, J 3 states had index rates higher 
than 110 percent of the median, while 17 states were below 90 percent of the median. For an interactive map of the state 
rankings, click here. 

Figure 1. 2014 Workers' compensation premium index rates 

J (3-
,.. .-.... O Ht "-

Table 1 Oregon's ranking in the top 10 classifications 

Occupation Ranking 

Clerical office employees 44 

Salespersons - outside 46 

College: professional employees and clerical 42 

Physician and clerical 37 

Restaurant 43 

Hospital: professional employees 38 

Store: retail 41 

Automobile service/repair center and drivers 32 

Trucking: all employees and drivers 37 
Retirement living centers: health care employees 32 

NH 

0 Under $1 .50 

c::J $1 .50-$1 .99 

0 $2.00-$2.49 

• $2.50-$2.99 

• $3.00-$3.49 

The study is based on methods that put states' 
workers' compensation rates on a comparable basis. 
using a constant set of risk classifications for each 
state. Th;s study used classification codes from the 
National COllncil on Compensation Insurance (NCCI). 
or approximately 450 active classes in Oregon. 
50 were se lected based on re lative importance as 
measured by share of losses in Oregon. To control 
for differences in industry distributions. each sta te 's 
rates were weighted by 2008-20 10 Oregon payroll to 
obtain an average manual rate for that state. Li sted in 
Table I are Oregon 's rankings in the top 10 o r the 50 
classifications used. 
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Table 2. Workers' compensation premium rate ranking 

2014 2012 Index Percent of 
Ranking Ranking State Rate study median Effective Date 

1 3 California 3.48 186% January 1, 201 4 
2 2 Connecticut 2.87 155% January 1, 2014 
3 7 New Jersey 2.82 152% January 1. 201 4 
4 5 New York 2.75 148% January 1, 201 4 
5 1 Alaska 2.68 145% January 1, 2014 
6 6 Oldahoma 2.55 137% 111/13 State Fund, 111/14 Private 
7 4 Illinois 2.35 127% January 1, 201 4 

6 14 Vermont 2.33 125% April 1,2013 
9 30 Delaware 2.31 125% December 1, 201 3 

10 15 l ouisiana 2.23 120% Janua ry 1, 2014 
11 8 Montana 2.21 11 9% July 1,201 3 
12 9 New Hampshire 2.16 118% January 1, 2014 
13 10 Maine 2.15 11 6% April 1 , 201 3 
14 19 Idaho 2.01 109% January 1, 2014 
17 13 Washington 2.00 106% January 1, 2014 
17 16 South Carolina 2.00 106% September 1. 201 3 
17 12 Pennsylvania 2.00 106% April 1, 201 3 
20 27 New Mex ico 1.99 108% January 1, 2014 
20 20 Rhode Island 1.99 107% JuIY' , 2013 
20 17 Minnesota 1.99 107% January 1, 2014 
21 36 Missouri 1.98 107% January 1, 2014 
22 19 Tennessee 1,95 105% March 1, 201 3 
23 12 Wisconsin 1.92 104% October 1, 2013 
24 25 Iowa 1.BB 101 % January 1, 2014 
25 23 South Dakota 1.86 100% July 1, 2013 
27 35 Hawaii 1.85 100% January 1, 2014 
27 25 North Carolina 1.85 100% April 1, 2013 
28 29 Florida 1.82 98% January 1, 2014 
29 21 Alabama 1.81 97% March 1, 2013 
30 33 Nebraska 1.78 96% February 1, 2013 
31 31 Wyoming 1.76 95% January 1, 2014 
32 27 Georgia 1.75 95% July 1, 2013 
33 28 Ohio 1.74 94% July 1, 2013 
34 32 Michigan 1.68 91 % January 1, 2013 
35 34 Maryland 1.64 88% January 1, 2014 
36 38 Texas 1.61 87% June 1, 2013 
37 37 Arizona 1.60 86% January 1, 2014 
38 42 Mississippi 1.59 85% March 1, 2013 
39 41 Kansas 1.55 83% January 1, 2014 
40 22 Kentucky 1.51 82% October 1, 2013 
41 43 Colorado 1.50 81 % January 1, 2014 
43 40 West Virginia 1.37 74% November 1, 2013 
43 39 OREGON 1.37 74% January 1, 2014 
45 45 Utah 1.31 71 % December 1, 2013 
45 47 District of CoJumbia 1.31 70% November 1, 201 3 
46 46 Nevada 1.26 68% March 1, 2013 
48 44 Massachusetts 1.17 63% September 1, 2010 
48 48 Virginia 1.17 63% April 1, 2013 
49 49 Arkansas 1.08 58% July 1, 2013 
50 50 Indiana 1.06 57% January 1, 2014 
51 51 North Dakota 0.88 47% J uly 1 2013 

Noles Starting with the 2008 study, 'I'men two or more stales' InOeI( Rate values arE' thE' samE', they arE' assigned the same rank· 
Ing The index rates reflect adjustments tor the cha racteristics of each Individual state 's residual market Rates vary by classifica· 
tlon and insurer In each state Actual cost 10 an emploYE'r can be adjusted by the employer's experience rating, premium discount. 
retrospectIVe rating, and dividends. Unk to prevlolJ& reports and surrmaries 

EnvIOyers can reduce their workers' compensation rates through accident preventIOn, safety tra ining, and by helping II1 U1"ed 
workers (eIL ... n 10 work qUICkly 

I DE.PART~~NT .0£ 
I~t CUNSUMtK 

iii &s~~0~C~S 
44IJ.20B2 (10!14/COM) 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), this publication 
is available in altornative formalS. Please cali 503·378·8254. 

The iq{ormation in this I'epon is in the public domain and may be reprill1ed 
without permission. t isi, the DCBSwebsite. IUlp,,.rdcbs oregon j'ov. 

To sigl1l1p Jor electronic JlOrijicafioll oj ,,(' 111 publiCa/ions, click here, 
hun: wlrll'.J.cbs.SIQle.OI: liS ex,;md external . 

Informallon Technology wld Rt.'Sl.'nrch Sl.'ctlon 
350 Wmtl.'r SI NE. Room 300 
1' 0 Box 1 4~ 80 

Sulem, OR 97309-0-'05 
503-37S-R25~ 
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Table 5.S.A. Average Retail Price of Electricity to Ultimate Customers by 
End-Use Sector, 
by State, March 2015 and 2014 (Cents per Kilowatthour) 

Residential Commercial Industrial Transportation All Sectors 

Census Division 

and State Graph 

March March March March March March March March March March 

New England 

Connecticut 

Maine 

Massachusetts 

New Hampshire 

Rhode Island 

Vermont 

Middle Atlantic 

New Jersey 

New York 

Pennsylvama 

East North 
Central 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Michigan 

Ohio 

WisconSin 

West North 
Central 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Minnesota 

2015 

20.83 

2194 

15.51 

2212 

1956 

2005 

16.68 

15.78 

15.56 

19 15 

13.13 

12.35 

11 95 

1079 

1381 

1216 

1397 

10.42 

1087 

12.05 

11 54 

2014 

17.67 

1951 

15.22 

17 33 

17 .33 

1686 

17 .36 

16.40 

1593 

2087 

1301 

11 .94 

10.73 

1098 

14 14 

11 56 

1334 

10.54 

11 00 

11 74 

11 87 

2015 

16.95 

17 .35 

1331 

1730 

16.42 

18.76 

14.29 

13.52 

13.15 

1579 

1001 

9.94 

9.19 

9 67 

10 36 

1007 

1086 

8.62 

846 

1004 

890 

2014 

15.55 

1643 

13.95 

1544 

15.32 

1573 

14 .70 

14.21 

13 .79 

1689 

1008 

9.85 

892 

972 

10.92 

972 

1054 

8.88 

862 

9.95 

973 

2015 

13.00 

14 .32 

10.13 

1403 

13.95 

1626 

10.15 

8.11 

11 29 

749 

786 

7.01 

697 

678 

7 12 

689 

761 

6.57 

558 

7 33 

662 

2014 

12.95 

1365 

12 .20 

1324 

13.18 

13.99 

10.58 

8.36 

12.95 

675 

818 

6.99 

6.65 

6.76 

794 

667 

7.43 

6.73 

587 

730 

730 

2015 

12.59 

1106 

1282 

1786 

11.52 

10.46 

12.85 

8.28 

6.84 

6.49 

1078 

11 35 

814 

7.94 

919 

http; //www.eia.gov/electricity/monthly/epm table grapher.cfm?t; epmt 5 6 a 

2014 

9.01 

14 .21 

NM 

13.46 

12.27 

1033 

1393 

7 .20 

6.46 

603 

1012 

13.42 

796 

6.94 

10.15 

2015 

17.94 

19.11 

13.02 

18.73 

17.44 

19.03 

1434 

13.32 

1387 

16 01 

1059 

9.76 

9.35 

881 

1059 

983 

1069 

8.65 

793 

988 

904 

2014 

16.03 

17 56 

14 .01 

15.83 

15.85 

1599 

1483 

13.91 

1448 

17 13 

1067 

9.61 

880 

883 

11 14 

9.44 

1043 

8.88 

825 

9 79 

973 
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Residential Commercial Industrial Transportation All Sectors 

Census Division March March March March March March March March March March 

and State Graph 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 

MiSSOUri 

Nebraska 

North Dakola 

Soulh Dakola 

South Atlantic 

Delaware 

Oistflct of 
Columbia 

Florida 

GeorgIa 

Maryland 

North Carolina 

South Carolina 

Virgima 

West Virginia 

East South 
Central 

Alabama 

Kentucky 

Mississippi 

Tennessee 

West South 
Central 

Arkansas 

Louisiana 

Oklahoma 

Texas 

Mountain 

Anzona 

Colorado 

Idaho 

Montana 

Nevada 

New Mexico 

Utah 

950 

976 

878 

10 17 

11.44 

12.73 

1229 

1163 

1058 

13 16 

11 .24 

1222 

1094 

963 

10.46 

11 78 

9.75 

11 11 

982 

10.72 

902 

881 

951 

1164 

11.45 

11 .55 

11 74 

959 

1064 

13.62 

12.10 

1049 

9.79 

948 

864 

981 

11.50 

1220 

12 63 

11 86 

11 22 

1357 

1094 

12.21 

1060 

9.24 

10.80 

1163 

10.01 

11 .28 

1058 

10.82 

905 

917 

966 

11 70 

11.11 

1130 

1168 

917 

991 

1339 

11 56 

10 15 

7.87 

862 

8.17 

859 

9.66 

11 .63 

1260 

9.81 

925 

11 .64 

8.86 

10 12 

848 

8 .71 

10.25 

1092 

937 

10.96 

10.04 

8.03 

784 

874 

7.35 

802 

9.47 

9.69 

973 

777 

1027 

9.94 

10.11 

828 

802 

854 

8 41 

857 

9.82 

1095 

1252 

10 12 

10 36 

1184 

890 

1022 

797 

8 .18 

10.60 

1094 

949 

1104 

1086 

8.32 

777 

916 

759 

833 

9.26 

9 .32 

9 .75 

7.63 

951 

984 

9 .90 

828 

5.42 

838 

813 

735 

6.37 

898 

880 

831 

5 15 

9.72 

6.32 

5.75 

7.17 

598 

5.68 

565 

5.20 

645 

582 

5.61 

5.65 

5.43 

506 

575 

6.29 

594 

694 

596 

502 

6.15 

626 

590 

5.46 

817 

739 

715 

6.65 

932 

10.44 

8.12 

6.08 

10.22 

6.45 

619 

6.79 

5.91 

6.09 

588 

5.64 

673 

658 

5.93 

5.56 

587 

543 

6.09 

6.31 

6.11 

6.95 

5.73 

578 

622 

654 

572 

6 .51 

8.18 

1069 

905 

489 

834 

7.87 

832 

9.54 

8.09 

809 

5.58 

11 33 

877 

5.35 

9.91 

739 

1023 

8.68 

999 
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481 

8.59 

NM 

960 

550 

888 

8.08 

7 .97 

10.01 

13.80 

1380 

5.40 

NM 

921 

5 11 

9.97 

1007 

868 

1002 

8 11 

894 

834 

900 

9.92 

1173 

1239 

10.64 

879 

1224 

9.56 

938 

947 

802 

8.85 

9 11 

787 

955 

905 

8.36 

769 

761 

7.51 

8.75 

9.09 

957 

958 

790 

893 

9.21 

940 

818 

830 

877 

819 

883 

9.98 

11 23 

1242 

1081 

9 .64 

1254 

9.32 

943 

894 

7.78 

9.14 

907 

818 

959 

976 

8.48 

7.53 

7.96 

777 

885 

8.93 

9 .33 

961 

7.67 

874 

9.23 

923 

795 
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Residential Commercial Industrial Transportation All Sectors 

( Census Division March March March March March March March March March March 

and State Graph 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 

Wyoming 1062 1007 917 875 7.04 672 821 785 

Pacific 13.73 12.79 12.32 11.84 7.80 7.69 8.17 8.06 11.85 11.33 
Contiguous 

Ca lifornia 1704 15.90 1380 1328 1063 1059 8 13 801 1427 1366 

Oregon 1050 10 18 891 892 600 615 925 921 880 879 

Washington 868 8.71 823 8 10 430 429 925 961 728 733 

Pacific 25.58 28.74 22.93 26 .54 21.21 26.72 23.18 27.27 
Noncontiguous 

Alaska 19.64 18.66 17.57 16.99 1462 14.98 17.66 17 .15 

Hawaii 3120 3851 2814 35.69 2379 3147 2723 34 80 

U.S. Total 12.35 12.24 10.58 10.66 6.79 6.96 10.26 10.28 10.30 10.30 

See Technical notes for additional Information on the Commercial, Industrial, and Transportation sectors. 
Notes: - See Glossary for definitions - Values are preliminary estimates based on a cutoff model sample 
See Technical Notes for a discussion of the sample design for the Form EIA-826. 
Utilities and energy service providers may classify commercial and industnal customers based on either NAICS codes or 
demands or usage failing within specified limits by rate schedule. 
Changes from year to year in consumer counts. sales and revenues, particularly Involvsng the commercial and Industrial 
consumer sectors, may result from respondent implementation of changes in the definitions of consumers, and 
reclassifications. 

( Totals may not equal sum of components because of independent rounding 
Source' U S Energy Information Administration , Form EIA~826 , Monthly Electric Sales and Revenue Report With State 
Distnbutlons Report 

( 
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2014 State Business Tax Climate Index 
by SCO II Drcnk:lrd & Joseph I /cnchm;rn 

TheTa.'..: Fo undarion's 20 14 edirion I,r 
Ihe Srnrt' Bmilu'u 'In. .... Climnft' IlIdrx enab les 
business leaders. govr.:fl1m Cnl po licymak<.Ts. 
and l:lXpaycrs 10 g;'llIgt how Iheir 5Ia l(.'5' fax 
systems com pare. 

1l1l' 10 besr snllt'S in {hi!'! rcar s Indl'x arc: 

I . \Vyoming 

2. Sourh Dakora 

3. Nevada 

4. Alasb 

5. Florida 

6. Wash ington 

7. Montana 

8. New Hampshire 

9. Ulah 

10. Indiana 

1l1l' ahSCIlCt.' of a majur l:t.'i is a dOn1inam 
f.1c lor in v:llI lling m any of these len stal es lO 
the {OP of the ran kings. Property (axes and 
uncmploymtll l insurance taxes are Ic"it'd in 
eve ry Slale, but there are several ~ta lCS lhat do 
withom one or morc of the majo r taxes: the 
corporate tax, the ind ividual income lax, or 
the sa les tv;. \X'yomin g, Nevada, and SOlllh 
Dakota have no corporate or individual 
income tax; Alaska has no individual income 
o r state- level sa les ta. ... ; J; lorida has no indi
vidual income t~IX; and New H ampshire: ;md 
Moman:!. have no sa les tax. 

But this docs not mew that a sla te can
nOI rank in Ihe tOP len while srill It."vy ing all 
the major t:tXt's. Indiana. which ous ted Texas 
from the lOp {('n this year (scc p. 5), :lIld Utah 
klVe all I he major tax types, bUI levy them 
wi th low raH:S on broad hases. 

Thc J a I(lwc::.t ran1.:(·d , or wor::. t, !>t:t tt:S in 
rhis yea r's indrx arc: 

4 1. Maryland 

42. Connecticu t 

43. Wi .~consin 

44. Nonh Carolina 

45 , Vermont 

46. Rhode Island 

47. Minnesota 

48, Cali fo rnia 

49. New Jersey 

50. New York 

1111: sta tes in th e h ottom 10 suffer from 
the same afflictions: complex, non-neutral 
taxes with comparat ively high rates. 

\'('hi l(' nor n·Aecred in {his year:,; editio n, 
a great testamellt 10 the /lIdc-.;:'s va lue is its usc 
as a success melric for compr~hens i "c reforms 
PJ~ed thi s )lear in Nort h Carolina. W hile ,he 
stale remain s ranh·d 44 th for thi s edi tion, it 
'will move to as high :IS 17th as tllt'se reforms 
ta.ke:- tffl"ct in coming Yl"ars. 

Minneso ta, by contrast , enacted a pack
age of «IX c hanges thai reduce the st:tt e's 
compcliri v(, ll css. including :t r(·tro:lClivc hike 
in the individual income lax rate. Since last 
},car, lhey have dro pped from 45[h to 47th 
place. New York and New Jersc)' arc in a 
virtu:lltic for last place, and an}' ch:lllge nex t 
}'l'a r could changc their posi t ions. Odlt:r 
major changes arc noted in the bluc boxes 
th roughout thi s repo rt . 

llw 201 4 Index rcp rCSC IHS Ihc lax: cli m ate 
of t<le" sta ll' as ()f July J , 20 ] 3. till' fi r ~t day of 
the: !>(.l.Ildard 20 14 !-ratt" fi.sc;"!l rcar. 

Scorr Drrllkard is 1111 Economist at tbe .T.1X FOll1lrlllfiuIJ //lId jOJrpb HeudJ1llllu is Via Pn.'Jidt'llf for 
Stntr ProjrctJ f1I tbe litx FOltllrllllioll. 

7bq u'ort!d !il'r 10 na·noU'/rr/gr ,br lIIr/uablr rrsMrcb rf.iJiSfIll1(,l' of Cbris SIl'p/;rl15 fll1d LJ"11t/lI 

Stoul'in rbiJ ('(/itiol1 of tbt' 1m!"x. m 1/11'11 flJ ,be I1l1lborJ of p1"('lliOI(J I'Ilitio115: SCOtl A. Horlgf', 5(Off 
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Introduction 
W hile ra. ... cs arc a fact of life , nor:tll tax sysTems 
arc Cl"C<lIcd equal. One mC:I~urc, tota l Ia>:t!> paid. 
is n:lcv:mt but other clcmcnls of a Slate lax S)'Slc m 

can also enhance o r harm Ihe compelifivc llcss of 

a srate's hll !>inc"ss envjro nn"lcnr. Th is rcd u C('~ m any 

co mplex consideratio ns to an ca!>}'~ t o- lI ,sc r:lnking. 
(Our repon looks ::H tax burdtns in ~tn H:S.) 

111C modern marker is charaClt:rilcd by mo

bile capital and la bor, wi th ~I I types of business, 
small a nd large . lending lO loc:llc where they have 
rhe grea test cnmpcririv(,' :1dvanragc. 111(' ev idence 

shows that Slales with the best lax systems will be 

the most competit ive in :utracting new businesses 
and most effcnivc at genc::rating economic and 
c mploymcnr growth. It is true (hac taxes arc bur 
one factor in business decision-making. Olher 

concerns, such as raw ma reria ls o r infr;l sc rucrure 

or;l skilled bbor pool. maller, bUl a .!l im ple. 

sensible tru\ system can positi vely impact bus iness 

operat iOn<; with regard 10 ,hese vc ry resources. 

Funherlllo rc, unlike cllangt:~ 10 a sIalC:'s hcahh

care, tranSp<l rt:'l1ion, or educa tio n systems which 

ca n lake dt:cadcs (0 im plcmt:1l1 Ch ' l1lgClo 10 the 

lax cod.:: ca n quickly improve;l SI;II C'S business 

ci irnalc. 

It is irnporrant 10 rc: mcmbcr I.h::n even in Ollr 

global t·CO llUIll )'. sran.:.!l· st iff!.:»! and m ust dir<.:c[ 

competitio n often comes frum orht'r scates. 1he 

Dt:partlllcl1l of Labor rt: pnrlS lhal most mass job 

rc locatjons arc from one U.S. scare 10 another, 

rather than 1O a fordgn loc;l!ion. 1 Cenainly job 
creation is rapid overseas, as prev iously underde

velo ped nations enter the wo rld econom y wilha m 

fac in g t he highest corporate [ru\ rate in the wo rld , 

as U.S. businesses do. Slate lawmakers arc right 
ro be concerned ahour how their srates rank in 

the global competition fo r jobs and capita l. b ut 

they need to be more concerned with co mpanies 

Figure 1. State BlIsilless TflX Climate I"dex, FisC(l/ Year 2014 
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mov ing from Octroi!. MI, to Dayton, OH, radler Table I 

( 1"11:111 from Detroi t to Nl'W Ddhi. 111i5 mc.::IIlS lhat 2014 Slflti! B1I.s;71ess TIL'" Climate ludex Ranks and Compolleut Tn.'I( Ronks 
~ 1 :lIC bwmaktrs must be awarc of how their states 

, 

businc1>S clim:w:s ll1:ltch up to their immed iate Individual Unemployment 
neighbor!> and to other ~t3tC~ wil hin their regiolb. Corporate Income Sales Insurance Property 

Anecdotes about 1 he impnc( of SI.HC tax 
Slale Overall Tax Tax Tax Tax Tax 

Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank 
sys tcms on business invcstmcnt arc plentifu l. In Alabama 21 19 22 37 15 10 
T1J inois ea rl y last decade.:. hu ndreds of millions Alaska 4 28 1 5 29 25 
of do llars of c:lpilal in\,CSlIllCntS wcrc delayed Arizona 22 26 18 49 1 6 
" .. ·hen then ~Governor Rod 13 l::igojcvich pro posed :t Arkansas 35 39 26 42 11 19 
hell)' gross receipls WX. On ly when the leg isblu rc California 48 31 50 41 16 14 

Colorado 19 21 15 44 28 22 
reso und ingly defe:lled the bill did the inVCS lTllCIlt Connecticut 42 35 33 32 23 49 
resume. In 2005, Ca l ifo rni a~based Intel decided Delaware 13 50 28 2 2 13 
10 b uild a multi-bill ion do llar chip~maki ng Florida 5 13 1 18 6 16 
f.1ci liry in Ari1.01l:1 d ue to its f.1Vorable corporate Georgia 32 8 41 12 24 31 
inco me lax system . In 20 10, Northru p Grumm:ln Hawaii 30 4 35 16 38 12 

Idaho 18 18 23 23 47 3 
chose to mOVe its headq uart ers LO Virginia over Illinois 31 47 11 33 43 44 
M:lr), bnd, c iting thL' bL'lf<:r business tax clim :tlc,~ Indiana 10 24 10 11 13 5 
Anecdotes such as these re inforce wha t we know Iowa 40 49 32 24 36 38 
o'om economic theory: taxcs matter LO businesscs, Kansas 20 37 17 31 12 29 
:\llCl those placcs with the mos t competiti ve l ax Kentucky 27 27 29 10 48 17 

systems will reap the bel1efirs: of business-friend ly Louisiana 33 17 25 50 4 24 
Maine 29 45 21 9 33 40 

tax c1i m:u cs. Ma~land 41 15 46 8 40 41 
Tax compctilio n is an un pleasalll rea li ty for Massachusetts 25 34 13 17 49 47 

stnt(· reVt;' nuc and b udgt.'r offi cials, bur it is an Michigan 14 9 14 7 44 28 
Minnesota 47 44 47 35 41 33 

dfccri vt.· resrraint on st,He and local ra.:'\L's. It ,tiso 17 11 20 28 5 32 
helps to murc l:ffi ciendy alloca te resources bcca ll~c 

businesses can locatc in thc sr:m:s where l hc)' 
receive the se rvices they need at the lowest cost. Nebraska 34 36 30 29 8 39 

Wllt:n a state impmcs high!:r t:l..XC,:S than a neigh- Nevada 3 1 1 40 42 9 
New Hampshire 8 48 9 1 46 42 

bo ring state, businesses will cross the border to New Jerse;t 49 41 48 46 32 50 
somt: exr<.' nt. Therefore, stares with more competi - New Mexico 38 40 34 45 17 1 
ti ve tax sysl'cms scorc well in the index because New York 50 25 49 38 45 45 
they :tn: b~s t su i t~d IU gt' ll cratC' economic gro wth. North Carolina 44 29 42 47 7 30 

North Dakota 28 22 38 21 19 2 
Stare- lawmakers afe alway.., mind fu l of ,hcir Ohio 39 23 44 30 10 20 

Slates' busi ness la X cl imatcs hut they arc ofl cn Oklahoma 36 12 39 39 3 11 
{cll1ptcd to lu re business with luc rati ve tax inccn- Oregon 12 32 31 4 34 15 
lives and subsidies instead o f broad-based (ax Pennsylvania 24 46 16 19 39 43 

reform. 111is can bc a dangero us prnposi don, as 
Rhode Island 46 43 36 27 50 46 
South Carolina 37 10 40 22 30 21 

lhe example of Dell Computers and Nonh Ca ro- South Dakola 2 1 1 34 37 18 
li na illustraH:s. North C1rolina agreed to $240 Tennessee 15 14 8 43 27 37 
mill ion wort h of incemivcs fa lurc Dell to lhe Texas 11 38 7 36 14 35 
stalc. Many of the incentives came in the fo rm of Utah 9 5 12 20 18 4 

Vermont 45 42 45 13 22 48 
lax cn:dits fro m the sr:uc an d iOGd govcrnmelHs. Virginia 26 6 37 6 35 26 
Unfo rtu nately, Dell an no ll llC('d in 2009 that it Washington 6 30 1 48 20 23 
would be closing the plant aftcr only four years of West Virginia 23 20 24 25 26 27 
opcr.a tions.; A 2007 USrl Tod~}'af1 i cle chronicled Wisconsin 43 33 43 15 25 36 
!>im ilar problems o t/1('r !Ha t cS arc hav ing wi th ('om- Wyoming 1 1 1 14 31 34 

p:tni t:s that n:ceivc gcnerous tax inccnti \rcs . ~ 
Disl. of Columbia 44 35 34 41 26 44 

bWlllakers ('reate these dea ls under Ihe ba n~ 
Note: A rank of 1 is more favorable for business than a rank of 50. Rankings do n~ 
average 10 10tal. States without a lax rank equally as 1. D.C. score and rank do not af-

ncr o f job crealion and econom ic development . feet other states. Report shows tax systems as of July 1. 2013 (the beginning of Fiscal 
bur thl:' tru th is [hm if a stntl' nwds ro offer such Year2014). 
pacbgcs. il is most like ly cO\'(' ring for a wocrul Source: Tax Foundation. 

( 2 D~mJ HC'd~·th & Rus.llind HddC'rIl1JIl. NorllJlv! Gr lllflllMII duidrJ 10 III/IIY' brtldqWITIrN to Northrm \ ·irgilljfl. \'\;'SIII "r.mN I'\)S'!, ApI. 27. 2010. 
3 Austin Mond inc. D('I/I'/Io North CnroltlMp/nm dapttr $.180111 Jll'f'rmur. Til" H£CISTUt. Oct. S. 2009. 
4 DC'nni, CaudlO n, /Jl/} il1r~ JllrOlfil'('J 1..(1,(' LlIJli'r jilr SMI .... l ' ~j\ l l 11lAY. Aug. 22. 1:00-. 
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business rax c1 inutc. A f<t r mort' effective appm:tch 1. Ta.x('s maner to husincss. Business raxes "ifcer 

( is!() "'y..,lcmal.i cally improve the bu ~i ncss lax c1i - busim:..,~ Jccisions. job crc:llion and retention, 
mat £; for lhe long (crm so as 10 improve the.: St:uc's plant loc<ltion, competitiveness. the tran sp:tr-
compcliti \'('n ~s. Whl'n as!;oocss ing which changes to cncy of the tax system. and the lo ng-term 
make, lawmakers need 10 fl'mcmber I WO rules: health of a SI:ltc'S economy. Most impon:IIHly, 

ta.xcs dill1ini~h profi ts. If taxes t"kt· a largl" 

Tabk2 
portion of profits. thar cosr is pasS<'d a long to 

ei ther consumers (through highcr prices), eln-
Stnte Bus;ness Tax Climate Judex. 2012 - 2014 ploye.:s (duough lower wages or fcwt:f jobs), or 

Change from shareholders (through lower dividends or sh;'ll"C 
2014 2014 2013 2013 2012 2012 2013 to 2014 

valu.:). 1hus, a sr:ltt: wilh lower tax costs will State Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score 
Alabama 21 5.21 20 5.22 20 5.22 -1 -0.01 be morc :ml'a Cl ivc to business investment, ;'Ind 

Alaska 4 7.24 4 7.30 4 7.35 0 -0.06 more likely to experience econom ic growth. 
ArIzona 22 5.20 27 5. 10 27 5.12 5 0.10 2. States do 110 1 e n"CI lax changes (incre:lses or 
Arkansas 35 4.89 32 4.93 30 4.97 -3 -0.04 cm s) in a vacuum . Every ta." law will in some 
California 48 3.76 48 3.68 48 3.77 0 0.08 
Colorado 19 5.27 19 5.31 17 5.39 0 -D.04 way change a state's competitive position rda-

Connecticut 42 4.47 43 4.44 41 4.49 1 0.03 dve to its immediatc neighbors, its geographic 
Delaware 13 5.75 13 5.75 12 5.75 0 -0.01 region , and cven globally. Ultim;ncly, it wi ll 
Florida 5 6.91 5 6.84 5 6.88 0 0.07 affe.:Ct rhe statc's national standing as a placc to 
Georgia 32 4.92 35 4.91 32 4.95 3 0.01 live and 10 d o business. Entrepreneurial ~ta l Cs 
Hawaii 30 5.02 31 4.94 34 4.91 1 0.09 
Idaho 18 5.31 18 5.31 18 5.27 0 0.00 can rake advanragc of the lax increases of their 

Illinois 31 5.00 30 4.97 28 5.03 -1 0.03 neighbors to lure businesses out of high-tax 
Indiana 10 5.99 11 5.86 11 5.89 1 0.13 staf{'S. 
Iowa 40 4.55 40 4.54 40 4.52 0 0.00 

In rC:l li(y. tax- induced economic d islOr-Kansas 20 5.22 26 5.11 25 5.15 6 0.11 
Kentucky 27 5.08 25 5. 12 26 5.14 -2 -0.04 lions arc a fact oflifc, so a morc realisti c goa l is 
Louisiana 33 4.90 33 4.92 33 4.95 0 -0.02 1O ma.ximizc Ihe occas ions when bu sinesses and 
Maine 29 5.04 29 5.02 37 4.78 0 0.01 ind ivid ua ls u e guided by business principles and 

( 
Ma!Xland 41 4.49 41 4.49 43 4.40 0 0.00 minimize those cases where cconomic dec isions 
Massachusetts 25 5.09 24 5.12 23 5.16 -1 -0.02 

arc influenced, m icromanaged. Of ('ven dictated by Michigan 14 5.73 14 5.71 19 5.24 0 0.02 
Minnesota 47 4.06 45 4.26 45 4.25 -2 -0.19 a Ia.X S}'S{l·m. lh: 010[(,' r idd led a ta.x s),stl'm is witb 
Mississippi 17 5.36 17 5.36 16 5.40 0 0.01 polit ica lly motivatcd preferences, lhe less likely it 
Missouri 16 5.47 16 5.46 15 5.48 0 0.01 is that business dedsio ns wi ll he mad e in response 
Montana 7 6.24 7 6.26 7 6.28 0 ·0.01 (() markct forces. 1l1e Judex rewards those statcs 
Nebraska 34 4.89 34 4.92 35 4.90 0 -0.02 

that apply these pri nciples . Nevada 3 7.46 3 7.42 3 7.44 0 0.05 
New Hampshire 8 6.08 8 6.12 8 6.27 0 -0.04 Ranking th(' compc titivt.·IK'ss offi f[y vcr)' 
New Jerse~ 49 3.45 49 3.51 50 3.46 0 -0.05 difli'rcnr !"aX s)'~te.'ms pfl'l't'nrS many challcl1gl·s. 
New Mexico 38 4.72 38 4.72 38 4.74 0 0.00 especially when a Slare di spenses with a major New York 50 3.45 50 3.43 49 3.49 0 0.02 
North Carolina 44 4.35 44 4.29 44 4.27 0 0.06 tax entirdy. Should Indiana's tax syslem , which 

North Dakota 28 5.05 28 5.05 29 5.01 0 0.00 includes lhree rdati vely neutral raxc~ on sa les, 
Ohio 39 4.58 39 4.55 39 4.53 0 0.03 individua l income and corporate income, be 
Oklahoma 36 4.88 36 4.88 31 4.95 0 0.00 considered more or less competitive lh:ln Alaska's 
Oregon 12 5.75 12 5.79 14 5.64 0 -D.04 lax syste m, which includes a part icu larly burclcn-Pennsylvania 24 5.1 1 22 5.15 21 5.18 -2 -0.04 
Rhode Island 46 4.14 47 4.16 46 4.21 1 -0.02 some corporate inco mc tax but no sla l"c\vide {ax 
South Carolina 37 4.86 37 4.88 36 4.86 0 -0.02 o n ind ividuaJ income or sa les? 
South Dakota 2 7.52 2 7.53 2 7.52 0 -0.01 The 11Idt?· deals with such questions by COI11-
Tennessee 15 5.59 15 5.60 13 5.65 0 -0.01 
Texas 11 5.91 10 5.91 10 6.03 -1 -0.01 paring: tht.· states on over J 00 djfft.'rt~nt variabks 

utah 9 6.01 9 5.99 9 6.04 0 0.02 in rhe five.' impllrtanl art.·as of taxa ri on (majur 
Vermont 45 4.14 46 4.20 47 4.17 1 -D.06 busim"ss taxes, individua l income laXC'S, sa.les taxes, 
VIrginia 26 5.09 23 5.13 24 5.15 -3 -0.04 lLll t.' Olplo)'lllcl1t insurance (;CUCS, <lnd prope n y 
Washington 6 6.32 6 6.33 6 6.34 0 -0.01 taxes) and tlll'1l adding rhe rt"'Sulrs up to a fin al, 
West Virginia 23 5.19 21 5.18 22 5.18 -2 0.01 

uvC'rali r.mking:. 1l1is app roach rewards sta res on Wisconsin 43 4.43 42 4.47 42 4.44 -1 -0.03 
W~omi!:!9 1 7.58 1 7.64 1 7.66 0 -0.05 panicu lariy scrong aspects of {heir {a.x systems 
Dist. of Cofumbia 44 4.37 44 4.34 41 4.52 0 0.03 (or penalizing thcm on particularl y weak aspects) 

( 
Note: A rank of 1 is more favorable for business than a rank of 50. A score of 10 is more while also me:lsuring the: gener.11 competi ti ve ness 
favorable for business than a score of O. All scores are for fISCal years. D.C. score and uf their m'e rall (aX systems. lhc resull i~:l scurc 
rank do not affect other siates. 

[hat can be compared to other statcs' scores.U lti-Source: Tax Foundation. 
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Our current situation 

• There have been numerous studies published in recent years indicating that the cost of doing business in California is 
already substantially higher than the national average and compared to other competitor states, such as large states or 
states in the western United States. These studies have for the most part demonstrated higher costs by taking significant 
business cost factors such as Unemployment Insurance, taxes, workers compensation, energy, healthcare, regulations and 
litigation costs and comparing them on a state by state basis. There has been little work that has conso lidated these studies . 

• The California Foundation for Commerce and Education (CFCE) anticipates that key policy makers may pose new policy 
initiatives in the coming legislative session that may strive to make California more business unfriendly. In order to inform 
policy decision makers about the relatively high cost of doing business in the state, CFCE is seeking to commission a study 
that reviews currently available studies and synthesizes them in a clear and credible manner. The study should compare 
California to other comparable states (either western or large states) and should be comprehensive to the extent possible. 

• Andrew Chang & Company was retained to assess how California's cost of doing business compares to other states and 
examining existing estimates for insight and public data and estimates for specific costs. Specifically, we were charged with 
incorporating the costs of: 

- Labor costs, including average wages, unemployment insurance, workers compensation insurance; 

- Energy costs, including electricity, natural gas and transportation fuel; 

- Litigation costs; and 

- Taxes 
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California compares poorly in national rankings to other states in the issues of 
business friendliness and taxes, legal, energy and labor costs 

Median Ranking (Best to Worst) 

49 
47 

48 

43 
41 

' ____ L~ 

General Business Cost of Taxes Cost of Litigation Cost of Energy Cost of Labor 

Source: Literature Review (see appendix) 

Key Observations 

• We reviewed current state rankings 
from various trade associations, news 
agencies, and research organizations 
in the categories of general business, 
taxes, legal, energy and labor costs . 
Thought there were some variations , 
taken in whole, we found that the 
California is generally considered to be 
an unfriendly business climate 
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INTRODUCTION 

My name is Rob Blaufuss and I am currently employed by Dean Foods as the Senior 

Manager of Dairy Risk Management and Economics. My business address is located at 2711 

North Haskell Ave, Dallas, Texas, 75204. Dean Foods is the largest fluid milk processor in the 

U.S., with 67 plants in 32 states. While fluid milk represents the bulk of Dean Foods business we 

also manufacture ice cream, cultured products, juices and teas. We own and operate three 

bottling plants located in the state of California; Berkeley Farms, which serves northern 

California and Alta Dena and Heartland Farms both of which serve southern California. Dean 

also has one ice cream plant located in Buena Park. 

Disorderly Marketing, or Lack Thereof 

The Proponents of Proposal I spend a great deal of time testifying to the regulated price 

differences between the California state order and the Federal Orders. However there was 

minimal data put into the record as to how these price differences have led to inefficient 

movements of milk both in and out of the state. While differences in regulated prices have the 

potential to cause disorderly marketing conditions, the mere fact that prices are different does not 

alone indicate disorderly marketing conditions. 

The declared policy goals of the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, the Act 

which provides for the forming of FMMO's, are to, "establish and maintain such orderly 

marketing conditions for any agricultural commodity enumerated in section 8c(2) (the section 

which includes milk) as will provide, in the interests of producers and consumers, an orderly 

flow of the supply thereof to market throughout its normal marketing season to avoid 

unreasonable fluctuations in supplies and price i
." With these goals in mind, Federal Milk 
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Marketing Orders have sought to ensure a stable supply of milk to the market. Historically 

speaking, this has routinely, consistently and only been interpreted to mean milk for fluid 

purposes. 

While milk production in California has experienced year-over-year declines throughout 

January - September 2015, Dean Foods has not experienced problems in procuring an adequate 

supply of milk for our manufacturing facilities in the state. Historically we have felt comfortable 

with the amount of milk available to Class I bottlers as well as with the level of reserve supply 

which stands ready to meet the needs of Class I handlers. Consumers have experienced no 

interruptions in their ability to buy fresh, safe and wholesome fluid milk products. 

Currently however, we are experiencing a significant milk supply issue. For the past two 

weeks we have struggled to source an adequate supply of milk for our Southern California 

facilities. We reached out to all the major Cooperatives in the state, as well as others, and found a 

limited response to make milk available. The severity of our current issue was such that the idea 

of asking for enacting the call provision in the state's statute was raised as an option. Thus far we 

have focused on the commercial options available to us, allowing the market to work. We think 

others could be having challenges as well, for legal reasons we have not worked to find out what 

is happening with our competitors. We have been in discussion with CDF A staff around how this 

provision would ultimately work. Our current expectation is that our milk supply issue will last 

at least another two weeks. Should our supply issue not improve in the coming weeks we could 

still yet file a call petition with the state. 

I will admit that a significant portion of our current predicament comes as a result of the 

rain and subsequent mudslides which impacted the state two weeks ago. Issues will always arise 

when one is dealing with production agriculture. Things happen, from natural disasters to farm 
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production issues to consumer trends. An individual Market Administrator has limited tools at 

their disposal to ensure an adequate supply of fluid milk to Class I handlers, with the main tool 

being the ability to adjust shipping percentage requirements. In the past Market Administrators 

have used this provision, a provision that is uniform to all Federal Orders, to adjust the amount 

of milk supply plants must ship to Class I plants. Dean believes it is critical that Federal Order 

language provide a Market Administrator the discretion to make changes to shipping percentages 

without requiring the administrative process of a Federal Order hearing. Changes happen quickly 

in the dairy industry and responses are needed in like fashion. In failing to include any shipping 

requirements in their California Federal Order proposal, the proponents of Proposal I have 

eliminated the Market Administrators main tool in the toolbox. 

Dean Foods procures, manufactures and sells a significant amount of milk in the state of 

California. We are actively engaged in the California dairy market. Our milk supply is sourced 

through both a direct supply and through cooperative suppliers. All milk used in our fluid plants 

located in the state is sourced from California producers, we do not typically import bulk milk 

into our plants from out-of-state producers. A significant portion of our milk supply comes from 

producers located within 100 miles of our bottling plants. At our Alta Dena facility, 54% of our 

raw milk supply is located within 100 miles of the plant with the remainder of the milk located 

250 miles or less from the facility. A map of our Alta Dena milk supplies can be found in Figure 

I. At our Berkeley Farms facility, 99% of the milk is sourced from locations within 100 miles 

from the plant with the remaining I % located within 250 miles. The sourcing footprint for this 

facility is highlighted in Figure 2. As for our Heartland Farms facility, 99% of the monthly milk 

supply comes from sources 250 miles or less from the plant with 1% of the plant's total milk 

supplies located within 100 miles of the facility. The supply locations for Heartland is provided 
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in Figure 3. The milk supply geographies in Figures 1-3 was reflective our milk supplies as of 

June 2015 . 

We have been given no indication from either our direct shippers or our cooperatives 

suppliers of instances of chaotic and inefficient movements of milk occurring in California. 

Significant changes in premiums paid in excess to the regulated classified minimum prices can 

often be indicative of disorder in a marketing order. Our California Class lover-order premiums 

have remained steady for quite some time. As a manufacturer of Class I, 2 and 3 products in the 

state of California, I can tell you that we do not view current milk marketing conditions in 

California to be disorderly. The conditions as we see them can only be described as orderly. 

In his opening statement, Mr. Hollon discussed in detail the regulated price differences 

between Federal Order Class II and California Class 2 and 3 prices. However, the comparison 

between FMMO regulated minimum prices for Class II and California Class 2 and 3 is not an 

apples-to-apples comparison. The cities mentioned as destination points for condensed skim, 

Denver, Kansas City and Nashville, are all areas regulated by the Federal Order system. What 

the Proponents of Proposal I fail to mention is that current Federal Order language allows all 

Class II, III and IV plants to de-pool from their respective orders when there are economic 

incentives to do so. Non-pool plants, per FMMO provisions, are not required to pay the 

regulated minimum Class prices. The Cooperatives specifically call out September 2014 as a 

month with a wide disparity Of$2.1;;~dredWeight;; between Federal Order regulated minimum 

Class II prices and California Class 2 prices. Class II plants located in Federal Order 32, the 

order in which both Denver and Kansas City are located, would have had very little incentive to 

be in the pool in September 2014. The regulated minimum Class II price in September 2014 was 

$26.11 per hundredweight. The FMMO 32 blend price at base zone differential for the month 
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was $24.83 per hundredweight. A Class II plant located in Kansas City, MO, which happens to 

be the base zone location for FO 32, would have chosen to de-pool in an effort to avoid having to 

pay $1.28 per hundredweight into the Federal Order 32 Pool. A Class II plant in Denver would 

also have de-pooled from Order 32 to avoid paying into the pool a location adjusted $0.73 per 

hundredweight. A Class II plant in Nashville would be regulated under Federal Order 7. The 

high Class I utilization in this order ultimately means that Class II plants would nearly always 

choose to i'Gm3in pool due to the higher blend prices enjoyed in that area of the country. For the 

month of September 2014, a Class II facility located in Nashville, TN would have remained in 

the pool in order to draw from the pool a location adjusted value of $0.85 per hundredweight. 

The monthly pool or de-pool decisions for plants in this hypothetical example for January 2014-

September 2015 can be found in Table I . 

Dean purchases a significant amount of bulk condensed skim milk, which is ultimately 

used in our facilities around the country. While at one time we were sourcing a portion of our 

condensed skim from California sources we have increasingly moved away from it as 

transportation costs escalated. It is our experience that bulk spot loads of condensed skim 

moving from California into the Federal Orders has not disrupted markets to any noticeable 

degree in recent years as a result of a price gap between CA and FO regulated minimum prices. 

If the Coops truly felt that there was disorderly marketing occurring in the state and inefficient 

movements of Class 2 & 3 milk were happening as a result of the state's pricing architecture why 

in recent years have they only petitioned for hearings on adjusting the Class 4b price? There has 

been absolutely no attempt to address the issues ostensibly causing disorderly marketing for 

Class 1,2,3 and 4a milk referenced by the proponents of Proposal I in their case-in-chief. While 
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differences in pricing systems have the potential to lead to disorderly marketing, it is not itself 

indicative of disorderly marketing. 

Over the past decade there have been instances where unregulated milk, be it raw or 

packaged product, moving into California from neighboring states has caused disruptions in the 

California Class I market. Interstate commerce laws do not allow for California to regulate the 

milk being moved into the state from neighboring states. Speaking specifically from a Class I 

stand-point, such movement of milk is able to occur when the out-of state price of milk (typically 

the local statistical uniform price) is cheaper than the Class 1 price in California. Competitive 

pressures from both out-of-state bulk milk and packaged fluid milk were significantly reduced by 

federal statute, CDFA and Federal Order regulation changes which occurred in the mid-to-Iate 

2000's. 

In two separate hearings in the mid-2000's CDFA dealt with the disparity between 

California Class 1 price and uniform prices being paid in neighboring states. At the time, the 

wide disparity in prices had led to a loss in Class 1 sales for processors that produced, processed 

and sold California milk. These hearings resulted in a reduction to California Class 1 prices 

which reduced the economic benefit to import milk into California. Other significant regulatory 

changes occurred in 2006 when USDA and then the U.S. Congress set limits for entities seeking 

Producer-Handler status and in 2009 when USDA began fully regulating Producer-Handlers 

whose Class I route dispositions were in exces~ million pounds a month, including sales into 

California. These Federal Order regulation changes impacted a competitor in Arizona who was 

increasing his California Class I sales. In the years following the Federal Order 124/13 1 decision 

and adoption of the Milk Regulatory Equity Act, fluid milk sales moving into California from 

Arizona declined compared to levels experienced in the early 2000' s;;'. Dean has not seen a 
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noticeable change in milk import levels in the California market over the past year. While 

competition for fluid milk sales in the state remains highly competitive, our market intelligence 

on the California market does not point to any major changes in out-of-state competition which 

would indicate disorderly marketing. The main source of increased competition for fluid milk 

sales over the past year has not come from out-of-state plants but rather in-state producer-

handlers. 

While the proponents of Proposal I may try to bury the lead, make no mistake about it, 

this hearing is occurring because of dissatisfaction over the disparity between the California 

Class 4b price and the Federal Order Class III price. Producers are focused on increased revenue, 

and in this case revenue derived from cheese and whey. The Class III price and its relationship to 
.. ",eli ~c<-I-W<1. 

the California Class 4b price however is not in-and of itself 8eftnitive of disorderly marketing. 

The California state order has served both producers and processors well throughout the 

years. Dean is not of the belief that the state order is so beyond repair as to require the forming of 

a new Federal Order in California. CDFA has typically been responsive in addressing issues that 

have arisen which impact the orderly and efficient marketing of milk in the state. When 

disorderly marketing conditions have occurred, CDFA made appropriate adjustments to 

regulatory language to address it. 

Speaking as a Class I processer, Proposal I as it is written makes me exceedingly uneasy 

about having access to an adequate milk supply long term. As outlined by the evidence I have 

presented here, I do not share Mr. Hollon's view that, "The FMMO proposed by the cooperatives 

would not only promote and enhance orderly marketing conditions, but would also address long 

standing conditions of disorderly marketing."iv There are several key requirements that are 

uniformly found in all other Federal Orders r~R which seek to ensure orderly marketing 
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conditions. By simply repackaging California regulatory language into a Federal Order, the 

Coops have failed to account for those FMMO provisions. In order to provide for the orderly 

marketing of milk in a Federal Order construct, provisions such as shipping percentages and re-

pooling restrictions were put in place to ensure that supply plants meet basic performance 

standards in order to have access to the additional value generated by the market-wide pool and 

especially the Class I proceeds. A market-wide Federal Order pool sans performance 

requirements, like the one proponents of Proposal 1 have proposed, could lead to disorderly 

marketing in California. 

I Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937. 
http://www.ams. usda.gov/sites/defaultlfiles/media! Agricultural_ MarketinL Act_ oC 193 7%5B I %5 D. pdf 
"Testimony of Elvin Hollon (Exhibit 19). P.19 
Hi California Department of Food and Agriculture Class I, 2 and 3 Hearing - October 30, 2008. Analysis for October 
15,2008 Workshop. Background Data: Figure 19. 
i, Testimony of Elvin Hollon (Exhibit 19). P.2. 
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Table 1 

A B C D D-(B+$0.55) (D-B) D-(C-$0.90) 

pay pool/(draw pay pool/(draw pay pool/(draw 

from pool) from pool) from pool) 

Pool Obligation Pool Obligation Pool Obligation 

for Denver for Kansas City for Nashville 

FO 32 Blend FO 7 Blend Class II Price Class II Plant Pool or Depool Class II Plant Pool or Depool Class II Plant Pool or Depool 

Jan-14 $ 21.55 $ 24.77 $ 22.21 $ 0.11 Depool $ 0.66 Depool $ (1 .66) Poo l 
Feb-14 $ 23.21 $ 25 .81 $ 23 .73 $ (0.03) Pool $ 0.52 Depool $ (1.18) Pool 

Mar-14 $ 23.68 $ 26.56 $ 24.22 $ (0.01) Pool $ 0.54 Depool $ (1.44) Pool 

Apr-14 $ 24.20 $ 26.73 $ 24.74 $ (0.01) Pool $ 0.54 Depool $ (1.09) Pool 

May-14 $ 23 .58 $ 26.83 $ 24.44 $ 0.31 Depool $ 0.86 Depool $ (1.49) Pool 

Jun-14 $ 22 .75 $ 25 .88 $ 23 .94 $ 0.64 Depool $ 1.19 Depool $ (1 .04) Pool 
Jul-14 $ 23 .02 $ 26.43 $ 24.41 $ 0.84 Depool $ 1.39 Depool $ (1.12) Pool 

Aug-14 $ 23 .76 $ 27 .39 $ 25.34 $ 1.03 Depool $ 1.58 Depool $ (1.15) Pool 

Sep-14 $ 24.83 $ 27 .86 $ 26.11 $ 0.73 Depool $ 1.28 Depool $ (0.85) Pool 

Oct-14 $ 23.46 $ 26.73 $ 21 .93 $ (2 .08) Pool $ (1.53) Pool $ (3.90) Pool 
Nov-14 $ 21.38 $ 24.85 $ 19.91 $ (2.02) Poo l $ (1.47) Pool $ (4 .04) Pool 
Dec-14 $ 19.51 $ 24.66 $ 19.09 $ (0 .97) Pool $ (0.42) Pool $ (4.67) Poo l 

Jan-IS $ 16.54 $ 20.39 $ 16.18 $ (0 .91) Pool $ (0.36) Pool $ (3 .31) Pool 

Feb-IS $ 15.78 $ 19.24 $ 14.48 $ (1 .85) Pool $ (1.30) Pool $ (3.86) Pool 
Mar-IS $ 15.49 $ 18.30 $ 14.50 $ (1 .54) Pool $ (0.99) Pool $ (2.90) Pool 
Apr-IS $ 15.62 $ 18.33 $ 14.98 $ (1.19) Pool $ (0.64) Pool $ (2.45) Pool 

May-IS $ 15.98 $ 18.59 $ 14.81 $ (1.72) Pool $ (1.17) Pool $ (2 .88) Pool 
Jun-lS $ 16.30 $ 18.94 $ 14.77 $ (2 .08) Pool $ (1.53) Pool $ (3 .27) Pool 
Jul-lS $ 16.27 $ 19.31 $ 14.70 $ (2 .12) Poo l $ (1 .57) Pool $ (3.71) Pool 

Aug-IS $ 16.27 $ 19.18 $ 14.54 $ (2 .28) Pool $ (1 .73) Pool $ (3.74) Pool 
Sep-lS $ 16.68 $ 20.19 $ 15.36 $ (1.87) Pool $ (1.32) Poo l $ (3.93) Pool 



Proposals to Promulgate a Federal Milk Marketing Order for California 
Hearing in Clovis, California, October 2015 

Statement of John H Vetne on FMMO policy evolution: Orderly 
Marketing and Sec. 8c(J8) Supply and Demand pricing. 

i EXHIBIT 

i I \I 
I 

This hearing has presented a good opportunity for industry and agency participants 
to learn, or to understand better, how government regulation of milk pricing came 
to be, and how government milk pricing policies have evolved in response to 
evolution of milk production, milk processing, milk manufacturing, and milk 
product distribution practices. Dr. Bill Schiek had taken us through a history of 
the California program. Paul Christ and Dennis Schad have outlined the evolution 
of parts of the FMMO program. I hope to contribute some additional perspective to 
the FMMO program from my experience of over 40 years, and USDA literature, 
including regulatory decisions. 

This is important, I believe, so that party presentations and agency deliberations 
can be measured against expressed policies, and why such policies came to be. And 
if a departure from policy is desirable, to recognize the departure and explain why a 
departure is necessary. 

Dairy economics literature is also important as a reference and a guide to decision· 
making reasonableness. The U.S. Secretary of Agriculture, speaking through his 
Judicial Officer, has explained that milk order promulgation and amendment 
decisions are properly measured against "the view of the leading experts in the field 
of dairy marketing .... It is in the light ofthese views by the leading dairy experts 
that the Secretary's final decision should be evaluated."l 

Orderly and Disorderly Marketing of Milk 

The AMAA statement of congressional policy, in 7 USC Section 602~, allows the 
Secretary "to establish and maintain such orderly marketing conditions for [milk 
and other farm productsl ... as will provide, in the interests of producers and 
consumers, an orderly flow ofthe supply thereofto market .... " The terms "orderly" 

1 In re Borden, Inc., 46 Agric. Dec. 1315, l420 (1987). The Borden decision gave particular attention 
to the Nourse Report - Report to the Secretary of Agriculture by the Federal Milk Order Study 
Committee (USDA, 1962), Borden at 1409·1416, and to Part I of the Report of the Milk Pricing 
Advisory Committee; Milk Pricing Policy and Procedures- Part I, The Milk Pricing Problem, (USDA, 
1972), Borden at 1416 - 20. Part II of Milk Pricing Policy and Procedures - Part II, Alternative 
Pricing Procedures (USDA 1973), discusses policy and regulatory options for pricing of Grade A milk 
without reliance upon Grade B (M·W) competitive prices, since Grade B production was rapidly 
diminishing. Part II concludes that product price formulas, with product reference prices and make 
allowances, would be the best option. The Nourse Report is available at available at 
http ://d;ir~.wisc.edli/puhP()d/p l.lhs/Nour8e .pdf . lldilk Pricing Policy Part I can be found at 
http://dliirv.wisc.edu/PubPodlReference/Libmry/Knutson,eta1.l972.ndf . Milk Pricing Policy Part II 
can be found at htt.p:lldaiP/.wisc.eciu/PubPodiReference/Library/Kn utson.etal.03.1973.pdf . 
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or "disorderly" are not defined, but are explained by historical context and agency 
decisions for 80 years. 

Historical context, and USDA illustration of conditions that may demonstrate 
disorder sufficient to warrant federal intervention, are summarized in the most 
recent AMS program brochure entitled "The Federal Milk Marketing Order 
Program" (Marketing Bulletin No. 27, updated January 1989) ("FMMO Bul. 27). 
This publication has not been updated in the past 25 years, and is not available on 
USDA websites, so it is reproduced in Part A of my exhibits. Disorderly milk 
market early history is summarized in pages 7 . 10,2 and illustrations of more 
recent disorderly behavior in unregulated markets that may merit regulatory 
intervention, or "conditions indicating need for an order," is described in pages 11 -
12 of FMMO Bul. 27. 

The application and evolution of USDA policy in identifying and quantifying milk 
market disorder is shown in its decisions. In my view and experience, USDA has 
generally applied its policies consistent with the Erba'Novakovic definition of 
"disorderliness" as "lack of a predictable, sustainable, and efficient flow of a product 
to a specific market," and lack of "orderly relationship between different markets in 
terms of price and supply .... "3 That is, an assertion of disorderly or undesirable 
conditions is demonstrated, if at all, by observable and quantifiable market 
behavior. 

The two most recent milk marketing order promulgation decisions demonstrate this 
principle. ,In 19~ a marketing order for southern Idaho and eastern Oregon was 
created. Proponent cooperatives, given a second chance to prove their case, 
presented substantial evidence of market behavior that was deemed disorderly.4 In 
1990, a marketing order was promulgated for the Carolinas. This promulgation 

2 A more detailed history of milk marketing disorder prior to the AMAA, and of USDA's evolving 
methods to stabilize milk markets through marketing orders, is contained in the "Nourse Report." 
3 Eric M. Erba and Andrew M. Novakovic, The Evolution of Milk Pricing and Government 
Intervention in Dairy Markets, (Cornell Program on Dairy Markets and Policy, E.B. 95'05, Feb. 
1995), http://dain.wisc.edu/publ'od/pubs/EB9505.pdf .USDA's 1972 Milk Pricing Policy and 
Procedures Report (Part I, pages 4'5), explained that "orderliness, in a market context, is the 
opposite of chaos .... In the long run, it implies prices which achieve a reasonable balance between 
production ~nd consumption." "It implies the establishment of relations between producers and 
handlers which facilitate fair, but not disruptive, competition among producers and handlers while 
encouraging the establishment ofreliable channels of trade." 
4 46 Fed. Reg. 21944 (Apr. 4, 1981) (Final Decision). Idaho-area cooperatives had previously sought 
a milk marketing order for the region, but USDA recommended against an order because, in the 
agency's view, the proof offered at the first hearing was insufficient to warrant federal intervention. 
44 Fed. Reg. 48128 (1979). 
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was also supported by evidence of observed and quantified market behavior deemed 
to be disorderly. 5 

Milk Orders have been regularly amended to promote marketing efficiency, equity 
among handlers, equity among producers, adequate supplies for fluid use when 
needed, and efficient disposition of milk in excess of fluid needs to manufacturing 
plants. Amendments have frequently been needed because the orders themselves 
created disorderly marketing. For example, during the 1980's and 1990's Grade A 
milk production was expanding rapidly in markets with pooling standards designed 
to accommodate smaller pools of milk. To promote for surplus milk marketing 
efficiency and equitable access to market pools by producers ready, willing and able 
to supply milk for Class I use, diversion limits and other pool performance 
standards were often suspended after opportunity to comment, but without a 
hearing. Amendments, after formal hearing, followed after repeated suspensions. 
Gradually the orders adjusted to the market reality of larger pools of Grade A milk 
and occasional imbalance of supply with demand, by giving authority to Market 
Administrators to adjust pooling standards. 

Supply plant rules similarly evolved to promote efficiency. Historically, a supply 
plant was a place where small quantities of milk from many producers was 
assembled and transshipped to distributing plants. As farms produced more and 
more milk, and transportation technology improved, supply plants were allowed to 
direct· ship milk from producer patron farms to distributing plant customers, 
thereby enhancing marketing efficiency objectives. A vestige of the historical role 
of supply plants as a transshipment point is illustrated by the Upper Midwest 
requirement, as explained by Henry Schaeffer, that supply plant operators are still 
required to "wet the tank" once per month. 

The point of this is that USDA has consistently and reasonably relied upon a 
proponent of a milk order or order amendment to meet its burden of proof with 
evidence of market practices that constitute disorder before creating a regulatory 
remedy. In cases where proponents appeared to rely more on regulatory philosophy 
than on hard facts, USDA has rejected the proposed rule or order. This is 
illustrated by the 1979 recommended decision in the first Idaho promulgation 
hearing, and in the 1989 Texas'Southwest Plains decision denying proposals to 
regulate large producer-handlers.6 In the Texas decision, the Secretary agreed that 
lack of regulated pricing for producer-handlers "raises the potential for competitive 
inequities among handlers," and that in fact "there is not an equal sharing among 
all dairy farmers in the market of the returns from the sale of all milk in all uses. 
**** The existence of large producer handler operations merely implies that the 

5 55 Fed. Reg. 25623 (1990). 
6 54 Fed. Reg. 27179, 27182·83 (June 28, 1989). 
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conditions for disruptive and disorderly marketing conditions may exist."7 
Concluding his discussion of the proponents' failure to meet their evidentiary 
burden, the Secretary explained: 

The justified concern of proponents over the potential for unfair and disorderly 
marketing conditions has not manifested itself with any demonstrable evidence of 
disorder in the Texas market. **** Consequently, in view of insufficient evidence of 
market disorder attributable to producer-handler operations, there is no basis for 
adopting the proposal to regulate relatively large producer·handlers.8 

Notably, both in the Idaho market, and in markets with large producer-handlers, 
proponents offered substantial evidence in subsequent proceedings that met their 
burden of proof, and the Secretary then granted a milk order remedy. 

Remedies Available, and Considerations Required. for Milk Order Rules 

If a producer or cooperative or a handler petitions the USDA for a hearing to 
promulgate a milk order or amendment to cure apparent marketing disorder, what 
can the department do, and what must it do, if proponents have met their burden of 
proof as to disorderly conditions? 

Section 8c(5) of the AMAA governs marketing orders for milk. The introductory 
clause says: 

In the case of milk and its products, orders issued pursuant to this section shall 
contain one or more of the following terms and conditions, and (except as provided 
in subsection (7» no others:" 

There follows a list of authorized types of milk order rules, including the core 
principals of uniform classified pricing to handlers based on use, and uniform blend 
prices to producers regardless of handler use, each subject to certain limited 
adjustments, in subsections (A) and (B). 

In subsection (G) there is an express limitation on some types oftrade barriers, as 
follows: 

(G) No marketing agreement or order applicable to milk and its products in any 
marketing area shall prohibit or in any manner limit, in the case of the products of 
milk, the marketing in that area of any milk or product thereof produced in any 
production area in the United States. 

There is also an express standard for consideration of any milk order provision 
designed to fix or modify minimum prices to be paid producers. The Secretary must 

7 54 Fed. Reg. at 27182 (1989). 
8 54 Fed. Reg. at 27183 (1989). 
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consider a variety of "economic conditions which affect market supply and demand 
for milk and its products in the marketing area to which the contemplated 
agreement, order, or amendment relates ... ," and then "fix such prices as he finds 
will reflect such factors, insure a sufficient quantity of pure and wholesome milk, 
and be in the public interest." 7 U.S.C. Section 608c(18) (emphasis supplied). 

The Secretary has expressed his interpretation of this section many times in 
decisions and in correspondence. In 2008 the Secretary terminated a proceeding to 
consider higher Class I and II prices requested by NMPF to provide economic relief 
to dairy farmers,9 and on several occasions he denied requests for price relief due to 
conditions of drought and other milk production challenges because the markets 
had adequate supplies of milk for fluid beverage use, and the AMAA is not intended 
to be a price support program. Part B of my exhibits, in chronological order, 
contains some of these letter-determinations by the Secretary. Letters of 
September 17, 2012, by Secretary Vilsack and AMS Deputy Administrator for Dairy 
Programs, Dana Coale, contain a concise and thorough explanation of USDA's 
interpretation of the limits of its milk pricing authority under the AMAA. The 
Deputy Administrator explained: 

First, the Federal Milk Marketing Order (FMMO) program is not designed 
to be a price or income support program, since it is not authorized to 
establish minimum prices above the relative market value of the products 
of milk. **** 

Section 608c(18) of the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as 
amended, outlines the criteria and procedure by which the Secretary 
establishes and adjusts minimum prices in the FMMO program. 

Examination of local and regional supply and demand conditions in some marketing 
areas has nevertheless led to increased minimum milk prices since FMMO reform. 
USDA has twice increased Class I prices in the southeast markets" to address 
hurricane'created fluid milk supply difficulties in 2004, and to address declining 
milk supplies available to a growing population in 2008.10 

There is one other provision of the AMAA that requires examination of conditions 
unique to regional marketing and production areas for milk and other commodities. 
Section 608c(1l)(C) states: 

(C) All orders issued under this section which are applicable to the same commodity 
or product thereof shall, so far as practicable, prescribe such different terms, 
applicable to different production areas and marketing areas, as the Secretary finds 

973 Fed. Reg. 78917 (Dec. 24, 2008). 
10 69 Fed. Reg. 67670 (Nov. 19, 2004), and 73 Fed. Reg. 11194 (Feb. 29, 2008). 
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necessary to give due recognition to the differences in production and marketing of 
such commodity or product in such areas. 

But the Secretary's tasks are not completed even if record evidence is good, 
proposed rules conform to the limits of Section Sc(5), proposed prices are fixed after 
thoughtful consideration of Section Sc(lS) pricing factors, and unique regional 
factors are considered. If handlers do not agree to be bound to the terms of a 
marketing agreement, and for milk orders they never do, the Secretary must 
determine "that the issuance of such order is the only practical means of advancing 
the interests of the producers of such commodity [i.e., milk, in this casel pursuant to 
the declared policy ... " and is approved by producers. 7 U.S.C. Section 60Sc(9)(B) 
Although the "only practical means" test is expressed at the end of the process, it is 
something that the agency should bear in mind from the time a petition for hearing 
is received through the conclusion of decision' making. Application of this standard 
is reflected in USDA decisions that modify milk order terms requested by 
proponents and in decisions where USDA, on its own initiative, creates a regulatory 
remedy that no proponent has asked fOf. 

Several ofthese provisions present some unique challenges for USDA in addressing 
the Cooperatives' proposals for a California Milk Marketing Order, and in 
reconciling the proposed regulatory remedies with express statutory limitations and 
instructions. The proposals largely disregard Section 60Sc(lS) milk pricing 
standards, particularly for Class III and IV uses of milk, and they appear to create 
several barriers to the marketing of milk and dairy products in tension with the 
limits of Section 60Sc(5)(G). The proposal to incorporate the California milk quota 
system as part of a federal milk order plan for distribution of classified price milk 
revenue to producers unnecessarily creates tension with "uniform" producer price 
requirements of Section 60Sc(5)(B). 

A Few "Big Picture" Observations About Supply and Demand for Milk and its 
Products in California - The Marketing Area to Which the Contemplated Order 
Relates - And in Other U.S. Milk and Milk Product Production Areas 

Much data is aiready in the record concerning the growth of milk production, and of 
milk products production, in California. Useful visual tools to illustrate dairy 
growth in California, and dairy endeavors in the rest ofthe U.S., include U.S. 
Census of Agriculture Agricultural Atlas maps from the 1997, 2002, 2007 and 2012 
census showing the population of milk cows by location.!! The 2012 map is 
reproduced in Part C of exhibits. 

Another useful visual tool to examine supply and demand for products of milk 
produced in California, and in the rest of the U.s., and how supply and demand for 
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these products have changed rather dramatically from 1993 to May 2006, is the 
product flow to population/demand maps generated by the U.S. Dairy Sector 
Simulator model. The modeled cheese product flows from California in 1993 and 
2006 are reproduced in Part D of exhibits.12 

The simulated Class III price surface for milk delivered to cheese plants in the 1996 
USDSS report, based on 1993 data is contained on page AlO of the report (.pdfpage 
52), with the nation's lowest pricing points in central California, southern Idaho, 
and Minnesota, slightly higher prices in Wisconsin. 

California's supply of milk and cheese have clearly changed since 1993, and since 
2006 - the most recent year with some published cheese marketing results using 
the USDSS model. Cooperative proponents for a California Federal Milk 
Marketing Order urge USDA to look no further than 1990's data on supply and 
demand for milk and milk products, along with 1999 agency evaluation of that data, 
to reach a decision on appropriate minimum Class III and IV prices for California in 
2015 - 2016. It is difficult to imagine how proponents' myopic approach can satisfy 
Section 8c(18) of the AMAA. 

Detailed discussion of reasonable levels for Class III and IV pricing in California, in 
the event an FMMO is adopted for the state, will come in later testimony. 

, 

i ; 

. , 

12 James Pratt, Andrew Navakavic, Mark Stephenson, Phil Bishop, and Eric Erba, Us. Dairy Sector 
Simulator, A SpatiaJJy Disaggregated Model of the Us. Dairy industry (Carneli Agricultural 
Economics Staff Paper, No. 96'06, Nov. 1996), product flow map for cheese Cpdfpage 47). 
http://dairy.wisc.edu/pubPod/pubs/S1'9606.pdf Chuck Nicholson & Mark Stephenson, Class i 
Differentials With $2.50 Fuel to $5.00 Fuel , pawerpaint presentation to Invitational Workshop for 
Dairy Economists and Policy Analysts, May 5, 2011 (Chicago, Illinois), ppt .. pdfpage 20, 
h Up :/Id a iry rn n j·lcQ t8. orgfW or ksh op8/20 11 Chicago/Prese n ta t ions/Nicholson.PD F 
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PF..EFACE 

To work effectively, the Federal milk order program 
needs free, full and informed participation by all 
interested persons in the public proceedings which govern 
the orders. To that end, this publication is designed to 
provide a better imderstanding of the objectives of the 
program and the complex economic and marketing 
conditions of the dairy industry which provide the basis 
for Government involvement. It also explains the major 
provisions and the operation of the milk marketing orders. 

The Federal Milk, Marketing Order Program , Marketing 
Bulletin 27, was first published in October 1956 as 
Miscellaneous Publication No. 732, "Federal Milk 
Marketing Orders Their Establishment, Terms and 
Operation." The first Ildition " of Marketing Bulletin 27 

" was iBSulid in July 1963 and revised in April 1968. 

The 1981 edition revised sections on order provisions 
and administrative policy which had been changed since 
1968 by marketing developments, new legislation and 
court decisions." Questions and Answers on Federal Milk 
Marketing Orders, AMS-559, provides a condenSed version 

" of this publication in question-and-answer form. 

Revised June 1981 
Updated January 1989 
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THE FEDERAL MILK MARKETING 
ORDER PROGRAM· 

by the Dairy Division, AgricultllI"l4 
Marketing Service, United. States 

Department of Agric.,lture 

. INTRODUCTION 

Scope o~ the Milk Order Program " 

During 1987, about 106,000 U.S. 
farmers , delivered milk to handlers 
rell"Ulated by . 43 Federal . milk market'ing 
orders. The value of the. transactions 
was. ·mo~e·: than :j;12.5 billion. About 84 
percent .of the · farmers under. ·· ~he 
orders ';"ere membe~s of dairy 
c09perative associations. 

The . marketing order areas include 
most of the Nation's major population 
centers; however, a number of milk 
orders· have also been established for 
relatively small urban areas. In 1987, 
about 170 million Americans were 
cqnsU,J:ning . milk that . had been 
proce·ssed . by handlers under the 
Federal order program. 

Program Benefits 

Federal milk orders define . the 
terms under . which handlers of milk in 
a specified · market purchase milk from 
dairy farmers. They are legal 
instruments designed to" promote 
.orderly '. mark!,ting. condi tions by 
applying a · unifonn system of classified 
pricing throl!ghout the market. Terms 
for the ·purchase of milk are . spelled 
out·. in the. order and are known: 'in 
advance to . both buyers and sellers, 
thus facilitating . orderly marketing. 
Orders provide for , the sharing am,ong 
producers . of the returns from all milk 
uses by requiring that payments for 
milk be pooled and that a uniform, or 
average, price be paid to i'ndividual 
dairy farmers or their ·cooperative 
a880cia tiona. 

Orders assist farmers . in developing 
steady, dependable markets and help 
correct conditions of price instability 
and needless fluctuations in price. The 
dairy farmer is assured a minimum 
price . for his milk which takes, into 
consideration the economic conditions 
tJiroughout the year. . This high degree 
of assurance lDakes . dairy farmers 
willing to mlike the heavy investments 
in mlIk cows and equipment "that' are 
needell to produce high-quality milk. . ,. , . 

Milk marketing orders also benefit 
handlers. They are assured. that: their 
competitors are not paying less.' for 
their milk than the minimum prices set . 
by the order. They. also can expect 
steady suppiies of milk the year-round. 
Milk handlers thus can focus inwardly 
to concentrate their efforts on 
improving plant and marketing 
efficiencies to compete for larger and 
more profitable shares of the ' market. 
The .program also helps assure 
consumers . of an adequate supply of 
milk throughout the year at reasonable 
prices to meet their needs. 

Development of Milk Orders 

·The first steps in the . development 
of a Federal milk order are usually 
taken by cooperative -associations 
representing . dairy farmers who are 
supplying milk for fluid distribution in 
a particular area. Terms of an order 
are developed through public 
participation in hearings held before an 
order is issued. Producers, handle rs a nd 
consumers, . or their r~presentatives, 
may make .proposals · and. take part in 
these . public hearings ' by providing 
infonnation on the need for an order 
and what its provisions should be. The 
public hearing offers an opportunity for 
all interested persons to . bring their 
views to the attention 'of the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture and to show 
how they would be affected by anr 
proposed marketing order. 

The responsibility of the 
Department of Agriculture 

U.S. 
in 
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developing milk orders is to evaluate 
the various proposals in the public 
interest and to resolve any differences. 
If the Secretary of Agriculture 
determines that the hearing evidence 
demonstrates a need for an order, he 
issues an order under the authority of 
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement 
Act of 1937, as amended, (7 U.S.C. 
601-674). USDA's· Rules of Practice 
and Procedure (7 CFR Part 900) set 
forth the procedures for establishing an 
order. 

Major Characteristics of Orders 

The Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act specifies the terms a 
milk order may contain. Each order 
includes provisions for a classified 
pricing plan, a system of minimum 
class prices, and a plan for payment of 
uniform prices to producers and 
provisions for administering the order. 
Although an order considers the 
particular requirements of an individual 
market, it is closely coordinated among 
all markets. 

A classified price plan provides 
different classes and prices for milk in 
different uses. Milk used in fluid 
products is placed in Class I, the 
highest priced class.: Milk used in 
various manufactured products is placed 
in lower priced classes. In most 
orders, Class IT includes the so-called 
"soft" products, such as cottage cheese, 
ice cream and yogurt, while Class m 
includes "hard" products, such as 
butter, cheese and nonfat dry milk. A 
few orders include all manufactured 
products in a single class. 

Each milk order sets forth mInImUm 
prices that handlers must pay producers 
or associations of producers according 
to the way the mIlk is used. Such 
price levels reflect local and general 
economic conditions affecting the 
supply and demand for milk. Prices are 
established for milk of 3.5 percent 
butterfat content, and adjustments are 
made for milk that has a butterfat 
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test above or below that amount. In 
one order, a multiple component 
pricing plan has been adopted which 
also adjusts for protein content. Also, 
many markets get milk from wide 
areas and prices are adjusted to reflect 
milk values at different plant locations. 

The order provides for the payment 
each month of a uniform or "blend" 
price topi'oducers. Most areas use 
marketwide pooling that is, the 
price to producers is an average of the 
total class-use value of all milk in the 
market. Producers or cooperatives in 
the market are paid the same uniform 
price per hundredweight. A 'couple of 
markets use individual handler pools, 
where a uniform price is computed for 
each handler based on one's own class
use value of milk. Under handler 
pooling, all producers selling milk to a 
particular handler are paid the same 
uniform price. 

The Federal milk order program is 
a voluntary program. Milk orders are 
instituted normally on request of dairy 
farmers and only after their approval 
in a referendum. An order must be 
terminated on request of more than 50 
percent of the producers supplying 
more than 50 percent of the milk in 
that market. 

Each milk order is administered by 
a market administrator who is an agent 
of the Secretary of Agriculture. The 
market administrator's main duty is to 
assure that handlers properly account 
for their milk and pay producers and 
associations of producers according to 
provisions of the order. The 
administrator has a staff that makes 
investigations and audits handlers' 
records to determine that the required 
payments are made to producers. 
Handlers are required to make monthly 
reports to the market administrator. 

While Federal milk orders are an 
important marketing tool, they, by law. 
serve only a limited function in the 
marketing of fluid milk. They do not 



control production, nor restrict the 
marketing 'of milk by producers. They 
do not. guru;antee . farmers a , marl<et 
with any ' buyer. The orders do not 
establish &anitary or quality standards. 
(Sanitary r~gulations . for ~Ik Sold in 
fluid · . markets · are pr!!scribed and 
adtilinisiered by local ani! State health 
authorities.), "The ord~rs " do . not 

"guarantee '9. fixed level of ' price to 
" producebi . 'nor: do they set a ceiling on 

producer pric~s. . '!'hey 'do not . set 
wholesale or r~tail prices . . 

. ;:. 

ECONOMIC AND LEGlSLATIVE 
. BACKGROUND 

The AgricultlirslMarketing 
Agreement 'Act' of , 1937 and its 
predecessors' , the AgricultUral 
Adjustment Acts of 1933 and, 19$5 -
insofar as ' they · relate .to · milk, 'grew 
out: 'of the needs of milk producers for 
help in achieving and maintaining . some 
degree ' of bargaining power over the 
prices they received , for milk, The 
charact~risiiCs of mW< cause an 
inherent instability in 'milk marketing 
and contribute to producers' bargaini,ng 
difficulties. , Milk is bulky and 
perishable ' and must .be moved promptly 
to market. Because milk is prod\1c~d 
every day of the year, farmers must 
continue shipping it to market, even 
when market prices are not 
satisfactory. 

Milk production varies w'idely with 
the seasoris. , Because of the biological 
process, cows produce more milk in the 
spring and much less in the fall . 
Therefore, when there" is enough ~ilk 
in the fall to meet .demand, there is 
too ' much in the spring. 

The demand for fluid milk is 
relatively stable measured season to 
season 'but ' varies considerably measured 
day to ' day. Because ' of its perishable 
nature, milk cannot be stored to 
balance the peaks and troughs of 
supply. The industry, therefore; must 

continually produce an oversupply or 
reserve t.o ' make sure .there will be 
enough fluid milk at all times ·for the ' 
day-to-day" needs of consumers. 
Reserve , .milk that is not needed for 
fluid . use .is m.anu!actured "' into .dairy 

" produc'ts. : But ·milk utilized in 
manufactured products, returns a ' lower 
price to producers .th!ln milk used ,for 
fluid pul-poses. Producers, ' th,erefore, 
are interested in getting a maximum 
proportion of their milk into ' the 
.hig,hercvalued . fluid . uses; and, in the 
absence ' of , regulation, ,often ,mak!! 
unecopomic, , price . . concessions ·to 
aclil~ve, that , end, 

Cooperative Efforts: 
" 

As early as 1910, 'producers in some 
markets had , banded together into 
cooperative associations to gain 
bargaining power over .prices for their 
!Dilk. Impetus. . was given , to the 
cooperative movement · by the ', Clayton 
Act of 1914 and . the Capper-Volstead 
Act of 1922, which established . the 
legal right for producers . to market 
their produce jointly withou.t being held 
in. violation of the antitrust laws. 

During .the early years, the 
cooperative associations attempted to 
bargain with milk handlers for a flat 
price for ' all milk, regardless of . use. 
However, the . pressure of reserve 
supplies, normal to the fluid milk 
industry in the spring, led to a 
breakdown of the fla t price plan. 
Some handlers refused to take ' this 
excess milk from producers at the flat 
pric.e because it had, a .. tower value 
,when conv.erted . to manufactured 
products. Handlers with excess milk 
tried , to dispose of it by increasing 
consumer , sales. · Such handlers would 
offer fluid milk to., all or some of their 
customers at prices lower than those 
of competitors. Then , they would lower 
the fla t , price paid to producers. 
Members of cooperative associations, 
rather than all producers in the 
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market, often were affected the most 
by these adverse marketing practices. 

The post-World War I era, with the 
advent of stricter sanitary regulations 
for milk for fluid use compared with 
those for manufactured products, 
accentuated the problems of flat 
pricing for a perishable product with a 
pronounced seasonal pattern of 
production. 

In an effort to promote stability in 
milk markets, cooperative" next 
developed the "classified price system." 
TI,is system was in effect in a number 
of the larger markets in the country 
by about 1920. Along with the 
classified price plans, various pooling 
arrangements were used. 

The cooperative-sponsored price 
plans were not entirely successful. 
Success depended upon participation by 
all groups in the market and there 
were advantages in remaining outside 
of the voluntary pricing arrangements. 
Handlers with a large proportion of 
fluid milk sales were in a position to 
offer producers a price above that 
which cooperatives could pay to their 
members. These handlers also 
benefited because their price for milk 
in fluid uses was less than it would 
have been under the cooperative's 
classified" price plan. Thus, some 
producers and handlers did not join in 
the efforts to operate market wide 
programs. 

During the 1920's, however, relative 
prosperity in the cities and increasing 
sales of milk made it possible" to apply 
these plans with at least partial 
success. Then, when the economic 
depression of the early 1930's struck, 
these voluntary plans broke down under 
the price competition f!"om 
noncooperators. The depression did not 
create the basic problems faced by 
farmers in marketing their milk, It 
merely accentuated the problems of 
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existing classified pricing and pooling 
schemes. 

Federal Government Intervention 

In the early 1930's, Congress 
authorized emergency programs for 
many segments of the economy. Under 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1933, a program of "licenses" was 
developed to assist dairy farmers. All 
milk dealers in a given market were 
required to pay producers on a 
classified price basis, and to pool the 
returns to farmers either on a handler 
or marketwide" basis. The Act of 1935 
set forth more specifically the "terms 
and provisions that could be used under 
the program and called the instruments 
"marketing orders" instead of licenses. 
The Agricultural Marketing Agreement 
Act of 1937 while largely a 
restatement of the provisions relating 
to marketing agreements and orders of 
the Act of 1935 provided a 
framework for long-run price and 
marketing stab iii ty. This turned the 
program to dealing with the problems 
associated with the inherent instability 
in milk marketing rather than the 
severe income problems that arose with 
the depression. Also, a supply-demand 
pricing standard was adopted to replace 
the earlier standard based solely on 
parity, 

Changing Conditions Shape the Program 

In the early years of the Federal 
milk order program, economic 
conditions for all dairy farmers had 
been so unsatisfactory that the problem 
of improving prices for farmers 
overshadowed all other objec;tives. 

The depression of the 1930's had 
resulted in reduced consumer purchases 
and an accompanying surge in milk 
production. Emergency measures were 
taken by the Government to i'IDSe the 
prices of both fluid and manufacturing 
milk. Government officials knew that 
higher prices might intensify the 
surplus problem, but emergency 
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conditions outweighed the function of 
price as a regulator . of supply. and 
demand. In 1933, Gpvernment 
purchases of surplus dairy products 
were begun .. to . support '. the level of 
prices paid . fa..-mers for , D,lilk and 
butterfat, .. . ,In 1938, whim milk 
production increased 4 b'illion pounds 
over the previous year, ·Govemme~t 

purchases amounted to 3 billion .pounds 
of whole milk equivalent . . : 

It BOon became evident: in . . Federal 
order markets ' that a program . Of 
increasing milk prices in any market, 
already oversupplied with milk, could 
not be .. '. continued .. indefinitely and 
increased attention was p!,id to long
run objectiveS. Attempts ·were made to 
establish price levels that would result 
in a reasonable adjustment of.-supply 
and sales in each market. However, 
the surpluses built up in some markets 
made it impossible ' to adjust prices 
quickly . to a level . tha t would. bring the 
supply of : milk · in · line with demand 
without impacting on the .welfare of 
thousands of dairy farmers. 

Formula pricing ' of Class I (bottling) 
milk was introduced, and some price 
changes in line with changed economic 
conditions were accomplished by ' these 
early form1,llas. The rapidly . c hanging 
pattern of the early 1940's, with the 
high level of industrial activi~y and 
riSing price levels,. stimulated an 
interest in the development of a more 
automatic ·method of reflecting the 
supply-demand priCing standard set 
forth· in .the Act. Excess supplies 
disappeared quickly in · the · face of 
increasing wartime demands, and the 
problem soon became one of inducing 
sufficient production to satisfy market 
needs for milk. 

Wartime measures' to allocate the 
Nation's resources were adopted. Price 
ceilings were imposed in 1942, and in 
1943 GQvernment incentive payments 
were made t o encourage milk 
production. Price was again stripped of 
its supply-demand function in order to 

prevent runaway inflation. During this 
period, Federal milk orders continued 
to function as .. marketwide pricing 
systems in a number of markets. The 
levels . of ' class prices remained 
reiativeiy con,stant · and changed only as 
national price objectives were .. revised. 
Although price level.s played a lesser 
role in the program, the ' classified 
pricing and other, provisions of Federal 
milk . orders' continued useful ' .for 
maintaining .an effective system . of 
marketing milk in about 30 m,arkets. · 

.. During .th/! past 40 years, there 
have been a number of dramatic 
structural , and marketing changes in the 
dairy . indw;try. ·Ecopomies of ~ale, 
new technology ·and· capital investments 
were among . a . co~plex' set . of forces 
which resulted in fewer and ' larger. 
operating units at the farm, processing 
and distribution levels. One of,. the 
dramatic. changes ·that contributed 
greatly ', to this was · the 'increased 
mObility . ·of. milk. ;Erosion of many 
local health barriers, better . highways, 
advances in refrigerated · transportation 
equipment . and .thedevelopment of 
improved .: milk . handling . methods. 
including the conversion . to bulk . tarik 
units and the shift· to nonreturnable 
milk cartons permitted the 
movement of bulk and packaged milk 
over long distances. It is. not unusual 
for bulk milk to be shipped more than 
1,500 miles to an area short of milk. 

A gradual . shift from Grade B . to 
Grade A milk has further expanded. the 
milk .. supply for · ' the' fluid market. 
Grade A . milk B!' a percentage of total 
marketings increased from 63 percent 
in 1955 to ' 88 percen t in 1986. A 
number of factors encouraged this 
conversion, including relative prices for 
Grade A and Grade B milk, bulk tank 
assembly" and standarqs for 
manufacturing grade milk that have 
come much closer to Grade A . milk 
standards. Also, plant operators 
encouraged their producers to convert 
to Grade A production because plant 
efficiency is improved ' by the 
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elimination of the duplicate 
systems necessary to 
Grade A and Grade B milk. 

receiving 
segregate 

Since the 1950's,. dairy farmers 
·recognized the need for centralized 
management of milk supplies to deal 
wi th the pressures of increasingly 
mobile milk supplies. Although 
cooperative organizations grew in size 
and joined together in federated 
organiza tions, milk supplies not under 
their control continued to create 
disorder and caused a lowering of 
prices paid to dairy farmers. This 
pressure was incrElased during periods 
of heavy milk production. Dairy 
farmers, through· their cooperatives. 
continued to seek Federal milk orders 
as a means of maintaining their prices 
a t reasonable levels. 

In 1955, there were 63 Federal milk 
marketing orders in effect. The number 
of orders reached a peak of 83 in 
1962. Even though new orders were 
later established, mergers reduced the 
number to 43 by 1987. During that 
year, about 71 percent of all the milk 
marketed in the United States, and 
about 80 percent of the Grade A milk, 
were regulated under milk orders. 

In addition to the trend toward 
fewer orders with larger marketing 
areas, order provisions also have been 
changed to accommodate changes 
within the dairy industry. A uniform 
order format has been adopted in all 
orders as well as more uniform wording 
for many provisions in most orders. 

There has been a general lessening of 
pooling requirements to facilitate the 
efficient pooling of additional supplies 
of Grade A milk. At the same time, 
provisions have been incorporated, such 
as call provisions, to help insure the 
availability of sufficient supplies of 
Grade A milk to meet fluid needs. In 
the area of pricing, the Minnesota
Wisconsin price now is used in all 
orders to adjust all class prices. In 
addition, advanced pricing generally has 
been incorporated for Class I and 
Class IT milk. Gone are provisions for 
supply-demand adjusters and Class I 
base plans while provisions for 
marketwide service payments and 
multiple component pricing have been 
adopted for the first time. 

Court Review 

Milk orders issued under the 
authority of the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act have often been 
reviewed by the courts. The 
constitutional authority for the Act and 
the validity of the New . York and 
Boston milk orders issued under its 
authority were upheld by the Supreme 
Court in the United Statesv. Rock 
Royal Cooperative, Inc., 307 U.S. 533, 
and H. P. Hood and Sons v. United 
States, 307 U.S. 588. The power of 
Congress to regulate the intrastate 
transactions that directly affect 
interstate commerce was confirmed by 
the Supreme Court in United States v. 
Wrightwood Dairy Co., 315 U.S. 110. 
Various aspects of individual milk 
orders have been subjected to review 
by the courts. * 

* Queensboro Farm Products v. Wickard 137 F. 20969 (1943), Stark v. Wickard 321 U.S. 288 (1944), 
Stark v. Brannan 342 U.S. 451 (1952), lewes Dairy, Inc., v. Hardin 401 F. 2d 308, .Certiorari 
Denied, 394 U.S. 929 (1969), Dairymen's league Cooperative Association v. Brannan 173 F. 2d 57, 
Certiorari Denied, 338 U.S. 825 (1949), lehigh Valley Coop. Farmers v. Benson 370 U.S. 76 (1962), 
Allen, Russell, et al. v. Freeman 396 U.S. (1969), Dairylea Cooperative, Inc. v. Butz 504 F. 2d 
80 (1974), Lamers Dairy v. U.S. 500 F. 2d 34 (1974). Benz v. Hardin 32 AD 824 (1973), and 
Carnation v. Butz 372 F. Supp 883 (1974). 
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PROCEDURES FOR DEVEWPING AND 
ISSUING FEDERAL MILK ORDERS 

Government and Industry , Roles, 

The Agricultural , Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, 
authorizes Federal milk orders II.\Id 
deIfies 'the role of Government in 
carrying out procedures for their 
development and issuance. USDA is 
responsible for judging the met'its of 
proposals made at ,public, hearings. 
Following standards 'prescribed in the 
Act, it must resolve the 'problems 
presen ted and ' administer the orders 
after they are issued; The U.S. 
District Courts have authority to 
enforce the orders. 

Since the purpose of a milk order is 
, to provide dairy farIDers with , a 
marketing plan under Govern,ment 
superv,s,on and the ,issuance ' of an 
order requires approval by the' farmers 
affected, farmers usually take the first 
steps in proposing an order. The ,Act 
does not suggest that milk orders be 
made', available only to markets iJl 
which prodlicers arEi organized. How
ever, objectives and mac.hinery of the 
'program are such that the_ orderly and 
systematic' representation of producers 
in a marketing' cooperative is almost 
essential for the establishment anq 
operation of a marketing order., 

Handlers are encouraged to take an 
active part in promulgation and 
amendment proceedings. They have 
direct knowledge of many 'competitive 
conditions in the market ' that individual 
producers or cooperative associations 
are not in a position io know. Active 
participa tion by handlers enables 'uSDA 
to develop an order " better suited to 
the existing marketing , conditions. " 

Public participation , also is 
encouraged. USDA ' makes an effort to 
keep consumers informed about public 
hearing dates and program proposals ' of 
orders which may have a significant 
impact on them. 

Although much of the language of 
Federal orders is technical by nature, 
USDA aids consumers 1;>y preparing 
explanations of proposals in "easy-to

' understand language to accompany the 
proposals. 

Conditions Indicating Need for ' an 
Ol-der ' 

In an unregulated market, problems 
may exist which' can be alleviated by a 
milk marketing' .order. ' 

A cOOP,el'ative , association may 
negotia te a system of classified pricing 
with some , of the )landlers in an 
unregulated market. However, other 
handlers , may 'undermine the 
cooperative's bargaining position ' by 
temporarily. offering , uno!,ganized 
producers a flat price above the blend 
or average', price paid , cooperative 
members under , the negotiated 
classified pricing , 'plan. This encourages 
members to leave the cooperative and 
discourages ,nonmembers from joining. 
Organized producers , ,lose bargaining 
strength, and eventually the position ' of 
all producers in the market is 
w,eakened. 

A general weakness of producers' 
bargaming position often results 'in 
prices generally lower than those paid 
in surrounding markets. In time, such 
depressed prices . may drive ,. enough 

, producers .from the market to threaten 
a shortage pf ,fluid mi,lk. 

Unequal bargaining strength or lack 
of coorclination between ' producer 
groups may , indicate general weakness 
in " , the bargaining position " of all 
producers in the. market. Often price 
concessinns won by ha,ndlera in, 
bargaining with one producer group are 
used as a lever to lower the prices 
paid another group. Also, some 
handlers }Day refuse to accept all or 
part of the milk offered by ,producers 
who have been their normal suppliers. 
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Handlers may sometimes use special 
premiums or deductions to discriminate 
between producers. Considerable unrest 
can develop when different producers 
get different prices for the same grade 
of milk. 

In the marketing system for fluid 
milk, payments are normally 
prearranged, but are not made until 
several weeks after producers have 
made deliveries. Thus, confidence of 
buyers and sellers is essential to the 
smooth functioning of such· a system. 
Lack of information about the market 
and absence of an impartial agency to 
appraise buying practices used may 
leave a void in which mistrust in the 
marketing system leads to practices 
that disrupt orderly marketing. 

N one of the conditions ci ted should 
be regarded as a "prima facie" 
indication of the need for an order. 
The extent to which the different 
condi tions disrupt the orderly marketing 
of milk varies, and the conditions 
themselves vary in degree. 

Findings Relative to Interstate 
Commerce in Milk 

The Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act specifies that orders 
"shall regulate, in the 
manner ... provided. only such handling 
of...(milk).... or product thereof. as is 
in the current of interstate or foreign 
commerce, or which directly burdens, 
obstructs. or affects. interstate or 
foreign commerce in such commodity 
or. product thereof. " In some areas. 
milk associated with a particular 
market may not be moving across state 
lines. Nevertheless. the price 
competition that still exists between 
such milk and milk supplies in other 
states has been considered as affecting 
interstate commerce. 

The ex ten t to which milk handling 
must affect interstate commerce to 
support an order is not. according to 
the Supreme Court of the United 
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States. "a technical legal conception 
but a practical one. drawn from the 
course of business." Interstate 
commerce in milk has expanded 
considerably in the past 40 years or so. 
Technological developments affecting 
the milk industry of the Nation have 
broadened marketing areas for milk. 
and the products of milk. are generally 
distributed in a. nationwide market. 

Pre-hearing Procedures 

USDA's Rules of Practice and 
Procedure prescribe pre-hearing 
procedures. A new marketing order is 
normally proposed by dairy farmers. 
but it may be proposed by any person. 
including the Secretary of Agriculture. 
The proposal and written request for a 
public hearing on the proposal are 
submitted to USDA. Upon receiving 
the proposal. USDA makes an 
investigation. If it shows that the 
proposed marketing order will not carry 
out the policy of the Act or. for other 
proper reasons. shows that a hearing 
should not be held on the proposal. the 
request is denied. The petitioner is 
notified and provided a statement of 
the grounds for the denial. If USDA 
concludes that the proposed marketing 
order will carry out the policy of the 
Act, a notice of hearing is issued after 
providing the industry and public an 
opportunity to submit additional 
proposals. 

Usually, a proposal for a hearing on 
a new order is made by a cooperative 
association representing producers who 
supply milk to the marketing area for 
which the regulation is sought. The 
producer group usually . leads in 
arranging meetings before a proposed 
order is drafted to acquaint others in 
the area with the program. County 
agricultural agents may assist the 
producer association by explaining the 
general purposes of the Federal rrlilk 
order program and how it operates. 
For larger meetings, a specialist in 
dairy marketing is sometimes called 
from the Cooperative Extension 



Service to assi:>t in this educational 
phase of the program development. 
Also" USDA, specialists associated with 
the .program lielp ,prepare material 
about milk orders and, in some cases, 
attend meetings to explain the purposes 
and nperations of the orders. 

When USDA receives a proposal for 
a new, order, it is handled by, the dairy 
division of the AgriCultural Marketing 
Service., This division is responsible 
for investigating each hearing proposal 
and recommending that a heating on 
the proposal be called or denied. One 
or ,more marketing specialists , are 
assigned to study the proposal and the 

, marketing cOliditions in ' the proposed 
area; 

Practical C' and , economical 
administration of the program ,requires 
that ' expenditure of time and money by 
Government and industry in ,' public 
hearings be preceded by sufficient 
preliminary studies in the interest of 
economy. The exact nature and extent 
of the ,pre-heariIig study varies with 
individual circumstances. Sometimes 
the need for a ' hearing may be obvious, 
but in other cases, the marke,t 
disturbance may be less evident on the 
surface. If it is, obvious from the 
investigation that the , proposed order 
would not carry out the policy of the 
Act, no hearing is held. 

During the course of most pre 
hearing investigations, the marketing 
specialist consults with handlers and 
pi:oducers 'and , is available for 
consultation upon request , ,of any 
interested persons. Such, conferences' 
often include represent!!tiyes from 
several, markets ' when mutual marketing 
problems arise. Whether in connection 
with a proposal for a new order or an 
amendment ' to an existing order, it is 
helpful to ,have discussions between 
industry members and USDA 
representatives about the marketing 
problems. All such conferences, 
however, must be concluded be fore a 
hearing notice is issued. After that, 

and until USDA reaches a final 
decision on the proposal, discussions on 
the , merit" ' of the , proposals ', are 
prohibited by law between industry, 
members and those in PSDA who helP 
decide whether the proposals should be 
adopted. Proce,dural m,atters may :be 
discussed at any time. 

, Before recommending a hearing , on 
proposed new order, 'US,DA,: must be 
satisfied that: 

1. Marketing conditions , in , the ,' area 
cou,ld be improved by a , milk , 

. order. 
2. Evidence pertinent to the ' con

sideration ,of , a milk order ,will 
be forthcoming at the hearing. , 

3. The proponents of the order 
appear to have the support of a 
substantial number of producers 
in the market. 

Informa tion gathered by USDA 
durillg , the pre,hearing study may not 
be " used lifter a hearing in deciding 
how to reoolve any of the marketing 
issues. An order and its provisions 
must be based solely on the ,evidence 
introduced at a hearing. , ' 

If it appears from the inquiry tha,t 
a proposed ' order is feasible and that 
proponents are prepared to present 
evidence on the need, for an order, the 
director of the AMS dairy division in 
USDA recommends that a hearing , 
notice be issued. The fO,rmal notice of 
hearing must be published in the 
Federal Register at least 15 : days 
before a hearing" but a 10flger period. is 
usually provided. The , offici!!l notice 
gives the time and ' place at which the 
hearing will be beld ,'and contains the 
proposals to be considered. ' 

These pre-hearing ' activities re late 
to the procedure followed. be fore a 
bearing on a proposed order for a ' new 
area. The procedures are similar, in 
most reSl?ects, for hearings on proposed 
amendments to an established order, 
but 'there are a few differences. Three 
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days' notice of the hearing is required 
on certain types of proposed 
amendments, although more time is 
normally provided. In the case of a 
proposal for marketwide service 
payments, a hearing must be held not 
more than 90 days after the proposal 
has been received. Also, if at least 
one-third of ,the producers apply in 
writing for a hearing on a proposed 
order amendment, a hearing must be 
called. A proposed order for a new 
area is normally sponsored by a 
producer group, but proposed 
amendments are often sponsored by 
handlers as well. If the proposed 
amendments relate only to a few 
issues, the pre -hearing procedures may 
be rel'!tively simple. 

The Public Hearing 

A public hearing is held to receive 
evidence about economic and marketing 
conditions that relate to the handling 
of milk in the marketing area for 
which a Federal milk order is proposed. 
Evidence may be presented by any 
person on any of the proposals 
contained in the hearing notice. 
Except for apprgpriate modifications, 
only the proposals in the notice may 
be considered at the hearing. 

The hearing is held in the market 
for which the order is proposed. This 
helps those persons who would be 
affected by ,the order to participate in 
the hearing process. 

The hearing is conducted by an 
administrative law judge. Currently, 
there are five administrative law 
judges in USDA. These judges can be 
removed only for cause; and their 
office operates as a separate unit 
within USDA. Although they preside 
over Federal order hearings, they do 
not issue the decisions in these 
rulemaking proceedings. 

At the hearing, the administrative 
law judge determines the order in 
which witnesses are to appear and 
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rules on procedural questions that may 
arise. ,If an objection' to the judge's 
ruling is made, the Secretary, may later 
reverse the ruling after reviewing ,the 
hearing record. 

Interested persons who desire to 
testify are given an opportunity to be 
heard on matters relevant to the issues 
under consideration. Questioning of 
witnesses is permitted t<;> clarify facts 
in their testimony. In most instances 
interested persons can develop their 
own case better by presenting a direct 
statement rather· than by cross
examination of another witness. 
Witnesses also may refuse to answer 
questions. While testimony is strictly 
voluntary, refusal to answer questions 
may affect the weight to be given 
statements. All the testimony at the 
public hearing is taken under oath or 
by affirmation and is reported 
verbatim. 

A marketing specialist familiar with 
the marketing conditions in the 
particular area and the operation of 
milk orders is assigned by the dairy 
division to each public hearing. The 
specialist is responsible for getting in 
the record as much relevant 
information as possible. The specialist 
follows the testimony of the witnesses 
carefully to note any omission of 
information pertinent to the 
consideration of the issue, and an 
attempt is made through cross
examination to elicit such information 
or to clarify the testimony when it is 
apt to be confusing upon review at a 
later date. The specialist directs' the 
preparation of statistical exhibits and 
other' pertinent data that !lre readily 
available to USDA and introduces this 
material in the record. It' is the 
responsibility of the specialist to be 
sure the record reflects adequate data 
upon which a deciSion at USDA can be 
based. 

Where expert testimony of a special 
type may be needed, a marketing 
specialist may be assigned to testify 
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about order proVIsIons. Such assign
ments are usually limited ' to factual 
testimony .·concerning a provision, and 
the specialist does not appear ·as an 
advocate or opponent. 

An attorney from. USDA's Office of 
the General Counsel is usually assigned 
to each hearing .. and shares wi th the 

. marketing specialist the responsibility 
for . eliciting information for the record. 
The attorney also represents USDA on 
questions of a legal nature that may 
arise. 

The principal participants at the 
hearing·. are representatives . of 
producers, handlers and consumers who 
appear as witnesses. Based .on their 
technical knowledge of the market, 
handlers and producers present evidence 
of .'marketing conditions in the area. 
Consumers, who may appear as 
individuals or as representatives of 
consumer groups, present their 
viewpoint. 

Because the hearing record is the 
source of information upon which the 
dairy division must make a 
recommendation, it is imperative that 
each record · presents the facts 
completely and· clearly. Except for 
official documents, the public hearing 
record is the sole source of 
information for appraising the issues. 
But official notice is limited. For 
exal)1ple, notice may be taken of the 
prOVISIOns in another Federal milk 
order, but not of the marketing 
conditions in the .ot!ler area that called 
for · such provisions. 

Data necessary to evaluate the 
terms of a proposed milk' order include 
a broad field of information. Evidence 
considered pertinent ·to the 
consideration of a milk order relates to 
marketing, price . and ·bargaining 
problems, interstate .commerce , 
marketing institutions, the 
characteristics of . the marketing area, 
classified pricing systems in effect in 
the marketing area, heal th 

requirements applicable to milk and its 
products, transportation systems, 
pooling and all other factors affecting 
supply and demand conditions. 

At the close of' .the /J.earing, the 
administrative law judge sets a time 
period within which written briefs may 
be filed .by interested persons. Such 
persons , may suggest to USDA the 
conclusions the Secretary should reach 
on the basis of all the hearing 
evidence. The briefs must refer only 
to evidence presented at the public 
hearing and may not offer new facts 
for consideration. 

After the )learing, the 
administrative law judge scrutinizes the 
verbatim record and · certifies it as a 
true and correct record. The record is 
then turned over to the . dairy division 
for study and preparation of a 
recommendation on the issues. 

The Recommended Decision 

Because the marketing of milk is 
complex, regulations must be drafted 
to accomplish the purposes of Federal 
milk orders under ' many diverse 
situations. To afford dairy farmers, 
milk handlers ' and . the general public an 
opportunity to appraise · the potential 
effect of a proposed milk order before 
it is drafted in final form, a 
recommended decisi(;m and tentative 
order are issued by the·. Administrator 
of the AgricultiIral Marketing ' Service 
after an analysis of the evidence 
introduced at the public . h~aring. The' 
time between the .close of , the hearing 
and the· issuance of the recommended 
decision varies considerably, depending 
on the complexity of . the issues 
involved. Interested persons are given 
an opportunity to consider the proposed 
order and fil e written exceptions to 
the finding'll and· conclusions oJ the 
decision and the provisions of the 
recommended order. 
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USDA's Rules of Practice and Pro
cedure requires issuance of a recom
mended decision and says. it should 
contain: 

1. A preliminary statement cone 
taining a description of the 
history of the proceedings, a 

. brief explimation of the·· 
material issues of fact, law, or· 
discretion 'presented on ' the 
.record, and proposed findings 
and conclusions with respect 
to such issues as well as the 
reasons or basis for them. 

2. A ruling upon each proposed 
finding or conclusion submitted 
by interested persons. 

3. An appropriate proposed mar
keting agreement or marketing 
order effectuating the recom
mendations. 

The recommended decision is 
prepared by mar/<eting specialists in 
the dairy division after careful study 
of the record and appraisal· of the 
issues, After the decision has been 
reviewed and approved within the dairy 
division, and for legal sufficiency by' 
the Office of thll General Counsel, it 
is transmitted to the Administrator of 
the Agricultural Marketing Service for 
review, approval and issuance. 

The recommended decision is 
published in. the Federal Register and 
also mailed to everyone known to be 
interested in the proceeding. The 
decision specifies the period of time 
within which written exceptions may be 
filed by interested persons. 

Exceptions must be based on the 
facts contained in the hearing record. 
Exceptions provide the opportunity for 
a review of USDA's tentative 
conclusions by interested persons. 

LI1 emergency situations, where time 
does not permit the issuance of a 
recommended decision, the 'regulations 
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provide that this step in the procedure 
may be omitted. The emergency 
omission of . a recommended decision 
applies in practice only to amendments, 
not to new orders. 

The Final Decision 

After exceptions to the 
recommended decision have been 
received, the dairy division 're-examines 

. the findings and conclusions contained. 
in the recommended decision in light 
of the exceptions and the hearirig 
record. A final decision is then drafted 
and transmitted to the Secretary for 
his review, approval and issuance. 

The final decision, as in the case of 
the recommended· decisiOI1:,": must be 
based on the statutory standards for 
milk orders. The decision includes a 
statement of USDA's' findings and 
conclusions and the complete text of 
the proposed order. It sets' forth the 
reason for accepting or denying 
proposals advanced at the hearing and 
includes rulings on exceptions to the 
recommended decision. The provisions 
of the order' contained in the decision 
represent USDA's . final proposed 
regulations and are the provisions 
presented to producers for their 
approval. 

The Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act requires that handlers 
be given an opportunity to enter into a 
voluntary marketing agreement 
containing the same terms and 
provisions set forth in USDA's proposed 
order. This agreement also is contained 
in the final decision, In . the past, 
handlers have usually faile.d to sign 
these marketing agreements. However, 
the ordllr may be made effective 
without the agreement if the Secretary 
determines tha t the failure of handlers 
to sign the agreement obstructs the 
purposes of the Act, and that issuance 
of the order is the only means of 
advancing the interest of producers. 



Producer Approval 

:Producers' must approve a ' new ,order 
or an amended order' before it may be 
isSued. Producer approval ' of a new 
order must ' be determined by 
referendum. To , be approved, a new 
,order must' be favored by at least the 
required percentage (defined , below) of 
the eligi.bie producers voting in , the 
-referendum. 'Producer approval ' of 'an ' 

"amended order may ,be determined by 
,referendum or by the polling ", of ' 
cooperatives , that may vote for their 
entire memberShips. ' The referendum 

,or cooperatIve polling is conducted by 
an agent 'of the Secretary of 
Agricul tqre. ' ' 

, ,A producer's eligibility to vote,' is 
determined by his ' affiliation, with the 
market du~ing , Ii repr.esentative period. 
This ', is usually , the latest ' delivery 
pedod for which the necessary records 
of produ<:er delivedes are available. 

, Orders that provide , for marketwide 
pools , must be 'approved by referendum 
by t":o-tilirds of the eligible ' voti,ng 
producers, or by producers who supplied 
two,thirds of the ', milk sold ' in , the 
defined marketing ," area ' during a 
designated , r",presentative period. If 
the 'order establishes an individual 
handler podi, the order must , be 
approved ,by referendum by three-

. fourths of the eligible voting producers 
or by producers who supplied three
fourtlis or' the milk. If approval is 
determined' by ,polling of cooperatives, 
two-thirds of all eligible producers on 
a:' market with a marketwide pool or 
three-fourths of all eligible producers 
on , ' a market with individual handler 
pooling must, favor an '.- amended order 
befo~e it may be made effective. 

'The ' , Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement ' Act provides,. if- the 
association so requests, the vote of an 
approved, ' bona fide cooperative 
associa tion must be accepted' by the 
Secretary as the vote of all members 
of the association who are e ligible to 

vote on a prospective order: This is 
commonly referred to as "bloc voting." 
'A cooperative may bloc vote its 
membership on all ,questions involving 
new and amendatory orders, 

The determination of the cooper
ative's eligibility to bloc vote its 
membership is made by the director of 

, the dairy division. This determination is 
based upon information contained in an 
application filed by the cooperative, 
including evidence that ,the '-cooperative 
is ' controlled by its ' members and is 
engaged ,in marketing members' milk. 

Bloc voting claimed by some 
,people as giving cooperatives too much 
market power - has , been justified on 
several conditions, At the outset of 

"the ',program, it was felt that bloc 
voting would prevent proprietary 
'handlers from attempting to coerce 
individual producers into voting against 
a milk order. ' Bloc , voting enables the' 
members of ' a ,cooperative to take 
unified action on inatters 'of vital 
importance to them, and thus gives a 
degree of strength to cooperatives that 
they would not otherwise have. 

The relationship between farmers 
and their , cooperative is another 
consideration l;is far as bloc voting is 
concerned. A farmer who joins a 
cooperative association, transfers ' to 
the cooperative responsibility for 
marketing his milk. Farmers commit 
,all their, production to the cooperative 
:md ,the cooperative , is ' committ",d to 
finding the best available market for 
aU , the milk its, members produCe. 
Since Federal orders are an 'importan t 
tool , which cooperative!:' use in 
marketing members' milk, it is 
reasonable that the cooperative be able 
to vote on behalf of its entire 
meI)lbership on proposed orders ' or 
amended orders. 

Excep,t when voting ,on an 
adver,tising, and ,promotion program, 
producers must accept , or reject the 
entire order, whether new or amende d, 
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that was adopted. In developing a new 
order or amending an order, the 
Secretary is required by law to adopt 
only those provisions that are based on 
the public hearing and that are in the 
public ~terest. There would be no 
assurance that the Secretary could 
carry out his responsibilities if 
producers were allowed to select only 
the provisions or amendments they 
desire. 

The law requires that advertising 
and promotion programs be voted on 
separately from the rest of the order. 
Disapproval of these provisions by 
producers does not affect the 
remaining order provisions. 

The Order or Amended Order 

The Secretary issue-s the order if 
the proposed order or amended order is 
approved by the required number of 
producers. Handlers',:are then required 
to 'operate in com!>liance with the 
terms and provisions-:'~f the' order. In 
the case of ma'tketwide service 
payments, such prOVIsIOns must be 
implemented within 1,,20 days from the 
close of the hearing.,' 

In new orders,the prlCmg prOVIsIOnS 
are usually made effective after the 
handlers have been given time, usually 
one mon th, to observe the record 
keeping provisions of the order in 
action. 

The order thus promulgated remains 
in effect until an amended order has 
been developed through the same 
procedures. However, in emergency 
situations, the order, or certain terms 
and prOVIsIons it contains, may be 
suspended or terminated, 

Suspension or Termination 

Actions suspending particular 
prOVISIOnS may be taken without 
following the usual procedures involved 
in amendatory actions. Provisions are 
suspended only when there is an 
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imperative and clear need for 
emergency action and time will not 
permit the more lengthy requirements 
of an amendatory proceeding. Custom
'arily, USDA seeks the views of 
interested persons before deciding 
whether the order proVISIOns in 
question should be suspended. 
Provisions are normally suspended for 
no more than several months. 
Suspensions of provisions which would 
affect prices under an order are not 
permitted. 

The Secretary may terminate an 
ardElr or provisions of an order if he 
finds they no longer accomplish the 
purposes of the Act,' An, order must 
be terminated at the request of a 
majority of producers supplying -the 
market, if such, majority produces more 
than half of the, market's milk 'supply. 

Administrative and Legal Recourse ' 

The Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act authorizes a handler to 
challenge an order, any of its 
provisions or any obligation the order 
imposes; and to ask to have it 
modified or to be exempted from it. 

Such a challenge is made before a 
USDA administrative law judge who in 
these cases represents the Secretary of 
Agriculture. The' judge holds a hearing 
and makes a determination whether the 
order provisions or their application are 
in accordance with the law. The 
decision of the judge maybe reviewed 
by the' USDA's judicial officer. 

A handler not satisfied with the 
results of this administrative remedy 
may challenge USDA's decision .in 
court. The first court review is, made 
in the appropriate Federal District 
Court, but the matter ultimately may 
be reviewed by the Supreme Court. If 
USDA has determined that an order 
provision is legal and being correctly 
applied, the handler remains subject to 
that provision while USDA's decision is 
pending review by the courts, unless 



interim relief is granted by the judicial 
officer of USDA. 

The Supr.errie Court · oJ the United 
, States held in United States v. 
Ruzicka, 329 U.S. 287, that these 
procedures are the ' exclusive means 
whereby an order prOVISIOn or 
obliga bon under , it can be tested by a 
handler. In other ' words, a ' handler 
must pursue the administrative remedy 
according to the procedures established 
in the Act, . which provide for a 
hearing and decision by the Secretary 
of Agriculture prior to review of the 
issue in the District Court. Following 
this principle the courts have, in all 
but· a few instances, refused to listen 
to a handler's' challenge of the 
legality ·of an order . provision or · an 
obligation imposed upon him in any 
enforcement . action iri.itiated by USDA. 

In the first decade of Federal milk 
order regulations, · producers ' were given 
standing in court only in a very limited 
situation. The Supreme Court ruled in 
the late 1940's that producers could 
bring an ' action against the Secretary 
only in the circumstances where' they 
were contesting the distribution of the 
total pool value among producers . . This 
limitation on producers challenging 
order provisions prevailed until the late 
1960's. At that time, the Jiberalization 
of standing in other areas extended 
into Federal milk order litigation. Since 
then, producers have been . awarded 
standing in any area' where . they could 
demonstrate . 'that the issue .raised is 
within the "zone of interest" · to be 
protected. Now, producers need only 
show that they .have been adversely 
affected· by a regulation to ·get official 
recognition before a court. In 
addition, the Supreme Court in 1984 
ruled consumers may. not · obtain judicial 
review of milk orders. 

PRINCIPAL PROVISIONS OF A 
FEDERAL MILK ORDER 

Because milk orders are legal 
instruments . that obligate handlers to 
pay mlUlmum class prices for milk 
purchased from farmers, they must be 
detailed and explicit. The thrust ' of 
the many provisions in a milk order is 
to define those who are obligated 
under the order and the exact terms of 
the obligation. 

Marketing Area 

The definition of the marketing 
area is the Ill"St important term of an 
order. Order regulations apply to the 
purchase of milk by handlers when they 
sell milk in a designated marketing 
area. Under the present orders, 
marketing areas differ considerably in 
size. Some may consist of only a few 
counties, . while other marketing . areas 
may include a major part of some of 
the larger states, or parts . of ' several 
states. 

The marketing area is designed to 
include all of an area where the same 
milk. distributors compete with each 
other for sales of milk. Because only 
handlers doing business within the 
delmed area must pay- the mmlmum 
prices set by the order, it is important 
to draw the boundary line at points 
where there are relatively few route 
sales moving across the boundary. This 
objective has become 'increasingly 
difficult to attain in recent years. 
Fluid milk distribution business has 
expanded over much wider areas, with 
considerable overlapping .of delivery 
routes. Improved refrigeration and 
transportation, the use of single-service 
paper and plastic containers and the 
heavy reliance on supermarkets have 
encouraged this expansion of sales 
areas. 
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Many areas that were once 
generally distinguishable as separate 
markets also overlap in terms of 
procurement of supplies. Large-scale 
distribution over wide areas has 
introduced new dimensions to the 
problem of assembling milk suppHes. 
As a market· reaches out greater 
distances for its milk supplies, 
.neighboring farmers often find 
themselves recelvmg substantially 
differen t blend prices because they are 
delivering to different order marke.ts. 
Such situations have led producers to 
ask that separately regulated areas be 
placed under one order. The area of 
milk procurement has become 
increa,!ingly important in determining 
marketing area definitions. 

'Milk "handlers" are the only persons 
regulated under a Federal milk order. 
Under most orders, a handler is any 
milk dealer whose plant is approved by 
a duly constituted health authority and 
who disposes of·· Grade A fluid milk 
products in the defined marketing area. 
Handlers include fluid milk processors 
who distribute milk to consumers and 
retailers, and also persons who sell 
milk to other milk dealers for fluid 
distribution. The term "handler" 
applies to proprietary operations 
(indiv;iduals, partnerships or 
corporations) and also to cooperative 
associations that handle the milk of 
their members. 

The definition of a handler and the 
application of order regulation would 
be relatively simple if aU handlers did 
business in the same way and if the 
marketing area boundary could be 
drawn at the exact point where sales 
routes end. All handlers in· this 
situation would be completely regulated 
and pay the minimum established prices 
for milk bought from farmers. 

The handling of milk for fluid 
markets does not fit one mold, and the 
regulation, if it is not to stifle normal 
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economic development, must recognize 
the characteristics of the industry. 
Production and distribution efficiencies 
have created many cases where 
handlers are distributing milk in more 
than One Federal order marketing area 
from the same plant, so a· decision 
must be reached as to which order 
shall apply.. Most orders provide that 
handlers shall . be regulated· by the 
order for the marketing· area . where 
. they. have the greatest Class I sales. 
Such· handlers are defined as fully
regulated handlers under that order. 

Handlers who are not fully-regulated 
are defined as either partially-regulated 
or exempt handlers. Partially-regulated 
handlers are those. with only small fluid 
disposition in the regulated sales area. 
Usually, their principal business is the 
production and sale of manufactured 
products, or fluid sales in unregulated 
areas. Exempt handlers may be small 
operators, such as producer-handlers 
who process only the milk from· their 
own dairy herds or state governments 
tha t oper~ te milk plan ts. 

Producer 

A producer, as defined in most 
orders, is a dairy farmer who delivers 
to a fully-regulated handler milk that 

. is· approved for distribution in the 
regulated market in the form of fluid 
milk products. 

Classified Pricing 

An order establishes prices by 
classes according to the use of milk. 
Milk used for fluid consumption is 
priced separately at one level, while 
the remainder is priced· at 'a lower 
level or levels in line with the value 
of the manufactured dairy products 
made from such milk. . 

Because milk is perishable !md is 
subject to contamination, costly 
sanitary measures must be taken by 
dairy farmers to assure that the milk 
going into fluid uses is of high quality 
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when it leaves the farm. ,Also, 
bec~u'se it, is , bulky, , there is a high 
cOst mvolved in' NlUling ,. raw milk ' long 

' distances to city , processing plants. 
These conditions make milk approved 
for fluid consumption cost , more than 
milk that can be used only for 

, manufacturing purposes. A higher 
price must be paid to encourage' its 

, production and delivery to, fluid milk 
outlets. 

Also, ' sales of fluid milk are 
generally even the year-round,- while 
production is seasonally higher in the 
spring , than in , tl)e' fall. When 
producers deliver. ,. enough milk in the 
fall to meet fluid , consumption', they 
usually deliver more than is needed for 
fluid use ' in ' the spring months. ,. In 
addition, while milk production shows 

, little day-to -day variation within the 
week, fluid milk: sales vary 
substantially from day , t,o day. 
Conseql!ently, fluid ' milk markets need 
a greater supply each day , than 
consumers buy b~cause consumer 
purcha'ses ' vary 'so mllch within the 
week. Classified pricing accommodates 
the need to price these reserve milk 

' supplies for the fluid market at the 
low'er inanufactu,ring value to assure 
their orderly disposal. 

Most of the milk orders establish 
three use .. classifications - Class I for 
fluid ' uses, and Class IT and Class ill 
for manufacturing uses. ,A few orders 
inClude the manufacturing uses in a 
single Class. 

Class I uses generally inClude 
pro(jucts packaged ' for fluid 
consumption such ' as whole milk, skim 
milk, ' lowfat milk, buttermilk and 
flavored milk drinks. In the three
Class orders; ClasS IT ,usually inCludes 
cream, yogurt, cottage ,cheese and ice 
cream, while Class ill includes butter, 
cheese 'and nonfat dry , milk. 

Allocation of Milk to Classes 

The Class prices established by an 
order apply ' to "producer milk" 
delivered to ' regulated handlers by 
producers. ~e amount of such milk 
used in each Class is ,easily determined 
if a handler receives only producer 
milk. ' However" in addition to his 
receipts of producer milk, a handler 
also may receive milk from other 
sources, "such as fi'om an unregulated 
plant. It is impossible to determine 
which milk ' was actually used in a 
particular product when producer milk 
is intermingled in a plant with "other 
source" milk. This necessitates having 
certain accounting rules for 
determining ,the amount of producer 
milk that will tie priced in each Class. 
A ' specific ' allocation procedure, which 
is generally the same for all orders, is 
set forth in each order for ,this 
purpose. 

in general, the all()cation procedure 
assigns unpriced, other ,source milk ' to 
the lowest class_ ' Under limited 
condi tions, ' 'milk received by a , handler 
from unregulated' supply plants 'is 
assigned to the handler's , utilization 
pro rata with receipts of regulated 
milk. 

Receipts of milk from planta 
regulated under other Federal orders 
are allocated differently. Packaged 
milk is assigned to Class I milk at the 
receiving plant. , Bulk milk received for 
manufacturing is assigned to the lowest 
Class. ' Other receipts of bulk milk are 
allocated to the receiving hartdler's 
utilization in each Class. 

Class Prices 

The policy to -be followed in pricing 
milk under Federal 'milk orders was 
established by the Congress and is 
stated in the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act. The Act directs the 
Secretary of Agriculture to establish 
milk prices that will reflect economic 
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condi tions which affect market supply 
and demand in the affected marketing 
area, insure a sufficient quantity of 
pure and wholesome milk to meet 
curren t needs and further to assure a 
level of farm income adequate to 
maintain productive capacity sufficient 
to meet anticipated future needs and 
are in the public interest. A public 
hearing is held to. gather evidence on 
the supply-demand conditions in an 
area and on other relevant economic 
conditions. The considerations involved 
in establishing class prices, and the 
resulting effect upon uniform prices 
paid producers, must be appraised in 
the light of the declared policy of the 
Act. 

The primary standard for 
establishing Class I prices under the 
Act is supply and demand conditions 
affecting the marketing area. The 
"price of feeds, the available supplies 
of feeds, and other economic 
conditions" referred t'6 in the Act are 

.-,. 
taken into account. as they affect 
prospective market~#pply and demand 
conditions. The "pilblic interest" is 
served by an adequat,e supply of milk 
a t a reasonable price,' 

In all Federal order markets, the 
price for Class I milk is presently 
based on the value of milk for 
manufacturing uses plus a specified 
Class I differential. The values for 
manufacturing milk depend upon the 
average price paid for manufacturing 
grade milk by plants in Minnesota and 
Wisconsin. Class I differentials were 
established at levels which, in 
conjunction with the dairy price 
support program, will insure present 
and future supplies of high-quality milk 
throughout the Federal order system. 

The Minnesota-Wisconsin price series 
is used as the basic mover of Class I 
prices for several reasons. The 
price is representative of the 
paid for more than half 
manufacturing grade milk in 
country. Numerous plants in the 

22 

M-W 
price 

the 
the 
two 

states compete for milk supplies. 
Whenever milk supplies (including 
Grade A supplies) tighten in distant 
markets, cooperatives and milk handlers 
import milk from these two states, 
thus reducing. the milk available for 
processing and reducing production of 
products such as butter and cheese. 
When milk supplies are plentiful, this 
shows up in increased dairy product 
production, lower product prices and 
lower prices for manufacturing .grade 
milk. 

The M-W price is a measure of 
changes in supply-demand conditions 
throughout the country. It is arrived· at 
in the marketplace rather than by the 
Government, although it is influenced 
by the price support level at times 
when prices are at or near the price 
support level. 

As long as large quantities of 
manufacturing grade milk exist in the 
upper Midwest, it is necessary to 
coordinate Class I and blend prices in 
this area with manufacturing grade 
milk prices. Without coordination, 
serious marketing problems and 
inequities between Grade A and 
Grade B producers develop. Alignment 
of Class I prices elsewhere with those 
in the upper Midwest is facilitated by 
using the M-W price as a mover for 
Class I prices in all Federal order 
markets. 

Another function is served by the 
use of the M- W price in establishing or 
adjusting class prices. It provides 
coordination between the milk order 
and price support programs. Both 
programs are the responsib.ility of the 
Secretary of Agriculture and have 
similar legislative prlcmg standards. 
An increase or decrease in the price 
support level is reflected in the prices 
paid for manufacturing grade milk, if 
markets are at or near support levels 
and, in turn, are reflected in the M -W 
price, and thus in Federal order prices. 
Because of this tie-in between the two 
programs, changes in the price support 



level can be used to adjust milk prices 
throughout the dairy economy, including 
prices established tinder milk. orders . . 

·Factors considered . in .establishing 
Class ' i differentials include: ' (1) 
Additional costs of meeting Grade A 
sanitary regulations; ' (:2) Costs ' of 
transp()rtillg - milk from areas of 
production t(l ' areas . (If consumption; '(3) 
The COl!t of· ,producing .milk ,· iq . 'the 
supply area; ali<I (4) .Supply and ,c;lemand 
conditions for .milk, incl\1d.ing· -the cost 
·of ,aUerna.tive supplies; 

Fo~ any length .oftime; the1evel .of 
ClasS ,I price in any market . generally 
'qanriot ·exceed .the .. cost of ,buying the 
.milk . ,in '· ·another . ,.s\1pply .. area .and 
trnnsporting it .to . the ., consuming 
market. If a price advantage ' exists 
long . enough for handlers ,to recognize 
the .·advant,ages ·.of another supply,. ·they 
will change their buying arrangements. 
An .important guide ,to .the proper level 
of C1llss I . priclls in a. given market is 
the cost of alternative supplies. 

The .Food Security · Act of 1985 
specified , Class I . differentials in all 
Federal orders through . April 1988, and 
subsequently unless . . modified by 
amend men t to the oroe.r involved. 

Prices for milk ' 'used in . classes 
other than Class I must be 'established 
at 'levels that assure the orderly 
·disposal of the - mUk supplies that are 
in excess ·of the fluid needs of . the 
.market. In determifl41g the ,level of 
-resel'Ve :mHk priCeS, it is important 
·that handlers in iluid milk markets not 
be unduly .encouraged .' tq engage ·in 
manufacturing. operations by 
establishing ·prices .for ·reserve milk 
supplies ·lower than the ·competitive 
price for manufacturing grade milk. On 
the other hand, prices cannot be set so 
high that . handlers are ·unwilling ·to 
accept the excess or reserve milk 
supplies from producers and .process it 
.into mimufactured products. 

Reserve milk prices under the 
orders are presently based on the 
general value of mallUfacturing grade 
milk. The average price received for 
such milk by farmers in Minnesota and 
Wisconsin, in addition to being the 
basis for 'all Class I prices, is ·also the 
basis for pricm~ Class II and Class m 
milk. 

Pooling Returns to· P.roducers 

Because different · prices . apply. ·to 
milk disposed of· in the several . classes, 
a method of pooling, ' or distributing .the 
total retuQls from sales . among 
producers at , a · uniform price; ' is . used 

. in conjunction with classified· pricing. 
The Act provides fdr a choice of two 
methods of pooling ' returns to 
producers. One is . the -.marketwide 
pool; the other is the individual handler 
pool. 

Under a "marketwide" pool,. the 
total money value ·.of all milk delivElred 
by all producers to all himdlers '(pounds 
of milk in each .class' niultiplied by the 
minimum class prices) . is combined in 
one pool, and the 'pool is · divided ' by 
the total amount of producer milk that 
is priced under the . order.. Then, 
producers · or, cooperatives are paid the 
same "uniform" . or blend ' pnce per 
hundredweight for their milk shipments, 
excep.t for adjustments . to reflect 
variations in' the butterfat content- of 
the individual producer's milk and the 
location at which the. milk was 
received by the handler. 

In an "individual handler" pool, the 
same computations are made in 
arrlvmg at each handler's ; value of 
milk, and all .producers supplying a 
particular handler are · paid .. the . same 
"uniform" or blend price per 
hundredweight (which also is adjusted 
for butterfat 'content and location 'of 
receipt). Under thi& method of pooling,. 
producers &upplying ' one handler will 
receive a uniform price that differs 
from that paid producers supplying 
other handlers in ' the · market since ' the 
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proportion of milk used in the different 
classes varies among handlers. 

Although once used more widely, 
individual handler pools were applicable 
only in two Federal order markets in 
1987. Major changt's in the marketing 
of milk have led. to their limited use. 
Individual handler pools usually were in 
markets that were relatively short of 
milk, or where the reserve supplies 
were distributed evenly among handlers. 
Where supplies were short, this type of 
pooling served as. iii means of allocating 
the available supply among handlers in 
relation to their fluid sales.· The 
handler with a higher proportion of 
Class I sales would pay a I)igher. 
uniform or blend price. That would· 
tend to move producers away from the 
handler who had a higher proportion of 
sales in the manufacturing value uses. 

Marketwide pools, on the other 
hand, are best adapted to markets 
where reserve supplies are unevenly 
distributed among handlers. In many 
markets, particularly the larger ones, 
the reserve supply of milk can be more 
efficiently handled by consolidating the 
reserve supply in plants most distant 
from the market. Often, one reserve 
plant where milk products are 
manufactured much of the year will 
provide the necessary fluid milk for 
several handlers in the short-production 
months. This specialization of function 
would result in lower prices at such a 
plant under an individual handler pool 
than those paid . by handlers who 
speCialize in fluid sales. In a 
marketwide pool, all producers who are 
supplying milk for the market, even if 
it is needed for fluid use only in the 
short-supply period, are paid uniformly 
according to the total· market 
utilization. 

The returns to producers who are 
members of a cooperative association 
may be distributed among the 
membership according to the contract 
between the association and its 
members. This arrangement, which is 
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commonly referred to as reblending, is 
specifically authorized by the Act. 

Price Adjustments 

The class prices handlers pay and 
the prices producers receive are 
adjusted by butterfat differentials and 
by location differentials. Butterfat 
differentials reflect the ·variations in 
the market value of milk containing 
different quantities of butterfat. 
Location differentials reflect the cost 
of transporting milk . from the 
production area to the consuming area. 

Prices under the various Federal 
orders . are presently determined and 
announced for milk containing 3.5 
percent butterfat. The. butterfat 
differentials are quoted in ternisof 
cents per 100 pounds· of milk, and 
apply to each "point" (one.-tenth· of one 
percentage point) of variation from the 
basic test at which prices are 
announced. 

In some of the larger milk markets, 
the milk supply is assembled in a 
system of so-called country plants 
located in the area ·of production at 
varying distances from the city 
distributing plants. Milk collected at 
these country plan ts then is transported 
in tank trucks to the city plants. 
Some processing plants, usually those 
with manufacturing facilities, also are 
located in the production area at 
considerable distance from the principal 
center of consumption. 

The minimum prices established by 
Federal milk orders n()rmallyare 
applicable at the plant at which milk 
is first received. The pricing plans 
provide for zone differentials by which 
the central market price is adjusted to 
determine a zone price for each plant. 
Generally, the price declines tn 

succeeding zones as the distance from 
the center of the market increases. 
The charge for hauling milk from the 
farm to the first plant at which it is 



received is negotiated between the 
dairyman and the , hauler. 

Producer-8ettlement Fund 

Some handlers have mostly , ,Class I 
milk. Other handlers may ' use a . larger" 
proportion of their rec!)ipts , for " 
manufacturing purposes. This results ' in 
wide variations , among ,handlers in the 
average utilization value of their milk. 
Under a marl<etwide pool, handlers are 
required to pay at least the minimum 
blend price to all producers from whom 
they . purchase milk. The difference 
between what the , handler, pays 
producers and the utili,?,ation value of 
the milk is paid to or received from a 
"Producer-Setilement ' Fund." Handlers 
with higher than average Class I 
utilization pay the difference into this 
fund. This money is then paid out to 
handlers with lower than average , 
Class I utilization. This results in ,a 
uniform minimum price to all 
producers. 

Integration of ,Unpriced Milk into 
the Classified Pricing System 

In the early years, the,' orders 
provided for full regulation of all 
plants that distributed any milk in the 
'marketing area. . Full regu.lation 
permitted a plant and its producers to 
share in the proceeds of a fluid 
market, regardleSs of whether they had 
a close and regular association with 
the market. By selling a tok!)n amoun t 
of milk in the marketing area, a plant 
could become a pool plant and share in 
the' proceeds of the market even 
though it took no responsibility in 
providing milk to the m'arket when 
needed. 

Unlimited participation in a 
marketwide pool ' permitted surplus milk 
from other markets to be shiftect to 
the regulated market. This widespread 
distribution of pool funds to dairy 
farmers not regularly associated with 
the market kept the proceeds from the 

market's fluid milk sales from serving 
their ,purpose ' of encouraging , the 
production ' Of - a dependable supply ' of 
high-quality milk by producers regularly 
supplying the fluid ' market. Thus, · the 
effectiveness of a marketwide peol in 
providing orderly marketing and 
adequate ' milk supplies was ' 'being 
undermined. 

It , became obvious, ,that it would be 
necessary to establish performance 
requirements as ' a basis for sharing in 
the proceeds of a fluid market. Such 
pool 'plant requirements also could be 
used as a means ' of exempting from 
full -, regulation " handlers 'having only 

. limited distribution in , the marke ting , 
. "area. " 

Concurrent 'with , setting performance 
requirements to permit some unpriced 
milk to enter a , marketing area was 
the need to', devise a way to prevent , it 
from ,entering the market at less , 'than 
'order prices. Obviously, it would be 
unrealistic to ; protect the Class I 
'utilization of ' a market ' from 
demoralization from : its own -excess ·or 
reserv.e milk through a ' classified 
pricing, sYstem 'and, at the ' Same ,time, ' 
allow excess ' milk from another 'market 
to be sold withou't regulation. " If milk 
from unregulated sources is ' av'aifable 

, to some distributors at less than order 
' Class I prices; distributors who , pay 
order Class I prices would be at a 
competitive disadvantage .' The purpose 
of the classified pricing plan would be 
thwarted. Such a situation would 
create the very , disorder the milk order 
program was designed to eliminate, 

All orders contain provisions for the 
orderly movement of unpriced ' milk into 
regulated markets. The cur'rent 
provisions, which ' are essen,tially 
uniform among the orders; were 
developed after a 1962 decision of the 
Supreme Court (Lehigh v. United 
States) nullified certain provisions in 
the New York-New Jersey order 
relating to unpriced milk. , 'Those 
dealing with the treatment of regulated 
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milk moving between Federal order 
markets also were revised because of 
the Court's decision and were 
somewhat uniformly changed. 

'For milk distributed in a Federal 
order market from unregulated plants, 
three options' are given to plant 
operators: (1) Pay the dairy farmers 
delivering the milk at the same rate 
they would be required to pay if they 
were fully-regulated handlers. (2) 
Offset in-area sales by Class I 
purchases from handlers regulated 
under any Federal order. (3) Pay to the 
producer-settlement fund the difference 
between the Class I and blend prices 
of the order on their in-area sales. 
These options are designed to place 
plant operators, who are defined as 
partially-regulated handlers, on 
essen tially the same pricing basis as 
fully-regulated 'handlers with respect to 
their fluid milk sales in the regulated 
marketing area. 

Receipts of unpriced, milk at a pool 
plant, with limited _exception, are 
assigned to the plant~s surplus utili
ziltion. Such receipts'1include non fluid 
products (e.g., nonfaL-dry milk) used 
for reconstitution of milk, milk from 
producer-handlers and milk from 
unregulated supply" plants that is 
designated for manufacturing. This 
assignment to surplus use recognizes 
that the value of such receipts is 
basically the surplus value. If such 
receipts exceed the plant's surplus use, 
the excess amount is assigned to the 
plant's Class I utilization. The 
regulated handler then must pay to the 
producer-settlement fund the difference 
between the Class I price and the 
surplus price on the amount assigned to 
Class I. This' equalizes among pool 
plants the cost of milk used fOr fluid 
purposes. 

If pool plant operators are short of 
regula te,d milk for fluid use, they may 
receive unpriced milk from an 
unregulated supply plant and have it 
assigned to their utilization pro rata 
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with their receipts of regulated milk. 
To help equalize the priCing among 
pool plants of the amount assigned to 
Class I, the handler must pay to the 
producer-settlement fund the difference 
between the Class I price and the 
order's blend price. 

Different accounting rules apply for 
regulated, or priced, milk moving from 
one Federal order market to another. 

Packaged milk may be moved 
between Federal order markets on 
routes, Or through interplant transfers, 
without any additional order obligation. 
In the case of interplant transfers, the 
packaged milk is assigned to Class I 
milk at the receiving plant. 

Bulk milk received in one regula ted 
market from another may be assigned 
to the surplus class if both handlers 
agree. If both handlers do not agree on 
surplus classification, a percentage of 
such receipts, equal to the higher of 
the receiving market's average surplus 
utilization or the receiving handler's 
surplus utilization, is allocated to the 
receiving handler's surplus use to the 
extent such use is available. The 
remainder of such receipts is assigned 
to the handler's Class I utilization. 
This classification of other SOurce 
receipts is passed back to the shipping 
market where the milk is priced. No 
further obligation applies under either 
order to the milk. 

This allocation procedUre for bulk 
milk results in local producer milk and 
milk from another regulated market 
sharing on a comparable basis in the 
receiving market's Class I and surplus 
utilization. However, if th",. receiving 
handler has a lower percentage of his 
milk in Class I than does the market, 
then the other-' source milk shareS in 
the receIvmg market's Class I utili
zation only to this lesser extent. This 
discourages the uneco~ornic importation 
of milk. 



Seasonal Pricing Plans 

Because' the" normal pattern of milk 
production results in a greater ' supply 
during ': the Spring and early summer 
than during the remainder of the year; 
various"~ plans qf SeaSonal pricing 'have 
been used to encourage ' the production 
of milk on a more ' even basiS, ' 'An 
incentive for a more uniform" pattern 
of milk production may be provided in 
Federal milk orders by either 
"Louisville" (takeout'~payback) ' plans or 
base-excess plans, 

Louisville plans provide a specified 
amount of money be withheld in , the 
.flush-production se8l\on from the 
proceeds due ,producers. The money is 
,placed in a special account ' 'Wid' "then is 
'paid to producers in the' 'short-supply 
seaSon according to therr deliveries in 
that period. " Under th'is plan, the funds 
withheld do not belong to particular 
producers, and any producer on the 
market during the" payback ' Period is 
eligible to share , in the ' funds. The 
plan is most effective, of course, when 
producers remain , on the market on a 
continuing ba'.is. 

The base-excess 'plan is a , seasonal 
pricing plan which relates the 'payment 
more directly to the indh,idual .. produc
er's seasonal pattern of deliveries. 
Under such a plan, producers , establish 
a base equal to the average daily 

, quantity of milk they deliver during 
the short-production season. During 
the following flush-production season, 
they are paid the base price for 
quantities of milk delivered up to the 
amount of their base, and a lower 
price for any additional milk delivered. 
'Ilie total payments ,for' base arid ' excess 
milk equal the total payments which 
handlers are required to pay for the 
milk at the class prices. 

A~vertising and Promotion 

A 1971 
Agricul tural 
of 1937 

amendment to the 
Marketing Agreement Act 
provided the statutory 

authority for producers to develop 
advertising and promotion programs 
urider Federal milk orders. The 
authority specifically provides for 
establishing nonbrand advertising, 
research, education, and promotional 
programs designed to improve or 
promote the , domestic marketing and 
consumption of milk and its products. 
A separate referendum must be held to 
include an advertising and ,promotion 
program in an order.. If ' sU,ch a 
progra.m is disapproved by ' producers, 
the other provisions of the order are 
not affected in any way. 

An advertising ,and promotion 
program is rmanced by deductions on 
'all producer' milk. The" deduction rate 
per hundredweiglit of 'milk is specified 
in the ' order. The Federal 'order also 
provides that any producer may , request 
and obtain a refund of the , monies 
deducted under the ' program 
relative to his marketings. 

In , 1984,Federal , milk orders ' with 
advertising and promotion programs 
were amended to provide a fixed 
assessment rate of 10 cents per 
hundredweight. In addition, the orders 
were amended to provide that requests 
for refunds of the assessment be 
honored by having the market 
administrator send such refunds to the 
National Dairy Board operating ' under 
the Dairy Promotion and Research 
Order or to ' a "qualified" state or 
regional promotion, research, or 
nutrition education program designated 

,by the producer. Changes in the orders 
remain in effect for the duration of 
the Dairy Promotion' ,and Research 
Order, authorized by the ,Dairy and 
Tobacco Adjustment Act of 1983. 

The collected funds" are paid to ,an 
agency composed of producers and 
producer representatives t hat is 
responsible for developing programs to 
spend the funds. The composition of 
the board is specified ' in the order, 
with one representative ' usually pro
vided for each ' specified percentage of 
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participating producers. The order sets 
certain limitations on the expenditure 
of funds, and all programs and projects 
must be submitted to the Secretary of 
Agriculture for review and approval 
before they are undertaken. 

Other Legislative Amendments 

o Class I base plans 

Ini tially provided by the Food and 
Agriculture Act of 1965, Class I base 
plan authority was revised and 
extended by the Agricultural Act of 
1970 and further extended by the 
Agriculture and Consumer Protection 
Act of 1973 and the Food and 
Agriculture Act of 1977. Authority for 
these plans was not extended' by the 
Agriculture and Food Act of 198i. As 
a result, no new programs could be 
instituted after December 31, 1981, 
and existing programs could not extend 
beyond December 31, 1984. 

Class I base plans."4were designed to 
encourage dairy farmers supplying a 
market to tailor their, milk marketings 
to the Class I needs, of that market. 
Each producer was . assigned a base 
which was a share of the market's 
Class I sales.' The producer was paid a 
higher price for deliveries within that 
base and the surplus price for 
deliveries in excess of the base. 
Class I base plan provisions allowed for 
voting only by individual producers, 
rather than bloc voting by 
cooperatives, and voting by producers 
on the separate Class I base plan 
amendment, rather than voting on the 
order as proposed to be amended. 

Only two Federal order markets 
implemented Class I base plans 
Puget Sound and Georgia. 

o Marketwide service payments 

The' Food Security Act of 1985 
authorized the use of marketwide 
service payments in Federal milk 
orders. This would permit cooperatives 
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and proprietary handlers to be 
reimbursed from the milk proceeds due 
producers for performing services ,of 
marketwide benefit, such as providing 
facilities to handle reserve milk 
supplies associated with the fluid milk 
market, transporting milk from one 
location to another to meet fluid milk 
requirements of handlers or 
transporting surplus milk to 
manufacturing plants. 

o Class I differential increases 

The Food Security Act of 1985 
specified Class I differentials in all 
Federal orders, mandating increases in 
35 of the 44 orders then. in effect, as 
of May I, 1986, for at least· a two
year period. The legislation requires 
that the specified differentials remain 
in place after May I, 1988, unless 
modified' by amendment to the Federal 
order involved. 

o Timeframe for marketwide 
service payments 

The Food Security Improvements' 
Act of 1986 amended the marketwide 
service payments provision of the 1985 
Act to provide a specific timeframe 
for implementing such provisions in 
Federal milk order markets. The 
amendment provided that not later 
than 90 days after receipt of a 
proposal to include market wide service 
payments under a Federal milk order, 
the Department must hold a hearing on 
the proposal, and implementation must 
be not later than 120 days after the 
close' of the hearing. 

ADMINISTRATION OF FEDERAL MILK 
ORDERS 

Program Administration 

Specific duties and responsibilities 
for the order program are delegated to 
the director of the dairy division by 
the Administrator of the Agricultural 
Marketing Service. The director has 



final authority to take action necessary 
or appropriate in the administration of 
milk marketing orders approved by the 
Secretary in 'accordance with the 
provisions of the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937. Such 'action 
includes supervising the operations and 
activities of market administrators; 

Each milk order is administered by 
a market administrator who is 
appointed by the Secretary of 
Agriculture. The powers and duties ' of 
the market administrator are prescribed 
in each order. The basic power given 
to (vested in) ' the market administrator 
is that of administering the order in 
accordance with its terms and 
provlslons. In order to do so, the 
market administrator must make dtiy
to 'day decisions regarding the 
application of the order provisions to 
various circumstances. 

Other powers of a market 
administrator inClude making rules and 
regulations to carry out the terms and 
provisions of the order, and receiving, 
investigating and reporting complaints 
of violations to the Secretary. 

The duties performed by a market 
administrator include those necessary 
to administer the terms and' proVlslOns 
of the order. These include a monthly 
computation and public announcement 
of class and uniform prices and 
associated butterfat differentials. The 
administrator verifies handler'S reports 
and , paylnents 'by inspecting the records 
of the handler or by such other 
investigation deemed necessary. An
other duty is to furnish ' to regulated 
handlers a monthly statement of their 
accounts with the market 
administrator. The market 
administrator also prepares and 
disseminates statistics and other 
information on the market's supply and 
utilization of milk and milk prices. 

The administrator employs a staff 
of auditors, agricultural economists and 
laboratory, clerical and data processing 

personnel to assist in administering the 
order. The cost of operating each 
order is assessed against regulated 
handlers in 'proportion to the' volume of 
milk handled. A ,fund known as the 
admL'1.istrative assessment fund is 
established under each order for this 
purpose. A separate fund known as 
the marketing service fund also is, 
provided in most orders. This fund 
covers the cost of providing market 
inforination and of verifying the 
weights, samples and butterfat tests of 
milk received from producers for whom 
such services are not being provided by 
a cooperative. This assessment is levied 
on the producers receiving the service. 

One of the most important 
functions of the market administrator 
is the examination of books and 
records maintained by handlers to ' 
determine whether payments are made 
according to the terms of the milk 
order. Handlers are required to submit 
monthly reports showing their receipts 
and utilization of milk' and payments , to 
producers. Although the staff employed 
on ' specific duties varies from market 
to market, auditors make up 30 to 50 
percent of all employees in most 
markets. 

The audit program , ,for verification 
of payments for milk combines a check 
of physical units 'and financial 
transactions. The c omparison of intake 
and output of physical units and the 
customary balance of financial receipts 
and expenditures' complement each 
other in the audit system. The 
emphasis attached to physical and 
financial ' checks varies with the type 
of handler operation to be verified. 

The auditor verifies by making 
comparisons of goods handled and 
financial records. Payments to, 
producers and to other handlers are 
checked. Sales records are checked to 
support the reported disposition. 
Besides an investigation of the specific 
accounts which deal with purchases and 
sales that have a direct relation to 
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milk handling operations, the complete 
audit includes an examination of other 
financial accounts to determine wheth
er any account not labeled "milk" may 
have actually been used to record milk 
purchases or sales. 

The complete financial check 
usually is included with the audit of 
production records. In the audit 
program, it also is, customary to rely 
on a physical check of the handler's 
product operations as a means of 
verifying the total, plant receipts and 
output. In this check of physical units, 
the receipts of milk are checked 
through the plant's production 
opera tions and balanced with the total 
recorded disposition. 

The extent and type of the audit is 
adapted to the market and the handler 
in accordance with the terms of the 
order and the records customarily kept. 

. 
The supervision of market admin

istrators' operations land activities is 
carried out by the."", director of" the 

. dairy division by foxmal instructions, 
and through close wo<"king relationships 
_between each administ,rator's office and 
the operations, economic analysis, order 
enforcement, market information, and 
promotion and research units. . . 

The director of the dairy division 
has issued an instruction manual 
covering various aspects of the 
administration of milk orders. In 
addition, market administrators are 
required to report from time to time 
on special phases of their activities. 
such as auditing techniques or methods 
of testing the accuracy 'of weights .and 
butterfat tests, so that these activities 
can be reviewed and evaluated. Part 
of the. review process includes on-site 
surveys conducted by dairy. division 
personnel of market administrators' 
auditing activities. 

111e expenditure of funds by market 
administrators, both for administrative 
purposes and for marketing services to 
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producers, is supervised by the director 
of· the dairy division. Market 
administrators are required to submit 
for approval an annual budget of 
income and expenditures prior to the 
beginning of each calendar year. 
USDA's Office of the Inspector General 
reviews the audits of the books and 
records of market administrators 
conducted by certified public 
accountants to determine if funds have 
been used in accordance with the 
approved budgets and applicable 
instructions. 

The responsibility for recommending 
the terms and provisions of milk orders 

. and describing their intent and purpose 
is delegated to the director of' the 
dairy division. When: . a market 
administrator, handler or any other 
person has any questions concerning .the 
application of a· specific order 
provision, that person may request a 
ruling from the director. A handler 
who disagrees with an interpretation of 
an order'provision,may institute more 
formal procedures 'for review as 
outlined in a. preceding section 
(Administrative and Legal Recourse). 

Cooperative Qualification 

The .. Secretary of Agriculture has 
given the dairy division responsibility 
for determining as to whether 
cooperative associations marketing their 
members' milk under Federal orders are 
entitled to certain rights and 
privileges. These rights and privileges 
include: 

1. Bloc vote its members in ref
erenda on proposed or amended 
orders. 

2. Blend the net proceeds from 
sales·of milk. 

3. Provide its, producers with 
. market information and verify 
weights, samples and butterfat 
tests of members' milk instead of 
having ·such services provided to 
its member-producers by the 
market administrator for a fee. 



4. Utilize special order provisions 
for cooperative associations in 
payment for milk or in the 
diversion of milk . . 

The basic standard provided in the 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act 
as to what .constitutes a cooperative is 
that the association must be organized 
and operate in such . a maimer as to 
conform to the criteria contained in 
the Capper.Volstead Act. The Capper. 
Volstead Act was passed by . Congress 
in· 1922 to grant farmers .who joined 
together to market their · farm products 
a limited exemp·tion from the· anti trust 
laws. The Capper. Volstead Act made 
it clear that farmers associated 
together, .in stock as well .8S nonstock 
associa tioris, could, wi thou t legal 
constraint ·because of the form of their 
association, . collectively prepare for 
marketing and market their agricultural 
products. 

The determination by the dairy 
division as to whether a c::ooperative 
qualifies for rights and privileges under 
a milk order is made only after a 
request· by the cooperative. The 
diVision must take into consideration 
conditions that are specifically set 
forth in the Capper· Volstead Act in 
reaching a determination of whether or 
not a cooperative association is 
entitled to rights and privileges under 
milk orders. These conditions are: 

l. It must be an association of 
agricultural producers. 

2. It must · be engaged in marketing 
milk. 

3. It must be operated for the 
mutual benefit of its members. 

4. Its operations must be controlled 
by · its members. . 

5. The value of its non·member 
business must be less than the 
·value of its 'member business. 

The dairy division . requires a 
cooperative desiring qualification to 
submit an application. The forms can 
be obtained on request from the dairy 

division. The application information 
and other data concerning the 
organization and operation of the 
association received from other sources 
are reviewed and . investigated by the 
dairy division. 

Once an association has established 
its eligibility, it is a "cooperative 
association" under the Federal order 
program and remains so as long as it 
continues to meet the prescribed 
standards. There is an ongoing as well 
as a formal annual review of the 
eligibility status of each qualified 
cooperative conducted by the dairy 
division to assure that rights and 
privileges are accoraed only to entitled 
cooperatives. 

Milk Market Information 

Another important function of the 
dairy division and market 
administrators is providing market 
information on supplies, sales and 
prices of milk to · producers and 
handlers. 

To assure the proper payment for 
milk under the orders, handiers are 
required to file reports showing the 
receipts of milk and butterfat from 
each source, and the quantities utilized 
in various forms such as fluid milk 
products, cottage cheese, butter, etc. 
Market administrators collect marketing 
data from regulated handlers who 
account for about 80 percent of the 
Grade A milk marketings and around 
71 percent of the total milk 
marketings in ·the country. From these 
handler reports, data are coinpiled and 
totaled for each market, and for all 
market!! under the program. Since 
Federal milk order statistics are 
developed from records from all 
handlers and for all milk priced under 
Federal orders, rather than from 
sample data, such statistics provide 
reliable market information. Reported 
data also are subject to audit. 
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The statistical data collected under 
the Federal milk order program are an 
important segment of the information 
needed to administer the orders. 
These data are compiled and released 
for the use of persons who are 
interested in comprehensive information 
on milk supplieS; utilization, and sales 
as well as prices ,established under the 
various' milk orders. This information 
is helpful in current buying and selling 
decisions, in future planning, and to 
basic research' undettaki.ngs by 
Government and (lthers. The statistical 
information collected under the milk 
order program is probably the most 
comprehensive body of marketing 
information available on . any 
agricultural commodity. 

Federal order statistics and related 
price information are disseminated 
regularly through written reports issued 
weekly, monthly and annually. Monthly 
and annual reports .. entitled "Federal 
Milk Order Market Statistics" may be 
obtained by writing •. to the Market 
Information Branch, . ri\ USDA/AMS/Dairy 
Division, P.O. Box 9.!i456, Washington, 
D.C. 20090-6456,. 

ADJUSTMENT OF FEDERAL ORDERS 
TO CHANGING CONDITIONS 

The dairy industry is a dynamic 
industry which has been characterized 
over the past 40 years by major 
changes in every segment of the 
industry. Major structural changes in 
milk production, farm milk assembly, 
processing and distribution have been 
brought about by technical innovations 
and economic pressures to increase 
efficiencies. 

The Federal order program' has 
shown. a remarkable ability to adapt 
itself to economic and technological 
changes which have occurred in the 
industry. Part of the ability can be 
ascribed to the considerable 
responsibility placed on the industry 
and other interested parties to propose 
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and support changes at public hearings. 
The procedures under which·.milk orders 
are developed and amended are such 
that the impact of new marketing 
methods or other developments in the 
market can be publicly appraised. 
Public discussion and, the' exchange 'of 
views regarding.marketing problems .and 
their· relation to the order program 
contribute to the solution of' such 
problems. The· complete .and accurate 
information about supplies and sales of 
milk which is available in Federal 
order markets furnishes the material 
for better marketing decisions. These 
procedures' have. made the program 
responsive to the changing needs of ,the 
milk industry. 

Milk orders have facilitated and 
accommodated innovations 'and 
efficiencies in production; handling and 
distribution. Nearly all of the 
structural changes in the industry ·have 
required substantial capital investments 
to achieve economies of scale. As a 
result, operating units at the farm, 
processing and distribution levels have 
become fewer in number and larger in 
size. As buyers and sellers have 
become larger, the milk marketing 
system has broadened and has become 
regional or even national in scope. 

Major structural marketing changes 
in the milk industry to which milk 
orders have adapted include the 
following: 

o The number of dairy farms has 
declined sharply during the past 40 
years. There were about 175,000 farms 
selling milk in 1986. compared with 
two million in the early 1950's. The 
decline in farms continues-while herd 
size increases. Small herds have been 
disappearing rapidly. 

o Since 
number of 
declined from 
850 in 1986. 

o There 
conversion in 

the early 
fluid milk 
some 8,200 
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plants 

to less 
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can deliveries to b!llk tank deliveries, 
and such conversion has been 
substantial in ' manufacturing ' milk 
markets. 

o About 88 percent ot the total 
miik ,' supply was Grade /i.. ' in 1986 and 
the conversion , to one grade of milk , is 
continuing. This developmen t is 
resulting in a single industry where the 
fluid al)d , manufacturing segments are 
closely coordinated rather than the two 
separate industdes which e'xisted not 
too many years ago. , 

o 'rhere has been a tremendous 
expansion of both " supply and 
distribution areas" resulting , from the 
erosion of restrictive health regulations 
and advances in ' refrigeration, 
transportation and milk packaging. 
Many small receiving and distributing 
plants have been replaced by larger 
ones which collect , and distribute milk 
over much broader areas. 

o Large regional cooperatives have 
developed with membership among 
producers in many markets. TheY"have 
been major processors of , manufactured 
dairy p'roducts for some time and 
con tinue to grow in this area. 

, 0 , Retail sales have shifted from 
home delivery to chain stores. This 
has been accompanied by handlers 
increasingly processing, packaging and 
delivering milk to stores only 4 or 5 
days a week, leaving 2 or 3 days of 
raw ,milk production 'to seek outlets in 
other than fluid product markets. 

o Many chain stores, 'in an attempt 
to capture some of the processing 
profits and to gain better management' 
over their supply of milk, have 
vertically integrated backwards into the 
processing of fluid milk products. 

Many of these dramatic changes 
would not have occurred with so little 
disruption had' , it not been for the 
orderliness and stability provided by 

the classification and pncmg concepts 
which are basic to Federal milk orders. 
Moreover, the specific proVlSlons 
covering ' classification and pricing in 
individual orders, as well as other 
provisions, have ' been amended when 

, necessary to ' adapt to the changing' 
needs of the milk industry. 'The net 

' effect of changes in the milk oroer 
program over the ' past 40 years has 

" been a shift ' from market 'orders geared 
to local , conditions ,to a system , of 
orders geared to regional and national 
conditions. , Wider use 'of regional and 
national hearings has been made ,' to 
adopt, ' these changes. Some of the 
changes include the following: 

o Milk orders have ,been merged 
and expanded in response to widening 
areas of procurement , and distribution. 

o Uniform product classification 
provisions have , been ildopted in most 
of ,the ' orders in , recognition of the 
growing interrelationship of one market 
with another. 

o A number of actions have been 
taken to provide a more stable price 
alignment among orders. The' 
Minnesota-Wisconsin manufacturing 
grade milk price series was adopted to 
price milk for manufacturing use in 
Federal order markets. Later, this 
same price series became the basic 
formula price for determining the 
Class I price in all orders. Also, 
individual market supply-demand 
adjustors and Class I differentials 
which varied seaSonally were 
eliminated. 

o Substantially uniform provIsIons 
with respect to interhandler transfers 
and , compensatory payments have been 
included in all orders. These changes 
facilitate the movement of milk 
between markets. 

The Changing Nature of Federal Order 
Prices 

Over the years, the focus and 
na ture of Federal milk order prices 
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have changed. During the first 25 
years of the program, Class I prices, 
as well as other class prices, and 
indeed entire orders, were tailored to 

· the production and marketing conditions 
of the local marketing. areas. There 
wa.s little movement of milk between 
areas at that time .and prices were 
viewed in terms of. the appropriate 
level for a· particular area. It was 

· common in the earlier years to have 
Class I price ilearings. for individual 
markets to. correc,t a -local . pncmg 
problem. The independence of markets 
during that period ma,de it easier . to 
deal· with local Ch!lJ:lge,s in. supply and 
demand. The, matter of .. intermarket 
price alignment was secondary. 

In the 1960's,hpwever,it became 
evident that a more closely c,oordinated 
system of Class I prices was needed. 
Advances in transportation and 
refrigeration facilitated the movement 
of : milk between markets and, thus, 

· markets began . t'? lo~ many of their 
local characteristics .. ,,~ The ability of 
handlers to obtain: thEl.jr supply of milk 
.f~om sources oqtsid~;,. the. traditional 
milkshed made it n~<:!essary to give 
more weight to the q'i>,st of alternative 
milk supplies in establishing the Class I 
price level for a market. The increased 
mobility of. milk made national supply
demand conditions an important factor 
in the supply-demand conditions of 
local markets. 

To . provide coordination in pricing 
among the markets, the Minnesota
Wisconsin milk price series was adopted 
in the 1960's as the basic mover of 
Class I prices in· all Federal order 
markets.. Many orders, however, 
maintained local supply-demand 
adjustors in their Class I prlCmg 
formula .. These supply-demand adjustors 

·raised prices as supplies decreased 
relative to sales, and decreased prices 
when supplies increased relative to 
sales. The local supply-demand 
adjustors were phased out in the mid-
1960's when it became evident that the 
local nature of markets could not be 
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maintained and that a greater degree 
of intermarket,· price alignment was 

. necessary. 

Today, Class I prices under the 
orders are seldom changed on the basis 
of changes .in· local supply-demand 
conditions· in individual.' markets. 
Instead, Class I prices are viewed as' a 
coordinated system of prices for' the 
various' markets' wherein the· major 
factor movingpnices up 'or down is the 
national supplY'-demand situation. 
Changes in individual order' prices 
usually are made only in the' context 
of a system of prices for all markets. 
No significant. changes. in . the overall 
level of Class I differentials had 
occurred since 1968 un til the 
Congressionally -mandated increases in 
1986. 

Changes in the Class I price lEwel 
under the orders depend on changes in 
the M-W price which are brought about 
by changes in various open-market 
forces and the price support program. 
The M- W. price series reflects a price 
level determined by competitive 
conditions which are affected by supply 
and demand conditions' throughout the 
dairy industry; and' reflects actions 
taken under the dairy price support 
program. 

Much of the current alignment of 
Class I prices among the ,'various 
markets was established in . the late 
1960's, Class I prices iri various 
markets, until about 1972; were closely 
aligned with the Chicago Class I price 
plus transportation. Since that time, 
milk transport costs' have increased 
substantially, but intermarket 
differentials in the orders had- remained 
unchanged until the 1986 increases. 
With those increases, order prices 
cover more of the cost of moving milk 
out of the surplus-producing area of 
the upper Midwest· into other maJ:"kets, 

One reason that Class I diffeJ:"entials 
have not been increased (except for 
the Congressionally-mandated increases 



in 1986) . to reflect additional 
transportation costs ' is that markets 
generally have remained adequately 
supplied at existing Class I ' price 

. levels. When supplies have tightened, 
coopera tives have obtained over~order 
payments to help ' cover the cost of 
importing needed supplies. 

The Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937 authorizes the 
Secretary of Agriculture to establish 
minimum prices to be paid by handlers 
for . milk ' used 'in each use 
classification. Prices established under 
Federal orders are minimum 'prices only 
and handlers may pay producers higher 
than minimum prices. Since the order 
price system reflects the nationai 
sllPply-demand situation for milk, 
cooperatives from time to time have 
stepped in and · charged prices above 
order mmlmums when . a local or 
regional situation differed from the 
national. Over-order prices also · have 
been used in BOrne markets to cover 
transportation charges not fully covered 
by order provisions and to cover costs 
to manufacturing· plants that make milk 
available for fluid use. During periods 
of tight supply, over-order ' prices tend 
to increase as distance from the .. upper 
Midwest area increases, and thus tend 
to reflect more fully than order prices 
the cost of alternative supplies. 
Cooperatives have relied more on over
order charges in recent years as a way 
of fine-tuning order prices promptly to 
changed conditions and supplementing 
the mmlmum prices established under 
the ordets. 

In recent years, cooperative 
aSBOciations have been perfonning many 
of the services that were performed by 
proprietary handlers in the past. 
Federal . order prices do not .provide 
specifically for payments by' propdetary 
handlers to cover these" additional 
services. These services would include 
the procurement, assembling and 
reserve disposal functions, along with a 
number of other services such as 
quality control, payrolling and 

standardization. These services cost 
cooperatives money and, if a 
cooperative is to return the Federal 
order blend price to producers, it must 
recover such costs. 'Cooperatives 
attempt to secure' reimbursement 
through over-order charges. 

Payments from Federal order pools 
to cooperatives . . and proprietary 
handlers that · provide . services 0 f 
marketwide benefit were authorized by 
the Food Security Act of ' 1985. These 
services include providing facilities to 
handle reserve milk supplies ' associated . 
with the fluid market, . transportmg 
milk to meet fluid 'milk requirements 
of handlers and transporting surplus 
milk to manufacturing plants. 

Relationship of the Federal Milk 
Order Program with · the Dairy Price 
SIIPPort Program 

Under the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937 .which 
authorizes the milk order program and 
the Agricultural Act of 1949 which 
authorizes the dairy price support 
program, the Secretary of Agriculture 
is charged with establishing a structure 
of prices which wUl ilssure an adequate 
but not excessive supply ·of milk. 
Congress gave the Secretary of 
Agriculture further direction for 
establishing milk prices when it passed 
the . Agriculture and Consumer 
Protection Act of 1973, which amended 
both the 1937 Act and the 1949 Act. 
It requires that milk prices be 
established at a level that will assure 
a sufficient quantity of pure and 
wholesome milk to meet current needs, 
and to assure a level of farm income 
adequate to maintain productive . 
capacity sufficient to· meet anticipated, 
future needs. The total supply of milk 
depends on the prices received by 
producers of Grade A and 
manufacturing grade milk, their costs 
of producing milk, alternative income
producing possibilities on and off the 
farm and their future expectations. 
On the other hand, the demand for 
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milk and dairy products depends on 
their prices, consumer income, 
advertising and promotion, the 
availability and price of substitutes, 
changes in consumer tastes and 
preferences, and changes in population, 
More than any' time in the' past, 
achieving a balance., between supply and 
demand requires establishing' a 
structure of prices which recognizes 
the sum total of ;Jorces affecting: the 
national supply and demand for milk 
for fluid and manufacturing uses. 

At one time milk orders were 
looked upon only' as a means of 
achieving adequate supplies of milk for 
fluid use. The· prime focus of the 
price support program was on prices of 
manufacturing grade milk and 
butterfat, although such prices did 
undergird the general level of all milk 
prices. Today, because the Nation's 
milk supply is predominately Grade A 
and because of the growing 
interrelatedness of the fluid and 
'manufacturing segments of the 
industry, the milk order and price 
support programs are viewed in 
combination as devices by which the 
Government attempts to achieve an 
adequate supply of milk for both fluid 
and manufacturing uses. 

Present programs put primary 
responsibility on price supports as the 
Government means for adjusting price 
levels' to encourage changes in milk 
supplies. This is because milk priCes 
under Federal milk orders are based on 
the, average price paid for 
manufacturing grade milk in Minnesota 
and Wisconsin, which reflects the 
impact of all supply-demand factors 
operating in the dairy economy, 
including the dairy price support 
program. 

The level of the Class I prices 
under Federal milk orders affects the 
blend price, which in tum influences 
how much milk is produced by dairy 
farmers delivering milk to Federal 
order markets. The level of the 
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Class! prices also influences the 
consumption of milk in fluid form, 
which impacts on the volume of' milk 
available for manufacturing. Since 
about 71 percent of the milk marketed 
is covered by Federal milk orders, the 
level of the Class I prices affects the 
national supply-demand' balance, which 
in turn affects the volume of removals 
under the dairy price support program. 

Changes in the dairy support price 
level, when market prices are at 
support, are reflected directly in the 
M-W price and in the level of all 
order prices. Thus, changes in the 
support price impact on the production 
and consumption of milk in all Federal 
order markets. 

Using the M-W price series as a 
mover of class prices in all Federal 
order markets provides the program 
coordination between Federal orders 
and dairy price supports that is 
necessary to assure consistency in the 
Secretary of' Agriculture's poliCies in 
establishing milk prices under the two 
programs. Since. minimum class prices 
are tied to the M -W price, they will 
not keep rising and creating unneeded 
supplies of milk when USDA is trying 
to discourage milk .production through 
actions under the dairy price support 
program. 

Because of the interrelatedness of 
the milk order and price support 
programs, it has been increasingly 
necessary to look upon the combined 
effects of milk orders and price 
support levels in appraising the 
appropriateness of the overall level of 
Class I prices and priCe support levels. 
When supplies of milk relative to 
demand are' in reasonably good balance, 
the combined effect of the two 
programs is prices consistent with the 
goal of long-run eqUilibrium. In 
combination, Class I price levels and 
price support levels would be about 
right. 



The Federal milk order program 
also assists in carrying out the 
Congressional objective of supporting 
the price of all milk to assure an 
adequate ' supply. The classification and 
pricing concepts of orders are a means 
of securing adequate' supplies of milk 
for fluid ' use, " thus complementing' the 
price support program. '!his reduces 

, som'ewfiat the ' reliance that the 
Secretary of Agriculture must place on 
the price support program to 'generate 
milk prices high ' enough ' to ' achieve 
adequate supplies of milk. 

Trend Toward a Single Grade of Milk 

In 1986, 88 percent of the milk 
supply ',marketed was Grade A, while in 
1950 only about 61 percent of the milk 
marketed was Grade A. The increase in 
the volume of Grade A marketed is 
even more , significant than these 
percentages would imply, however, 
since the volume of whole milk 
marketed hils increased substantially. 
Grade· A marketings , to plants and 
dealers in 1986 were around 123 billion 
pounds, almost three time's more than 
the estimated 45 billion pounds of 
Grade A whole, milk marketed to plants 
and dealers 'in 1950. Only about 40 
percent of the Grade A milk was used 
in fluid products in 1986, with the 
remaining volume used in manufactured 
products, p,articularly the so-called 
"soft" manufactured products such as 
cottage cheese, ice cream and yogurt. 
About 80 percent of the manufactured 
products produced in 1986 was made 
from Grade A milk. 

There are a number of factors 
which have influenced the conversion 
from Grade B to Grade A milk 
production. Among these factors are: 

o Classified priCing and marketwide 
pooling have resulted in higher prices 
to Grade A producers and have 
encouraged conversion to the 
production "of Grade A milk. 

o Standards for Grade B are being 
raised and are closer " to Grade A 
requirements in many 'of ihose states 
where the majority of the Grade B 
milk ' is concentrated. This makes it , 
easier to convert to ' Grade A. 

o The handling ofmtmufacturing 
milk in milk cans is ' disappearing 
rapidly. Many manufacturing , plants 
now have converted entirely to bulk 
tank handling systems and will no 
longer receive can milk . from 
producers. With the can milk market 
dlsappearing in · most areas, a producer 
so situated must convert to bulk tank; 
handling or leave the bUsiness. ,- After 
tbe bulk tank is purchased, the 
additional stepsanci ' investment 
necessary to convert to Grade ' A 
production are usually minor. 

o Manufacturing' plants which 
supply milk to fluid plants 'are ' required 
to segregate their receipts of Grade- A 
and Grade B milk. ' To economize, many 
plants are eliminating these costly 
duplicate receiving and handling 
facilities and are receiVIng only 
Gracie A milk. Producers delivering to 
these plailts thus must convert to 
Grade A production or seek" 'another 
market for their Grade B production: 

o L"l spite of improvements in the 
quali ty o f Grade B milk, health 
authorities a re increasingly 'requiring 
that ice cream and cottage 'cheese be 
made from Grade A milk or Grade A 
milk products. Fortification of fluid 
milk products must be with' Grade A 
nonfat dry milk. In addition, strong 
evidence exists that the ' quality of 
dairy products is higher and more 
consistent when made from' Grade A 
milk. Plant managers recognize this 
and thus have encouraged their 
producers to improve the quality ' of 
their milk. 

o Pooling provlSlons under Federal 
orders have made it fairly easy for 
plants to qualify as a pool plant, thus 
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making it easy for producers who have 
converted to Grade A to share in the 
proceeds from the fluid market. 

The continuing improvement in the 
quality of the milk supply and the 
trend toward a single grade of milk 
have changed the way the milk supply 
and the dairy industry are perceived. 
The dairy industry for many years was 
thought of as having two separate 
segments - a fluid segment and a 
manufacturing segment. The existence 
of two separate grades of milk - fluid 
grade or Grade A and manufacturing 
grade - was part of the reason for 
this distinction. The distinction was 
further emphasized by setting up two 
major Government programs -, Federal 
milk orders designed primarily to 
assist Grade A producers who serve 
fluid milk markets and the dairy price 
support program aimed more at the 
manufacturing segment of the industry, 
but still undergirding the general level 
of all 'milk prices as well. 

The steady 
grade of milk 
of Grade A 

trend towards a single 
plus the increasing use 
milk in manufactured 

products have made earlier distinctions 
of two separate supplies of milk. no 
longer realistic. Increasingly, Grade A 
milk is being looked upon by the 
industry as the basic milk supply 
needed for fluid use and for use in 
soft manufactured dairy products. In 
addition, there are indications that 
processors of top-quality manufactured 
products are showing increasing 
preference for Grade A milk, thereby 
assuring themselves a supply of 
consistently high -quality milk. 

Many persons in the dairy industry 
feel that the trend toward Grade A 
production will continue and that 
sometime in the future we will have 
essentially a single grade of milk in 
this coun try. 

If this occurs, significant changes 
will be required in the price support 
and milk order programs. As 
manufacturing grade milk disappears, so 
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will the M-W manufacturing grade milk 
price, which is used in pricing milk in 
all Federal milk orders. This means 
new methods for calculating class 
prices under milk orders would be 
required. Also, the procedure of 
supporting the price of all milk by 
putting a floor under .the manufacturing 
grade milk price would have to be 
changed. The price support objective 
would likely have to be expressed in 
terms of an "all. milk" price rather 
than a manufacturing grade milk price. 
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Measures of Growth in Federal Milk Order Markets, 1950-87 

~ear 
1/ ' 2/ tiarkets - , ~' - ' 1/ 3/ Handlers , - Producers-

No. Thou. No. No. 

, 
1950 39 ' NA 1,101 156,584 
19,55 63 46,963 1,483 188,611 

'. -'. 

1960 80 88:818 2,259 189,816 

1961 81 ' 93,72], 2,314 192 ,947 
1962 83 97,353 2,258 186,468 
1963 82 100,083 , ' 2,144 176,477 
1964 77 99,333 , 2,010 167,503' 
1965 73 102,351 , 1,891 15&,077 

1966 71 98,307 1,724 145,964 
1967 74 103;566 1;650 140,657 
1968 67 117,013, 1,637 ' 141,623 
1969 67 122,319 1,628 ' 144,275 
1970 62 125,721 1;588 143,411 

1971 62 142,934 1,529 141,347 
1972 62 142,934 1,487 136,881 
1973 61 141,472 1,355 131,565 
1974 61 141,546 1,312 126,805 
1975 56 144,467 1,315 , 123,855 

1976 50 149,493 1;305 122,675 
1977 47 150,093 1,260 122,755 
1978 47 150,131 1,189 119,326 
1979 47 150,131 1,127 116,447 
1980 47 164,908 1,091 117,490 

1981 48 165,459 1,058 119,323 
1982 49 169,770 1,010 120,743 
1983 46 170,882 958 121,052 
1984 45 171,044 912 119,033 
1985 44 168,572 884 116,765 

1986 44 168,572 849 112,165 
1987 y 43 169,484 797 105,896 

NA - Data not avai lable • 

Producer 
Deliveries 

Hil. lbs. ' 

18,660 
28,,948 
M,812 

48 , 80~ 

51,&48 
52,860 
54;447 , 
54,444 

53,012 
53,761 
56,444 
61,026 
65,104 

67,872 ' 
68,719 
66,229 
67,778 
69,249 

74,586 
77,94.7 
78,091 
79,436 
83,998 

87,989 
91,611 
95,757 
91,676 
97,7fJ2 

98.791 
98,163 

qass 1 
Deliv,eries 

Hil; Lbs. ' Pet., 

11;000 58.9 
18,032 62 ,.3 
28,758 64.2 

29',859 ,'61.2 
31,606 61.2 
32,964 62.4 
33,965 62.4, 
34,561 63.5 

34,805 65.7 ' 
34,412 64.0 , 
36,490: 64.6 , 
39,219 , 64.3 
40,063 61.5 

40,268 59.3 
40,938 59.6 
40,519 - 61.2-
39',293 ' 58.0 

" 40,106 57.9 " ' 

40,985 54. 9 . " 
41,125 52.8 
41,143 ' 52.7 
41,011 51.6 
41,034 48.9 

40,746 46.3 , 
40,807 44.5 
41,.091 42 .9 
41;517 45.3 
42,201 43.2 

42,725 : 43.2 
':. 42,8~7 4].7' 

. Y End of year. (Date on which pricing proviSions became effective.) 
?,/ Population of Federal Hilk Order areas at end of year. 1955, 1960-70, 1971-.19 , and, 1980-

87, according to 1950, 1960, 1970 and 1980 U.S. Census, respect,ively. 
}j Average for y,ear. 
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Measures of Growth in Federal Milk Order Markets, 1950-87 

Percentage Gross Value at Blend 
Prices at 3.5\ 4 of Hilk Sold to Daily Price Adjusted for 

Year Butterfat Content _/ Plants & Dealers Deliveries Butterfat Content 

Fluid All Per Per A" Class 1 Blend Grade Milk Producer Producer Producers 

. ~ 
Dol./cwt. Dol. Jcwt. Pet . Pet. Lbs. Dol. Thou. Dol. 

1 1950 4.51 3.93 41 25 326 4,914 . 769,442 
1955 4.67 4.08 51 32 420 6,510 1,227,815 
1960 4.88 4.47 64 43 648 10,482 1,989,615 

1961 4.91 4.45 67 45 704 11,131 2,147,656 
1962 4.80 4.14 70 47 761 11,854 2,210,330 
1963 -, 4.78 4.15 70 48 821 12,814 2,261,437 
1964 4.87 4.23 70 48 888 14,174 2,374,137 
1965 4.93 4.31 70 48 944 15,300 2,418,526 

1966 5.55 4.95 70 . 48 994 18,526 2,630,908 
1967 5.85 5.17 71 49 1,056 20,321 2,858, 351 
1968 6.23 5.53 74 52 1,089 22,561 3,195,087 
1969 6.50 5.74 77 56 1,164 24,892 3,591,293 
1970 6.74 '5.95 79 59 1,244 27,636 3,963,311 

1971 6.90 6. 08 80 60 1,316 29,893 4,225,340 
1972 7.10 6.31 78 60 1,372 32,439 4,440,288 
1973 8.03 7.31 78 60 1,386 37,461 4,928,514 
1974 9.35 8. 36 78 61 1,464 45,376 5,753,852 
1975 9.36 8.64 78 63 1,532 49,233 6,097,768 

1976 10.70 9. 75 79 65 1,661 60,277 7,394,486 
1977 10.59 9.69 80 66 1,740 62,692 7,695,764 
1978 11.40 10.57 80 67 1.793 70,528 8,415,787 
1979 12.88 11.97 80 67 1,870 83 ,262 9,695,637 

i 
1980 13.77 12 .86 80 67 1,954 93,685 11,007,001 

1 1981 14.69 13.63 80 68 2,021 102,354 12,213,199 ,. 
; 1982 14.63 13.53 81 69 2,079 104,573 12,626,510 ~ 
.~ 1983 14.69 13.53 82 70 2,168 109,142 13,211,805 , 1984 14.41 13.33 81 70 2, 104 104,935 12,490,729 

1985 13.88 12.61 80 70 2,294 107,871 12 , 595,522 

~J 
1986 5J 13.60 12 .38 80 71 2,413 111,581 12,515,451 
1987 - 13.89 12.50 80 71 2,540 118,284 12,.525,853 

1-

~J Pri ces are simple averages for 1950-61 and weighted averages for 1962-87. 
'J.J Pre 1 im; nary . 
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DEPARTMENT Of' AI!II'ICULTURE ' 
", 0",,0. 01" THI! ' e_CAI:TAfty 

WMltlNcrTOII, D.C. 2011110 

The Hortotable Roy Blulil 
U.S. House ofRepresentativaj: 
217 Caimon House Office Building .' 
Washington,D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman' Blunt: 

Stcrelary Vencman ~ed me 10 m.pOnd 10 your letters of Octo bet 11 and ~ber 3,2OQ2; ... ' 
supporting a request for a hearitli on !i·propoSal 5\1bmltted by DaiI}'Fanner; of Anieriea (DFA1: ' 
that would establish a "drought adjusllUent surcharge· on Class I and CI,:si: UpricCs. . 

. 
USDA .dminislelO Iho Fed.ral Mille Marketing Order (FMMO)Progrini. The objectives of llie 
FMMOProgram STe to as&ure .1ID adequale supply of milk foi' liIefluid market IIId taeniate an 

'. orderly struclllfc under which farmen can.maric'" mille year round - a structure whieh beUer . 
balances the m..n..ct power between dairy fmnClS anti ~ cooperatives (the. sellers) and milk 
hindlcnI (the buycn;). The. FMMO Program is • marketing tool, Dol a price support program. ' 

After ICviewing the DF A proposal to add a surdlirgc to FMMO Class'r 8l)d Class .n pric~ to · 
. compensate fl!flllelS for addilional feedc031S broui:ht on by drought condilioM, USDA. decided 

ncillo hold 8 hearing on the proposal. The basCs for this decision 1Il'C: 

l.. 

2 . . ' 

· The proposal would result in higher pric~ for Chlss U raw miitc thatuc not · 
· mlllicoting-COCI justified which would likely n;sult in ClaSs n buyers sUbstituting 
butter and nonfat dI}' milk (lower PJlced.Clascrv products) for clr.ssn raw milk; ' 

. . 

Adding a s~hlUJ!c ~ Cia" I and Clus n priU$ wouid piovide ~baianliallY .' 
, differenl bCllof\1a til famien depeading upol1 their location. For example, the ." 
· farmers in the Florida FMMO,whicb bas higher Class I utilization of about 90 .' 
perCen!' would benefil greaUy from Bueba surcharge for inilk used in Class I 
producls. · However, there wouldbclubslanlially less bcucfit to producen . 
mllricetingmilio; in the Upper Midwest PMMO where only aboll120 pcicentofthe 
rnillds used in Glass I; . .. 

3. , \ The propg:ial wvuld not provide any'rclicfto daiiy fannen wbo.mwt milk . . 
outsidethc FMMO program which I, about 30 pctmll oflhemilk produced iii the .' 
United Slates; and . . . 

; . 
\ 
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The Honorablc.!wy Blwil 
' Pagc2 

4. USDA h~ n:coglUzCd that IhclVIliJabiliiy ind prict!s oCgrains and. forages h~s 
been a burden for $Ome dairy farmetsbecauso of the drought. As a muli. USDA 
has' already takCII action to prilyide'lISSistance to those impacted. ' The USDA 
actions include,, ' " 

• Amending the Noncillloured ClOp Disaster Auistancc Program 10 
'implcment the statUtory elimination ofthe area losa i-cquij"mimt50 that 
individual producer IQ~sCS of fOrlge produced for animal cOnsumption i,s 
cqvm:d; 

• 

p~viding$937 million for direct paYments to assist Jivest~ farmers ' 
afl'ected by drought This <:w assisIaitCD wis made availablo to rarniers 
witli .livestock ~n asWcwide basis in.? Slatel and to spCciliccl. hard hit. 
counties in 30 ether States, including MisSouri. Dairy farmers in th~ 
. designated drought aieas who apPlied Rceivcd S3l.S0 per cow and $13.50 

• por head ofyounll sl.x:k'for animals owncd or leasDd ,as of1l11lo I. 2002; , 

Establishiilg "HII)' NCt," a ~bsile for firm.rs tt> listlhe need for or the 
availability of hay; 

. . . '.: '. 

Allowing the emergency haying and gIlIiliJg of Conscrvation Reserve 
Program acreage; and 

Taking steps to reduce the burdens,ome stock_ of government'owned .' 
nonfat dry mille which ~e ovcrhai!gingthe market and delaying any milk 
price recovery. 

We at USDA are aware of tho fmandal stress facing lhC nation's fanncR and arC working to ' 
provide usi5lance thrOugh vanow' progmns; Ag.un, thank you for writing 10 shan: ~our 
concerns on this importimt iSliue. ' . 

Sincereiy. 

~'~~" 
Bill Haw" 
Under Si:cretary " , 
Marlcetilij: and aegul&lOty Ptograms , 

-_._-'- - " ._ .. _-- , 

; ,. 



FRO,1 J OHN VETNE, ESQ978 <1658987 

'DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OF'F..tCg .. OF. ..• THE. :SECRe::r.A~.'<,· . .. 

·~ASHINGTO.N" .O.C. 202150 

. JflN 3 1 2003 

The Honorable Don Sherwood 
U, S. House of Represen,tatives 

• 1223 Longworth House Office Building 
. Washington, D.C. 20515·3810 . 

Dem- Congressman Sherwood: 

Secretary Veneman asked me to (espond to your letter of October 17, 2002, ~o.signed by several 
other inembers of Conliress suppo!Jing a requeSt for a hearing on a proposal submitted by Dairy 
Fanners 'of America (DFA)that would establish a "drought adjustment surcharge" on Class I and 
Chlss II prices. " 
'. ' . 

USDAadrilinisters the Federal Milk' M~rk~ling Order (FMMO) Program, The objectives of the 
FMMO Program are to assure an adequate supply of milk for the fluid m;arket and to create an 
orderly stru.cture under which farmers can market milk'year round - a structure which better 
bai'ances th~, market power between dairy farmers and their cooperatives (the seHers) ,and milk 
handlers (the buyers). The FMMO Program is a marketing tool. not a price support program. 

After reviewing the DFA proposal to add a surcharge to FMMO Class I and Class II prices to 
compensate farmers for additional feed costs brought on by drought conditions, USDA decided 
no! \0 hold a he'axing on the proposal. The bases for this decision are: 

. '. \ 

I, The prOposal would result in higher prices for Class n raw milk that are not . 
marketing-costjustified; which would likely result in Class II buyers silbstjiuiing 

. butter and ~onfat dry milk (Iow~r priced Class IV products) for Class I1 raw milk; 

2. 

3, 

Adding a surcharge to Class I and Class llprices would provide substantially 
different benefits to faimers'depending upon their Iceation. For example, the 
fanners in the Florida FMMO, which lias higher Class I utilization of about 
90 percent, would benefit greatly from such a surcharge for milk used in Class I . 
products. However; there woUld be substantially less benefit to producers 
marketing milk in the Upper Midwest FMMO where only about 20 percent of the 

. - milk is iised in Class I; . ' . 

, The prop~sal would not provide any relief 10 dairy fanners who market milk • 
outside the FMMO program, which is about 30 percent orlhe riiilk produced in . 
th,e United Stales; and ' " 
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Mr. John Lincoln 
- Puge2, 

4. USDA has recognized that the availability and prices of grains and forages have 
been a burden for some dairy farmers because of the drought As a result, USDA 
has already taken action to pt'Oyicle assistance. [0 those impucted. The USOA 
actions indude: ' 

Amending the Non-Insured Crop Disaster Assistance Program to implement 
the statutory elimination oflbe area loss requirement so tbat individual . . 
producers losses of forage produced for animal consumption are covered; 

. Providihg' $937 million for direct payments to.assist livestock famie.rs 
affected by drought. This cash assistance ",as made available to fanners 
with livestock on a statewide basis in 7 States and to specified, hard hit 
counties in '30 other States. Dairyfamlers in the designated drought areas 
who applied received $31.50 per COW and $13.50 per head of young stock 
for animals owned or leased as of June 1,2002; . 

Establishing "Hay Net," a webSite for farmers to list the need for or the 
availability of hay; , ' 

Allowing the emergency haying and grazingof Co.nservation Reserve 
Progranl acreage; and 

Taking steps to reduce the burdensome stocks of government-owned nonfat 
dry milk which are overhanging the market and delaying any milk price 
recovery. 

We at USDA are aware Qfthe financial stress facing the nation's farmers and arc working to 
provide assistance through various programs. Again, thank you for writing to share your 

. concerns on this impoltant issue. 

Richard M. McKee 
. l)eplity Administrator 
Dairy Programs . 
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CCNGRI:SS:UNA~ REA~ ::z:rJ.TE (I.UClJS 

q[ongtCS'5 of tbc mnitcb ~tatc5 
. ~ou5e of l\tpr~tntatibrs 

mas!Jiltgton, 1.i!)~ 20515-3803 
May 20, 2003 

The H()Dorable Ann M. Veneman 

!J 14~O lClcawcnTIl Hews" Of'~a BUlltJmG 
WASHfJ04G:m .. , DC 20515-38(;3 

o 3;0 l":tc';01 STllff.T. SUiT(" ;01 
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M[A~t.. PA 16JJ;""3?t;:8 
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o 10~ li..~"! I): ...... m"ln S'H'Il'[T, Sc.."T":T. 21~ 
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\714: 28S-1~ 

Secretary, United States Department of Agriculture 
14th Street'& Independence Avenue, SW 
Washingtoil,-OC 20250 

35-4221535· 
AMS 

Dear SecrefarY Veneman: ...............•. :" ............ . 

I write today regarding dairy rarinets' cost of production and its impact on the dairy industry. With 
historically low milk prices, coupled by higher feed and transportation costs, dairy farmers are going out of 
business in record numbers. 

Last Fall, your Department turned down the petition submitted by Dairy Farmers of America (DFA) and 
Dairylea Cooperative requesting an emergency Federal Order hearing to establish a Class I and Class II price 
adjuster under all Federal Milk Marketing Orders. This petition was filed in response to the drought conditions 
and increased feed prices that at that time had contributed to these famlS' increased financial stress. 

Fanners across my district and the nation are now in worse financial shape. The Boston Class·I milk 
price for April was $12.89 per hundredweight, the lowest in twenty-five years. While I commend your 
Departmcnt for me steps taken to assist livestock owners, my farmers continue to be faced with a crisis. They 
strugglc to care for their families while continuing to ensure daily production of fresh, safe, and wholesome 
milk for the nation's food supply . 

. Despite the efforts of USDA and the Congress, my farmers continually face higb feed and transportation 
costs and other variables that challenge their ability to sustain their farms and mral communities. Therefore, [ 
am asking your review of the 1937 AgricultUral Markcting Agreement Act (AMAA), wbich takes into 
cOllSideration the regional costs of feed, feed availability, or other region specific economic factors. The 
A.MAA. S'ection 608c( 18) clearly called for the consideration of the economic factors regarding the marketing of 
milk in regional orders across the country. Upon your review, I am requesting the full enforcement of the 
.'\ .. 'MAA, which would eliminate the hardships inherent to the dairy farmers' cost of production. 

Thank you for your time and utmost consideration of this important matter. 1 look forward to hearing 
from you upon your review. 

Sincerely, 

ff./4y'L 
Phil English () 
Member of Congress 

P"t!:i.:;f'gli!'lll,g.m;lii.floasc.goy 
.... v.w.hotJ.s*.go,,·:lIIRgl:!ih 

. ......................................... ............... -.. -....... . 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICii! OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON. D .C. 20250 

The Honorable Philip S. English 
U.S. House ofRepi'esentatives 
1410 Longworth House Office Building 
Washinglon, D.C. 20515-3803 

Dear Congressman English: 

JUN '6 2003 

Thank you for your letter of May 20, 2003, to Secretary Veneman. The Secretary has asked me 
to respond on her behalf. 

Indeed this has been a difficult time for dairy farmers and, as you mentioned, !he Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) bas taken steps to aid farmers. Howi!ver,!he current supply of milk 
continues to exceed the demand of milk and dairy products. Until !he rate of growlh in !he use of 
milk and darry products is greater !han !he rate of growlh in milk production, farm level milk 
prices are expected to remain low. 

In your letter, you ask for a review of !he 1937 Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act (AMAA) 
wi!h respect to regional costs of production. As YOlliknOW, !he AMAA au!horizes !he Federal 
Milk Marketing Order (FMMO) program. We at USDA believe that out administration of !he 
FMMO program is consistent with !he authorities provided in !he AMAA. The FMMO program 
is a marketing program wi!h !he objective of assuring that fluid (drinking) milk markets are 
adequately supplied and is not intended to be a price support program. 

Within !he FMMO program, a national classified pricing network has been established that · 
enables milk to move to more urban fluid consumption and milk processing areas from more 
rutaI milk production and dairy product manufacturing areas. Section 608c(18) of the AMAA 
requires USDA to consider !he parity price for milk when setting !he level of minimum prices ' 
under the FMM() program. The section further provides that if USDA findS that the parity price 
for milk is not reasonable based upon evidence submitted during a rulemaking p,roceeding, a 
price should be established that is reflective of available supplies of feeds and o!her economic 
conditions which affect m.ltet supply and demand for milk. Based on our review of !he AMAA, 
we believe that !hese factors have been appropriately incorporated into !he FMMO program. 

AN, EOUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



The Honorable Philip S. English 
Page 2 

Thank you for your continued interest and leadership on dairy issues. We look forward to 
working with you on this and other issues. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Hawks -
Under Secretary 
Marketing and Regulatory Programs 



From: Dori Klein 
Sent: Friday, Mu,IU" 

To: Coale, Dana - AMS 
Subject: Dairy Price petition 

Dear Secretary Vilsack & Deputy Administrator Coale: 

Due primarily to drought and fast-rising grain/forage costs, many U.S. dairy 
farmers face their worst net income squeeze ever - even worse than in 2009. USDA's 
monthly "All Milk Price" vs. USDA data for "U.S. Monthly Dairy Costs of Production 
Per Cwt. of Milk Sold" show this progressive red ink bath for January-June 2012 (per 
hundredweight of milk sold): January (-$4.05), February (-$6.22), March (-$6.23), April 
(-$7.12), May (-$8.35), and June (-$8.65). Milk prices are at about 32% of parity. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has the authority, under Section 608(c) 18 of the 
enabling language for federal milk orders, to act upon evidence presented at a hearing to 
adjust regional farm milk prices when, according to the law: 

"". the parity prices of such commodities are not reasonable in the view of the 
price of feeds, the available supplies of feeds, and other economic conditions which 
affect the market supply and demand for milk and its products ... he shall fix prices as he 
finds will reflects such factors, insure a sufficient quantity of pure and wholesome milk, 
and be in the public interest." 

This communicat,ion is a request to you to immediately convene a national federal 
milk order pricing hearing, under Section 608(c) 18. We urge you to hold this hearing in 
a Drought-stressed dairy region - so REAL dairy farmers may attend. No prevailing 
"other economic conditions" exist to justify failure to act under Section 608(c) 18. 

We await your immediate response and action on this matter. 

Dori Klein 

August 17, 2012 . 



September 17, 2012 

Dear Ms. Klein: 

United States Department of Agriculture 

Office of the Secretary 
Washington, D.C. 20250 

Thank you for the petition you submitted to the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) requesting a 
national hearing on Federal Milk Marketing Order (FMMO) program prices. 

I am deeply concerned about the challenges dairy farmers are currently experiencing. The severe 
drought throughout much of the countryside has reduced crop yields, substantially increasing feed 
prices. These record high reed prices. coupled with current milk price levels, have resulted in 
extremely tight margins. In fact. USDA's analysis shows that the average of the January through July 
milk-feed price ratio was the lowest since USDA began collecting data used to measure the ratio in 
1939. While milk prices are stalling to rise, uncertainty continues in feed cost forecasts relative to 
milk price forecasts . 

To assist dairy fanners, USDA provided $15.6I11illiol1 to dairy farmers, out of$20 million in 
underwriting capacity for all livestock, through the Livestock Gross Margin program. In addition, to 
assist both livestock and dairy fanners, I directed millions of acres enrolled in the Conservation 
Reserve Program (CRP) to be made eligiblc for haying and grazing and lowered the reduction in 
payments associated wi th haying and grazing CRP acres. [have also reduced the interest rates on farm 
emergency loans, expedited d isaster designations, worked with crop insurance companies to allow 
delayed payment of crop insurance premiums, allowed haying and grazing of cover crops to not impact 
crop insurance coverage, and made available over $30 million to conservation program funds to assist 
wjth conservation measures that provide drought assistance. 

Beyond these availab le tools, addit ional direct assistance for dairy producers will come if Congress 
passes a 2012 Food, Farm, and Jobs bill prior to the expiration of the 2008 Farm Bill on 
September 30, 2012. Proposals containcd in the latest House and Senate versions of the Food, Farm, 
and Jobs bill could provide dairy fanners with assistance during difficult times. 

USDA will continue to evaluate all options to provide assistance to dairy producers during this 
difficult time. Thank you for ensuring that America's dairy farmers are represented during this 
extremely diflicult period . 1 have enclosed a detailed response irom Dana II. Coale, Deputy 
A\1mil)istrator for the Agricultural Marketing Service's Dairy Programs, to your petition for a national 
hearing on the FMMO progrHm prices. 

Sincerely, 

Thomas J. Vilsack 
Secretary 

Enclosure 

An Equol Opportunity Employer 
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Septcmber 17,2012 

Dear Ms . Klein: 

1400 Independence Avenue, SW. 
Room 2968·5, STOP 0225 
Washington, DC 20250·0225 

Thank you for the petition you submitted requesting a national hearing to address the current 
situation facing America's dairy fanners. Clearly this is an issue of great importance to the 
Secretary of Agriculture as he conveyed directly in his letter to you. Like the Secretary, 1 am 
deeply concerned regarding the current economic situation that many dairy ramlers are facing. 

With regards to your specific request to hold a hearing, I would like to take this opportunity to 
discuss the program with you further. rirst, thc Federal Mill<. Marketing Order (FMMO) 
program is not designed to be a price or income support program since it is not authorized to 
establish minimum priccs above the relati ve market value of the products of milk. Instead, the 
fMMO program is a marketing tool that hclps dairy fanners maintain a better balance in 
negotiating with processors by enforcing markel·based minimum prices, monitoring thc accuracy 
oi'm ilk weights and tests, and providing extensive market infonnation to producers and 
processors to assist in market negotiations. 

Section 608c (18) ofthe Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as amended, outlines 
the criteria and procedure by wh ich the Secretary establishes and adjusts minimum prices in the 
FMMO program. Through a public hearing, the Secretary of Agriculture evaluates thc 
marketing conditions ill an area and considers th e price offceds, the avai lable suppl y of feeds. 
and otheT economic conditions that affect the market supply and demand for milk and its 
products in a maTketing aTea. Based upon evidence presented at the hearing, the SecretaTY sets 
minimum milk prices that aTe reflective of all the economic factors, will ensure a sufficient 
supp ly of milk, and will be in the public intercst. 

In section 1504 of the 2008 Farm Bill, Congress established specific timelines and additional 
requirements for conducting Federal order hearings . To ensure that these congressionally 
mandated timelrames are met, it is critically important that proposals to amend FMMOs be fully 
developed. Since the pctition you sent does not contain a proposal, the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (LJSOA) cannot approve your request. I have enclosed the Supplemental Rules of 
Practice regulations and a summary sheet of required information to provide you w ith add itional 
assistance. 



Ms. Klein 
Page 2 

As demonstrated through Secretary Vilsack's letter, we will continue to evaluate all options 
cUITcntly available to USDA that could provide assistance to dairy producers during this difficult 
lime. We are available to help you and any other interested pa!1y by providing specific 
infomlation or data needed as you develop a comprehensive proposal that can begin the hearing 
process and address dairy industry concerns. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would 
like additional assistance. 

Thank you for ensuring that America's dairy fanners are represented during this extremely 
difficult period. 

Dana H. Coale 
Deputy Administrator 
Dairy Programs 

Enclosures 
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Introduction 

Pool plant definitions, supply plant definitions and shipping requirements, diversion 

limits, and producer milk definitions (touch base requirements and repooling restrictions) are 

elements essential to a Federal Milk Marketing Order ("FMMO") for the purpose of assuring that 

milk which associates with the pool will made available for Class I uses. Under Proposal 2, the 

proposed language in Sections 1051.7 (a) and (b) define which plants will be pool distributing 

plants under the FMMO. Section 1051. 7 (c) defmes the requirements for supply plants and the 

qualifying shipments they must make. Definitions for producer milk, with diversion limits and 

repooling restrictions, are contained in Section 1051.13 . 

• 

Pooling Standards are Necessary Incentives to Direct Milk to Class I Uses 

There are two key aspects of the way these provisions direct milk to Class I uses. First, 

the higher value of Class I milk is available to be shared among producers through the pool 

because plants with Class I usage above a specified percentage are included as pool distributing 

plants. The availability of these Class I revenues creates an economic incentive to associate 

dairy farmers' milk with the pool. Once the milk associates with the pool, the required supply 

plant shipping percentages and producer milk definitions, collectively referred to by me as 

pooling standards, serve to direct pool milk to Class I uses. Higher Class I revenues serve as the 

"carrot" to attract milk to participate in the pool, whi le the pooling standards are the "stick" that 

establishes the conditions by which handlers can continue to pool dailY farmers' milk and enjoy 

the benefits of pooling. The working of the two forces, "carrot" and "stick," is central to how the 

orders ensure that milk supplies will be adequate for fluid milk purposes and that the milk 
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actually moves to Class I uses. Class I plants, in exchange for paying higher regulated prices 

than plants producing products in other classes the vast majority of the time, have the benefit of 

regulation designed to direct milk to their plants. 

I am not aware of any other regulatory provisions that effectively attract milk to the pool 

and ensure that it be made available for Class I purposes. In the proposed rule stemming from a 
S"41S"'l- S~rt. 13 

Central order milk pooling hearing, the Secretary found (71 Fed. Reg}. at 54157 ~006»: ) 

"The pooling standards of all Federal milk marketing orders, including the Central 

order, are intended to ensure that an adequate supply of milk is available to meet the 

Class I needs of the market and provide the criteria for detennining the producer 

milk that has demonstrated service in meeting the Class I needs of the market and 

thereby receive the order's blend price. The pooling standards of the Central order 

are represented in the Pool Plant, Producer and the Producer milk provisions of the 

order and are based on performance, specifying standards that if met, qualify a 

producer, the milk of a producer, or a plant to share in the benefits arising from the 

classified pricing of milk. 

Pooling standards that are performance-based provide the only viable method for 

determining those producers eligible to share in the marketwide pool. It is usually the 

additional revenue generated from the higher-valued Class I use of milk that adds 

additional income to producers, and it is reasonable to expect that only those 

producers who consistently bear the costs of supplying the market's fluid needs 

should share in the returns arising from the higher-valued Class I sales. An important 

objective of pooling standards is identifying the milk that serves the fluid milk needs 
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of the market, a feature which if ineffective can result in pooling milk that is not 

providing such service." 

Relying Solely on Market-Based Class I Premiums to Direct Milk Burdens Class I Plants. 

There has been some discussion at this hearing in testimony supporting Proposal I that 

-to 
seeme~suggest that over-order Class I premiums were sufficient mechanisms for directing milk 

to Class I uses. While over-order premiums might be able to assist in moving milk to Class I 

plants, they are not regulatory instruments that are under control of USDA. The assumption that 

Class I plants will always pay the premiums necessary to attract a milk supply ignores the fact 

that they are already paying higher prices through Class I minimum prices via Class I price 

differentials. 

The combination of the already higher regulated prices for Class I milk and the need to 

pay additional over-order premiums because order provisions provide insufficient incentives to 

direct milk to Class I plants could also result in fluid milk prices to consumers that are higher 

than needed. In other words, if effective pooling standards are not in place, the effective Class I 

raw product cost would be higher than it would be under an order that had them. Higher raw 

product costs to Class I plants would likely lead to higher prices to consumers, particularly if all 

or the majority of competing Class I handlers in the market are experiencing increased raw 

product costs because they must pay additional premiums, which would likely be the case. 

If reliance on Class I premium dollars is the primary means to attract milk to the Class I 

market, it raises the question as to the purpose of Class I price differentials in the market. If we 

are not going to use the combination of higher regulated Class I prices and effective pooling 
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standards to attract and move milk to Class I uses, then why do we need Class I differentials at 

all? 

In his testimony at this hearing (Hearing Exhibit 70, page 31), Mr. Dennis Schad stated 

that the $1.60 per hundredweight minimum Class I differential (base differential) is built up from 

three components. The first component, valued at $0.40 per hundredweight, is what some refer to 

as the Grade A differential, which represents the cost to a producer to maintain his Grade A 

status. In 2015, I have to question the viability and relevance of this argument when just over 1 % 

of California milk is Grade B. The second component in the base differential, according to Mr . 

. Schad's testimony, is valued at $0.60 per hundredweight and meant to capture the marketing 

costs associated with Class I milk, which" ... include such things as seasonal and daily reserve 

balancing of milk supplies, transportation to more distant processing plants, shrinkage, 

administrative costs, and opportunity or "give up" charges at manufacturing plants that service 

the Class I markets." The third component of the base differential, also valued at $0.60 per 

hundredweight, is described by Mr. Schad as representing a portion of the competitive premium 
\1vodv.ct-s 

required to compete with processors of manufactured mi~ Mr. Schad noted further that the 

value of the transportation credits under Proposal I would support an additional differential of 

$0.60 per hundredweight at a market Class I utilization of 15%, or an additional $0.72 per 

hundredweight at a market Class I util ization of 12.5%. 

Embedded in this discussion of what the appropriate level of the Class I differential 

should be is the amount of money necessary to serve the Class I market and direct milk to Class I 

uses. Under order provisions that have ineffective pooling standards, and that rely on over-order 

premiums to direct milk to Class I uses, Class I processors have to pay a second time for items 

that were supposed to have been already paid for through the Class I differentials. 
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Dairy Institute 's Proposal, Proposal 2, provides for pool plant definitions, supply plant 

shipping requirements, diversion limits, producer touch-base requirements, and repooling 

restrictions. The specifics of the provisions that we proposed will be/llas Beef\" set forth in 

testimony from other Dairy Institute witnesses. However, we do view these provisions as an 

essential part of maintaining the orderly movement of milk for Class I purposes. By limiting the 

privilege of pooling to those that serve the Class I market, the operation of pooling standards 

provides a necessary incentive for producers and handlers to supply the Class I market. 

Mandatory Pooling Removes Incentives in Regulation that Direct Milk to Class I Uses 

If Class I revenues can be accessed without meeting speci fic performance requirements, 

which would appear to be the case under the cooperatives' mandatory pooling requirement 

contained in Section 1051.7 (c) of Proposal I , a crucial incentive to supply the Class I market is 

inissing. There does not appear to be a compelling reason to supply milk for Class I uses under 

Proposal I because there is no penalty for failing to do so. That is, if a handler operating a 

manufacturing plant in California is able to pool its milk and have its producers share in the 

higher Class I revenues in the market without actuall y being required to supply the Class I 

market, it does not have an incentive to make quali fy ing shipments. 

The lure of being able to access Class I revenues encourages plants to pool and to 

perform (supply the Class I market). If a handler retains its ability to access Class I revenues for 

its producers, even when it fai ls to perform, then it has a viable, penalty-free option in not 

performing, and the pooling regulations as proposed wi ll be ineffective at directing adequate 
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milk supplies to Class I uses. This is a fundamental problem with mandatory or "inclusive" 

pooling. 

Transportation Credits Do Not Substitute for Perfonnance Requirements 

There has been testimony at this hearing that seems to suggest transportation credits will 

ensure that the Class I market will be served. The description of transportation credits under 

Proposal I appears to make a compensation for added transpOliation costs associated with bulk 

milk shipments to plants in deficit areas with Class I and Class II usage of greater than 50%. 

My understanding is that these transportation credits would make producers, at best, 

indifferent between shipping to a qualifying plant in a deficit area or shipping to a local 

manufacturing plant, and in many cases there would still be a shortfall in the cost of shipping the 

milk when compared to the cost of the local haul. No doubt there is some close-in milk, where 

the best alternative is to ship from the farm to a qualifying deficit plant. But close-in milk, 

produced within or near to deficit regions, has been declining in recent years. Milk will need to 

move to deficit markets, but Proposal l' s pooling standards do not appear to provide the 

necessary incentives for dairy farmers and their cooperatives to supply the fluid market. A 

positive incentive to move milk to Class I uses could be constructed by using transportation 

credits to provide money for producers that goes beyond the actual costs of transporting milk 

from surplus to deficit areas. However, such a strategy would likely lead to uneconomic milk 

movements. More milk than is needed would likely move to deficit markets to take advantage of 

the over-generous credits. 
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Mandatory Pooling Interferes with the Ability of the Market to Clear 

If Class III and IV prices are set above market-clearing levels, manufacturers have no 

incentive to procure surp lus milk. It must then be sent to out of state plants, burdening the 

transportation system and interfering with the normal orderly marketing of milk for fluid use. 

Under mandatory pooling, if Class III and IV plices are above prices at which California 

dailY product manufacturing plants can profitably operate, there is no escape valve that allows 

for plants to pay less than the regulated price (under class), even if such milk would be available 

for purchase at prices that these plants could afford. The result of setting regulated milk prices at 

levels that are above the plants' ability to pay is that some of these plants will exit the industry, 

plant capacity in the state will shrink, and there is a possibility that excess milk will be looking 

for alternative homes either nearby if they are available, or at a more distant location if no nearby 

location is available. Under such a scenario where milk is chasing plants, uneconomic 

movements of milk are likely. Dairy farm incomes could become depressed because of the loss 

of homes for their milk and the marketing losses associated with moving the milk longer 

distances. 

Automatic Pooling on the California Order of a Nevada Manufacturing Plant is not Justified. 

Given the low Class I utilization in the California market, there does not appear to be any policy 

justification for automatically granting pool status to a Nevada dairy product manufacturing 

plant, as proposed by the cooperatives. Milk from such plants is not needed as a reserve supply 

fo r California's fluid milk plants because adequate supplies ofrnilk for Class I use are available 

within the state. The association of Nevada producers with the California market was based on 
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historical institutional relationships and a lack of local alternative outlets for the milk. With the 

opening of the new manufacturing plant in Churchill County, some of those market outlet 

concerns have now been alleviated. Under Proposal 2, a Nevada manufacturing plant would not 

be barred from associating with the California pool if it perfonns by making qualifying 

shipments to fluid plants and conforms to the other pooling standards. 

Summary 

Our view is that pooling standards playa central role in assuring consumers an adequate 

supply of wholesome milk for beverage purposes. The attraction of milk to the pool and the need 

to perform in accordance with the pooling standards are important mechanisms for assuring that 

Class I plants and, ultimately, consumers get the benefits of milk price regulation under the 

orders. Effective pooling standards justify the higher Class I regulated prices under the orders by 

making use of that money to direct milk to fluid plants. Mandatory pooling, as proposed by the 

cooperatives, undermines the efficacy of pooling standards by allowing producers and handlers 

the benefits of pooling, without imposing the important performance requirements that help 

ensure the Class I market is served. 

A filing made on behalf of a group of cooperatives, which included two of the three 

proponents of Proposal I, in relation to a federal order hearing on pooling issues in the Mideast 

order contained the following statement about pooling provisions: "These cooperatives wish to 

further commend the Department for the straightforward findings and rationale of this interim 

decision which makes clear that the pooling provisions of federal milk orders must be related to 

performance for, and in service of, the Class I market, which is a central purpose of the 
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marketing orders." I did not attend that hearing and am not familiar with all the issues that were 

considered as a part of that proceeding. Nonetheless, the notion that pooling provisions "must be 

related to performance for, and intRa service of, the Class I market" is one with which Dairy 

Institute agrees. 
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Introduction 

My name is Alan Zolin. I have been retained by Hilmar Cheese Company to work with 

Dairy Institute of California (DIC) to develop an alternative proposal to Cooperative Proposal I. 

I have worked with a task force made up of a number of representatives from DIC member 

companies in order to develop and submit Proposal 2. 

Description of Proposal 2 Performance Standards for pool supply plants 

My testimony is intended to focus on the provision 7(c) which identifies the performance 

requirements for a pool supply plant. These performance requirements along with diversion 

limits establish what milk can be associated with the FMMO pool. Currently in other FMMO's 

thi s section refers to plants other than a distributing plant. In Proposal 2 we include a new 

category of plant called 9(d). I will discuss that provision at another time. DIC is proposing that 

the base shipping requirement for plants defined in this section be 10%. We looked at Order 30 

as a guide for performance requirements because we believe the Class I utilization in Order 30 

and a potential California Order would be similar. This similarity in Class I utilization is only 

one consideration in determining the performance requirement, but DIC believes it is the most 

important. 

The type of plants that supply plant qualifying shipments can be made in order to meet 
i", )1vo\,u s o..Q d-

the base performance requirement are the same as Order 3~. I believe it was Henry Schaefer 

from USDA that gave a description of the operational aspects of these shipping requirements. 

We thank USDA for providing that information and agree with his characterizati on of the 

operational aspects. 



Where Proposal 2 deviates from the language of Order 30 is that we describe a bracket 

system in order to modify the monthly base performance requirements based on changing Class 

I utilization in paragraph 7(c)(2). I have included a summary of the brackets as an attachment to 

my testimony. The reason DIC has added this modification is to insure that the Class I market is 

served. In Proposal 2, we are recommending that the Market Administrator (MA) calculate the 

weighted average Class I utilization of the previous 3 months, where information is available, 

and determine where that weighted average percentage falls into the bracketing system. Since 

the proposed date for announcement of producer prices is "before the 13·h of the month" we 

believe there is enough time for the MA to use the 3 prior months . The actual weighted average 

Class I utilization will be assigned to a bracket and then the appropriate performance 
10"1 -h--.t IS""', 

requirement will be announced by the MA for the next month. I have included an example of 
'II 

how the MA would determine the monthly performance percentage. In the example provided, I 

assume the same amount of producer milk pooled in each month to calculate the weighted 

average of Class I utilization. 

We have added another new set of paragraphs to address the performance requirements 

of a handler that pools milk from producers that have quota milk. We have added paragraphs 3 

and 4. These two paragraphs add additional responsibility to service the Class I market if the 

plant described in 7(c) is pooling quota milk. It is my understanding that the current California 

State Order (CSO) has a version of a performance requirement, in the form of a call provision for 

quota milk, if it is determined that the Class I market isn't being served. We used that concept 

in developing the language for paragraphs 3 and 4. Proposal 2 sets a performance percentage of 

60% of the actual quota milk, or an equivalent volume to plants described in paragraph 7(a), (b) 

and (d). These plants are fully regulated distributing plants or units of distributing plants. DIC 
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felt that since these types of plants are providing bottled milk to the California market that their 

C lass I needs should always be met. This additional requirement, in most circumstances should 

be enough to satisfy the fluid milk needs of the market. 

It is poss ible that the market could require additional milk to meet its fluid needs. DIC 

believes that again quota milk should be required to meet that obligation first. Paragraph 4 is 

similar to the action of the current CSO call provision . Proposal 2 adds a timeframe when the 

performance requirements assoc iated with quota milk may be raised up to 85%. The months of 

July through February are the timeframe that these hi gher performance requirements could be 

applicable. A specific request needs to be made by a di sttibuting plant operator to the MA that it 

doesn't have enough milk for its Class 1 needs. The MA then has the responsibility to evaluate 

market conditions and has the authority to adjust these perfonnance requirements based on that 

evaluation. These higher performance requirements must be utilized in Class 1 at the bottling 

plants. The CSO call provision has a similar requirement that the bottler must insure the milk 

involved in the call is utilized in Class 1. The way the CSO handles this test is by quali fyi ng the 

handlers that can request a call. In order to qualify as a call handler you must have at least 80% 

Class I utilization. And a second test is that the "call handler has to certify that the rnilk would 

,) C-~O 
be used in Class I . The M7\ would then verify this certification of milk used in Class 1 on audit. 

Concentrated rnilk transferred to a distributing plant that has an agreed upon use of Class 

I w ill also count to meet the performance requirement for the requirements described in all of 

Section 7(c). This provision is consistent to the Order language in Order 30. 
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DIC's intent is to assure that the Class 1 market has an adequate supply of milk in 

potential changing market conditions. The bracketing of the supply plant shipping percentage 

and the quota performance requirements are examples of this intent. Also Proposal 2 intends to 

provide supply plants flexibility in the methods of meeting the performance requirements. The 

"""V I'-e.-\: 
flexibility is critical in supply plants servicing the Class ~in a cost efficient (and efficient 

movements of milk) manner. The concept of supply plant systems as described in 7(e) is just 

one example. Allowing supply plants to create a system in order to meet the shipping 

.\::"'-t 
requirements o~paragraph will help with orderly marketing. The language is very close to Order 

30 language except for the inclusion of reference to a 9( d) handler. 

Proposal 2 also provides the MA with a number of opportunities to make adjustments to 

the perfonnance standards to insure the performance standards reflect supply and demand 

conditions. We recognize the additional performance requirements for quota milk, in effect, 

raise the overall performance requirements for supply plants. We rely on the Department to 

factor all our concerns into the appropriate set of performance requirements. We stress again 

that the need to service the Class I markets, the responsibility of quota milk, and flexibility and 

efficiency in the supply chain should be the guide the department uses in their decision making. 

The bracket system will provide real time automatic adjustments to the performance 

standards without the need to hold a hearing or conduct exhaustive research on market 

conditions. DIC believes this type of automatic flexibility will result in a very responsive order 

to meet the needs of the marketplace. But supply and demand conditions can change rapidly. 

These changes can result in inefficient movements of milk due to performance requirements that 
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are too high or the Class 1 market not being served because the performance requirements are set 

too low. 

Proposal 2 specifically addresses this flexibility in a number of places. Within the Quota 

performance standards of7(c)(4) the MA has the discretion to adjust the performance standards 

subject to market conditions. Paragraph 7(1) provides the MA with the overarching ability to 

increase or decrease all the performance standards in paragraph 7(c) and 7(e). The MA ability to 

adj ust the performance requirements has worked well in other FMMO's throughout the country. 

This type of provision (which is included in 1033 . 7(g)) was just recently utilized by the Mideast 

Order 1033. On July 29th 2015 The Mideast MA Order 33 made an adjustment to both the 

performance .requirements for supply plants and the diversion limitations. The MA letter 

specifically refers to "avoiding uneconomical movements" as the main reason for making the 

adjustment to the performance requirements. The adjustment will be in effect "until further 

notice". This is documented in a letter on the MA Order 33 website located under the "NEWS" 

tab. 

I do not plan to present any testimony on provisions that haven 't been changed from the 

language that is included in Order 30. But I want to highlight paragraph 7(g)(7). This paragraph 

refers to a situation where a hand ler has a split plant. That is a pool plant and a non pool plant in 

the same location. To establish a split plant a handler must designate what portion will be the 

pool plant and the non pool plant. The non pool plant must be physically separate and operated 

separately from the pool plant. DIC feels that in conjunction with the 125% rule and the 

producer touch base requirements in Proposal 2 that are similar to Order 30, the split plant 

provision is needed to efficiently meet the pooling requirements. DIC discussed as a group 

performance requirements in total as similar to the Texas order Section 1126. This order does 
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not match the market similalities of the California market. Primarily its Class 1 utilization is 

higher than what is anticipated for California. In Texas there is no split plant provision and there 

is no re-pooling rule such as the Order 30's 125% rule. DIC has determined the combination of 

Order 30 performance standards would be the best suited for a new California Order. 

This concludes my testimony. 
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MILK MOVEMENT PROVISIONS PURSUANT TO THE 
STABILIZATION AND MARKETING PLANS FOR MARKET MILK, AS AMENDED 

Effective September 1, 2015 

Definitions 

Th e fo llowing definitions were extracted from the Stabilization and Marketing Plans for Market 
Milk (Plans) and are relevant to the Milk Movement Requirements. 

"Call handler" means any handler as defined in Section 100.6 Paragraphs (A), (8), and (D) of said 
Plans, who, for the seven days prior to making a call, certifies that his total direct and derived 
solids-not-fat Class 1 usage equals or exceeds 80% of such handler's total market milk solids
not-fat received or diverted and whose d irect and derived solids-not-fat Class 4a and 4b usage 
does not exceed 5% of such handler's total market m ilk solids-not-fat received or d iverted. 

"Supply handler" means any handler that does not qualify as a call handler. 

"Designated supply handler" means any supply handler for any month who has been designated 
by the California Department of Food and Agriculture (Department) as subject to call handler 
requests in accordance with the provisions of Section 500.3 of said Plans. 

"Procurement region" means a prescribed area in which a call handler and a supply handler are 
both located and in which the call provisions of the said Plans are effective. 

(a) The relevant prescribed areas shall be: 

Procurement Region 1 - Southern California Marketing Area and the counties of Kern, 
Kings , Tulare and Fresno . 

Procurement Region 2 - Northern California Marketing Area, except for the counties of 
Del Norte , Humboldt, Kern, Kings, Tulare and Fresno. 

(b) All handlers defined in Section 100.6 Paragraphs (A), (8) and (D) of said Plans shall act as 
either supply (including designated supply handlers) or call handlers in the procurement 
region in which their plant is located. 

(c) A handler defined in Section 100.6 Paragraph (C) of said Plans shall be a supply handler 
(and possibly a designated supply handler) for the procurement region in which such 
handler delivers the greatest volume of milk. 

Milk Movement Requirements 

The milk movement requiremen ts shall be in effect from September 1, 2015 th rough 
April 30, 20 16, unless the Department terminates the requirements sooner after making a 
determin ation th at th ey are no longer necessary. 
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Each calendar week, a minimum percentage of quota solids-not-fat must have been used for 
Class 1 and mandatory Class 2 purposes by any designated supply handler before any such 
handler is exempt from the milk movement requirements for the remainder of that calendar 
week. The quantity of quota solids-not fat that must be made available by a designated supply 
handler during any week shall be determined on a calendar week basis, reflecting a prorata 
percentage of such handler's current monthly total. The following minimum percentages are 
established for each relevant procurement region: 

Minimum Percentage of Quota Solids-Not-Fat 
That Must Be Made Available by Designated 

Procurement Region Supply Handlers on a Calendar Week Basis 

No.1 Southern California Marketing Area and 
the counties of Kern, Kings, Tulare and Fresno 100% 

No.2 Northern California Marketing Area, except 
for the counties of Del Norte, Humboldt, 
Kern, Kings, Tulare and Fresno 

Procedures to Call Dr Release Milk 

100% 

A call handler shall place requests for fluid milk in sequential order starting with the designated 
supply handler selected as first supplier for the week. 

In addition to the minimum prices established for Class 1 usage, each designated supply handler 
may charge a call handler for services performed in a sale of bulk market milk for Class 1 use. 
Such additional charge for bulk milk shall not exceed: 

(a) The actual rate charged under like terms and conditions for the same or similar bulk milk 
handling services provided to other bulk milk purchasers, or if no such rate exists. 

(b) The prevailing rates charged by other supply handlers in the procurement region under 
like terms and conditions for the same or similar bulk milk handling services provided to 
other bulk milk purchasers, or if no such rates exist. 

(c) A rate subject to review Dr approval by the Department. 

Any handler who has been specified by the Department as a designated supply handler shall be 
eliminated as a designated supply handler if such handler can demonstrate within 25 days after 
the announcement by the Department that since the previous year, such handler no longer 
qualifies as a designated supply handler. 

Any call handler, who is unable to procure bulk market milk upon call from a designated supply 
handler, may file a complaint with the Department against each designated supply handler who 
refused to make milk available under the requirements herein. 

Upon receipt of a complaint pursuant to Section 500.5 of the Plans, the Department shall review 
the reasonableness of the terms offered by the seller and determine the validity of any refusal to 
release the bulk market milk requested. If the Department determines that the complaint against 
the designated supply handler or handlers is justified, a charge of two dollars ($2.00) per 



hundredweight shall be assessed against the designated supply handler or handlers for each 
hundredweight of bulk milk requested, but not supplied. In reviewing the reasonableness of the 
terms offered by th e seller, the Department shall consider the following as being reasonable: 

(a) The order for bulk milk shall be placed at least 48 hours prior to delivery. 

(b) The seller may require payment on delivery. 

(c) Minimum delivery volume shall be not less than 5,000 gallons per day . 

(d) Transportation terms that are accepted as normal practice . 

(e) The presence of a certification by the call handler that such handler qualifies as a call 
handler and that the mi lk requested will be used for Class 1 purposes. 

Any call handler who makes a call upon a designated supply handler for market milk must file a 
certification form with the Department and with such designated supply handler that the market 
milk requested will be used for Class 1 purposes and that such call handler meets the standards 
of a call handler. All market milk released by a designated supply handler to a call handler shall 
be credited 100% for performance purposes. 

Any call handler filing a certification form will be audited. If it is determined that any call handler 
who received market milk after certification did not meet the terms of such certification and / or 
was not a qualified call handler during the week for which the delivery and receipt of market milk 
was made shall be assessed two dollars ($2.00) per hundredweight for each hundredweight of 
market milk received under the certification. 

Amounts assessed shall be added to the handler's obligation account and credited to the solids
not-fat producer equalization fund as such is established in the Pooling Plan for Market Milk. 

A list of designated supply handlers for the two procurement regions is given on the next three 
pages . The order in which handlers must be contacted changes from week to week in both 
procurement regions . The quantity, expressed as a percentage, of quota solids-not-fat that each 
designated supply handler must make available on a calendar week basis is 100% for all of 
September 1, 2015 through April 30, 2016. 



CALL HANDLER CERTIFICATION FORM 

Any call handler who makes a call upon a designated supply handler for market milk 
must file a certification form with the California Department of Food and Agriculture 
(Department) and with the designated supply handler. The certification form will 
stipulate that the market milk requested will be used for Class 1 purposes and that 
the call handler meets the standards of a call handler. The following is a sample 
certification form. The terms "call handler" and "designated supply handlers," as well 
as the requirements when making a call for milk are all specified in the enclosed Milk 
Movement Provisions. 

In making a call, the first listed designated supply handler for the current 
week must be contacted. Only if this handler states that they have 
already met the 100% utilization requirement can the next handler be 
called. 

Certification of a Call Handler's Request for Bulk Market Milk from a Designated 
Supply Handler 

Call Handler Requesting Milk _______________________ _ 

Designated Supply Handler Asked to Supply Milk. _______________ _ 

Call Handler certifies that it meets the standards of a call handler as specified in 
Section 100,7 of the Stabilization and Marketing Plan for Market Milk. It satisfies the 
requirement of 80% or more Class 1 usage and less than 5% Class 4a and 4b usage 
during the seven-day period immediately prior to the date of making this call. The 
market milk it has requested will be used only for Class 1 purposes. 

Name ________________ ___ Title ___________ _ 

Signature _______________ _ Date ___________ _ 

NOTE: 

Please send the Department's Copy to: 

Dairy Marketing Branch 
1220 N Street 

Sacramento, CA 95814 
E-MAIL: dairy@cdfa.ca.gov or FAX: (916) 900-5341 
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Performance shipping requirements 

Bracket Shipping percent 
0- 14.9 10 
15 - 19.9 15 
20 - 24.9 20 
25 - 29.9 25 
30 - 34.9 30 
35 - 39.9 35 
40 - 44.9 40 
45 - 49.9 45 
Above 50 50 

Example of MA evaluation of Class I utilization for May through August shipping 

percentage 

Class I Shipping 
Previous 3 

Months used month average 
utilization percentage 

Month percent 

Jan 10 
Feb 12 

Mar 13 
Apr 16 

May 19 10 Jan - Mar 11.7 

Jun 25 10 Feb - Apr 13.7 

Jul 22 15 Mar - May 16.0 

Aug 25 20 Apr - Jun 20.0 

\1.. 



~ EXHIBIT 

If S 2015-2016 Designated Supply Handlers for Procurement Region 2 i 
The Northern California Marketing Area excluding the counties of Del Norte, Fresno, i 

Humboldt, Kern, Kings and Tulare " ... ----_..J 
Period 1 

Dates: 
September 1 - September 5, 2015 
October 11 - October 17, 2015 
November 22 - November 28, 2015 
January 3 - January 9, 2016 
February 14 - February 20, 2016 
March 27 - April 2, 2016 

Period 2 

Dates: 
September 6 - September 12, 2015 
October 18 - October 24,2015 
November 29 - December 5, 2015 
January 10 - January 16, 2016 
February 21 - February 27, 2016 
April 3 - April 9, 2016 

Period 3 

Dates: 
September 13 - September 19, 2015 
October 25 - October 31, 2015 
December 6 - December 12, 2015 
January 17 - January 23, 2016 
February 28 - March 5, 2016 
April 10 - April 16, 2016 

Period 4 

Dates: 
September 20 - September 26, 2015 
November 1 - November 7,2015 
December 13 - December 19, 2015 
January 24 - January 30, 2016 
March 6 - March 12, 2016 
April 17 - April 23, 2016 

Percentage of quota 
that must be made 

available 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

Percentage of quota 
that must be made 

available 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

Percentage of quota 
that must be made 

available 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

Percentage of quota 
that must be made 

available 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

Ranked Order of Designated Supply 
Handlers for Period 1 

Name Phone Number 
1. Saputo Cheese USA, Inc. (209) 862-1732 
2. Land O'Lakes, Inc. (530) 865-7626 
3. Dairystream Cooperative, Inc. (209) 656-1135 
4. Nestle Food (209) 574-2000 
5. Hilmar Cheese Company (209) 667-6076 
6. California Dairies, Inc. (562) 865-1291 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

Ranked Order of Designated Supply 
Handlers for Period 2 

Name Phone Number 
Land O'Lakes, Inc. (530) 865-7626 
Dairystream Cooperative, Inc. (209) 656-1135 
Nestle Food (209) 574-2000 
Hilmar Cheese Company (209) 667-6076 
California Dairies, Inc. (562) 865-1291 
Saputo Cheese USA, Inc. (209) 862-1732 

Ranked Order of DeSignated Supply 
Handlers for Period 3 

Name Phone Number 
1. Dairystream Cooperative, Inc. (209) 656-1135 
2. Nestle Food (209) 574-2000 
3. Hilmar Cheese Company (209) 667-6076 
4. California Dairies, Inc. (562) 865-1291 
5. Saputo Cheese USA, Inc. (209) 862-1732 
6. Land O'Lakes, Inc. (530) 865-7626 

Ranked Order of DeSignated Supply 
Handlers for Period 4 

Name Phone Number 
1. Nestle Food (209) 574-2000 
2. Hilmar Cheese Company (209) 667-6076 
3. California Dairies, Inc. (562) 865-1291 
4. Saputo Cheese USA, Inc. (209) 862-1732 
5. Land O'Lakes, Inc. (530) 865-7626 
6. Dairystream Cooperative, Inc. (209) 656-1135 



2015-2016 Designated Supply Handlers for Procurement Region 2 
The Northern California Marketing Area excluding the counties of Del Norte, Fresno, 

Humboldt, Kern, Kings and Tulare 

Period 5 

Dates: 
Seplember 27 - Oclober 3,2015 
November 8 - November 14, 2015 
December 20 - December 26, 2015 
January 31 - February 6, 2016 
March 13 - March 19, 2016 
April 24 - April 30, 2016 

Period 6 

Dates: 
October 4 - October 10, 2015 
November 15 - November 21, 2015 
December 27 - January 2, 2016 
February 7 - February 13, 2016 
March 20 - March 26, 2016 

Percentage of quota 
that must be made 

available 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

Percentage of quota 
that must be made 

available 

100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

Ranked Order of Designated Supply 
Handlers for Period 5 

Name Phone Number 
Hilmar Cheese Company (209) 667-6076 
California Dairies, Inc. (562) 865-1291 
Saputo Cheese USA, Inc. (209) 862-1732 
Land O'Lakes, Inc. (530) 865-7626 
Dairystream Cooperative, Inc. (209) 656-1135 
Nestle Food (209) 574-2000 

Ranked Order of DeSignated Supply 
Handlers for Period 6 

Name Phone Number 
1. California Dairies, Inc. (562) 865-1291 
2. Saputo Cheese USA, Inc. (209) 862-1732 
3. Land O'Lakes, Inc. (530) 865-7626 
4. Dairystream Cooperative, Inc. (209) 656-1135 
5. Nestle Food (209) 574-2000 
6. Hilmar Cheese Company (209) 667-6076 
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Part 1 

I am Sue Taylor, Vice President of Dairy Economics and Policy for Leprino Foods 

Company ("Leprino"), headquartered in Denver, Colorado. Our business address is 1830 West 

38th Avenue, Denver, Colorado 80211. Leprino operates nine plants in the United States, 

manufacturing mozzarella cheese and whey products domestically and marketing our products 

both domestically and internationally. Three of the nine plants are located in the state of 

California and will be directly impacted by the outcome of this hearing if a Federal Milk 

Marketing Order (FMMO) is subsequently adopted through a producer referendum. Therefore, 

Leprino has a strong interest in the decision by USDA as a result of this hearing. 

Expertise 

In my role as Vice President of Dairy Economics and Policy at Leprino Foods, I am 

responsible for developing the company's economic policy positions and advocating those 

positions in appropriate forums, such as today's hearing. I have represented the company at all 

FMMO and California Stabilization and Marketing Plan hearings that have related to cheese milk 

pricing over the last twenty years. 



My professional responsibilities have focused on dairy economics and policy issues since 

1989, when I joined Sorrento Cheese as a production analyst and developed the dairy economist 

role. From 1992 through 1994, I was a principal in a dairy economics and management 

consulting business, Dairy Management Concepts, which provided consulting services to a broad 

spectrum of dairy companies, most of whom operated processing or manufacturing plants . I have 

been at Leprino since January 1995, leading the dairy economics, policy and milk procurement 

efforts for roughly twenty years before transitioning the milk procurement responsibilities to our 

broader procurement group over the last year. 

My educational background includes both bachelor's and master's degrees from Cornell 

University in agricultural education with heavy emphasis on agricultural economics. 

Immediately after my Bachelor degree, I taught High School Agriculture. Immediately after my 

master's degree, I worked as an agricultural loan officer within the Farm Credit System, 

managing a portfolio of dairy farm loans and mortgages on behalf of Production Credit and 

Federal Land Bank. 

Position 

Leprino supports the adoption of proposal number 2, developed by Dairy Institute of 

California, if USDA promulgates a FMMO that includes California. I will be testifying later in 

the hearing on issues specifically related to the Class III formula and other aspects of the Dairy 

Institute proposal. 

My testimony today will focus upon Leprino's opposition to mandatory regulated minimum 

price application to all milk manufactured from grade A milk within a geographic market. 
j.. 

Specifically, I am speaking in opposition to the pool plant definition found in § I 05Jr.7(c) of the 

cooperative proposal (Proposal 1). This section defines a ''plant that is located in the marketing 

area which during the month receives milkfrom a producer located in the marketing area or 

from a cooperative marketing the milk of a producer located in the marketing area pursuant to § 
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1-
l05jl.9(c)" as a pool plant under the Order. Although the effect of this provision has been 

referred to as "mandatory pooling" or "inclusive pooling", I think of it as mandatory pricing since 

pricing and pooling are separate activities and it is the market effects of mandatory participation 

in minimum regulated pricing for all milk within a geography that is at the root of my concern. 

Although the California State Order has applied minimum regulated pricing to all grade A 

milk produced and processed in the state for decades, it has not been without negative market 

impacts. The risks of setting the minimum regulated milk price too high in a system of binding 

minimum prices are significantly amplified. These include, amongst other things, threats to the 

financial viability of manufacturers and the plant capacity they provide and inefficient movement 

of milk in order to clear the market to out-of-area entities that are not subject to binding 

minimum regulated prices. This inefficient movement of milk in order to clear surpluses also 

results in lower producer returns due to increased cost to transport. I and others will speak in 

greater detail on these issues in later testimony supporting the class prices provisions of Proposal 

2. 

Another less obvious negative market consequence of mandatory pricing and pooling is the 

reduction of competition across manufactured product classes. In the context of)l"largely 

manufacturing milksheds with low Class I utilization and value under a normally constructed 

FMMO, marginal milk would tend to be bid into the higher valued manufacturing complex. This 

happens today in areas without binding regulation, such as Idaho. The competition for milk 

between cheese and dry milk plants in Idaho results in the bidding away of marginal milk from 

the lower valued use when there is a large price disparity. The resulting increased production of 

the higher valued use product has a dampening effect on the product prices in that complex. The 

reduction in production within the plants with the lower valued use reduces the product surplus 

and contributes to a firming of finished product prices in that complex. 
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However, in a regulatory scenario in which grade A milk cannot exist outside the regulated 

pricing system and in which the margins are neutralized across manufacturing complexes by end

product price formulas specific to the respective complexes, there is little incentive to move milk 

to the higher valued complex. I believe that the California State Order adoption of split prices 

for the manufacturing classes of Class 4a and 4b in 1989 within the confines of mandatory 

pricing and pooling contributed to the divergence of values and increased volatility for the cheese 

and butter / dry milk complexes thereafter. The divergence of product value later resulted in 

USDA adopting split manufactured classes, first through the Class ill-A mechanism in the early 

90s and later with the establishment of Class IV in Federal Order Reform. 

Figure I (attached) shows the gross product values on a milk equivalent basis using the 

yield factors that exist in the current FMMO Class ill and IV formulas for the two complexes. 

Figure 2 (attached) shows the difference as defmed by subtracting the gross Class IV value from 

the gross Class III value. Make allowances are omitted from the analysis for simplicity. Prior to 

California's establishment of separate milk prices for the cheese complex and the butter / dry 

milk complex in the late 1980s, marginal volumes of milk more easily moved to the complex 

yielding the higher returns. In so doing, the reduced production of the lower valued complex 

resulted in an increase in prices for its products while the increased production of the higher 

valued complex resulted in a decrease in prices for its products, driving toward price 

convergence across the uses. Wholesale shifts of milk between the complexes were not required 

to effectuate the convergence; uncommitted milk moving on the margins was sufficient. The 

disparate values across the two complexes that developed after California split the manufacturing 

class pricing eventually led to pressure to similarly split the manufacturing complex in the 

FMMOs. 

Within the regulated milk supply which includes all grade A milk under the existing 

California Order and under proposal I, market signals that ordinarily would compel a 

manufacturer to adjust output (increasing production when higher prices signal shortages and 
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decreasing production when lower prices signal surpluses) are negated by the parallel movement 

of costs with finished product values. The lack of a margin-driven incentive to adjust production 

volumes results in a slower adjustment to market surpluses and deficits of specific finished 

products. This lack of timely adjustment contributes to higher price volatility for those finished 

products. The result is that milk from lower valued uses whose margins are protected by the same 

system remains more competitive than the market would otherwise dictate. In essence, road 

blocks exist that dissuade milk from moving to its "highest and best" manufactured use. 

The ultimate consequence is that one class of manufactured products may be in shortage at 

the same time that another class of manufactured products may be in surplus. That inability to 

attract milk from lower valued manufacturing uses to higher valued manufacturing uses results in 

prices of manufactured products pushing to greater extremes (both on the high and low side). 

These prices are sustained for a longer period of time than would be the case if differentials in 

the economic value of those manufactured products allowed markets to move milk. This 

volatility hurts producers, processors and consumers. And the sustained disconnects are 

troublesome both at the producer and processor levels. The different price levels create very 

different returns for producers across regions in the country, depending upon investment in Class 

III and IV capacity in the region and create challenges for processors, particularly in the export 

markets. 

Although I am critical of the market impacts of the split manufacturing classes that exist in 

both the California and existing FMMOs, I am not advocating a change in that structure at this 

time. But it is very important that, if USDA promulgates a California Federal Milk Marketing 

Order as the result of this proceeding, mandatory minimum pricing of milk for manufacturing not 

be adopted. Adopting the same discretion regarding the regulated price application to milk for 

manufacturing that exists in all other FMMOs will allow the marketplace to work across greater 

volumes of milk and, I believe, will result in the greater movement of milk into the higher valued 

product complex at any given time. That increased responsiveness to market forces on 20% of 
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the US milk supply (and a volume roughly equivalent to New Zealand's total milk production) 

will benefit the entire US industry, including producers, processors, and consumers. 
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Comparison Gross Values Class III vs. Class IV Products 
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Figure 1: Comparison of gross values between Class III and Class IV products. 

7 



$8.00 

$6.00 

$(4.00) 

$(6.00) 

Difference Class III Gross Value - Class IV Gross 
Value 1985-2015 

Figure 2: Difference in Gross Value - - Class III less Class IV gross value. 
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Testimony of Barry Murphy 
on behalf of 

BESTWHEY, LLC (Independent Whey & Small Cheese Plant Consultant) 

Introduction 

My name is Barry Murphy and I have worked in California's dairy industry for the past 

25 years, first in the senior management corporate environment and for the past 15 years 

as a consultant to smaller cheese plants with specialty cheeses and whey 

handling/disposal needs, My background includes Dairy Science and Business post 

graduate degrees, technical and operations management, sales and marketing 

management and green field project development and financing, I live in San Francisco, 

CA, 

Position on Proposals 

BESTWHEY, LLC opposes the proposal (Proposal I) from the three producer 

cooperatives, California Dairies (CDI), Land '0 Lakes (LOL) and Dairy Fanners of 

America (DFA), and strongly believes that this (Proposal) will restrict the growth of 

California's cheese industry and eliminate most small cheese businesses in the state, 

BESTWHEY, LLC suppOlis the Dairy Institute of California's alternate proposal 

(Proposal 2) because it provides a more realistic value for whey in the other solids price 

calculation based on the value of liquid whey sold by cheese plants, The Class III formula 

used in the cooperatives' proposal assumes that cheese plants receive a dry whey finished 

product value for their whey stream, Based on my experience, this pricing formula over-



values milk for most cheesemakers in the state because they do not recover that assumed 

value from their whey operations. 

Whey Powder and Whey Protein Concentrate 

Of the 57 cheese plants in California, ONE (1) plant manufactures sweet whey powder 

(Kraft, Tulare), the next three (3) major cheese companies (Leprino, Saputo, Hilmar) 

process most of the whey solids into products other than the dry sweet whey factor in the 

Proposal 1 Class III whey valuation and for which the current markets are weak. Ten (10) 

other cheese companies process a liquid reverse osmosis (RO) whey or ultra-filtered (UF) 

whey for sale as liquid to animal feed, to other whey processors. and in four (4) of these 

plants. as dried whey protein. AliI 0 of these companies dispose of>85% of whey solids 

as animal feed at little or no value. 

FACTS: 

1. 13 of the 57 cheese plants in California can process whey to some degree per 

most recent CDF A data. (Hearing Exhibit 96) 

2. Use of the dry whey powder market value in the Class III pricing formula does 

not make sense and it assumes that all plants utilize 100% of whey solids 

producing sweet whey. when in fact ONE (1) plant in the state can achieve this. A 

handful of additional plants can capture the value from the bulk of the whey 

solids. while the vast majority have minimal or no recovery of whey solids. 
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3. RO whey solids are sold in liquid form by 2 plants in the State and achieves 50-

70% of the whey powder value minus freight costs. Longer distances separate 

plants fUliher in California than most other states. and thereby make freight costs 

a signiticant issue. For example. the LOL WPC-34 liquid haul from Orland. CA 

to Kings County. CA is over 300 miles at a cost of $1.200 per load or $0.12/lb. 

solids of WPC-34. The haul from Industry. CA to Tulare. CA is 192 miles at a 

backhaul cost of $475 per load or $0.04-$0.06/lb. of RO whey solids. Distances 

between plants and freight costs in California are such that there is no inter-plant 

movement of raw unconcentrated whey in the entire state when this is 

commonplace in Wisconsin. 

4. Whey Protein Concentrate (WPC-34) liquid solids are sold by 3 plants in the state 

to dryers at 20-30 cents under (or at 50-70% of) the USDA Central/Western 

average oflhe Mostly series. WPC-34. delivered. 

5. The smallest cheese companies. representing at least 70% of the 50+ cheese 

plants in the state have no ability or economies of scale to process whey and 

actually pay up to $I.OO/cwt. to dispose of whey. I work with a small cheese 

company now that pays $250 per load of whey for disposal costs. 

Conclusions: 

A. Using the Dairy Institute's proposal to index the other solids value in Class III 

milk to WPC-34 market value makes more sense than using the dry whey market 

value since only I plant in the state can utilize 100% of whey solids into sweet 

whey. I understand that the Dairy Institute will be presenting this proposal next 
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week. The concept of basing the Class III other solids price on the value 

attainable by cheese plants that sell some form of liquid whey makes sense, and is 

a better approach than using dry whey prices for representing the value of whey. 

B. Adopting the three cooperatives' proposal will wipe out a substantial portion of 

the smaller cheese plants and may result in reduced processing levels by the larger 

cheese plants, since they can move some of their volume to other states. 

The cheese business is a tough, small margin business and for the smaller cheese 

companies without the ability to create value from the whey, it is even tougher. 

For the smaller plants, even with higher gross margins (value less milk cost) on 

cheese sales making a profit is a struggle. The relative overhead costs are so high 

with smaller cheese plants that they don't have the economies of scale to cover 

the base overhead comfortably. 

I have been told that the proposed Class III milk price increase by the 

cooperatives would have averaged as much as $1.80/CWT milk at times over the 

past few years. This would be roughly $O.18/lb. of cheese value and would likely 

wipe out a substantial portion of the smaller cheese plants because this $O.18/lb. 

would eliminate any potential profitability. California's specialty cheese business 

competes with products from across the US and some of these cheese businesses 

must be buying milk outside the federal pool since their cheese pricing does not 

match federal order Class III milk pricing in some cases. 
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My understanding is that many of these plants located in federal order areas 

operate as nonpool plants and can pay for milk based on the market. When milk 

is in excess, these nonpool plants are able to buy milk below class in order to help 

the market cleaL These below class sales have been noted in USDA's Dairv 

Markel News, My understanding is that both California's current system and 

Proposal 1 do not have the kind of options to buy milk below regulated class 

prices that exist in federal order areas, 

Under the current California regulated system, cooperatives have the ability to 

assess plant losses back to the farmer members. In other words, if the regulated 

prices are too high for the plant to operate profitably, the cooperatives can reblend 

and pay their fanner owners on the basis of what the milk is really worth to the 

plant. The non-cooperative cheese business milk buyers do not have such an 

option when the regulated price is set too high. This is clearly inequitable and 

provides no mechanism to clear milk with respect to cheese plants. which are 

owned primarily by non-cooperative businesses. 

Co-operatives versus Private Cheese Companies 

Whey derived products markets' have collapsed in recent months as have the nonfat dry 

milk powder (NFDM) markets. The private cheese industry cannot assess losses to 

producers and therefore must absorb these losses. 
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DFA and Land O'Lakes have one cheese plant each in California. Based on my 

knowledge, both sell liquid WPC below market to private cheese plant dryers. Why have 

DFA and LOL not invested in WPC dryers, not to mention lactose or whey permeate 

handling dryer systems? One likely reason is the tens of millions of dollars required for 

investment in whey processing. If the three cooperatives proposal is adopted, with its 

higher regulated price for cheese milk. then both the DFA and LOL cheese plants will 

lose money or break even at best, based on my knowledge of the kind of operations they 

have and the normal costs associated with such operations. 

Why have the California Dairy Co-operatives sold or closed down their large California 

cheese plants and not developed their remaining cheese making operations? One has to 

conclude that it was because they could not profitably operate large cheese plants. Yet 

now. producers and the cooperatives are proposing an increase that will force cheese 

plants to pay more for mi Ik. despite the fact that when cooperatives were operating theses 

cheese plants they. in all likelihood. could not operate them at a profit. Their math simply 

does not work. There is only so much money available with which to pay for a cheese 

plant. run a cheese making operation. pay dairy fanners for milk. and remain competitive 

with other cheese suppliers in the marketplace. The cooperatives' proposed Class III 

formula would simply increase the milk price too much for many cheese plants. 
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Final Conclusions: 

Many of Cal ifornia 's smaller cheese plants wi II be forced out of business should the 

cooperative's Class III milk pricing proposa l be adopted. Several of the cheese plants that 

I have consulted for over the past several years will be forced out of business . The larger 

cheese plants may reduce milk use levels as they have the ability to move some cheese 

producti on out of state. If a modest percentage of cheese manufacturing is moved out of 

state or disappears due to plant closure, then thi s will likely provide for an over-suppl y of 

milk in Californi a with no ability to se ll below minimum mandated pricing to clear the 

market. BESTWHEY supports the concept advanced by the Dairy Institute of 

California that the Class III other solids price should be based on the value of liquid 

whey. BESTWHEY opposes the Cooperatives' proposal with its too high (for 

California) Class III price and mandatory pooling. 
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~ EXHIBIT 

Tom Van Nortwick i 
~~~~~~~~~ma~m=BEs=~mm~eamm~~~=aem~~~~~~~m=~aE~m=~"1 

From: Tom Van Nortwick [myagribusinesspublication@gmaiLcom] ...... ______ , 
Sent: Monday, October 26, 2015 9:34 PM 
To: 'dairygoddesscheese@gmaiLcom' 
Cc; 'Jill Clifton'; 'laureLmay@ams.usda.gov'; 'office@milkproducers.org'; 'Dana Russell' 
Subject: Your testimony today at the FMMO Hearings 

Barbara, 

I just wanted you to know how impactful your testimony was today at the FMMO hearings in Clovis. I have now listened 
to hundreds of hours of testimony and no one has done a better job of putting to voice these words that are so tender 
and so near one's heart so as to almost be unspeakable. You, did without exception what so badly needs to be done to 
properly represent the levels of heart ache and heart break that producers and their families have faced in this State and 
in fact throughout the entire country. It was an honor to hear it as you said the words. While I was not in the room, not 
having known you were to testify, I am so grateful to have been listening here in the office and to share in your tears in a 
private setting so as to not have to divulge to others just how much your story meant to me and I am sure so many 
more. 

I have captured that testimony on an audio file and will see that you have a copy for your family to have and keep for 
many years to come. I will get it into a MP4 file and bring it to you so that you can have it for those future days when it 
will do some good to rel}lember how it was that you scaled such a high mountain and then having reached the top, was 
provided from that vista a clearer vision of what was to come and even the trail that like in the poem by Robert Frost, 
"is less traveled by". Then someday, like his traveler in the poem, you and will look back and say, " I believe, or even you 
will know, that, that has made all the difference". 

Thank you for the pleasure of working with you and to have witnessed for myself how much it has all meant and I know 
still means. I know from experience these things will heal over time. While I can only imagine the important highs and 
the deep despair that have accompanied your journey, I am grateful to know this important story of a family's 
commitment and their resolve to work together. I know that important aspect of what you have gone through will help 
you, your family and all of us cherish, even more, the many victories that still lie ahead. I am grateful that you took the 
time to share such personal experiences, feelings and even the tender mercies that have accompanied the difficult 
decisions you have made together. ¥our example of family and what that should mean to all of us is likewise not wasted 
on those who have eyes to see and ears to hear. 

I am likewise grateful for your questioning of producers and others within the industry. How have we come to this? How 
have we allowed this to happen? How is it that we find ourselves in this situation? Not exactly your words. Those will 
come. But know that those were powerful words phrased in a question and expressed as maybe only you were able to 
express them at this time, having gone through all you have gone through. ¥our questions are a clarion call that every 
producer and industry leader in the US Dairy Industry should be prepared to answer and hold themselves and others 
within their respective organizations accountable for, as well as the needed progress that must be made by everyone in 
order to stop this madness. I am grateful to know that in reality there are more that can and will stand with you, than 
there are those that will stand against you and all of the producers, but it will take an unparalleled effort to change the 
course that has wreaked this devastation on so many for no gain at all, only loss and destruction. 

Tom 
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Milk Hearing October 30, 2015 

I want to thank the hearing panel for allowing us the opportunity to express our 

views and the facts . 

I am representing Pacific Gold Milk Products also known as Pacific Gold Creamery 

which owners consists of over 30 dairy producers and several private investors, 

myself included. I have also been a dairy producer all my life until 15 years ago, I 

have served as national Dairy Director for the National Farmers Organization for 

three years and their National Vice President for seven and half years. I am 

currently manager of Pacific Gold Milk Producers (a Cooperative), Partner and 

manager of Organic West Milk, Partner in Visalia Dairy Company and currently 

President of Pacific Gold Milk Products, a specialty cheese plant, which I am 

representing today with testimony for our cheese plant. 

Many of our producers since 2008 were told there was no room for their milk, all 

the big co-op's denied these producers cry for help. CDFA and dairy trade 

organizations told them to sellout because there was nothing that could done. 

They were also told that the bigger producers could use the dairies to feed 

heifers. 

These producers were faced with selling at a depressed market, possibly losing 

everything they worked for over there life time. Not have the next generation 

take over and the opportunity to have a career in the business their fam ilies 

worked so hard for. Many producers faced with processer delinquent payments, 

or other processors terminating their contract, many of these producers joined a 

new startup co-op named Pacific Gold Milk Producers. PGMP saved many 

producers and there farms from extinction. 

Most of these producers have decided to invest in their own future, by starting a 

specialty cheese plant called Pacific Gold Creamery. They did not ask for a hearing 

to bail them out. No, they did it the old fashion way, they took risk, investments, 

debt, guts, vision, determination, can do attitude, decided to be market oriented, 

rather than be production driven, and took matters in their own hands, through 

relentless effort. 



Now that I live, breath and own part of a specialty cheese plant, I have developed 

a real appreciation for the remarkable challenge it takes every day to make and 

satisfy the consumers demand for perfection. The increasing cost of higher quality 

standards and regulatory standards from every facet of our industry. These 

continued increase cost and demands from retailer, distributors, cut and rap 

operations, brokers, FDA, USDA, local and state inspectors and above all the 

consumers. We as a specialty cheese plant embrace these quality requirements, 

as we wish to protect our dairy food image for each other. If only one plant has a 

quality issue, everyone suffers consequences, but there is a real increasing cost. 

Where are the cost? In additional lab technicians, increased internal and third 

party testing, up grading equipment, up grading the facility, water quality and the 

list goes on, to meet the ever demanding requirements. 

I have also learned to appreciate the challenge in trying to make money in the 

specialty cheese business in California. Pacific Gold Creamery has invested for 

nearly two years of losses, through the challenge of developing markets, proving 

we can make perfect cheese every day for over two years. The cost of needed 

equipment for every type of cheese. The specialty cheese does in fact have higher 

premiums, however, much of these premiums are absorbed through higher cost. 

The additional cost comes from more labor, not being a single type streamline 

cheese operation, additional packaging cost, additional handling and or multiple 

days to make a single type cheese(s). The additional cost to make these cheeses 

are as much as $.20 per lb. more or $2.44 per cwt more. The single largest reason 

we finally turned a profit is because of organic milk sales. If we were to make a 

profit in the conventional market, it would take another 18 plus months of 

investments. The other hidden fact in the cheese business is startup cost and the 

constant upgrading of cheese making equipment. In the ideal world under the 

reliable Van Slyke cheese yield formula, we could capture 90% of the fat and 78% 

of the protein, with a ($1.87) per cwt loss however, with older or used equipment 

we are lucky to capture 85% of the Fat and 75% of the protein, with a ($2.50) per 

cwt loss. (This can be found on exhibit A & B) 

The core reason for the hearing is discussing whey values in California cheese 

plants. When I was managing The National Farmers Organization Dairy 

Department in the various Federal Orders It was very common place to pay 

anywhere from a dollar two dollars under the Federal Order announced price. 



Most milk handling companies would share their pay prices and almost all the 

cooperatives paid under the announced price. In (exhibit C & D) Are the UDSA 

facts regarding non-pooled milk in the federal orders. In the past 10 years the 

non-pooled pounds average 28,387,648,042 pounds or 14.83% and for the year 

2014 it was 34,320,535,045 pounds or 16.66%. The total classJliverage volumes 

in the federal is 57,655,012,004 or 49% of class~rom non-pooled milk. The price 

difference between Federal class:lind California 4b the past 10 years is $1.45 per 

cwt. It is completely unreasonable to try and compare the Federal Order class...;!" :II!

differential against California 4b, when approximately 50% of the Federal order 
1:.ll=- .s~eve \~ 

class A'was S9I1S FillI.,. underprice compared to pool milk. Just in the last 4 to 5 

months several thousand loads of milk was dumped and millions of pounds sold 

to cheese plants for $7 to $10 under the announced price. The $1.45 per cwt 

differential number is a very mis-leading figure, as nearly 15% of the lower price 

milk is not part of the equation. I just recently spoke with an Idaho ~ese maker 

and they said they paid an average of $5.00 per cwt under the class ,iYprice for 

over 6 months. 

Pacific Gold Creamery has turned our whey into Ricotta Cheese. What most 

producers don't realize is much of the cheese sold, is sold at nearly a breakeven 

price or a loss, depending on type and volumes, while the dried whey products 

and in our case ricotta subsidizes the cheese sales. If it was not for our ricotta 

sales from whey, we would continue to lose money. To increase the whey value 

to producers equal to federal order pricing would be devastating to cheese plants 

in California, especially smaller to mid-size plants, such as ours. The other real 

concern and unfairness that faces cheese plants are the whey values are going 

down, due to increased volumes entering the market place. Setting a flat dollar 

amount rather than a percentage of the whey factor price is grossly unfair to the 

cheese plants. One other factor of unfairness is the consideration of carving out 

the income from CA. cheese plants from higher valued by-products, however, this 

is ignored in the specialty dried powders other than whey powders! Why? 
1<1 

I am completely dum;tfounded as to why we are here asking for a greater portion 

of the whey value. Over 80% of the milk is represented by producer controlled 

cooperatives in California. Over 95% of the producer milk pool in these 

cooperatives are not in the cheese business. If there is so much money in the 

cheese and whey, why are these same producer controlled cooperatives not 



collecting 100% of the whey income by investing and risking for the rewards, 

rather than take it away from those that earn it. 

The other factors in the market, our current domestic price is very strong 

compared to global prices. The major plant constructions in the past 10 years 

have come in non-regulated areas. In regulated areas we have witnessed plant 
c \O~,",\(es 

GIOSC"ffl and no major expansions due to poor potential economical returns . To 

increase prices would further jeopardize exports. 

Instead of coming to CDFA or FMMO and pleading their case, I strongly believe 

the case should be confronted with cooperative board and management and 

revisit their own business model and plan. 

Many producers have chosen to use rBST, which has given the public image the 

belief all milk is tainted with hormones. Some producers is using sex semen to 

increase herd size and production but when the supply and demand gets out of 

balance, driving milk prices down. Then we all end up at a milk hearing seeking 

relief! We as an industry must need to take some responsibility and ownership. 

We strongly support the need for dairymen to get a fair price through meeting 

the consumers marketing demands. We however, oppose a production driven 

model that ultimately lowers prices and creates over supply 

Pacific Gold Creamery do not support the proposed Federal Milk Marketing Order 

in CA. 

Thank you 

, 
Leonard Vandenburg President 

Pacific Gold Creamery 
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Estimate 

d Milk 
Estimated Milk Eligible Other US Milk 

Total US Milk Total Milk 
Eligible for for Average Class California Not Pooled on Year . Marketed by Pooled on 

Federal Pooling Federal 3 Price Production Federal Orders 
Producers Federal Orders 

but Not Pooled Pooling plus (CA.) 
but Not 
Pooled 

2005 175,912,200,000 114,681,999,860 6,683,700,730 3.80% $ 14.05 37,521,448,739 54,546,499,410 

2006 180,654,200,000 120,618,281,212 2,592,153,644 1.43% $ 11.89 38,792,169,167 57,443,765,144 

2007 184,435,000,000 114,407,476,447 8,650,600,233 4.69% $ 18.Q4 40,646,097,869 61,376,923,320 

2008 189,982,300,000 115,867,388,791 9,489,617,589 5.00% $ 17.44 41,166,114,587 64,625,293,620 

2009 189,333,600,000 123,430,396,836 4,482,349,543 2.37% $ 11.36 39,488,221,415 61,420,853,621 

2010 192,8i8,300,000 126,908,838,366 2,859,076,380 1.48% $ 14.41 40,355,114,869 63,050,385,254 

2011 195,192,000,000 126,879,130,827 5,469,742,071 2.80% $ 18.37 40,715,044,473 62,843,127,102 

2012 199,581,000,000 122,388,345,514 12,919,688,561 6.47% $ 17.44 41,420,654,009 64,272,965,925 

2013 200,254,000,000 132,100,159,185 5,818,794,575 2.91% $ 17.99 41,219,772,456 62,335,046,240 

2014 206,046,000,000 129,420,366,036 11,199,128,336 5.44% $ 22.34 42,305,098,919 65,426,505,628 

Average 191,420,860,000 122,670,238,307 7,016,485,1661 3.67%1 $ 16.33 40,362,973,650 61,734,136,526 

100 Class 3 % 
1,226,702,383 

Ave. FO & CA. Diff. $ 1.45 

$ 1,778,718,455 

28,387,648,042 

100 283,876,480 

$ 6.266 

Percentage 
not pooled 

All Federal Order 
in the 

milk not pooled 
Federal 
Order 

23,708,751,401 13.48% 

21,243,749,621 11.76% 

29,381,425,684 15.93% 

32,948,796,622 17.34% 

26,414,981,749 13.95% 

25,554,346,765 13.25% 

27,597,824,700 14.14% 

35,772,000,477 17.92% 

26,934,068,359 13.45% 

34,320,535,045 16.66% 

28,387,648,0421 14.83% 1 
'--------~ 

47% 

57,655,012,004 

Class 3 not pooled 

$ 

47% 

49% 

6.266 



Leonard Vandenburg 

From: 
Sent: 

Stoker, Randal - AMS < RandaI.Stoker@ams.usda.gov> 
Monday, June 01, 2015 8:20 AM 

To: Leonard Vandenburg 
Subject: Data Request 

Hello Again Leonard, 

I use a figure obtained from the National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) in a number of my reports. This figure 
(Total US Milk Marketed by Producers) is the amount of US milk production that is marketed or sold by US producers 
directly to consumers or to milk dealers/processors. This annual figure can be found at the following link: 
http://usda.mannlib.comell.edu!MannUsda!viewDocumentlnfo.do?documentID=1105 
The most recent data (for 2014) can be found on page 10 of the 2015 report that was just released. 

Using this NASS data, here is the amounts of US milk marketed, pooled annually on Federal milk Marketing Orders, the 
estimated amounts of Federal pool eligible milk that is voluntarily not pooled, and the remaining amount of milk that is 
otherwise not pooled on Federal Milk Marketing Orders, This final amount (Other US Milk Not Pooled on Federal 
Orders) would include milk pooled on the California pool. 

Estimated Milk 
Eligible for 

Total US Milk Total Milk Federal 
Marketed by Pooled on Pooling but 

Year Producers Federal Orders Not Pooled 

2005 175,912,200,000 114,681,999,860 6,683,700,730 

2006 180,654,200,000 120,618,281,212 2,592,153,644 

2007 184,435,000,000 114,407,476,447 8,650,600,233 

2008 189,982,300,000 . 115,867,388,791 9,489,617,589 

2009 189,333,600,000 123,430,396,836 4,482,349,543 

2010 192,818,300,000 126,908,838,366 2,859,076,380 

2011 195,192,000,000 126,879,130,827 5,469,742,071 

2012 199,581,000,000 122,388,345,514 12,919,688,561 

2013 200,254,000,000 132,100,159,185 5,818,794,575 

2014 206,046,000,000 129,420,366,036 11,199,128,336 

Hope this is helpful and is what you need. 

Randal Stoker 
Dairy Marketing Specialist 
USDA - Agricultural Marketing Sen'ice 
Dairy Programs - Market-Information Branch 
1400 Independence Ave. 'USDA South Building, . Rool1l 2977 
Washington, D. C. 20250 

Phone: 202-690-1932 
Fax; 202-720-4844 
E-Mail: RandaLStoker@usda.gov 
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Other US Milk 
Not Pooled on 
Federal Orders 

54,546,499,410 

57,443,765,144 

61,376,923,320 

64,625,293,620 

61,420,853,621 

63,050,385,254 

62,843,127,102 

64,272,965,925 

62,335,046,240 

65,426,505,628 



FEDERAL MILK ORDER MARKETING AND UTlUZA TlON SUMMARY, ANNUAL 2013 

HlGHLIGHTS. Handler report; of receipts and utilization under the Federal milk order system for 2013 have been filed and tabulated, Combined totals for 
the 10 consolidated orders are being released. During 2013, more than 132.1 billion pounds of milk' were received from producers. This total annual volume of 
milk is 7.9 percent higher than the 2012 total annual volume. There were volumes of milk not pooled due to intraorder disadvantageous price relationships in 
both years. More than 42.7 billion pounds of producer milk were lIsed in Class I products, 1.7 percent lower than the previous year. The all-market average 
Class utilization percentages were: Class I "" 32%, Class 11 = 12%, Class III = 47% and Class IV = 9'110. The 2013 weighted average statistical unifOffil price was 
$\9.44 per cwt., $1.39 per cwt. higher than the 2012 weighte.d average statistical unifonn price. 

PRICE AND POOL STATISTICS FOR FEDERAL MILK ORDER MARKETING AREAS FOR THE YEAR 2013 
RECEIPTS OF UTIUZATION OF PRODUCER UTILIZATION OF 

PRODUCER MILK MILK IN CLASS I PRODUCER MILK IN UNIFORM CHANGE CHANGE I 
FEDERAL MILK ORQER ORDER TOTAL FROM TOTAL FROM PERCENT CLASS I CLASS I CLASS PRICE 21 

MARKETING AREA 1/ NUMBER PREV.YEAR PREY 
II III IV 

MIL PERCENT MIL. PERCENT PERCENT $ PER 
LBS. LBS. CWT. 

Northeast (Boston) 001 25,419.9 2.9 ·9,507.9 -3.0 37 26 25 12 20.23 
Appalachian (Charlotte) 005 5,728.6 -2.3 3,844.8 -3.5 67 15 8 10 21.34 
Florida (Tampa) 006 2,833.3 -2.0 2,423.6 -0.6 86 8 3 3 23.53 
Southeast (Atlanta) 007 6,129.3 -9.8 4,163.0 -7.1 68 12 13 7 21.74 
Upper Midwest (Chicago) 030 3/ 34,315.1 11.8 3,685.9 -3.5 11 2 86 1 18.29 
Central (Kansas City) 032 3/ 15,199.1 13.5 4,867.0 -0.2 32 10 46 12 18.82 
Mideast (Cleveland) 033 3/ 16,719.1 -0.5 6,448.4 3.7 39 14 34 13 19.17 
Pacific Northwest (Seattle) 124 3/ 8,239.3 22.6 2,120.4 -3.1 26 6 45 23 18.83 -
Southwest (Dallas) 126 3/ 12,901.0 29:1 4,323.7 1.0 33 8 54 5 19.59 
Arizona (Phoenix) 131 3/ 4,615.4 1.3 1,357.1 -3.1 29 9 27 35 19.41 

ALL MARKET AVERAGE OR TOTAL 3/ 132,100.2 7.9 42,741.8 -1.7 32 12 47 9 19.44 

11 Names in parentheses are the major city in the principal pncing point of the market. 
21 Statistical uniform price for component pricing orders (Class III price plus producer price differential) For other orders, unifonn skim milk price times 
0.965 plus uniform butterfat price times 3.5. 
31 Due to a disadvantageous relationship between intraorder class prices and the location adjusted statistical uniform price in tllese markets, handlers elected 
not to pool an estimated 5.516 billion pounds of milk that nonnally would have been associated with these markets. In 2012, the estimated not pooled volume 
of milk was 13.333 billion pounds, occurring in order numbers 030, 032, 033, 124, 126, and 131. After adjusting for non pooled milk, the year-to-year percent 
change is -1.4%. 
Report Contact Randal Stoker, randai.stoker@usda.govor202-690-1932. 



FEDERAL MILK ORDER MARKETING AND UTILIZATION SUMMARY, MAY 2014 

HIGHLIGHTS. Handler reports ofreceipts arid utilization under the Federal milk order system for May have been' filed and tabulated Combined totals for the 
10 consolidated orders are bein~ released. During May, more than 11.9 billion pounds of milk were received from producers. This volume of milk is 4.4 
percent higher than the May 2013 volume. In May 2013 and May 2014, there were volumes of milk not pooled due to intraorder disadvantageous price 
relationships. Just over 3.4 billion-pounds of producer milk were used in Class I products, 4.3 percent lower than the previous year. The all-market average 
Class utiliiation percentages were: Class 1 = 29%, Class II =10%, Class III =: 47% and Class IV =: 14%. The weighted average sta~istical uniform price was 
$24.25 per cwt., $0.69 lower than last month and $4.97 higher than last year. 

PRICE AND POOL STATISTICS FOR FEDERAL MILK ORDER MARKETING AREAS FOR THE MONTH OF MAY 2014 
RECEIPTS OF UTILIZATION OF PRODUCER UTILIZATION OF 

PRODUCER MILK MILK IN CLASS I PRODUCER MILK IN 
UNIFORM 

CHANGE CHANGE 
FEDERAL MILK ORDER ORDER TOTAL FROM TOTAL FROM PERCENT 

CLASS CLASS CLASS PRICE 21 

MARKETING AREA II NUMBER PREV. YEAR PREV. 
II III IV 

MIL. 
PERCENT 

MIL 
PERCENT PERCENT 

$ PER 
LBS. CBS. CWT. 

Northeast (Boston) 001 2,236.3 -2. I 774.8 -4.7 35 24 26 15 25.24 
Appalachian (Charlotte) 005 494.7 -1.5 303.3 -5.1 61 15 8 16 26.45 
Florida (Tampa) 006 224.3 -7.5 194.8 -4.2 87 9 2 2 29.25 
Southeast (Atlanta) 007 499.1 -5.4 319.9 -5.6 64 II 13 12 26.83 
Upper Midwest (Chicago) 030 II 3,039.1 6.8 301.0 -3.6 10 1 87 2 23 00 
Central (Kansas City) .032 3/ 1,449.3 18.2 397.7 0.2 28 8 47 I7 23.58 
Mideast (Cleveland) 033 3/ 1,540.9 -1.7 513.6 -4.8 33 13 36 18 24.04 
Pacific Northwest (Seattle) 124 775.3 3.5 168.8 -8.8 22 6 42 30 23.42 
Southwest (Dallas) 126 1,250.2 14.7 363.4 -2.1 29 5 54 12 24.43 
Arizona (Phoenix) 131 450.8 7.5 100.6 -11.0 22 8 26 44 23.75 

ALL MARKET AYERAGE OR TOTAL" 11,959.9 4.4 3,437.8 -43 29 10 47 14 24.25 

1/ Names m parentheses are the major "CIty III the pnnclpal pncmg pomt of the market. 
2/ Statistical uniform price for component pricing orders (Class III price plus producer price differential). For other orders, uniform skim milk price times 0.965 plus unifonn 
butterfat priCe times 3.5_ 
3/ Due to a disadvantageous relationship between intraorder class prices 'and the location adjusted statisticalunifonn price in these markets, handlers elected not to pool an 
estimated 430.9 million pounds of milk that nonnally would have been associated with these markets. In May 2013, the estimated not pooled volume of milk was 726.1 
million pounds, occurring in order numbers 030~ 032, 033, and 126_ After adjusting for non pooled milk, the year-to-year percent change is -1.7%. 
Report Contact: Randal Stoker, randal.stoker@usda.gov or 202-690-1932. 
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Jan-OS $14.14 
Feb-OS $14.70 
Mar-OS $14.08 
Apr-OS $14.61 ,/ 

May-05 $13.77 
Jun-OS $13.92 
Jul-05 $14.35 

Aug-OS $13.60 
. Sep-05 $14.30 

" 
Oct-OS $14.35 
Nov-OS $13.35 
Dec-OS $13.37 $14.05 
Jan-06 $13.39 
Feb-06 $12.20 
Mar-06 $11.11 .< 

Apr-06 $10.93 
May-06 $10.83 
Jun-06 $11.29 
Jul-06 $10.92 

Aug-06 $11.06 '" 

Sep-06 $12.29 
Oct-06 $12.32 
Nov-06 $12.84 
Dec,06 $13.47 $11.89 
Jan-07 $13.56 
Feb-07 $14.18 
Mar-07 $15.09 
Apr-07 $16.09 
May-07 $17.60 
Jun-07 $20.17 
Jul-07 $21.38 

Aug-07 $19.83 
Sep-07 $20.07 
Oct-07 $18.70 
Nov-07 $19.22 
Dec-07 $20.60 $18.04 
Jan-OB $19.32 
Feb-OB $17.03 
Mar-OB $18.00 
Apr-OB $16.76 
May-OB $18.18 
Jun-OB $20.25 
Jul-OB $18.24 

Aug-OB $17.32 

, 



Sep~08 $16.28 
Oct-08 $17.06 
Nov-08 $15.51 

. Dec-08 $15.28 $17.44 
Jan-09 $10.78 
Feb-09 $9.31 
Mar-09 $10.44 
-Apr-09 $10.78 
May-09 $9.84 
Jun-09 $~.97 
Jul-09 $9.97 

Aug-09 $11 .20 
Sep-09 $12.11 
Oct-09 $12.82 
Nov-09 $14.08 
Dec-09 $14.98 $11.36 

Jan-10 $14.50 
Feb-10 $14.28 
Mar-10 $12.78 
Apr-10 $12.92 
May-10 $13.38 
Jun-10 $13 ~62 
Jul-10 $13.74 

Aug-10 $.15.18 
Sep-10 $16.26 
Oct-10 $16.94 
Nov-10 $15.44 
Dec-10 $13.83 $14.41 
Jan-11 $13.48 
Feb-11 $17.00 
Mar-11 $19.40 -
Apr-11 $16.87 
May-11 $16.52 
Jun-11 $19.1 1 
JUI-11 $21 .39 

Aug-11 $21 .67 
Sep-11 $19.07 
Oct-11 $18.03 
Nov-11 $19.07 
Dec-11 $18.77 $18.37 
Jah-12 $17.05 
Feb-12 $16.06 
Mar-12 $15.72 

- Apr-12 $15.72 



May-12 $15.23 
Jun-12 $15.63 
Jul-12 $16.68 

. Aug-12 $17.73 
Sep-12 $19.00 
Oct-12 $21.02 
Nov-12 $20.83 
Dec-12 . $18.66 $17.44 
Jan-13 $18.14 
Feb-13 $17.25 
Mar-13 $16.93 
Apr-13 $17.59 
May-13 $18.52 
Jun-13 $18.02 
Jul-13 $17.38 

Aug-13 $17.91 
Sep-13 $18.14 
Oct-13 . $18.22 
Nov-13 $18.83 
Dec-13 $18.95 $17.99 
Jan-14 $21.15 
Feb-14 $23.35 
Mar-14 $23.33 
Apr-14 $24.31 
May-14 $22.57 
Jun-14 $21.36 
Jul-14 $21.60 

Aug-14 $22.25 
Sep-14 $24.60 

. Oct-14 $23.82 
Nov-14 $21.94 
Dec-i4 $17..82 $22.34 
Jan-iS $16.18 
Feb-iS $15.46 
Mar-iS· $15.56 
Apr-iS $15.81 $15.75 
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Introduction 

My name is Rob Blaufuss and I wi ll test ify today on pool di stributing plant, pool distributing 

plant unit, supply plant shipping requirement and producer milk qualification language found in 

Proposa l 2 . 

Pool Distributing Plant Language 

Proponents of Proposa l 2 agree with the Cooperatives proposal in that a 25% route 

di stribution threshold for a § I 051.7(a) plant is more appropriate for a California Federa l Order. 

The proposed language for a § I 051. 7(a) in Proposal 2 has been revi sed to as follows: 

(a) A di stributing plant, other than a plant qualified as a pool plant pursuant to paragraph 

""'I (b) of thi s section or §_ .7(b) of aft Federa l milk order, from which during the month 25 

percent or more of the total quantity offluid milk products phys icall y received at the 

plant (excluding concentrated milk received from another plant by agreement for other 

than C lass I use) are di sposed of as route di sposition or are transferred in the form of 

packaged fluid milk products to other di stributing plants. At least 25% of such route 

di spos ition and transfers must be to outlets in the marketing area 

The C lass I route distribution level at which a plant anains pool di stributin g plant statu s is 

set by each of the individual orders . Pool di stributing plant sales qualification standards are 

higher in those orders which have higher C lass I utili zation levels. In Federal Orders 5, 6 and 7, 

the Federa l Orders w ith the highest Class I utilization rates, the C lass I route di stribution at 

which a plant becomes a fully regulated pool di stributing plant occurs when a plant sell s 50% or 



more of the milk physically received at the facility as Class I. In Federal Orders 1, 32,124,126 

and 131 that qualification standard is set as 25% of total sales. As the result of a 2012 hearing. 

FMMO 33 has a pool distributing plant qualification of 30%. Finally, in FMMO 30. the 

qualification standard is met when 15% of the milk physically received at the plant is sold as 

Class I. 

Class I handlers are regulated by where their sales occur, not by where their plant is 

physically located. In order for a plant to be a § I 051. 7(a) distributing plant, it must sell a set 

percentage of their total Class I sales with-in an FMMO. Should a pool distributing plant fail to 

sell 25% of their total route dispositions into an individual Federal Order they would then be 

considered a Pal1ially Regulated plant. Both Proposal I and Proposal 2 call for a 25% in-area 

shipping requirement. Dean Foods supp0\1S this in-area sales percentage as it is consistent with 

language found in other Federal Orders. 

The Dairy Institute of California Proposal provides language in its California Federal 

Order proposal which allows for a formation of a distributing plant unit. Proposal 2 language 

with regard to unit pooling mirrors that of the Upper Midwest Order. The language in 

§1051.7(d), allows for two or more plants operated by the same handler and located in the 

marketing area to qualify for pool status as a unit by meeting the total and in-area route 

disposition requirements of a pool plant. Pool distributing plant language requires that at least 

one of the plants qualifies pursuant to § 1 051.7(a). Provision language also requires that other 

plants in the Unit must process Class I or Class II products, using 50 percent or more of the total 

Grade A fluid milk products received in bulk from such plant or diverted therefrom by the plant 

operator in Class I or Class II products. 
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Ensuring an Adequate Supplv of Milk for Fluid Purposes 

A suppl y plant is a plant which receives milk directly from dairy farmers and transfers or 

diverts fluid milk products to other plants or manufactures dairy products on its premises. A 

suppl y plant ships a set percentage of the Grade A milk rece ived from dairy fanners to poo l 

distributing plants. In return for supp lying C lass I plants w ith milk, suppl y plants are eligible to 

share in the Order' s C lass I revenues. The shipping percentages for an individual order are 

typically set at or near the C lass I utilization level of the order. Supply plant shipping 

percentages are an important provision in the Federal Order system. They ensure that pool 

distributing plants have access to an adequate milk supp ly and allow for a reserve supp ly of milk 

available to serve the needs of the C lass I market. 

Dean Foods SUppOlts the Dairy Institute of California ' s regulations around supp ly plant 

shipping percentages. A key part of the Dairy Institute proposal is that it allows for the shipping 

percentage to adjust over time should changes occur in the Class I utili zation in the California 

FMMO poo l. The adjustable shippin g requirements will ensure that pool distributing plants will 

continue to receive an adequate milk supply should the Class I utilization in the California pool 

increase. Federal Orders currently require a request to be submitted to the individual Market 

Admini strator offices in order for shipping percentages to be adjusted. This process can be 

inefficient and puts the burden of proof on those parties which seek to maintain the status quo 

rather than those parties req uesting the chan ge. The Dairy Institute proposal would be more 

efficient in that all the parameters for shipping percentage adjustments have 9......-already been 

provided in § I OSI.7(c)(2), although the Market Administrator could sti ll adjust the level s. The 

adjustment would no longer be at the sole discretion of the Market Administrator and would be 

based entirely on the most current C lass I utilization of the pool. Should additional milk be 
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needed for Class I purposes, the quota (or non-quota equiva lent pounds) milk shipping 

percentage would be adjusted further. 

When the quota plan was initially set-up in Californ ia the base pool quota was establi shed 

as 110 percent of the Class I utilization accounted for during the base period divided by the 

number of days in that period the producer actually had Class I utilization ;. The amount by 

which the production base exceeded pool quota was designated as daily base. The Gonsalves 

Mi lk Pooling Act of 1969 eliminated the direct incentive to supp ly milk to fluid milk 

processors; ;. Un like the Federal Orders there are no direct requ irements to sh ip milk to Class I 

plants in the Californ ia state regulatory system; however, the underlying statutory regimes and 

regulatory policies developed are unique. Instead Californ ia relies on a call provision should 

mi lk not be made ava il ab le to fluid processors. This provision requires that, when milk is needed, 

ca ll handlers may place a call for milk to be used for Class I purposes from designated supp ly 

plants. To a certain degree historic tradition also plays a role in why Class I markets remain 

suppl ied. Since its introduction, quota and Class I have shared a close link. Whi le there is no 

requirement to supp ly fluid milk bottlers there has long been a historic sense of tradition to do so. 

As I stated earlier, the cooperative proposal makes me exceedingly anxious about our 

ab ility to attract a milk supp ly long term. A Californ ia Federal Order wou ld likely represent a 

reset of the status quo in Californ ia. A reset of historic milk supp ly relationships wou ld have 

dramatic implications for a Class I handler's abi lity to source milk. With no basic performance 

requirement on either quota or non-quota milk, supp ly plants may opt to ship milk to 

manufacturing plants which tend to be located closer to the milk production areas rather than to 

Class I plants which tend to be further away from the farms and closer to urban population 

centers. Under the Coop proposal , all milk wou ld enjoy the privileges of being in a Federal Order 
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pool without ever actually having to meet any of the basic shipping requirements found in all 

other Federal Orders . The Coop proposal cou ld ultimately lead to increased ' pool riding' in 

California. Pool riding occurs when milk is allowed to attach itse lf to a Federal Order without 

ever actually performing. Non-performing supp ly plants are a llowed to enjoy the same privileges 

as those plants whi ch are serv ing the C lass I market, in most instances the hi gher blend price. 

Producer Milk Qualification Standards 

All Federal Orders require producers to meet basic requirements in order for producer 

milk to be associated with an individual Federal Order. In order for their milk to be considered 

pool milk they must first 'touch base' w ith a pool plant. The touch base req uirements are not 

be 
meant t'A0nerous on the producer. Producer requirements vary s ignifi cantly from order-to-order 

w ith higher requirements in place in hi gher C lass I markets and small er requirements in those 

markets with lower Class I utilization. In Florida, for example, in any month not less than 10 

days' production must be physically received at a pool plant during the month in order for that 

milk to be eligible to be diverted. G iven the lower Class I utilization leve l we are suppOltive ofa 

touch base requ irement that mirrors that of the Upper Midwest Order. The Dairy Institute ' s 

proposal does not allow for producer association to occur unless at least the lessor of one day's 

production or 48,000 pounds of milk ofa dairy fanner is physically received at a pool plant. 

In order to ensure order ly marketing there must a lso be re-pooling requirements in place 

to limi t a handler' s ab ility to bring a sign ificant amount of milk back onto the order that had 

previously been removed from the pool , also known as de-pooling. The Dairy Institute proposal 

does exactly that by limiting the amount of milk repOlted by a handler to no more than 125% of 

producer milk receipts pooled by the handler during the prior month between April and February 
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and may not exceed 135% in March. Dean Foods feels that these are appropriate re-pooling 

percentages given the dynamics of today's California dairy market. 

The Coops are trying to have it both ways in Proposal I. In a Federal Order hearing in the 

Upper Midwest, an order similar to California, and another hearing in the Mideast, Dean Foods 

proposed inserting a true Dairy Farmer for Other Markets provision into the respective order 

language. These dairy farmers for other markets provisions were similar to the language 

currently found in the Federal Order I . Like it does in Federal Order I , this provision would have 

severe ly limited a plants ability to de-pool in the Upper Midwest and the Mideast by making it 

difficult for milk to return to the pool once the choice to remove it from the pool was made. In 

both hearings the Cooperatives, two of which are proponents of Proposa l I , did not support our 

position. With respect to the Federal Order 30 hearing in-fact, Mr. Marvin Beshore, the attorney 

representing DFA, Inc., LOL, Inc. , etc. stated the following in hi s post-hearing brief, 

"Furthermore, we do not advocate the adoption of proposals which would more nearly prohibit 

de-pooling. We do not believe that such a radical change in the operations of Order 30 is 

necessary at this time to correct the abuse of open re-pooling. The Dean Foods proposals would 

require more radical changes in Order 30; Proposal 2 represents an effective, but modest so lution 

... 11 
for the problem ''' .'' It/lworth noting that the Proposal 2 in that Federal Order 30 hearing called for 

the 125% re-pooling limitations that proponents of Proposal 2 in thi s proceeding have proposed. 

Dean supports the Dairy Institute petition with respect to re-pooling limitations as it ensures 

uniformity amongst all Federal Orders and does not create a special exemption. 

This concludes Part 2 of my testimony. 
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I California Department of Agriculture, History of California Milk Pooling Program, P.3. 
(h ttps:/ /www.cdfa.ca . gov / d airy/pdf /H i story _ oCpool i ng. pd f) 

II California Department of Agriculture, History of California Milk Pooling Program, P .5. 
(h ttps:/ /www.cdfa.ca . gov / d airy/pdf /H i story_of _pool i ng. pdf) 

"' In the Matter of Milk in the Upper Midwest Marketing Area. Post-Hearing brief of Cass-Clay Creamery, Inc., Dairy 
Farmers of America, Inc., Land 0' Lakes, Inc., etc. Submitted by Marvin Beshore, Esquire on October 25,2004. P.14. 

(http:/ (WitJW _ d 3i rYDr.Q£r.?E!lb§5~!_tlg .. com! £etfi leSS 7986 79. pdf?d Q..QcN.0..o.g,=_2JLU.lty3 C~S ,1 02). 
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November 2, 2015 

Testimony of: Mkulima G. Britt 

On behalf of: Clover Stornetta Farms, Inc. 

Good morning. My name is Mkulima Britt and I am here to testify on behalf of Clover Stornetta 
Farms, Inc. located in Petaluma, CA. Clover Stornetta is a member of the Dairy Institute and we 
generally support the Dairy Institute Proposal 2 for the establishment of a Federal Milk 
Marketing Order (FMMO) in CA. I am here to comment specifically on the importance of 
maintaining the exempt Producer Handler limit of 3 million pounds per month in the California 
FMMO as it exists in all other Federal Orders. 

Personal Background 

I am a Board Director and part ofthe third generation family owners of Clover Stornetta Farms. 
Clover Stornetta was founded in 1977 by my grandfather Gene Benedetti with a small group of 
partners including his two sons. My current role is the Chief Sourcing Officer and I have been an 
employee at Clover for over 19 years. My current responsibilities include oversight of sourcing 

for all raw ingredients, packaging and finished goods for all items that are manufactured or sold 
by CSF. Some of my prior roles within the company include Chief Financial Officer, Vice 
President of Finance and Operations, and Distribution Route Manager. 

Actually, my career experience in dairy dates back over 30 years when as a young teen I would 
scoop ice cream for Clover at t!:le local fairs. During this time I also had the distinct pleasure of 
donning the costume of our famous mascot, 'Clo the Cow'. Clo always enjoyed taking pictures 
with her many fans ... but she hated having her tail pulled. As I got to high school the summer 
work became more intense and I became part of the summer relief team working in full time 
shifts at the Clover distribution facility loading milk and ice cream trucks. My favorite shift was 
the 3 am start in the ice cream freezer. .. no coffee needed to stay awake. 

After graduating high school I chose to leave California and attend MIT (the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology) to study engineering with the idea that I would not retum to Clover or 
the dairy industry. After two short years in Boston I realized that an engineering career was not 
for me, and I left MIT to find my true passion. I returned to California, worked back at Clover 
for a time and then moved to Sacramento to pursue an opportunity in the wine and spirits 
industry. As much as I enjoyed the wine and spirits industry after working almost four years in 
sales for a national distributor I found Clover and the opportunity to work in the family business 
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pulling me back and I was ready to embrace the dairy industry for good. As I returned to Cover I 

also returned to Sonoma State University to complete my BA degree in BusinesslMarketing. 

Company Background 

In the early 1900's the Petaluma Cooperative Creamery began distributing Clover Brand dairy 

products to stores and residential customers in the Petaluma, CA area. As Petaluma and the rest 

of Sonoma and Marin Counties continued to grow, so did the Co-op. Clover Brand products 
began showing up in nearly every store and household in the North Bay. In 1969, Clo the Cow 

fust appeared as the official mascot for Clover Brand products and has graced billboards in 

Northern-California ever since with her magnificent smile and witty puns. 

In 1975, disaster hit. The biggest fire the town of Petaluma had ever seen struck the Co-op, 

destroying the processing and bottling operations, and the cooler. Clover Stornetta Farms, Inc. 
was born from the ashes of that devastating fire . Following a decision by the Co-op not to rebuild 

the facility, my grandfather Gene Benedetti his team of partners purchased the wholesale 
distribution business from Cal Co-op and Stornetta's Dairy in Sonoma, CA in August of 1977. In 
1984, the company moved and consolidated all of its distribution back to Petaluma. In June, 

1991, Clover Stornetta opened a new fluid milk processing facility at the Petaluma location. 

With the opening of the new bottling facility Clover was able to abandon the old Stornetta's 

bottling facility in Sonoma, CA. 

Even with a new bottling plant the dairy market in the Bay Area of Northern California remained 

very competitive in the early 1990' s. The owners of Clover knew that they had to differentiate 

from a commodity product in order to continue successfully. Clover began to source milk 
directly from a small group of select producers. Having its own pool of milk allowed Clover to 

think differently and to respond to an increasingly demanding and educated consumer base. 

In 1994, Clover Stornetta Farms established North Coast Excellence Certified (NCEC) program 

developing some of the most rigorous quality standards in the dairy industry. (SCC - 160,000 

average). At the time Clover was the first dairy processor in the US to certify all of its producers 

-G& not use the controversial synthetic growth hormone, rBST. 
c\~d 

Clover works together with the dairy families to govern and set goals for the NCEC program. 

Among its tasks are defining sustainable agriculture, and identifying a new requirement the 
dairies are to meet each year in order to enhance sustainable agriculture practices and continue 

participating in the program. Clover pays our NCEC dairy producers a premium to produce milk 

to meet these rigorous standards. Each dairy is also visited at least once a year and judged on its 

appearance and ranch maintenance practices. 
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Clover was one of the early leaders in the organic fluid milk industry and became certified ch'l (i ~S 
organic in 1999, All of Clover's conventional milk standards apply to its organic milk and cliaries 

as well. Clover's organic sales have increased almost every year and now account for over 50% 

of its volume across all products, 

In November 2000, Clover Stornetta Farms became the first and only dairy in the U,S, to be 
certified by the American Humane Association (AHA) for their animal welfare program, 

American Humane Certified, 
This annual certification by the AHA means that one may enjoy Clover products knowing that 

the lives of our family dairy cows are: 

• Free to live and grow in a humane environment under conditions and care that limit 
stress, 

• Free to enjoy a healthy life, benefiting from injury and disease prevention and rapid 
diagnoses and treatment. 

• Free to readily access fresh water and a diet that maintains full health and vigor. 

• Free to express normal behaviors and live in an appropriate and comfortable environment 
that includes sufficient space, proper facilities, shelter, a resting area, and the company of 
its own kind, 

Clover Stornetta currently distributes its products primarily throughout Northern California but 

also, on a smaller scale, in parts of Southern California and in neighboring Western states 

including Nevada, Arizona, and Hawaii, Clover Stornetta currently has 29 producers under 

contract who ship both conventional and organic milk to our plant. Our producers are located 

primarily in Sonoma, Marin, and Humboldt Counties, Clover sells a full line of both 

conventional and organic fluid, by-products, butter, cheese, and ice cream throughout our 
distribution areas, 

Market Challenges 

While many of the Clover contracted shippers hold quota, Clover Stornetta does not own any of 

the dairies or cows and is not a P-D, As a non-exempt fluid milk processor Clover must pay into 

the CA pool on a monthly basis for all pounds of product used at the reported Class values, This 

places Clover at a significant disadvantage compared to exempt producer handlers that are 

allowed to not account to the pool on the exempt quota portion(volume) that they bring into their 

bottling plant from their own operations since they don't have any pool obligation (or credit) on 

that volume, The P-H pricing advantage depends on how high the regulated Class 1 price that 

you have to pay is, compared to the quota price on that milk for which the exempt p-d does not 

need to report, 
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That margin plays several roles in the exempt P-Hs' ability to beat regulated handlers in the 
market. First and obviously, fluid sales to wholesale customers. Next, that margin is used to 
secure multiple customers. lt can be shifted or segmented from prospective customer to 
prospective customer to gain market. Once customers change suppliers, it's very hard to get them 

back. Exempt P-H' s may use that margin advantage across other lines of products - cultured, 
frozen, and have advantages in gaining market beyond fluid milk. 

Clover has been successfully building a premium brand ID by taking risks and listening to our 
customers. We still face these real challenges to be competitive against handlers who enjoy a 
regulatory advantage. Clover should be able to market products on a level playing field. USDA 
has dealt with this issue, Clover supports uniform treatment of handlers across California, and as 
they are regulated across the US. 

Thank you for allowing me to testify today. I am happy to answer any questions. 
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Introduction 

The formulas for detennining the component prices in Classes III and IV are the 

foundation of all regulated milk prices under the proposed order. The basic formulas , utilizing 

dairy commodity prices from a designated time period, are used to determine the prices for all 

classes of milk under the order. The price formulas for Classes I and II wi ll be discussed in 

subsequent testimony. My focus today will be the formulas for determining component values in 

Classes III and IV. 

There has been a lot of attention paid to regulated price differences between the classes of 

milk under the California State Orders (CSOs) and those that exist under FMMOs. As Federal 

Orders have historically been concerned with ensuring adequate supplies of, and the orderly 

marketing of, rnilk for fluid uses, it is worth exploring the purpose for which the orders establish 

regulated minimum prices for manufacturing classes (Class III and IV). 

In order to assure that consumers have access to adequate supplies of fluid milk products, 

prices for such milk (Class I) need to be established at levels that encourage production of 

adequate supplies of fluid grade (Grade A) milk and to attract such milk to Class I uses over 

other uses. In order to accomplish both ofthese purposes, Class I prices have been established at 

levels that are generally higher than the prices of milk for other uses. Given the higher prices 

paid by Class I handlers, performance standards have been important pooling mechanisms under 

the FMMOs to ensure that the Class I market is served. From an economic perspective, the 

amount by which minimum regulated Class I prices should exceed those of the manufacturing 

classes under order regulation today is a debatable point. 
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If there is a need to set Class I prices higher than those in other classes, then there is also 

a need to know what those other class prices are. So again, to make sure supplies of milk for 

consumers were adequate, prices under the orders for manufacturing uses needed to be 

established as a basis for determining Class I prices. Establishing manufacturing class prices 

based on what manufacturing plants were paying for Grade B milk, or establishing them on the 

basis of finished manufactured prices applicable to the plants of handlers being regulated in the 

marketing area, implicitly recognizes the role of manufacturing class prices as market-clearing 

prices that capture the balance of supply and demand in the marketing area. It should not 

establish a new, non-market-based or enhanced price for that milk. 

In the 1950s and 1960s, as transportations systems and equipment improved and bulk 

milk handling became more widely adopted, milk for Class I uses began travelling further 

distances, moving between FMMO marketing areas rather than merely within a single FMMO 

marketing area. With these changes, it became more important to have a coordinated approach to 

Class I prices between orders to move milk from geographic areas where milk was in surplus to 

areas in deficit, ensuring that the marketing of fluid milk remained orderly. In order to make sure 

that pricing conditions promoted orderly marketing both within individual order areas and 

between orders, the idea of a common basis for pricing within all areas began to gain favor. 

A Minnesota-Wisconsin (M-W) price series began being used in some orders as the basis 

for order pricing of all classes of milk. The lowest class uses were generally set at or very close 

to the M-W price level. The M-W price was an average of prices paid by dairy product 

manufacturing plants for Grade B milk in Minnesota and Wisconsin. Over time, the M -W price 

was chosen as the basis for pricing in more orders, in part because the area had ample supplies of 

Grade B (unregulated) milk, but also because it was the largest reserve supply of milk in the 
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country. By adopting the M-Was opposed to a manufacturing milk price from say, Florida, it 

would be reasonable to assume a common price for manufacturing class milk established on the 

M-W basis would be a minimum price that would be market clearing in all FMMOs where it 

applied, and particularly east of the Rockies where interregional movements of milk were 

becoming more common. Today, the states of Minnesota and Wisconsin are no longer the 

regions where milk used for manufacturing has its lowest spatial value, California now has that 

distinction. 

It is important to keep in mind that under the current FMMO system, the only plants that 

must be pooled are Class I plants with qualifying levels of route dispositions. The orders require 

that manufacturing class prices be paid for such milk that is pooled under the order, but do not 

require that minimum class prices be paid for milk that is not pooled, In addition, the orders do 

not regulate the transaction between the handler pooling the milk and nonpool plants. This is an 

important difference from the way minimum pricing is applied under California's state system of 

pricing. In California, handlers must pay the minimum regulated class prices for all Grade A 

milk they receive from producers, regardless of whether or not that milk is pooled. In addition, 

any plant buying milk from a cooperative is obligated to pay minimum class prices for those 

purchases. There are no below-class sales for any plants buying cooperative milk in California. 

Order Prices should be Minimum Prices 

To determine minimum prices under the order. The minimum regulated manufacturing 

class prices (Class III and IV) under a Califomia order should not be set above market clearing 

levels in Califomia. As we noted in earlier testimony, this disparity between where products are 
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produced and where they are consumed creates a spatial value for commodity dairy products that 

is lower in the West and higher in the East. If regulated milk pricing formulas fail to account for 

differences in spatial value offmished dairy products (and to account for current costs of 

manufacturing dairy products from milk), the milk will not be properly valued. In considering 

what it means for regulated milk prices to be market-clearing, we have to look beyond the 

balance of supply and demand of fInished dairy products in the national marketplace, and focus 

clearly on what is happening in the local (state or region) market for milk. The markets for 

fInished dairy products clear nationally, but the market for milk clears locally. In its fmal 

decision from Federal Order Reform, USDA noted (64 Fed. Reg. 16026, 16092 (April 2, 1999)): 

"The price handlers can afford to pay for milk is determined by the price for which finished 

product can be sold. Therefore, a pricing system that translates finished product prices to a 

price for raw milk results in a representative raw milk price for both producers and handlers. " 

In order for the preceding statement to be true, the price used in the regulated price formula must 

be representative of the price at which the handler sells his fInished product. Use of a national 

commodity price average likely results in an assumed achievable product price that will be lower 

than what some handlers actually receive and higher than what others can achieve because of 

their location. Also in the Final Decision, USDA stated (64 Fed. Reg. 16026, 16094-16095 

(April 2, 1999)): 

"The importance of using minimum prices that are market-clearingfor milk used to make cheese 

and butter/nonfat dry milk cannot be overstated. The prices for milk used in these products must 

reflect supply and demand, and must not exceed a level that would require handlers to pay more 

for milk than needed to clear the market and make a profit. " 
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In setting regulated milk prices, the danger is not in setting a minimum price that is too 

low, but in setting it too high. Regulated prices that are set too low (below the marketittg--"" 

clearing level) can be compensated in the marketplace through competitive premiums. Regulated 

prices that are set too high can lead to the milk produced by dairy farmers being left unpurchased 

or moved out of area to find a processing home. Class III and IV prices in a California FMMO 

must be set at levels where the plants can clear the market and operate profitably. The end

product pricing formulas used as the basis for determining Class III and IV component values 

under the order should reflect the commodity prices actually received by California plants and 

manufacturing costs that are reflecti ve of current costs. The use of national weighted average 

commodity price levels and manufacturing costs that don't reflect current conditions in the 

proposed marketing area are not appropriate fori California. 

Our proposal calls for USDA to establish western prices for the butter, cheddar cheese 

block, nonfat dry milk and dry whey commodity prices to be used in the Class III and Class IV 

pricing formulas . Unfortunately, we have been informed that confidentiality concerns will not 

allow the Department to report the dairy commodity prices paid by western plants. In the order 

language we submitted, we included default values, which adjusted the reported National Dairy 

Product Sales Report (NDPSR) prices released by AMS for the each of the dairy commodities, 

based on the historical difference between the U.S. NDPSR price and reported California or 

western based prices for the same commodity (Table 13). Manufacturing cost allowances in the 

formulas were updated based on the most recent weighted average manufacturing cost for each 

dairy commodity as reported in CDFA's manufacturing cost survey (Attachment 1). 
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Class III and Class IV Butterfat Price Formula 

The butterfat price is calculated by taking the National Dairy Product Sales Report 

(NDPSR) price for Grade AA butter, less a western value adjuster 0[$0.0208 $0.0218 per 

pound, less a manufacturing cost allowance of$0.1724 per pound, the result multiplied by a 

yield factor of 1.211. The western value adjuster was calculated as the five-year simple average 

of the monthly differences (the most recent data available is for the period ending July 2014) 

between the NDPSR Grade AA butter price and the California f.o.b. price for butter as reported 

by the California Department of Food and Agriculture, Dairy Marketing Branch collected as part 

of their annual manufacturing cost summaries. The data can be found on the following website: 

h ttps:/ /wwvv. cd fa . ca. go v / da i rv / 1I P I oade r/ post i ngs/ man 1I factllri n gcostl 

The manufacturing cost allowance is the most recent California weighted average manufacturing 

cost for butter, released in November 2014, which can be found in Attachment 1 and is also 

reported at the following webpage: 

hltpS://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/uploader/clocs/Exhi bit.pdf 

Attachment 2 contains a mathematical representation of the butterfat component price formula, 

as well as the price formulas for all of the other components used in Class III and Class IV. 
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Class IV Nonfat Solids Formula 

The nonfat solids price is calculated by taking the NDPSR price for Grade A and Extra 

Grade nonfat dry milk, less western value adjuster of $().()257 $0.0244 per pound, less a 

manufacturing cost allowance of $0. I 997 per pound, with the result multiplied by a yield factor 

of 0.99. The western value adjuster was calculated as the five-year simple average of monthly 
~e.(Y\ ~iY\ bt '(' 

differences (for the period ending,-:htly-20 15) between the monthly NDPSR Grade A and Extra 

Grade nonfat dry milk price and the monthly California Weighted Average Price for Grade A 

and Extra Grade nonfat dry milk as reported by CDF A. The CDF A data for NFDM prices can 

be found on the following website: 

https://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/x ls/Monthl yCommodityPrices.xlsx 

The manufacturing cost allowance is the most recent California weighted average manufacturing 

cost for nonfat dry milk, released in November 2014, which can be found also be found in 

Attachment 1. 

Class !II Protein Price Formula 

The protein price is calculated by replacing the NDPSR cheddar blocklbarrel monthly 

price average used in existing FMMO Class III price calculations with the NDPSR weighted 

average cheddar cheese block price for the month, less an adjuster of$().034() $0.0224, and 

replacing the manufacturing cost allowance currently used in FMMO Class III price calculations 

with $0.2291. The western value adjuster was calculated in two steps. First, the five-year simple 

average of the monthly differences between the simple average of the daily CME 40 lb. block 
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cheddar cheese price occurring from the 26th of the prior month to the 25th of the month when the 

protein price will be effective and the California f.o.b. price for cheddar blocks as reported by the 

California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) for the month was calculated. The five-

year period of comparison was the one ending in August 2011. The Cal ifornia cheddar cheese 

f.o .b. prices were collected by CDFA's Dairy Marketing Branch as part of their annual 

manufacturing cost summaries. Unfortunately, the most recent California cheddar price data 

available is for that period. CDF A stopped reporting the cheddar data for confidentiality reasons . 

Next, the five year simple average of the monthly differences between the NDPSR 

weighted average monthly cheddar cheese block price and the simple average of the daily CME 

~~ ~Af 
40 lb. block cheddar cheese price occdning flom me 26,h of die pliO! IIlOIlt:B is tbe 25th clthe Co.\e'(\U\!.A. 

month when the protein price will be effective. This data comparison is for the five year period 

ending in August 2014, consistent on a monthly basis with the period when the f.o .b. prices were 

available and with an ending date similar to the butter price comparison used to calculate the 

butter price adjuster used in the butterfat price formula. The differences calculated in each step 

were added together for the purposes of calculating the cheese price adjuster (Table 13). While 

the use of two price series comparisons to calculate the cheese price adjuster is somewhat 

We 
complex) We-chose this method in order to have an adjuster that was more representative of 

current conditions in the market. 

Class III Other Solids Price Formula 

If we are going to use dry whey to represent the other solids value as under the existing 

FMMOs, then at a minimum the prices and manufacturing costs used should be appropriate for 
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California. This could be accomplished by subtracting an adjuster to the monthly NDPSR dry 

whey price for the month of:l:O.0084 $0.0063 per pound. This western value adjuster for whey 

was calculated as the five-year simple average of the monthly differences (for the period ending 
"Sef. \ .Q M 1oe..A 

-:fitty-20 15) between the monthly NDPSR dry whey price and the simple average of the weekly 

Western Dry Whey-Mostly prices between the 26th of the prior month and the 25th of the month 

to which the NDPSR whey price average would apply. 

Unfortunately, CDF A no longer reports a manufacturing cost for dry whey due to 

confidentiality. However, we believe an appropriate manufacturing cost allowance can be 

constructed by adding the difference between the FMMO Class III formula dry whey 
7c.'I' \>cu~d 

manufacturing allowance of$0.1991 and the Class IV nonfat solids formula make allowance of 
,\>c.:< f>0\AR~ 

$0. 1678, an amount equal to $0.03 13 per pound, to the most recent weighted average 

manufacturing cost for nonfat dry milk from CDF A (Attachment I). The resulting dry whey 

manufacturing cost allowance would be $0.2310 per pound. 

However, merely updating the western dry whey value and manufacturing cost for dry 

whey still does not reflect the bulk of products made. Nor does it reflect the value of whey to the 

plants that are unable to capture that value because they don't make finished whey products due 

to high capital costs and their inability to recover these costs given the scale of their operations. 

Alternative Formula for Other Solids Price Calculation 

The current Class III component price formulas establish a value for milk based on the 

Rlice, costs, and yields associated with a plant making cheddar cheese, and on the plant 

converting the whey stream by product into dry whey. The problem with this formula 
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construction is that, for a plant that does not manufacture dry whey, its revenues do not match up 

with a milk cost that is in part driven by movements in dry whey prices. Some plants make other 

finished whey products that, at times, allow them to capture enough revenues to compensate for 

the fact that they do not manufacture dry whey. However, as the testimony ofMr. Barry Murphy 

indicated, there are many cheese plants in California that cannot capture revenues to offset their 

increased milk cost. For cheesemakers that do not have finished whey operations, margins can 

become compressed, and their financial viability threatened, by the manner in which the 

regulated minimum price is calculated under the current Class III formula. 

Investment costs to make finished whey products (dry whey, WPC, WPI) are very high 

and a majority of plants do not have enough volume to justify the investment. There are plants 

that cannot make finished product and which instead are selling liquid whey to others who make 

the finished product. The value of this sale would be more appropriate for a pricing formula 

because it is closer to a value that all plants can achieve. The value of the whey contribution 

should be capped because there will be many cheese plants that cannot find any viable market 

outlet for their whey and they will capture no value from their whey stream. 

The Value of Whey in the Price for Milk 

End product pricing for milk attempts to represent a market value for milk by capturing 

the value of the basic commodities that can be produced from milk less their make cost plus a 

reasonable return (ROI) to processors. For cheddar cheese, those factors are reasonably well 

known. The byproduct from cheese production is whey and the value of whey to a cheesemaker 

is much more difficult to establish. The baseline product chosen to represent the value of whey 
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in the FMMO other solids price fonnuJa has been dry whey. It is thought by some to be the 

lowest common denominator among the wide array of products that can be derived from whey 

solids. The costs for drying a liquid product from whey containing approximately 6% solids 

have been debated and surveyed, and have been used in FMMO regulated pricing. The 

experience from recent years, however, has shown that dry whey prices are volati le and not 

necessarily indicative of whey's value to cheesemakers or of industry trends. 

In order to capture value for whey, it must be dried in some form by someone. That gives 

it the ability to be stored and shipped at a reasonable cost. The place to start in establishing 

whey' s value to a cheesemaker, then, is with a fInished product in dry fonn and work backwards 

from there. The question is, which product is the most representative indicator ofthe value of 

whey to a typical cheesemaker. USDA reports infonnation on Dry Whey, Whey Protein 

Concentrates (WPC), and Whey Protein Isolates (WPI) in its Dairy Products annual summary. 

The Whey Protein Concentrates are in two categories: 25 to 49.9% protein and 50 to 89.9% 

protein. Whey protein Isolates contain no less than 90% protein. In the U.S. just 5% of cheese 

plants produce dry whey. 

Cheese whey is approximately 6% solids. About 12% of the solids are protein and 88% 

are other solids, primarily lactose. As measured by protein content (the most valuable whey 

component) more than three times the amount of U.S. dried whey products are in the fonn of 

WPC/WPI rather than dry whey. Over the past eight years, production of dry whey has been 

declining while production of Whey Protein Concentrates and Isolates has been increasing. 

Growth rates over that time based on production data contained in USDA's Dairy Products 

annual summary for the various categories are as follows: 

• 
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WPC 25 - 49.9 
WPC 50 - 89.9 
WPI 
All types WPC/WPI 
Dry Whey 

+1.1% 
+8.3% 
+9.5% 
+6.1% 
- 3.3%. 

The difference in prices on a per-pound of protein basis between dry whey and WPC 34 

has been extremely volatile over the past eight years. A cheesemaker whose whey revenue is 

derived from the market for WPC 34, while the milk price is tied to the market for Dry Whey, 

has likely experienced margin squeezes over that time which periodically have been dramatic. 

Cheese Making Versus Whey Processing 

The whey business is a completely different line of business from the cheese business. 

The equipment is different. The technology is different. The target market is different. The 

sales and marketing effort is different and the products are different. Dry whey and WPC are 

nutritional ingredient products utilized in a wide range of ancillary products both human and 

animal. Cheese on the other hand can be an ingredient prodnct, but the product made by most 

cheese plants is more likely a consumer product either at a retail or food service level. It is 

judged on the basis of flavor, texture, aroma, packaging, and perhaps performance in its intended 

use. For many cheesemakers, making cheese is an art. Whey processing is looked upon more as 

a science. The capital cost required for a whey processing and drying plant is often larger than 

that of a comparable cheese plant. To justifY that size of investment, a whey processor typically 

requires a substantial volume of resident whey which mayor may not be supplemented by 

additional sources of external whey. That scale requirement rules out the vast majority of 

cheese plants in the country. Despite that fact, the current milk pricing encourages cheesemakers 
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to venture into that line of business in which they may have little interest, no proficiency, and no 

passion to pursue. 

The Valuation of Cheese Whey 

In 2012 a survey of all 121 Wisconsin cheese plants (Attachment 3) was conducted by 

the Wisconsin Agricultural Statistics Service in cooperation with the Wisconsin Department of 

Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection, found that 80% of all respondents either did not 

process or did some limited processing of the whey they generated. Only 20% produced some 

form of value-added dried product. Limited processing results in some degree ofliquid product 

transport savings. Those savings are required to be retained by the cheese plant to justifY the 

investment in processing equipment and cover the cost of labor and operating expense to perform 

the processing. Operating expenses include utilities, waste treatment, equipment cleaning, and 

maintenance along with depreciation, interest, insurance, taxes and the like. The limited 

processing performed by smaller cheese operations is of negligible value to whey processing 

facilities that dry whey products and have extra capacity to purchase outside whey. The value of 

limited processing lies almost exclusively in the concentration of solids and the resulting savings 

in freight expense. 

In California, according to testimony, only one plant dries whey on a consistent basis. 

Only 13 of the 57 cheese plants~nly 23o/~process whey in any fashion. Most plants in the state 

receive no value for the whey from their operation or the value is less than the cost of recovery 

and transportation. 
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The alternative amendment to the other solids price formula that we submitted to USDA 

on May 27, 2015 was meant to represent the value to a cheesemaker of selling liquid WPC-34 to 

a plant that would then make the liquid product into a finished dry product. The proposal was 

nearly identical to the one that was presented to CDF A at a Class 4b hearing held on June 3, 

2015. Since that time, we have been able to gather additional information on the market for 

liquid whey being sold by cheese plants, and have found that there are a great variety of different 

forms of liquid whey being marketed, from ranging from dilute whey to liquid WPC with higher 
ed 

protein concentrations. While there is variation in the products being market~the concept of 

adapting a formula that represents a liquid whey value, rather than a finished dry whey value is 

one that we feel is appropriate. 

The milk price should reflect what the cheesemaker can earn by selling his wet separated 

whey f.o.b, at his cheese plant. The likely buyer is someone devoted to the whey processing 

business that has extra capacity and lies within a reasonable distance. Ideally, an ongoing survey 

of prices, on a pound of protein basis, for which cheese plants sell liquid whey to other plants for 

further processing should be the basis for establishing the other solids value for milk used to 

make cheese because it more accurately reflects returns achievable by a greater number of plants. 

Unfortunately, no such ongoing survey ofliquid whey prices exists. 

Instead, the value of whey in the Class III other solids formula should be a function of the 

WPC 34 market because that is the predominant buying scheme for liquid whey. Whey 

processors are interested primarily in the protein portion of the whey. The lactose or permeate 

portion represents a disposal problem to most cheesemakers and is unlikely to be compensated 

for by a whey processor. By utilizing a WPC-34 reference price and converting it to a dry whey 

equivalent basis, much of the current other solids pricing methodology can be retained. The 
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costs for drying whey have been surveyed and a dry whey manufacturing allowance, albeit one 

that is likely outdated, is used in the current Class !II formula. The costs for producing WPC-34 

are not known, and we know of no publicly available data of those costs. A dry whey equivalent 

WPC-34 price can be calculated by first dividing the WPC-34 price by 0.34, which would 

express the price on a pound of protein basis. This resulting price would then be multiplied by 

0.12, the assumed proportion of dry whey that is protein to complete the conversion. 

The other solids factor would be the dry whey equivalent WPC-34 price, less the make 

allowance, less a factor to represent the cost of cooling the whey and delivering it to the nearest 

whey processing facility. The proposed make allowance is the current California NFDM 

weighted average manufacturing cost plus the difference between the current dry whey make 

allowance over the then current NFDM make allowance. The transportation cost allowed is a 

distance of 50 miles at $3.00 per mile on 6% whey or $0.05 per pound of whey solids. An 

allowance of $0 .03 per pound of solids is provided to compensate for the cost of cooling the 

whey. Because the price does not serve to protect small cheesemakers when the WPC-34 price is 

very high nor dairy producers when the price is very low, a floor price of $0.25 per 

hundredweight on a skim milk basis ($0.0424 per lb. of other solids) and a ceiling price of $1.50 

per hundredweight ($0.2542 per pound of other solids) is proposed. The order language for this 

other solids price calculation proposal is shown in Attachment 4. 
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Date 

Jan-02 

Feb-02 

Mar-02 

Apr-02 

May-02 

Jun-02 

Jul-02 

Aug-02 

5ep-02 

Oct-02 

Nov-02 

Oec-02 

lan-03 

Feb-03 

Mar-03 

Apr-03 

May-03 

Jun-03 

Jul-03 

Aug-03 

Sep-03 

Oct-03 

Nov-03 

Dec-03 

Jan-04 

Feb-04 

Mar-04 

Apr-04 

May-04 

Jun-04 

Jul-04 

Aug-04 

5ep-04 

Oct-04 

Nov-04 

Oec-04 

Jan-OS 

Table 13. 

(ME 
butte r 
CDFA 

$1.3500 

$1.2544 

$1.2479 

$1.1842 

$1.0679 

$1.0448 

$1.0260 

$1.0002 

$0.9588 

$1.0227 

$1.0371 

$1.1139 

$1.0982 

$1.0471 

$1.0823 

$1.0917 

$1.0888 

$1.1104 

$1.1833 

$1.1835 

$1.1652 

$1.1829 

$1.1998 

$1.2956 

$1.3743 

$1.6579 

$2.1275 

$2.2052 

$2.0958 

$1.9160 

$1.7818 

$1.5630 

$1.7369 

$1.6863 

$1.8558 

$1.7705 

$1.5725 

CA Butter 
(DFA 

$1.3152 

$1.2208 

$1.2178 

$1.1408 

$1.0222 

$1.0151 

$0.9944 

$0.9622 

$0.9343 

$0.9849 

$0.9928 

$1.0868 

$1.0629 

$1.0386 

$1.0532 

$1 .0584 

$1.0583 

$1.0705 

$1.1309 

$1.1450 

$1.1270 

$1.1560 

$1.1710 

$1.2529 

$1.3713 

$1.6289 

$2.0264 

$2.1490 

$2.1293 

$1.9217 

$1.8000 

$1.5482 

$1.7196 

$1.6833 

$1.8624 

$1.8214 

$1.5544 

Historical Data used to calculate CA spread to NDPSR Prices 

NDPSR 
Butter 

$1.3324 

$1.2480 

$1.2333 

$1.1720 

$1.0525 

$1.0343 

$1.0 112 

$0.9925 

$0.9431 

$0.9945 

$1.0107 

$1.0926 

$1.0872 

$1.0476 

$1.0546 

$1 .0736 

$1.0743 

$1.0797 

$1.1196 

$1.1578 

$1.1332 

$1.1611 

$1.1881 

$1.2557 

$1.3632 

$1.6582 

$2.0994 

$2.1994 

$2.1385 

$1.9290 

$1.8269 

$1.6101 

$1.7278 

$1.7000 

$1.8224 

$1.8122 

$1.5592 

(ME 40 tbs 
(DFA 

$1.3261 

$1.2250 

$1.2050 

$1 .2448 

$1.2099 

$1.1457 

$1.0764 

$1.1561 

$1.1807 

$1.2302 

$1.0835 

$1.1290 

$1.1443 

$1.1229 

$1.0694 

$ 1.1136 

$1.1431 

$1.1649 

$ 1.4655 

$1.5958 

$1.6000 

$1.6000 

$ 1.4288 

$1.3453 

$1.3029 

$1.3688 

$1.7439 

$2.1404 

$2.0634 

$1.7648 

$1.4279 

$1.5636 

$1.5660 

$1.5174 

$1.6613 

$1.6397 

$1.5766 

CA 

cheddar 40 
Ib, 

$1.2633 

$1.2753 

$1.1841 

$1.2092 

$1.2106 

$1.1563 

$1.0873 

$1.0996 

$1.1408 

$1.2318 

$1.1038 

$1.1005 

$1.1090 

$1.1329 

$1.0628 

$1.0808 

$1.1203 

$1.1249 

$1.2935 

$1.5095 

$1.5505 

$1.5493 

$1.4928 

$1.4024 

$1.2758 

$1.3248 

$1.5333 

$1.9709 

$2.0938 

$1.8541 

$1.5465 

$1.4759 

$1.5524 

$1.5088 

$1.5271 

$1.7019 

$1.5347 

NDPSR 
Cheddar 

(block 
only) 

$1.2660 

$1.2904 

$1.2000 

$1.2210 

. $1.2213 

$1.1655 

$1.0898 

$1.1030 

$1.1412 

$1.2431 

$1.1211 

$1.1075 

$1.1225 

$1. 1508 

$1.0725 

$1.0924 

$1.1227 

$1.1400 

$1.3177 

$1.5332 

$1.5786 

$1.5781 

$1.5000 

$1.3551 

$1.3079 

$1.3165 

$1.5212 

$2.0001 

$2.1289 

$1.8509 

$1.5661 

$1.4927 

$1.5694 

$1.5270 

$1.5685 

$1.7404 

$1.5216 

(ME 40 lbs 
average 

from (ME 

$1.3242 

$1.2076 

$1.2130 

$1.2448 

$1.2009 

$1.1299 

$1.0889 

$1.1575 

$1.2041 

$1 .1950 

$1.0891 

$1.1311 

$1.1507 

$1.0920 

$1.0817 

$1.1225 

$1.1421 

$1.1864 

$1.5123 

$1.6000 

$1.6000 

$1.5876 

$1.3932 

$1.3383 

$1.3062 

$1.3958 

$1.8197 

$2.1687 

$1.9925 

$1.7105 

$1.4486 

$1.5734 

$1.5702 

$1.5170 

$1.6960 

$1.5923 

$1.6269 

CA plants 
NFDM 

26th-25th 

$0.9054 

$0.9031 

$0.9016 

$0.9013 

$0.8997 

$0.8996 

$0.8993 

$0.9003 

$0.9022 

$0.9061 

$0.9101 

$0.8594 

$0.8122 

$0.8035 

$0.8030 

$0.8021 

$0.8008 

$0.8023 

$0.8031 

$0.8016 

$0.8034 

$0.8053 

$0.8093 

$0.8055 

$0.8023 

$0.8015 

$0.8038 

$0.8116 

$0.8218 

$0.8333 

$0.8356 

$0.8437 

$0.8457 

$0.8476 

$0.8478 

$0.8663 

$0.8801 

NDPSR 
NFDM 

0.9161 

0.9121 

0.906 

0.8975 

0.8972 

0.9005 

0.9033 

0.9074 

0.9096 

0.9165 

0 .9177 

0.8682 

0 .8207 

0.8111 

0.8051 

0.803 

0.804 

0.804 

0.8072 

0.8105 

0.8111 

0.8109 

0.813 

0.807 

0.8062 

0.8064 

0.8101 

0.8171 

0.8383 

0.8497 

0.8513 

0.8584 

0.8639 

0.8565 

0.857 

0.8713 

0.8906 

DMN 

Western 
Whey 

26th-25th 

$0.2438 

$0.2250 

$0.2128 

$0.2013 

$0.1755 

$0.1588 

$0.1453 

$0.1465 

$0.1575 

$0.1860 

$0.2088 

$0.2191 

$0.1933 

$0.1616 

$0.1528 

$0.1460 

$0.1360 

$0.1366 

$0.1468 

$0. 1685 

$0.1803 

$0.1913 

$0.1950 

$0.1848 

$0.1706 

$0.1631 

$0.1666 

$0.2208 

$0.2631 

$0.2683 

$0.2356 

$0.2181 

$0.2160 

$0.2266 

$0.2410 

$0.2528 

$0.2584 

NDPSR 
Whey 

$0.2747 

$0.2334 

$0.2066 

$0.1948 

$0.1759 

$0.1639 

$0.1545 

$0.1571 

$0.1755 

$0.2131 

$0.2223 

$0.1965 

$0.1728 

$0.1632 

$0.1599 

$0.1582 

$0.1450 

$0.1396 

$0.1470 

$0.1615 

$0.1755 

$0.1892 

$0.1947 

$0.1941 

$0.1801 

$0.1677 

$0.1817 

$0.2602 

$0.2992 

$0.2890 

$0.2607 

$0.2246 

$0.2162 

$0.2247 

$0.2367 

$0.2423 

$0.2463 



Date 

Feb-OS 

Mar-OS 

Apr-OS 

May-OS 

Jun-05 

Jul-05 

Aug-OS 

5ep-05 

Oct-OS 

Nov-OS 

Dec-OS 

Jan-06 

Feb-06 

Mar-06 

Apr-06 

May-06 

Jun-06 

Jul-06 

Aug-06 

5ep-06 

Oct-06 

Nov-06 

Dec-06 

Jan-07 

Feb-07 

Mar-07 

Apr-07 

May-07 

Jun-07 

Jul-07 

Aug-07 

Sep-07 

Oct-07 

Nov-07 

Dec-07 

Jan-08 

Feb-08 

Mar-08 

Apr-08 

May-08 

Table 13. 

CME 
butter 
CDFA 

$1.6071 

$1.5543 

$1.5179 

$1.4025 

$1.4923 

$1.6402 

$1.6665 

$1.7098 

$1.6427 

$1.4627 

$1.3648 

$1.3553 

$1.2092 

$1.1690 

$1.1580 

$1.1767 

$1.1698 

$1.1516 

$1.2742 

$1.3319 

$1.3265 

$1.2900 

$1.2558 

$1.2153 

$1.2250 

$1.3048 

$1.3580 

$1.4657 

$1.5088 

$1.4871 

$1.4618 

$1.3996 

$1.3045 

$1.3471 

$1.3351 

$1.2320 

$1.2080 

$1.3188 

$1.3811 

$1.4670 

CA Butter 
CDFA 

$1.5833 

$1.5375 

$1.4914 

$1.3835 

$1.4603 

$1.6090 

$1.6332 

$1.6751 

$1.6181 

$1.4251 

$1.3359 

$1.3210 

$1.1908 

$1.1478 

$1.1315 

$1.1477 

$1.1367 

$1.1206 

$1.1900 

$1.2839 

$1.2800 

$1.2485 

$1.2394 

$1.1914 

$1.1980 

$1.2673 

$1.3309 

$1.4249 

$1.4782 

$1.4738 

$1.4763 

$1.3622 

$1.2793 

$1.2920 

$1.3180 

$1.2053 

$1.1762 

$1.2556 

$1.3365 

$1.4187 

NDPSR 

Butter 

$1.5945 

$1.5549 

$1.5287 

$1.4046 

$1.4427 

$1.6156 

$1.6355 

$1.6877 

$1.6363 

$1.4578 

$1.3680 

$1.3387 

$1.2374 

$1.1647 

$1.1436 

$1.1635 

$1.1513 

$1.1340 

$1.1990 

$1.2976 

$1.2941 

$1.2693 

$1.2384 

$1.1991 

$1.2129 

$1.2676 

$1.3416 

$1.4290 

$1.4916 

$1.4627 

$1.4429 

$1.3786 

$1.2945 

$1.2933 

$1.3159 

$1.2301 

$1.2044 

$1.2539 

$1.3492 

$1.4170 

CME 40 Ibs 
CDFA 

$1.5299 

$1.5204 

$1.5733 

$1.4745 

$1.4921 

$1.5239 

$1.4195 

$1.5384 

$1.4849 

$1.3808 

$1.4304 

$1.3581 

$1.2146 

$1.1586 

$1.1667 

$1.1775 

$1.2011 

$1.1643 

$1.2091 

$1.3041 

$1.2383 

$1.3490 

$1.3318 

$1.3161 

$1.3376 

$1.3715 

$1.4381 

$1.6835 

$1.9824 

$1.9427 

$1.9242 

$2.0170 

$1.8724 

$2.0649 

$2.0381 

$1.8730 

$1.9350 

$1.8748 

$1.8598 

$2.0448 

CA cheddar 
40lbs 

$1.5429 

$1.4829 

$1.5155 

$1.4594 

$1.4719 

$1.5165 

$1.4205 

$1.4824 

$1.5000 

$1.3945 

$1.4063 

$1.3709 

$1.2575 

$1.1486 

$1.1591 

$1.1533 

$1.1879 

$1.1606 

$1.1654 

$1.2671 

$1.2395 

$1.2766 

$1.3448 

$1.3089 

$1.3085 

$1.3343 

$1.3880 

$1.5532 

$1.8249 

$1.9732 

$1.8946 

$2.0247 

$1.8958 

$1.9660 

$2.1023 

$1.9584 

$1.7842 

$1.9600 

$1.8108 

$1.9439 
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NDPSR 

Cheddar 
(block only) 

$1.5618 

$1.5048 

$1.5484 

$1.4840 

$1.4793 

$1.5114 

$1.4160 

$1.4683 

$1.5128 

$1.3927 

$1.3845 

$1.3826 

$1.2632 

$1.1561 

$1.1615 

$1.1569 

$1.1971 

$1.1676 

$1.1653 

$1.2667 

$1.2460 

$1.2753 

$1.3435 

$1.3189 

$1.3103 

$1.3483 

$1.4021 

$1.5782 

$1.8111 

$1.9888 

$1.8922 

$2.0134 

$1.8988 

$1.9518 

$2.0928 

$1.9742 

$1.7892 

$1.9548 

$1.8180 

$1.9430 

(ME 40 Ibs 
average 

from CME 

$1.4929 

$1.5317 

$1.5413 

$1.4774 

$1.5065 

$1.5035 

$1.4249 

$1.5639 

$1.4470 

$1.3756 

$1.4224 

$1.3335 

$1.1989 

$1.1638 

$1.1651 

$1.1855 

$1.1924 

$1.1630 

$1.2354 

$1.2933 

$1.2347 

$1.3745 

$1.3223 

$1.3180 

$1.3408 

$1.3823 

$1.4628 

$1.7211 

$2.0100 

$1.9138 

$1.9554 

$1.9929 

$1.8957 

$2.0926 

$2.0083 

$1.8257 

$2.0023 

$1.8234 

$1.8826 

$2.0976 

CA plants 
NFDM 

26th-25th 

$0.8865 

$0.8946 

$0.9007 

$0.9109 

$0.9048 

$0.9201 

$0.9374 

$0.9500 

$0.9682 

$0.9724 

$0.9743 

$0.9359 

$0.8737 

$0.8480 

$0.8363 

$0.8173 

$0.8063 

$0.8149 

$0.8329 

$0.8383 

$0.8676 

$0.9224 

$0.9762 

$1.0266 

$1.0702 

$1.1353 

$1.2574 

$1.3753 

$1.4727 

$1.8065 

$1.9753 

$2.0533 

$2.0639 

$1.9680 

$1.8151 

$1.5505 

$1.3188 

$1.2738 

$1.2387 

$1.2973 

OMN 

NDPSR Western 
NFDM Whey 26th-

25th 

0.899 $0.2625 

0.9083 $0.2700 

0.9156 $0.2769 

0.9289 $0.2859 

0.9259 $0.2945 

0.9389 $0.3054 

0.9601 $0.3100 

0.9705 $0.3173 

0.9794 $0.3219 

0.9835 $0.3280 

0.9899 $0.3384 

0.9614 $0.3466 

0.8833 $0.3515 

0.8697 $0.3381 

0.8429 $0.3125 

0.8288 $0.3031 

0.8221 $0.2910 

0.83 $0.2906 

0.8484 $0.3018 

0.8537 $0.3213 

0.9027 $0.3550 

0.9837 $0.3938 

1.0225 $0.4331 

1.0677 $0.4781 

1.1021 $0.5580 

1.1902 $0.6700 

1.4354 $0.7388 

1.667 $0.8038 

1.9012 $0.8238 

2.018 $0.7809 

2.0545 $0.6175 

2.0557 $0.4419 

2.0615 $0.4025 

1.9552 $0.4295 

1.8031 $0.4406 

1.509 $0.3780 

1.3331 $0.2588 

1.2512 $0.2394 

1.2506 $0.2730 

1.2985 $0.2813 

NDPSR 

Whey 

$0.2478 

$0.2513 

$0.2580 

$0.2603 

$0.2696 

$0.2794 

$0.2869 

$0.2960 

$0.3038 

$0.3149 

$0.3242 

$0.3416 

$0.3531 

$0.3409 

$0.3054 

$0.2805 

$0.2808 

$0.2810 

$0.2965 

$0.3191 

$0.3557 

$0.3800 

$0.4079 

$0.4680 

$0.6005 

$0.7060 

$0.7789 

$0.7578 

$0.7617 

$0.7329 

$0.6197 

$0.4762 

$0.4175 

$0.4345 

$0.4516 

$0.3992 

$0.2736 

$0.2435 

$0.2560 

$0.2700 



Date 

Jun-08 

Jul-08 

Aug-08 

Sep-OS 

Oct-OS 

Nov-OS 

Oec-OS 

Jan-09 

Feb-09 

Mar-09 

Apr-09 

May-09 

Jun-09 

Jul-09 

Aug-09 

Sep-09 

Oct-09 

Nov-09 

Dec-09 

Jan-I0 

Feb-I0 

Mar-lO 

Apr-lO 

May-I0 

Jun-I0 

Jul-I0 

Aug-10 

5ep-l0 

Oct-10 

Nov-l0 

Dec-I0 

Jan-l1 

Feb-11 

Mar-11 

Apr-11 

May-11 

Jun-l1 

Jul-l1 

Aug-l1 

Table 13. 

CME 
butter 
CDFA 

$104892 

$1.5394 

$1.6148 

$1.6727 

$1.7389 

$1.6451 

$1.2266 

$1.1165 

$1.1047 

$1.1728 

$1.1961 

$1.2449 

$1.2337 

$1.2263 

$1.2172 

$1.2068 

$1.2575 

$1.4700 

$1.4182 

$1.3871 

$1.3555 

$1.4559 

$1.5239 

$1.5947 

$1.6139 

$1.7643 

$1.9153 

$2.2170 

$2.1990 

$2.0123 

$1.6154 

$1.9323 

$2.0710 

$2.0930 

$1.9971 

$2.0518 

$2.1325 

$2.0330 

$2.0868 

CA Butter 
(DFA 

$1.4547 

$1.4860 

$1.5306 

$1.6278 

$1.6864 

$1.5839 

$1.1727 

$1.0617 

$1.0603 

$1.1250 

$1.1516 

$1.1754 

$1.1907 

$1.1816 

$1.1691 

$1.1680 

$1.2260 

$1.3765 

$1.3738 

$1.3449 

$1.3202 

$1.4186 

$1.4963 

$1.5558 

$1.5855 

$1.7297 

$1.9281 

$2.1675 

$2.1560 

$1.8790 

$1.5936 

$1.7429 

$2.0551 

$2.0448 

$1.9848 

$2.0236 

$2.1125 

$2.0024 

$2.0401 

NDPSR 
Butter 

$1.4669 

$1.5180 

$1.5713 

$1.6365 

$1.6997 

$1.6356 

$1.2448 

$1.0868 

$1.0750 

$1.1289 

$1.1665 

$1.2159 

$1.2073 

$1.1986 

$1.2030 

$1.1811 

$1.2245 

$1.3817 

$1.4459 

$1.3610 

$1.3609 

$1.4388 

$1.4773 

$1.5801 

$1.5946 

$1.7375 

$1.8508 

$2.1570 

$2.1893 

$2.0230 

$1.6539 

$1.8428 

$2.0680 

$2.0591 

$1.9975 

$2.0292 

$2.1287 

$2.0304 

$2.0695 

(ME 40 Ibs CA cheddar 

CDFA 40lbs 

$2.0900 $2.1480 

$1.9561 $1.9430 

$1.7943 $1.9038 

$1.8430 $1.7554 

$1.8418 $1.8793 

$1.6950 $1.7084 

$1.5788 $1.7126 

$1.0907 $1.2088 

$1.1992 $1.1067 

$1.2321 $1.2230 

$1.2279 $1.2464 

$1.141S $1.1446 

$1.1397 $1.1272 

$1.1268 $1.1056 

$1.3157 $1.2114 

$1.3261 $1.3189 

$1.4541 $1.3925 

$1.5588 $1.4912 

$1.6867 $1.6395 

$1.4462 $1.5198 

$1.4691 $1.4736 

$1.2883 $1.3348 

$1.4144 $1.3606 

$1.4231 $1.3809 

$1.4065 $1.4240 

$1.5189 $1.4190 

$1.6191 $1.5717 

$1.7260 $1.6672 

$1.7436 $1.7348 

$1.4942 $1.6106 

$1.4058 $1.4292 

$1.4308 $1.3516 

$1.8689 $1.6246 

$1.8529 $1.9390 

$1.6136 $1.6289 

$1.6526 $1.6106 

$2.0542 $1.8618 

$2.1100 $2.0980 

$2.0360 $2.0950 

NDPSR 
Cheddar 

(block only) 

3 

$2.1326 

$1.9477 

$1.8809 

$1.7661 

$1.8927 

$1.7268 

$1.7355 

$1.2906 

$1.1239 

$1.2336 

$1.2689 

$1.1681 

$1.1472 

$1.1260 

$1.2318 

$1.3480 

$1.3909 

$1.5074 

$1.6432 

$1.5562 

$1.4934 

$1.3673 

$1.3618 

$1.4102 

$1.4441 

$104354 

$1.5902 

$1.6851 

$1.7537 

$1.6102 

$1.4582 

$1.3821 

$1.7228 

$1.9633 

$1.6888 

$1.6309 

$1.8640 

$2.1087 

$2.1206 

(ME 40 Ibs 

average 

from CME 

$2.0350 

$1.9673 

$1.7398 

$1.8762 

$1.7963 

$1.7099 

$1.5132 

$1.0833 

$1.2171 

$1.2455 

$1.2045 

$1.1394 

$1.1353 

$1.1516 

$1.3471 

$1.3294 

$1.4709 

$1.5788 

$1.6503 

$1.4536 

$1.4526 

$1.2976 

$104182 

$1.4420 

$1.3961 

$1.5549 

$1.6367 

$1.7374 

$1.7246 

$1.4619 

$1.3807 

$1.5140 

$1.9064 

$1.8125 

$1.6036 

$1.6858 

$2.0995 

$2.1150 

$1.9725 

CA plants 

NFDM 
26th-25th 

$1.3351 

$1.3647 

$1.3477 

$1.2357 

$0.9769 

$0.8684 

$0.8349 

$0.8161 

$0.8074 

$0.8058 

$0.8082 

$0.8124 

$0.8203 

$0.8198 

$0.8458 

$0.9514 

$0.9793 

$1.0627 

$1.2718 

$1.1598 

$1.0697 

$1.0213 

$1.0750 

$1.0936 

$1.2345 

$1.2041 

$1.1387 

$1.0984 

$1.1118 

$1.1662 

$1.1667 

$1.2221 

$1.3149 

$1.4409 

$1.5320 

$1.5612 

$1.6199 

$1.5852 

$1.5775 

DMN 

NDPSR Western 

NFDM Whey 26th-
25th 

1.3508 $0.2800 

1.4053 $0.2800 

1.3S4 $0.2756 

1.2131 $0.2338 

0.9987 $0.1860 

0.8701 $0.1663 

0.8425 $0.1588 

0.8318 $0.1495 

0.8215 $0.1519 

0.8166 $0.1747 

0.8195 $0.2200 

0.8318 $0.2563 

0.8461 $0.2925 

0.8422 $0.3170 

0.8666 $0.3200 

0.9664 $0.3210 

1.027 $0.3350 

1.112 $0.3581 

1.2858 $0.3860 

1.1929 $004059 

1.0812 $004050 

1.0454 $004041 

1.1208 $004000 

1.252 $0.3972 

1.2631 $0.3915 

1.2277 $0.3859 

1.1557 $0.3775 

1.1383 $0.3725 

1.1674 $0.3828 

1.1953 $0.3888 

1.1848 $0.3925 

1.253 $0.4047 

1.3728 $0.4425 

1.4945 $0.4831 

1.568 $0.4859 

1.612 $0.5031 

1.652 $0.5355 

1.6159 $0.5666 

1.5739 $0.5866 

NDPSR 
Whey 

$0.2758 

$0.2642 

$0.2470 

$0.2183 

$0.1945 

$0.1895 

$0.1730 

$0.1696 

$0.1567 

$0.1662 

$0.1949 

$0.2317 

$0.2693 

$0.2912 

$0.2925 

$0.2979 

$0.3183 

$0.3471 

$0.3668 

$0.3880 

$0.3925 

$0.3761 

$0.3643 

$0.3645 

$0.3688 

$0.3641 

$0.3590 

$0.3615 

$0.3676 

$0.3736 

$0.3789 

$0.3935 

$0.4234 

$0.4578 

$0.4808 

$0.4929 

$0.5233 

$0.5494 

$0.5691 



5ep-ll 

Oct-ll 

Nov-ll 

Dec-ll 

Jan-12 

Feb-12 

Mar-12 

Apr-12 

May-12 

Jun-12 

Jul-12 

Aug-12 

5ep-12 

Oct-12 

Nov-12 

Dec-12 

Jan-13 

Feb-13 

Mar-13 

Apr-13 

May-13 

Jun-13 

Jul-13 

Aug-13 

5ep-13 

Oct-13 

Nov-13 

Dec-13 

Jan-14 

Feb-14 

Mar-14 

Apr-14 

May-14 

Ju n-14 

Ju l-14 

Aug-14 

5ep-14 

Oct-14 

Table 13. 

$1.9443 

$1.8055 

$1.7727 

$1.6228 

$1.5964 

$1.4511 

$1.4734 

$1.4403 

$1.3477 

$1.4565 

$1.5571 

$1.7350 

$1.8589 

$1.9164 

$1.8526 

$1.5894 

$1.4871 

$1.5663 

$1.6281 

$1.7133 

$1.6237 

$1.5282 

$1.4768 

$1.4020 

$1.4883 

$1.5452 

$1.5845 

$1.6130 

$1.7005 

$1.8246 

$1.8845 

$1.9470 

$2.1114 

$2.2461 

$2.4483 

$1.9240 

$1.7751 

$1.6729 

$1.5785 

$1.5645 

$1.4499 

$1.4329 

$1.4443 

$1.3597 

$1.3957 

$1.4755 

$1.7033 

$1.8354 

$1.9004 

$1.8358 

$1.5912 

$1.4905 

$1.5277 

$1.5995 

$1.6688 

$1.6306 

$1.5606 

$1.4529 

$1.4026 

$1.4349 

$1.4467 

$1.4832 

$1.5886 

$1.7448 

$1.8274 

$1.8541 

$1.8670 

$2.0621 

$2.1414 

$2.3060 

$1.9886 

$1.7893 

$1.7824 

$1.6119 

$1.5900 

$1.4712 

$1.4347 

$1.4634 

$1.3657 

$1.3991 

$1.5386 

$1.6859 

$1.8269 

$1.9168 

$1.8410 

$1.5981 

$1.5066 

$1.5438 

$1.6146 

$1.6766 

$1.6483 

$1.5422 

$1.4674 

$1.4187 

$1.4263 

$1.5454 

$1.5205 

$1.6308 

$1.6475 

$1.8320 

$1.8562 

$1.9227 

$2.0477 

$2.1874 

$2.3473 

$1.8755 

$1.7391 

$1.8006 

$1.8038 

$1.5910 

$1.5230 

$1.4972 

$1.5209 

$1.5229 

$1.5837 

$1.6547 

$1.7483 

$1.8582 

$2.0366 

$2.0210 

$1.8090 

$1.7449 

$1.6754 

$1.6339 

$1.7313 

$1.8556 

$1.7569 

$1.7020 

$1.8555 

$1.8744 

$2.0744 

$2.2703 

$2.2502 

$2.3666 

$2.1538 

$2.0264 

$2.0220 

$2.0591 

$2.3090 

$2.2900 

$1.7561 

$1.7231 

$1.8716 

$1.6170 

$1.5546 

$1.4793 

$1.5193 

$1.5039 

$1.5234 

$1.6313 

$1.6855 

$1.8262 

$1.9245 

$2.0757 

$1.9073 

$1.7448 

$1.6965 

$1.6420 

$1.6240 

$1.8225 

$1.8052 

$1.7140 

$1.7072 

$1.7493 

$1.7956 

$1.8236 

$1.8478 

$1.9431 

$2.2227 

$2.1945 

$2.3554 

$2.2439 

$2.0155 

$2.0237 

$1.9870 

$2.1820 

$2.3499 

$2.1932 

$1.5570 

$1.5095 

$1.4573 

$1.4022 

$1.3676 

$1.3604 

$1.3293 

$1.2749 

$1.1735 

$1.0891 

$1.0781 

$1.2113 

$1.2913 

$1.4184 

$1.4840 

$1.5199 

$1.5245 

$1.5580 

$1.5125 

$1.4887 

$1.5564 

$1.6552 

$1.6879 

$1.7345 

$1.7804 

$1.8146 

$1.8681 

$1.9153 

$1.9844 

$2.0339 

$2.0380 

$2.0005 

$1.8363 

$1.8431 

$1.8072 

$1.7902 

$1.4742 

$1.5315 

'Due to the Federal Government Shutdown, Sep and October 2013 prices for NDPSR blocks and barrels, as well as corresponding volumes were not avaiiabH! 

1.5439 

1.5109 

1.4522 

1.4201 

1.3942 

1.3792 

1.331 

1.2514 

1.1551 

1.1023 

1.1744 

1.2543 

1.3768 

1.4636 

1.5143 

1.5384 

1.5601 

1.5559 

1.5208 

1.5312 

1.6374 

1.6878 

1.7272 

1.7706 

1.8085 

1.8366 

1.8892 

1.9537 

2.0335 

2.0783 

2.0897 

2.0191 

1.8768 

1.8633 

1.8617 

1.7887 

1.4718 

1.49 

$0.6078 

$0.6300 

$0.6403 

$0.6606 

$0.6959 

$0.6693 

$0.5431 

$0.5153 

$0.4950 

$0.4834 

$0.4931 

$0.5355 

$0.5897 

$0.6091 

$0.6238 

$0.6338 

$0.6145 

$0.5788 

$0.5622 

$0.5619 

$0.5753 

$0.5856 

$0.5919 

$0.5873 

$0.5706 

$0.5706 

$0.5666 

$0.5809 

$0.5990 

$0.6156 

$0.6384 

$0.6493 

$0.6650 

$0.6575 

$0.6625 

$0.6700 

$0.6344 

$0.6020 

Numbers were calculated by measuring the % change of CME b~cks, from Aug to Sep 2013 and from Sep to Oct 2013, the$!! percentage change was applied to the Aug price to derive 

September ilnd to this resulting price to derive October. 

$0.5926 

$0.6152 

$0.6380 

$0.6538 

$0.6876 

$0.6400 

$0.6107 

$0.5921 

$0.5389 

$0.5013 

$0.5023 

$0.5352 

$0.5846 

$0.6205 

$0.6480 

$0.6610 

$0.6503 

$0.6393 

$0.6048 

$0.5741 

$0.5765 

$0.5738 

$0.5804 

$0.5778 

$0.5791 

$0.5731 

$0.5831 

$0.5706 

$0.6025 

$0.6314 

$0.6554 

$0.6774 

$0.6745 

$0.6789 

$0.6890 

$0.6880 

$0.6725 

$0.6525 



Table 13. 

eME (ME 40 Ibs CA plants 
DMN 

CA Butter NDPSR (ME 40 Ibs CA cheddar 
NDPSR 

NDP5R Western NDPSR 
Date butter Cheddar average NFDM 

CDFA 
CDFA Butter CDFA 40lbs 

(block only) from (ME 26th-25th 
NFDM Whey 26th- Whey 

25th 

Nov-14 $2.1509 $1.9513 $1.4169 1.3902 $0.5900 $0.6365 

Dec-14 $1.7546 $1.5938 $1.3053 1.2554 $0.5713 $0.5871 

Jan-1S $1.5841 $1.5218 $1.0360 1.0202 $0.4800 $0.5875 

Feb-1S $1.5372 $1.5382 $0.9969 1.0308 $0.4538 $0.5169 

Mar-1S $1.5694 $1.5549 $0.9979 1.0217 $0.4463 $0.4824 

Apr-1S $1.5812 $1.5890 $0.9582 0.9684 $0.4415 $0.4610 

May-iS $1.6251 $1.6308 $0.9510 0.9464 $0.4325 $0.4450 

Jun-iS $1.7103 $1.7052 $0.9276 0.9283 $0.4213 $0.4245 

Jul-15 $1.6945 $1.6659 $0.8594 0.8366 $0.4000 $0.3937 

Aug-1S $1.7203 $1.7111 $0.7816 0.7443 $0.3219 $0.3108 

Sep-lS $1.7213 $1.6605 $0.7963 0.8007 $0.2270 $0.2442 
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Table 13. 

Calculation of NDSPR-CA price spreads for 1051.50 Class prices, component prices and advanced 

pricing factors 

CA· 
CME CA NDPSR 

5 year Basis for butter Butter NDPSR CA-CME butter 
Average Average CDFA CDFA Butter butter spread 

2009-
2014 Aug-lui $1.6535 $1.6121 $1.6339 ($0.0414) ($0.0218) 

5 year Basis CME40 CA NDPSR CME40 CA-CME CME CA-NDPSR 
Average for Ibs CD FA Cheddar Ibs CDFA40 Blocks- cheddar 

Average from chedar blocks monthly Ibs NDPSR Blocks 
CD FA 401bs' average Blocks spread 

spread 

2006-2011 Sep-Aug $1.5577 $1.5409 $1.5533 $1.5591 ($0.0168) 

2009-2014 Sep-Aug $1.6841 $1.6785 ($0.0056) ($0.0224) 

'CDFA stopped the publication of its cheddar survey price in Aug 2011. The 5 year average (2006-

2011) ending Aug 2011 was used to measure the spread between the CME price and the CA survey 

price. The historical spread between NDPSR blocks and CME blocks was calculated using the 5 year 

average for the most recent data ending Aug 2014 to keep the same month periods as the CA cheddar 

survey. 

DMN 
Western 

Basis Whey Western-
S year for 26th- NDPSR NDPSR 
Average Average 25th Whey spread 

2010-2015 Oct-Sep $0.5186 $0.5250 ($0.0063) 

CA 
plants CA 

Basis NFDM NFDM-
5 year for 26th- NDPSR NDPSR 
Average Average 25th NFDM spread 

2010-2015 Oct-Sep $1.3846 $1.4090 ($0.0244) 



November 12, 2014 

TO ALL INTERESTED PARTIES 

CALIFORN I A DEP A RTMENT O F 
FOOD & AGRICULTURE 

Koren Ross, Secretory 

This report represents the latest nonfat dry milk, bulk butter, and Cheddar cheese 
Manufacturing Cost Exhibit for the period of January through December 2013. As was 
discussed in the past, the cost exhibit for Cheddar cheese has limitations due to the 
concentration issues and confidentiality of proprietary information. In addition , these same 
confidentiality limitations will prohibit the Department from being able to release the 
Comparison of the Chicago Mercantile Exchange Cheddar Cheese Prices and the 
Audited California Cheddar Cheese Sales data. 

About the Cost Exhibit: 
• The processing cost data does not include the cost of raw product nor does it 

include any cost of marketing finished product. 
• The cost data for nonfat dry milk and bulk butter are presented in a table that 

shows actual weighted-average cost of plants grouped by efficiency. 
• The cost data for Cheddar cheese is presented in a table as one group to protect 

confidentiality. 
• The summary table shows the weighted-average manufacturing cost for nonfat 

dry milk, bulk butter, and Cheddar cheese as published since January 2004. 

In addition , included in this cost exhibit is a comparative analysis of common line item 
costs. Costs include: packaging , processing labor; processing non-labor; general and 
administrative cost ; return on investment; and for butter and Cheddar cheese, other 
miscellaneous ingredients . 

We continue to appreciate the assistance of those plants that are providing the 
Manufacturing Cost Unit with data to complete the studies. 

Should you have any questions regarding this material , please contact me at the 
telephone number below or bye-mail at venetta.reed@cdfa.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

!d;u4 ·yLet 
Venetta Reed 
Supervising Auditor I 

CDFA Dairy Marketing Branch • 1220 N Street • Sacramento, CaliFornia 95814 
Te!ephone : 916.900.5014 • Fax: 916.900.5341 • www.cdfa.ca.gov 7 State of California 

Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor 



Release Date: 11 /12/2014 

Summary of Weighted Average Manufacturing Costs 
Butter, Nonfat Dry Milk, Cheddar Cheese, and Dry Whey Powder 

Costs include processing labor, processing non-labor, packaging, other ingredients (for butter and 
Cheddar cheese only) , general and administrative, and return on investments at 5.102% for 2013. 

Study Release 
BUTTER NONFAT DRY MI LK CHEDDAR CHEESE DRY WHEY POWDER 

Period Date Cost Per Number Cost Per Number Cost Per Number Cost Per Number 
Pound of Plants Pound of Plants Pound of Plants Pound of Plants 

Jan-Dec 2004 Nov-05 $0.1368 8 $0.1543 10 $0.1769 7 $0.2673 3 

Jan-Dec 2005 Nov-06 $0.1408 8 $0.1659 9 $0.1914 7 $0.2851 3 

Jan-Dec 2006 Sep-07 $0. 1373 7 $0.1664 8 $0.1988 7 $0.3099 3 

Jan-Dec 2007 Sep-08 $0.1316 7 $0.1568 8 $0.2003 6 - -

Jan-Dec 2008 Ocl-09 $0.1553 8 $0.1931 9 $0.2099 6 - -

Jan-Dec 2009 Nov-10 $0.1811 8 $0.1984 9 $0.1966 6 - -

Jan-Dec 2010 Ocl-11 $0.1781 8 $0.2070 9 $0.1921 6 - -

Jan~Dec 2011 Nov-12 $0.1775 8 $0.1942 9 $0.2029 4 - -

Jan-Dec 2012 Nov-13 $0.1688 7 $0.1 999 9 $0.2171 4 - -

Jan-Dec 2013 Nov-14 $0.1724 7 $0.1997 9 $0.2291 4 - -

Notes: 

Since 1996, the Cheddar cheese cost studies have included costs associated with Cheddar cheese 
plants producing SOO-pound barrels and 640-pound blocks. However, costs for packaging labor and 
packaging expenses were replaced with the average of those costs associated with 40-pound 
block plants. 
No cost studies performed for Dry Whey Powder plants since January 2007 due to less than 
3 plants manufacturing Dry Whey Powder. 



BUTTER MANUFACTURING COSTS 

CURRENT Study Period : January through December 2013 
With Comparison to the same time period Prior Year (2012) 

• Manufacturing cost data were collected and summarized from seven California butter plants. The seven plants 
processed 631.40 million pounds of butter during the 12-month study period, January through December 2013, 
representing 99.53% of the butter processed in Cal ifornia. 

• The volume total includes both bulk butter and cut butter, but the costs reflect only costs for bulk butter (25 kg 
and 68 lb. blocks). 

• To obtain the weighted average, individual plant costs were weighted by their butter processing volume relative 
to the total volume of butter processed by all plants included in this cost study. 

Breakdown of Butter Manufacturing Costs - January through December 2013 

CURRENT PRIOR YEAR Actual 

Low Cost High Cost Range of Costs 
Weighted Weighted Difference 

Categories Average Average Current 
Group Group 

Cost All Plants Cost All Plants Less 
Minimum Maximum 

Jan-Dec 2013 Jan-Dec 2012 Prior Year 

Dollars Per Pound of Butter 

Number of Plants 3 4 7 7 7 7 0 

Processing Labor $0.0657 $0.0627 $0.0341 $0.0842 $0.0642 $0.0572 $0.0070 

Processing Non-Labor $0.0577 $0.0709 $0.0532 $0.1084 $0.0643 $0.0701 -$0.0058 

Packaging $0.0138 $0.0134 $0.0120 $0.0153 $0.0136 $0.0130 $0.0006 

Misc. Ingredients $0.0027 $0.0029 $0.0026 $0.0033 $0.0028 $0.0026 $0.0002 

General & Administrative $0.0138 $0.0216 $0.0046 $0.0284 $0.0177 $0.0167 $0.0010 

Return on Investment $0.0081 $0.0114 $0.0026 $0.0221 $0.0098 $0.0092 $0.0006 

Average Total Cost $0.1618 $0.1829 - - $0.1724 $0.1688 $0.0036 

Volume in Group (Lbs.) 314,137,719 317,261,678 - - 631 ,399,397 647,905,214 -16,505,817 

% Volume by Group 49.80% 50.20% - - 100.0% 100.0% -

Processing labor: Labor costs associated with processing of product, including wages, payroll taxes and fringe 
benefits. 
Processing Non-Labor: Includes costs such as utilities, repairs and maintenance, laundry, supplies, depreciation, 
plant insurance, and rent. 

Packaging: Includes all non-reusable items used in the packaging of the product, such as boxes, bags, ca rtons, 
liners, tap·e, glue, and stretch wrap. 
Misc. Ingredients: Includes salt. 

General & Administrative: Includes expenses in the management of the compa ny, such as office supplies, short· 
term interest, dues and su bscript ions, accounti ng fees, headquarter cha rges, office clerical wages and executive 
salaries. 
Return on Investment: Calculated by subtracting accumulated depreciation from the original cost of assets, with 

the remaining book va lue multiplied by Moody's "BAA" corporate bond index. 



2012 2013 
WEIGHTED WEIGHTED 
AVERAGE AVERAGE % 

COSTS COSTS CHANGE 

All Butter Pounds 647,905,214 631,399,397 -2.55% 

Bulk Butter Pounds 300,592,800 269,844,701 -10.23% 

SUMMARY OF COSTS 
Misc. Ingredient Costs 0.0026 0.0028 7.69% 
Packaging Expense 0.0130 0.0136 4.62% 
Processing Labor 0.0572 0.0642 12.24% 
Processing Non-Labor 0.0701 0.0643 -8.27% 
Gen & Admin Expenses 0.0167 0.0177 5.99% 
Return On Investment 0.0092 0.0098 6.52% 

Manufacturing Costs - per Lb. 0.1688 0.1724 2.13% 

SELECTED EXPENSES PER LB. 

Natural Gas & Fuel Oil 0.0021 0.0025 19.05% 
Electricity 0.0100 0.0100 0.00% 
Sewer, Water, Garbage 0.0048 0.0051 6.25% 
Depreciation 0.0128 0.0136 6.25% 
Property Taxes 0.0020 0.0020 0.00% 
Insurance 0.0013 0.0014 7.69% 
Repairs & Maintenance 0.0091 0.0101 10.99% 
Plant Supplies 0.0143 0.0147 2.80% 
Outside Storage 0.0086 0.0000 -100.00% 
Rent-Plant & Equip 0.0005 0.0006 20.00% 
Outside Testing & Grading 0.0026 0.0023 -11.54% 

Gen & Admin Payroll 0.0059 0.0067 13.56% 
Short-Term Interest 0.0042 0.0049 16.67% 
Professional Services 0.0009 0.0008 -11.11% 
Headquarter Expenses 0.0031 0.0027 -12.90% 
Other Misc.Expenses 0.0046 0.0046 0.00% 

Total Non-Labor & G&A Exps 0.0868 0.0820 -5.53% 

MISC. INFORMATION 

Payroll per Employee-Plant $82,272 $84,674 2.92% 

Total Book Value of Assets $12,915,610 $11,300,149 -12.51% 

Book Value of Assets per Lb. 0.2012 0.2083 3.53% 

10 



NONFAT DRY MILK MANUFACTURING COSTS 

CURRENT Study Period: January through December 2013 
With Comparison to the same time period Prior Year (2012) 

• Manufacturing cost data were collected and summarized from nine California NFDM plants. The nine plants 
processed 565.44 mil lion pounds of NFDM during the 12-month study period, January through December 2013, 
representing 96.30% of the NFDM processed in California. 

• The volume includes NFDM, both animal and human consumption. NFDM for human consumption represented 
99.30% of the 565.44 million pounds of NFDM processed, and NFDM for animal consumption represented 0.70%. 

• The volume total includes all grades of NFDM packaged in any container size, but the costs refiect only costs for 25 
kg and 50 lb. bags of NFDM. 

• To obtain the weighted average, individual plant costs were weighted by their NFDM processing volume relative to 
the total volume of NFDM processed by all plants included in the cost study. 

Breakdown of Nonfat Dry M ilk Manufacturing Costs - January through December 2013 

CURRENT PRIOR YEAR 

Low Cost 
Medium 

High Cost Range of Costs 
Weighted Weighted 

Actual 
Difference 

Categories 
Group 

Cost 
Group 

Average Average 
Current Less 

Group Cost All Plants . Cost All Plants 
Minimum Maximum 

Jan-Dec 2013 Jan-Dec 2012 
Prior Year 

Dol/ars Per Pound of NFDM 

Number of Plants 3 3 3 9 9 9 9 0 

Processing Labor $00446 $0.0483 $0.0688 $0.0288 $0.1034 $0.0484 $0.0414 $0.0070 

Processing Non-Labor $0.0962 $0.1201 $0.1632 $0.0936 $0.2317 $0.1122 $0.1 162 -$0.0040 

Packaging $0.0146 $0.0146 $0.0136 $0.0134 $0.0151 $0.0145 $0.0142 $0.0003 

General & Administrative $0.0100 $0.0161 $0.0156 $0.0066 $0.0240 $0.0130 $0.0147 -$0.0017 

Return on Investment $0.0059 $0.0200 $0.0066 $0.0030 $0.0275 $0.0116 $0.0134 -$0.0018 

Average Total Cost $0.1 713 $0.2191 $0.2678 - - $0.1997 $0.1999 -$0.0002 

Volume in Group (Lbs.) 284,458,733 227,495,835 53,489,105 - -- 565,443,673 808,057,584 -242,613,911 

% Volume by Group 50.31% 40.23% 9.46% -- - 100.0% 100.0% 

Processing labor: l abor costs associated with processing of product, includ ing wages, payroll taxes and fringe benefits. 
Processing Non- labor: Includes costs such as uti lities, repairs and maintenance, laundry, supplies, depreciation, plant 
insu rance, and rent. 

Packaging: Includes all non-reusable items used in the packaging of the product, such as boxes, bags, cartons, liners, tape, 
glue and stretch wrap. 

General & Administrative: Includes expenses in the management of the company, such as office supplies, short-term 

interest, dues and subscriptions, accounting fees, headquarter charges, office clerical wages and executive salaries. 
Return on Investment: Calculated by subtracting accumulated depreciation from the original cost of assets, with the 
remaining book value mult iplied by Moody's "BAA" corporate bond index. 

II 
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2012 2013 
WEIGHTED WEIGHTED 
AVERAGE AVERAGE % 

COSTS COSTS CHANGE 

NFDM Powder Pounds 808,057,584 565,443,673 -30.02% 

SUMMARY OF COSTS 

Packaging Expense 0.0142 0.0145 2.11% 
Processing Labor 0.0414 0.0484 16.91% 
Processing Non-Labor 0.1162 0.1122 -3.44% 
Gen & Admin Expenses 0.0147 0.0130 -11.56% 
Return On Investment 0.0134 0.0116 -13.43% 

Manufacturing Costs - per Lb. 0.1999 0.1997 -0.10% 

SELECTED EXPENSES PER LB. 

Natural Gas & Fuel Oil 0.0254 0.0267 5.12% 
Electricity 0.0161 0.0164 1.86% 
Sewer,Water,Garbage 0.0062 0.0065 4.84% 
Depreciation 0.0182 0.0157 -13.74% 
Property Taxes 0.0030 0.0024 -20.00% 
Insurance 0.0012 0.0011 -8.33% 
Repairs & Maintenance 0.0109 0.0130 19.27% 
Plant Supplies 0.0173 0.0199 15.03% 
Outside Storage 0.0089 0.0000 -100.00% 
Rent-Plant & Equip 0.0008 0.0011 37.50% 
Outside Testing & Grading 0.0056 0.0065 16.07% 

Gen & Admin Payroll 0.0046 0.0050 8.70% 
Short-Term Interest 0.0047 0.0036 -23.40% 
Professional Services 0.0004 0.0004 0.00% 
Headquarter Expenses 0.0030 0.0024 -20.00% 
Other Misc.Expenses 0.0046 0.0045 -2.17% 

Total Non-Labor & G&A Exps 0.1309 0.1252 -4.35% 

MISC. INFORMATION 
Payroll per Employee-Plant $82,643 $87,081 5.37% 

Total Book Value of Assets $65,936,404 $48,083,326 -27.08% 

Book Value of Assets per Lb. 0.2729 0.2283 -16.34% 
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CHEESE MANUFACTURING COSTS 

CURRENT Study Period: January through December 2013 
With Comparison to the same time period Prior Year (2012) 

• Manufacturing cost data were collected and summarized from four California cheese plants. Due to 
confidential reasons, total cheese volumes cannot be displayed. 

• The volume total includes both Cheddar and Monterey Jack cheeses, but the costs reflect only costs 
for 40-lb. blocks of Cheddar. 

• Two plants processed 500-lb. barrels or 640-lb. blocks. Packaging costs and packaging labor for 
40-lb. blocks were substituted for these plants. 

• To obtain the weighted average, individual plant costs were weighted by their cheese processing 
volume relative to the total volume of cheese processed by all plants included in the cost study. 

• For all cheese: the weig hted average yield was 12.11 Ibs. of cheese per hundredweight of milk. The 
weighted average moisture was 37 .20% and the weighted average vat tests were 4.28% fat and 
9.38% SNF. 

Breakdow n of Chees e Manufacturing Costs - January through December 2013 

;~ CURRENT PRIOR YEAR 
Actual 

Total Cost 
., Weighted Weighted 

Difference 
Categories 

One Group 
Average Average 

Current Less , Cost All Plants Cost All Plants 
Prior Year 

Jan-Dec 2013 " Jan-Dec 2012 
, 

Dol/ars Per Pound of Cheese 
. 

Number of Plants 4 4 4 0 

Processing Labor $0.0584 $0.0584 $0.0559 $0.0025 
, 

Processing Non-Labor $0.0821 $0.0821 $0.0829 -$0.0008 

-Packaging $0.0278 $0.0278 $0.0250 $0.0028 

Misc. Ingredients $0.0280 
, 

$0.0280 $0.0262 $0.0018 

General & Administrative $0.0286 , $0.0286 $0.0235 $0.0051 

Return on Investment $0.0042 $0.0042 ( $0.0036 $0.0006 

Average Total Cost $0.2291 j $0.2291 $0.2171 $0.0120 

-

J 

Processing l abor: labor costs associated with processing of product, including wages, payroll taxes and 
fringe benefits. 

Processing Non-labor: Includes costs such as utilities, repairs and maintenance, laundry, supplies, 
depreciation, plant insurance, and rent. 

Packaging: Includes all non-reusab le items used in the packaging of the product, such as boxes, bags, 
cartons, liners, tape, glue and stretch wrap. 
M isc. Ingredients: Includes salt, color, and rennet. 
General & Administrative: Includes expenses in the management of the company, such as office supplies, 
short-term interest, dues and subscriptions, accounting fees, headquarter charges, office clerica l wages 

and executive sa laries. 
Return on Investment: Calculated by subtracting accumu lated depreciation from the origina l cost of 
assets, with the remaining book va lue mu lt iplied by Moody's "BAA" corporate bond index. 
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2012 2013 
WEIGHTED WEIGHTED 
AVERAGE AVERAGE % 

COSTS COSTS CHANGE 

Cheddar Cheese Pounds 

SUMMARY OF COSTS 
Misc. Ingredient Costs 0.0262 0.0280 6.87% 
Packaging Expense 0.0250 0.0278 11.20% 
Processing Labor 0.0559 0.0584 4.47% 
Processing Non-Labor 0.0829 0.0821 -0.97% 
Gen & Admin Expenses 0.0235 0.0286 21.70% 
Return On Investment 0.0036 0.0042 16.67% 

Manufacturing Costs - per Lb. 0.2171 0.2291 5.53% 

SELECTED EXPENSES PER LB. 

Natural Gas & Fuel Oil 0.0054 0.0055 1.85% 
Electricity 0.0062 0.0067 8.06% 
Sewer & Whey Disposal 0.0042 0.0049 16.67% 
Depreciation 0.0084 0.0094 11.90% 
Property Taxes 0.0013 0.0014 7.69% 
Insurance 0.0016 0.0020 25.00% 
Repairs & Maintenance 0.0161 0.0179 11.18% 
Plant Supplies 0.0150 0.0167 11.33% 
Outside Storage 0.0057 0.0000 -10000% 
Rent - Plant & Equipment 0.0150 0.0144 -4.00% 
Outside Testing & Grading 0.0016 0.0015 -6.25% 

Gen & Admin Payroll 0.0142 0.0172 21.13% 
Short-Term Interest 0.0003 0.0002 -33.33% 
Professional Services 0.0022 0.0030 36.36% 
Headquarter Expenses 0.0029 0.0031 6.90% 
Other Misc.Expenses 0.0064 0.0068 6.25% 

Total Non-Labor & G&A Exps 0.1065 0.1107 3.94% 

MISC. INFORMATION 
Payroll per Employee-Plant $60,927 $63,408 4.07% 

FINISHED MOISTURE 37.25 37.20 -0.13% 
VAT FAT 4.20 4.28 1.90% 
VAT SNF 9.38 9.38 0.00% 
VAT YIELD 12.17 12.11 -0.49% 
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Attachment 2. 

Class III and Class IV Price Formulas 

Class HI: 

• Class III Price = (Class III skim milk price x 0.965) + (Butterfat price x 3.5). 

• Class III Skim Milk Price = (Protein price x 3.1 ) + (Other solids price x 5.9). 

• Protein Price = ((Cheese price -0.0224 - 0.2291) x 1.383) + ((((Cheese price -0.0224 -
0.229 1) x 1.572) - Butterfat price x 0.9) x 1.17). 

• Other Solids Price = (Dry whey price -0.0063 - 0.231 0) times 1.03. 

• Butterfat Price = (Butter price -0.0218 - 0.1724) times 1.211. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Class IV: 

Class IV Price = (Class IV skim milk price x 0.965) + (Butterfat price x 3.5). 

Class IV Skim Mi lk Price = Nonfat solids price times 9. O. i '-l (.\ 1-

Nonfat Solids Price = (Nonfat dry milk pricey{-0.0244 - 0.1678) times 0.99. 

Butterfat Price = See Class III . 

Items in bold italics areformulafactors that are changedfrom those that appeared in the 
Federal Register 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Whey represents an economic opportunity for Wisconsin cheese manufacturers of all sizes, yet many small and 
medium-sized cheese businesses have not explored the technologies and markets to prepare an optimal product for 
sale. In response to this need, a consortium of Wisconsin industry leaders, known as the Wisconsin Whey 
Opportunities Working Group, collaborated in 2012 to research the current volume and processing of cheese whey 
in Wisconsin, the many regional requirements for whey, and the return on investment for cheesemakers considering 
whey handling and processing improvements. Participating organizations in the Wisconsin Whey Opportunities 
Working Group included: 

United States Department of Agriculture National Agricultural Statistics Service 

University of Wisconsin-Madison College of Agricultural and Life Sciences 

Wisconsin Center for Dairy Research 

Wisconsin Cheese Makers Association 

• Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection 

Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation 

Wisconsin Milk Marketing Board 

The consortium conducted an in-depth survey of nearly three-quarters of the State's 121 whey processors, personal 
interviews with 15 of the largest whey processing companies, and four specific return on investment models for 
cheese manufacturers considering processing whey. 

Information gathered through this work illuminates the need for cheese makers and whey processors to identify and 
act upon economic opportunities associated with whey processing, thereby ensuring Wisconsin maintains its 
competitive advantage at the forefront of this rapidly growing sub-sector. As a result of this research, the Wisconsin 
Whey Opportunities Working Group developed seven specific recommendations to further develop the economic 
opportunity presented by Wisconsin whey, and compiled a Whey Purchasers Directory to aid the industry. 

Special thanks to the USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service - Wisconsin Field Office, as well as Kelton 
Greenway and Rich Scheuerman, expert consultants for the former Dairy Business Innovation Center, who conducted 
and analyzed the bulk of the research included in this report. 

\~ 
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WHEY PROCESSING OVERVIEW 

INTRODUCTION 

As the largest cheese producer in the nation, Wisconsin is also the largest whey producer. On a state-wide level, the 
whey production and processing sub-sector accounts for more than 16,300 jobs per year, with indirect economic 
benefits extending to surrounding rural communities, as most producers and processors are located in rural areas. 

4 

On a global level, d e mand for whey-based protein products remains strong with export growth averaging 7 percent 
a year, and prices hovering near a five-year high level. In 2012, while the United States increased its share of the 
world cheese trade, it lost share on butterfat and whey products. And, while Wisconsin produces the most whey, both 
California and Idaho continue to export more of what whey they do produce. 

The highest value of whey is in food ingredients and pharmacological applications, including use as additive 
nutrients in the dietetic and health food sectors. This results from removing the lactose and producing whey protein 
concentrate (WPC), which typically ranges from 34 percent to 80 percent protein in the dry matter. When the protein 
composition exceeds 90 percent, the product is termed whey protein isolate (WPI). 

The lowest-value use of whey is land-disposal. This yields zero or negative value to the cheese maker. Two factors 
underscore the need for cheese makers to minimize or eliminate whey land spreading. The first is that domestic 
environmental regulations for land-spreading whey are restrictive and likely to become more so. The second factor 
is that the value of whey is now reflecte d in gate prices for milk (paid to the farm) so cheese makers not recovering 
that value are at a financial disadvantage. Aside from general industry benefits, cheese makers n eed to effectively 
evaluate whey handling alternatives in order to optimize their own profitability, remain competitive in the future, and 
reduce negative environmental impacts. 

For cheese makers, value-added whey usage alternatives include: 

I. Whey as an food ingredient through further refinement. 

2. Whey as a feed source for farm livestock. 

3. Whey as feedstock in biodigesters producing energy. 

Each of these alternatives may deliver greater business sustainability and growth in the dairy value chain. For whey 
processors, the availability and value of whey is dependent on what the cheese maker does. A steady supply of 
quality product assures the value chain is optimized from farm to ultimate usage or export. 

Assessing how cheese makers currently handle whey and developing tools to help move them up the value chain is 
vital to growing the industry. In addition, examining the connection between cheese makers and whey processors is 
essential to identifying economic opportunities and ensuring Wisconsin maintains its competitive advantage at the 
forefront of this rapidly growing sub-sector. 

Therefore, in 2012, with input from the Wisconsin Agricultural Statistics Service, 15 major whey processors were 
identified for field visits or phone interviews to learn more about these companies' business challenges and 
opportunities. It should be noted these 15 processors represent the vast majority of whey processed in the State, and 
as Wisconsin is the largest whey producing state in the nation, these processors represent the largest concentration 
of whey processing in the country. A snapshot of companies participating in the survey reveals: 

\q 
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7 processors have captive whey processing plan ts tied to their company's cheese operations. They do not 
receive whey from other cheese plants. 

5 processors have captive plants and purchase supplemental whey from other cheese plants. 

3 processors are not affiliated with a cheese plant and purchase all whey from others . 

WISCONSIN WHEY PRODUCTS 

5 

Whey products manufactured in Wisconsin range from basic dried sweet whey to highly refined whey protein 
isolates. Drying whole sweet whey is a streamlined process that leaves no by-products other than the water removed 
through evaporation. On the other hand, a processor choosing to produce concentrated whey protein products must 
install more complex fractionating equipment . Removing lactose from whey allows production of whey protein 
concentrate (WPC) with compositions typically range from 34 percent to 80 percent protein in the dry matter. When 
protein composition exceeds 90 percent, the product is termed whey protein isolate (WPI). Product values increase 
as protein composition rises, and yields drop dramatically at higher protein levels. There is a trend of increasing 
production of 80 percent protein WPC and WPI. In addition, some whey processors have developed non-traditional 
value-added products. Very little was divulged by processors manufacturing these products, but their existence is 
known. It is expected that ongoing R&D efforts will be focused on higher-value uses of whey and whey fractions . 

Processors manufacturing whey proteins must deal with large volumes of whey permeate, a process byproduct. 
Whey permeate contains a high percentage of lactose. Several Wisconsin whey processors refine whey permeate 
into dry lactose products. Some whey permeate is also dried whole. Much of the remaining permeate produced by 
major Wisconsin whey processors is directed to animal feeding in liquid form. Wisconsin also produces a significant 
quantity of acid whey from the manufacture of cream cheese, ricotta and Greek yogurt, which historically has only 
been usable as animal feed. 

BACKGROUND 

Processing fluid whey by-product from cheese production into a variety of value-added products is a large and 
critical part of Wisconsin's dairy industry. This processing provides a controlled, environmentally safe method of 
whey disposition while offering revenue streams to cheese plants and whey processors. Following decades of 
relatively stable whey product prices, Wisconsin's dairy industry has dealt with increased whey price volatility 
during the past five years. This new era of whey price volatility was created primarily by the development of new 
markets for whey proteins and a surging export demand for whey products, in large part fueled by a weak dollar. 
The price swings of value-added whey products have added to the overall price volatility faced by Wisconsin's dairy 
industry. 

Wisconsin cheese plants range in size from very large to tiny. Unfortunately, not all cheese plants share the same 
values from whey processing. Smaller cheese plants face significant barriers to entering the whey processing 
business. These include low whey volumes, high capital equipment costs, high transportation costs and increasing 
quality requirements. Under the Federal Order system, a Class III price is established monthly. This is the minimum 
price that cheese plants are required to pay for milk used for making cheese. The Class III price formula is derived 
from current market values for butterfat and protein, plus an additional value based on the current dry whey market 
price. Spiking dry whey values in late 2011 and early 2012 pushed up Class III prices, forcing Wisconsin cheese 
plants to pay higher milk prices. This situation placed smaller p lants at a greater competitive disadvantage due to the 
limited value they were able to extract from their whey. The January 2012 Class III price was $17.05. Of this amount, 
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the whey solids value was $2.86, 16.8% of the total. By June of 2012, the Class III price had dropped to $15 .63 . The 
whey solids value fell to $1.77 , 11.3% of the total. 

It should be noted that due to Wisconsin's practice of paying dairy farmers premiums above minimum Class III milk 
prices, actual payment prices were much higher than the Federal Order calculated minimum prices. Those 
cheesemakers in the State competing on a national basis saw their historical competitive cost disadvantage to states 
not participating in the Federal Order system, notably California and Idaho, grow substantially larger, as the 
California state order capped the whey value component of the cheese milk price and Idaho's milk price is 
unregulated. 

OUTREACH OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of this whey processor outreach included: 

1. Identify the major Wisconsin whey processing companies and learn their challenges and opportunities. 

2. Gain an understanding of how whey is utilized in Wisconsin and identify trends that will lead to future 
utilization decisions. 

3. Explore current and future capacities of whey processors relative to their interest in receiving additional 
sources of whey products from other producers. 

4. Identify quality and certification requirements of companies interested in additional whey product sources. 

5. Develop recommendations for the industry to enable greater whey utilization and increased economic 
returns. 

CONFIDENTIALITY 

6 

The 15 whey processors included in this outreach range from single plant operations to large multiple plant 
companies. In accordance with confidentiality policies designed to protect sensitive business information, no specific 
whey processing companies are identified in this report. Major themes of individual discussions are summarized. 

MAJOR THEMES 

During discussions with major Wisconsin whey processors, a group of recurring themes regarding Wisconsin's whey 
processing business developed, including: 

1. Major whey processors can be divided into three categories: 

a . Companies processing whey only from cheese plants they own. 

b . Companies primarily handling whey from cheese plants they own, with supplemental whey solids 
purchased from other companies. 

c. Stand-alone whey processors with 100 percent purchased whey solids. 
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2. Processors buying whey solids from other companies are generally interested in procuring additional 
sources that are appropriate to their specific needs. The most desirable sources are uncolored whey from 
American-style cheese and solids condensed through Reverse Osmosis (ROJ. 

3. Processors buying whey typically pay using a formula based on the market value of their primary final 
product. Most companies base liquid whey pricing on either dry sweet whey or dry WPC markets. As the 
market for procuring raw whey becomes more competitive. raw whey purchasers are sharing more of the 
whey value with their suppliers. 

4. Overall, Wisconsin whey processors have underutilized capacity. This situation generates intense 
competition for limited volumes of choice supplies. Pricing competition for whey solids, including freight 
factors, has made a significant negative impact on processing plants' returns on investment. 

7 

5. Some whey processors believe whey-supplying cheese plants do not appreciate the risk involved to invest 
large amounts of capital in whey plants. Whey processors must develop markets for products and risk losing 
money in weak markets. They expect their investment to be rewarded when markets are profitable. Cheese 
plants with very little investment in whey processing should not expect significant returns from their whey 
stream. 

6. Many surveyed whey processors referenced the high quality standards their customers require for finished 
products. This is particularly true for whey-based products made for the infant nutrition industry. In addition, 
most finished products must be certified Kosher and Halal, which means raw whey must also meet those 
criteria. 

7. Processors buying whey solids see several major obstacles when evaluating whey solids from potential 
suppliers: 

a. Small cheese companies may not have enough whey volume to assemble a tanker load. This makes 
transportation very expensive per pound of whey solids . 

b. Small cheese companies justifiably focus most of their attention on cheese . Investment in whey 
handling and quality is minimal. This results in low quality whey that has little value to a processor 
that is making high quality, value-added products. 

c. Whey quality problems include bacteriological issues from unsanitary handling and lack of cooling, 
contamination with various specialty cheese flavors, contamination with salt from drippings and 
brine, added color and inconsistent mineral profiles. 

8. Whey processors generally feel that growth in whey processing will continue to trend toward higher protein 
WPCs and whey protein isolates. There is some interest in additional lactose production and permeate 
drying, especially considering that large volumes of liquid permeate are currently directed to animal 
feeding. 

9. Whey processing business challenges include: 

a. Securing a stable volume of suitable whey solids supplies at reasonable prices. 

b. High capital cost requirements to build and expand whey plants. 

c. Costs of regulatory compliance: DNR, FDA, OSHA, etc. 

21 
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d. Whey product market volatility. 

e . Growing whey processing capacity to meet increasing cheese production (particularly at captive 

p lants) . 

Several processors believe whey component values should be dropped from the Cl~ss ~II price f~rmul~ , 
and/or cheese plants should reevaluate their milk procurement premium programs In bght of Wisconsin 5 

competitive cost disadvantage to other major cheese producing states. 

8 

RECO MMENDATIONS TO CHEESE PLANTS 

Through discussions with Wisconsin's major whey processors, it was determined that several companies have 
additional processing capacity. Whey processors believe the market for raw whey is very competitive due to 
multiple buyers bidding for limited available volumes. Processors acknowledge that some supplies of whey are 
"stranded" without a market due to several factors. The following recommendations to cheese plants are intended to 
address issues that will enable greater whey utilization and increased economic returns. 

1. Address Whey Volume C onstraints 
Very small cheese plants may not have sufficient volume to assemble a tanker load of raw whey from one day 
of cheese production. Shipping whey in small volumes is more expensive per pound of whey solids. A small 
p lant can consider cooling whey and combining volume from two production days in order to reduce 
transportation cost. 

2. As sure Effective Skimming 
Few whey processors are able to receive whey that has not been skimmed. Keeping the cheese plant's whey 
separator operating in good repair is critical to assure ongoing whey shipments. For those cheese plants not 
skimming their whey, the sale of whey cream can be a significant contributor to the plant's bottom line. 

3. Cooling 
By quickly cooling raw whey to less than 45 degrees F after separation, the cheese plant is able to extend 
processing shelf life by several days. In addition to meeting regulatory requirements, this practice provides 
additional flexibility and value to the whey processor. Cheese plants without adequate cooling can improve 
their whey marketing position by upgrading their cooling capacity. 

4. Conta:mination 
Whey processors need the best whey to produce high quality products. They have difficulty utilizing whey 
that is contaminated with various specialty cheese flavors and salt drippings . Other problems come from 
added color and curd wash water. Cheese plants that minimize all of these non-whey components will find 
greater demand for their raw whey. 

5. Sanitation 
Just like cheese, whey needs to be handled in a sanitary manner to reduce bacteria growth and assure the 
most marketable quality. Whey transfer lines, equipment and process tanks must be cleaned daily. Cooled 
whey holding tanks need to be emptied and cleaned every 72 hours. 

6. Certifications 
Most whey processors require Kosher, Halal and E.U. quality certification for the whey they purchase. Cheese 
plants that can offer these certifications will have more success marketing their whey. 
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2012 SURVEY RESULTS: HOW CHEESE PLANTS HANDLE WHEY 

INTRODUCTION 

To better understand how cheese plants are disposing of or utilizing their whey and how that impacts their business, 
a survey of all Wisconsin cheese plants was conducted in mid-20 12 by the Wisconsin Agricultural Statistics Service in 
cooperation with the Wisconsin Department of Agriculture. Trade, and Consumer Protection. An initial mailing of the 
survey to 121 cheese plants took place in late May 2012. Plants that produce cream cheese, goat's milk cheese, or 
sheep's milk cheese, as well as plants that only produce whey products, were excluded from the sample. To gain a 
higher response rate, a second mailing took place in June. Follow-up contacts, in person or over the phone, were also 
made in July and August. As a result, 73 percent of surveys were completed. 

2011 WHEY STREAM 

Plants were asked to report the annual volume of whey g e ne rated by their plant and revenue received by category. 
For plants that did not report, whey volume was estimated based on the plant's cheese production. Plants reporting 
minimal processing were assumed to produce reverse osmosis concentrated whey at 12 percent solids. Plants 
reporting limited processing were assume d to produce liquid whey protein concentrate at 10 percent solids. For 
commodity and value-added plants, volumes were not estimated, as the products made in those categories can be 
quite varied in solids content. 

Annual volume of whey generated and price by level of processing 
Wisconsin cheese plants, 2011 

Plant 
Count1 

Annual volume (thousand Price per pound ($) 
Level of processing Ibs.) 

Wet Dry Wet Dry 

Disposal 22 69,950 

Sold whole for processing 41 2,746,630 0.0103 

Minimal processing 2 14 220,100 0.2756 

Limited processing3 23 250,240 0.5370 

Commodity processing 4 15 

Value-added processing5 10 

lPlant count total is greater than the 121 plants in the sample, as some plants reported whey in more than one category. 20nly water removed from 
skimmed whey (RO, evaporation) and then sold to another plant for further processing. 3Concentrated by UP and then sold to another plant for 
further processing. 4Dry sweet whey, dry WPC 34, etc. 5Higher WPC's, WPl's, etc. 
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Approximately half the plants in the state do not process the ir whey at any level. They either dispose of it by dumping 
or land application, or sell it whole to another plant for processing. Given that Wisconsin produced 2.63 billion 
pounds of cheese in 2011, however. the volume of whey disposed of or sold whole accounts for only about one-tenth 
of the total volume of whey generated. Plants that dispose of their whey are located throughout the state, but the 
heaviest concentration of these plants is in the southwestern portion of the state. Plants that sell their whey whole for 
further processing are primarily in the southern half of the state with the highest concentration in south central 
Wisconsin. 

As stated previously, volumes for commodity and value-added processing of whey were not estimated. There is not 
much data available e lsewhere on volumes of dry whey products produced primarily due to protecting the 
confidentiality of the few plants that produce these products. Some figures for 2011 are available , however. 
Production of human grade dry whey in Wisconsin in 2011 totaled 294 million pounds, human grade whey protein 
concentrate (WPC) totaled 83.0 million pounds, and total lactose (human and animal grade) production was 188 
million pounds. 

As expected, the higher the level of processing, the greater the price received for the whey. In comparison, the NASS 
dairy product pricing series shows that, nationally, extra grade dry whey sold for as low as $0.3884 to as high as 
$0.6707 per pound in 2011. 

Location of Wisconsin cheese plants 
disposing of w hey 

# of Plants 

00-1 
Ell 2-3 _7 

2011 

Location of Wisconsin c heese plants 
selling whey whole for processing 

2011 

#of Plants 

00-2 
ClJ.4 
I!i!llB-9 
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Location of Wisconsin cheese plants 
selling minimal or limited processed whey 

2011 

# of Plants 

CJl-3 
G:]S-6 _8 

SATISFACTION WITH VALUE OF WHEY AND BlI.RRIERS TO G1I.INING HIGHER RETURNS 

11 

When asked if they are satisfied with the value they r eceive from their whey, 47 percent of responde nts reported that 
th ey are not satisfie d . Of those not satisfied, 89 percent indicated that the inability to capture a higher value for their 
whey h as a significant impact on the ir business. One idea to h elp plants g ain greater retUI'IlS on the ir wh ey would be 
to build a joint whey processing facility. Almost one-fil1h of the unsatisfie d plants indicated they would be willing to 
participate and invest capital in such a p roject, and these plants are all located in the central or east central parts of 
the state. Additionally there were many plants in th e southwestern and south central regions that were intereste d but 
not able to invest at this time or were n't sure if they would b e inte rested in this project. 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

Interest in a joint whey processing facility by 
Wisconsin cheese plants not satisfied with whey price 

2012 

29 % 

18% 

11% 

42% 

Willing to participate 
and invest capital 

Willing to participate , 
but not in a p osition to 

invest 

Not interested Not sure at this time 
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Location of Wisconsin cheese plants willing Location of Wisconsin cheese plants willing to 
participate in joint whey-processing facility or not sure. 

2012 
to participate & invest in joint whey-processing facility, 

2012 

# of Plants 

DO 
0 2 _5 

# of Plants 

0°-2 
n:::iJ3-5 

_6-9 

All plants were asked to indicate the barriers that keep them from gaining highe r returns on their whey. A lack of 
scale and a lack of capital were the two most common reasons selected. 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 
Lack of 

knowledge and 
technology 

Barriers to gaining higher returns on whey 
Wisconsin cheese plants, 2012 

42% 43% 

Lack of scale Lack of capital Averse to the 
risk of sizable 

debt 

No barriers 

1 Other includes market prices. lack of options to dispose of water, no place will pick up small volumes, few local processors, DNR regulations, 
plants generate flavored whey, cost of trucking 
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SHIPPING WHEY 

Most cheese plants, 72 percent, ship whey solids to another plant for further processing. The average distance this 
whey is transported ranges widely with one-fifth of plants shipping fewer than 25 miles and one-quarter shipping 
more than 100 miles. 

Average distance whey is transported for further processing 
By percent of plants, Wisconsin, 2012 

<25 miles 
22% 

100+ miles 
26% 

25-49 miles 
21 % 

31 % 

Average distance whey is transported by level of processing, Wisconsin, 2012 

Level of processing 
<25 miles I 25-49 miles I 50-99 miles I 100+ miles 

Percent of plants 
Sold whole for processing 29 21 32 18 
Minimal processing 17 17 41 25 
Limite d processing 6 17 30 47 
Commodity processinq 14 29 43 14 

13 
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ACCEPTING WHEY FROM OTHER PLANTS 

Only 8 percent of respondents reported accepting whey from other plants. All of these plants require incoming whey 
to he minimally processed in some way, such as skimmed, cooled, concentrated, or preserved, but the requirements 
vary from plant to plant. In addition, 57 percent of these plants require USDA and halal certifications, and 71 percent 
require kosher certification. None of the plants that accept incoming whey reported segregating whey based on 
whether it is organic, grass-based, goat, or sheep. 

ADDITIONAL CAPACITY 

Few respondents, 17 percent, reported having capacity to process additional whey solids. Of these plants: 

• 29 percent do not know or did not state the amount of additional capacity 
21 percent have fewer than 1,000,000 pounds of additional capacity 
50 percent have 1,000,000 to 49,999,999 pounds of additional capacity 

No plants reported additional capacity of more than 50 million pounds of whey solids. The greatest concentration of 
plants with additional capacity is in southwestern Wisconsin. Interestingly this coincides with the region where the 
greatest number of plants was disposing of their whey. 

Wisconsin cheese plants with 
additional capacity to process whey solids 

2012 

# of Plants 

CJ0-1 
1l2]2-3 _5 
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CHEESE PLANT CONCLUSIONS 

Approximately half the plants in the state do not process their whey at any level. They either dispose of it by dumping 
or land application, or sell it whole to another p lant for processing. Of the plants that do process whey, only 17 
percent of those responding to this sUIVey report having the capacity to process additional whey solids and adding 
value to their processing facility. Nearly half of all plants in the state are not satisfied with the value they receive from 
their whey, with nearly 90 percent indicating that the inability to capture a higher value for their whey has a 
significant impact on their business. In order to help cheese plants gain greater returns on their whey, those in 
geographical proximity to one another should consider a joint whey processing facility, as almost one-fifth of the 
unsatisfied plants indicated they would be willing to participate and invest capital in such a project. 

WHEY PROCESSOR CONCLUSIONS 

The whey processing industry in Wisconsin has become consolidated in a very similar fashion to cheese 
manufacturing. The number of companies engaged in large scale whey processing is very limited. Several major 
whey processors depend entirely on purchased whey product sources from cheese plants. Other processors 
supplement their own whey with outside purchases. Most small and medium size cheese plants sell whole whey or 
limited processed liquid whey products to the major processors. They market liquid whey products to the major 
whey processors using an active network that has developed over many years. 

Three drivers emerge for the future growth in Wisconsin whey processing. 

1. The most significant growth will take place as major cheese manufacturers expand their whey operations in 
step with additional cheese production. 

2. The utilization of "stranded" whey supplies from smaller plants: cheese plants with unutilized whey will need 
to address several economic and quality issues in order to attract a market and gain a positive return. 

3. Dried permeate and lactose production could significantly increase. For this to happen, markets will need to 
encourage companies to build facilities for processing the large volume of liquid whey permeate that is 
currently land applied or directed to animal feeding. 

The major companies at the heart of Wisconsin's whey processing industry are continually looking to improve returns 
from the cheese by-product. Much focus is placed on evaluating potential returns of investing in the production of 
higher value products. International markets and the development of export sales have offered added value and 
sales growth while contributing to price volatility. Wisconsin whey processors with additional capacity are very 
interested in procuring whey supplies. This has increased the competition for liquid whey products from cheese 
plants. Smaller cheese plant operators have the opportunity to realize reasonable returns for their liquid whey 
products. This return depends on their ability to supply the desirable, high quality whey that the major processors 
demand. By working closely with key whey processors, smaller cheese plant operators can participate in the 
expansion of Wisconsin's whey industry. 
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A STUDY OF RETURN ON INVESTMENT MODELS 

INTRODUCTION 

As part of this overall Wisconsin Whey Study, a report was conducted to identify potential returns on investment 
(ROI) for small and medium cheese plants if they invested in additional whey processing. Four whey processing 
models were identified. For each model, estimated capital costs, operating costs and revenue streams were 
compiled as input for financial analysis. The financial analysis shows the ROI for each model under multiple plant
specific business variables. The intent of this analysis is to assist cheese plants in evaluating whey processing options 
leading to sound financial decisions. 

BACKGROUND 

Wisconsin cheese plants have a tremendous range in size, yet all plants need to effectively convert their milk into 
value-added products. Under the Federal Order system, a monthly minimum Class III milk price is established. The 
Class III price formula includes a value based on the current dry whey market price. Smalle r cheese plants face 
significant barriers to entering the whey processing business, including low whey volumes and high capital costs. 
This situation places smaller plants at a competitive disadvantage due to the limited value they are able to extract 
from the ir whey. The ability to realize greater value for their whey byproduct could make a significant financial 
impact for small cheese manufacturers. 

PLANT AND PROCESS MODELS 

The focus of this return on investment study is small and medium size cheese plants. These plants typically have 
limite d whey processing capabilities. For the purposes of this study, plant size is defined by the volume of whey 
produced, as outlined below: 

Small plant: Produces a total of >40,000 whey over two consecutive production days 
Medium plant: Produces> 100,000 pounds whey per production day 

The four process models studied include: 

Model No. I 
Small plant; add equipment to skim whey, sell cream, cool and ship whey 

Model No, 2 
Medium plant; add equipment to cool and ship whey 

Model No.3 
Me dium plant; add equipment to RO concentrate, cool and ship 18 percent solids whey 

Model No. 4 
Medium plant; add equipment to UF whey, cool and ship liquid WPC, ship permeate 
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Certain assumptions have been made in creating the models. These include: 

Medium plants are already skimming whey and selling whey cream 
• Medium plants have a DNR permit that would allow for the discharge of polished RO permeate 

All plants have existing space for equipment installation, no building costs were included. 
• Plants use 4S0 volts and pay $.OS/kwh. I applied horsepower uses I kw/hour 
• Prices are for used equipment where it is generally available 
• Whey cream price: $1.60/pound butterfat 

Raw whey price: $ .25/pound solids 
Cold whey incremental price differential: $.1 O/ pound solids 
RO concentrate incremental whey price increase: $ .I O/pound solids 
WPC-35% price: $I .OO/pound solids ($2.S6/pound protein) 
Permeate price: $.05/pound solids 

RESOURCES 

In order to assure valid study data, industry suppliers were asked to be resources for costs. We thank these 
companies for providing valuable information regarding their specific areas: 

Alcarn Creamery Co. 
Bytec, Inc. 
Darlington Dairy Supply Co., Inc. 
Filtration Engineering 

• International Machinery Exchange 
Membrane Process & Controls, Inc. 
ProChemicals, LLC 
Relco, LLC 
Separators, Inc . 
Ullme r's Dairy Equipment 

MODEL NO.1 SUMMARY 

Description: small plant; add e quipment to skim whey, sell whey cream, cool and ship whey. 

Whey returns are negative for a small plant that is disposing of its unseparated whey. The plant can consider 
installing a separator, cream tank, whey cooling system, associated tanks and lines. This would enable the plant to 
capture revenues from whey cream and cold raw whey sales. 

17 

The financial analysis shows that a capital investment of $159,500 is needed to equip the small plant for skimming 
whey and shipping both cold whey cream and cold whey. The small plant receiving 50,000 pounds of milk per week 
could see incremental profits (excluding depreciation) of $49 ,622 per year. This equals a return on investment (ROI) 
of 20 percent. If the milk volume per week increases to 150,000 pounds, the ROI becomes 64 percent. 

Note: the financial results of Model No. I are sensitive to changes in the whey price and volumes. 

37. 
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MODEL NO. Z SUMMARY 

Description: medium plant; add equipment to cool and ship whey. 

Whey returns are negative for a medium plant that is disposing of its separated whey. If the whey is sold warm (e.g .. 
for animal feed), the price received may be lower than cold whey (e.g. for human food use). If the plant cools the 
whey, it gains the ability to negotiate higher prices. In order to ship cold whey, the plant can evaluate the addition of 
a whey cooling system, associated tanks and lines. This would enable the plant to market their whey to a variety of 
processors. 

The financial analysis shows that a capital investment of $125,100 is needed to equip the medium plant to ship cold 
whey. The medium plant receiving 250,000 pounds of milk per week could see incremental profits (excluding 
depreciation) of $40,909 per year. This equals a return on investment (ROI) of 22 percent. If the milk volume per 
week increases to 1,000,000 pounds, the Raj becomes 97 percent. 

Note : the financial results of Model No.2 are sensitive to changes in the incremental price increase for shipping cold 
whey and volumes. 

MODEL NO.3 SUMMARY 

Description: medium plant; add equipment to RO concentrate, cool and ship 18% solids whey_ 

A medium plant currently shipping raw whey may have enough volume to justify minimal whey processing. The 
installation of a RO system, a concentrated whey cooling system, associated tanks and lines could generate higher 
sales revenues because the whey is concentrated. 

The financial analysis shows that a capital investment of $361 ,600 is needed to equip the medium plant to RO 
concentrate and ship cold 18 percent solids whey. The medium plant receiving 750,000 pounds of milk per week 
could see incremental profits (excluding depreciation) of $122,048 per year. This equals a return on investment 
(ROI) of 22 percent. If the milk volume per week increases to 2,000,000 pounds, the ROI becomes 67 percent. 

Note: the financial results of Model No.3 are sensitive to changes in the incremental price increase for shipping 
concentrated whey and volumes. 

MODEL NO.4 SUMMARY 

Description: medium plant; add equipment to UF whey, cool and ship WPC, ship permeate. 

A medium plant currently shipping whey may have enough volume to justify limited whey processing. The 
installation of a UF system for liquid WPC, a WPC cooling system, and associated tanks and lines could generate 
higher total sales revenues from WPC and permeate sales. 

The financial analysis shows that a capital investment of $349,600 is needed to equip the medium plant to UF whey, 
ship cold liquid WPC and ship permeate. The medium plant receiving 1,000,000 pounds of milk per week could see 
incremental profits (excluding depreciation) of $114,426 per year. This equals a return on investment (ROI) of 22 
percent. If the milk volume per week increases to 3,000,000 pounds, the ROI becomes 75 percent. 

Note: the financial results of Model No.4 are very sensitive to changes in the WPC price and volumes. 
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RETURN ON INVESTMENT ANALYSIS CONCLUSIONS 

This return on investment study found that attractive financial returns are possible for small and mediwn cheese 
plants that install additional whey processing. The volume of milk required to provide an acceptable return on 
investment (R0l) of 20 percent increased as whey processing became more complex. Cheese plants shipping 
significant volumes of whey are very likely to find strong demand and competitive product pricing that would reward 
their decision to install additional whey processing. 

Cheese plants wishing to use the results of this study for their own planning are advised that their individual 
circumstances will be different from the assumptions made in this study. The financial analysis tools used in this study 
provide the flexibility to input values that are accurate for a specific business model. Plant operators are encouraged 
to seek professional assistance when evaluating the potential financial benefit of additional whey processing (see 
Recommendations at the end of this report) . 

3L{ 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following recommendations from the Wisconsin Whey Opportunities Working Group represent next steps that 
should be taken to develop further the economic opportunity presented by Wisconsin whey. 

1. Create a long-term goal to e liminate land disposal of saleable whey or other co-products. Within 10 years, all 
saleable whey produced in Wisconsin should go to value-adding purposes, such as: food, animal feed or 
energy production (returning at least the whey value inherent in the cheese milk price). 

2. A lack of advance.d technical knowledge on whey processing within some dairy companies is an important 
barrier inhibiting their interest in producing valued-added products. Create new supports for small and 
medium-sized cheese plants to move from whey disposal to minimal processing or to value-added 
processing of whey. 

a. Education: (1) specific training programs on advanced whey processing and (2) workforce 
development assistance. Partners could include Wisconsin Center for Dairy Research (CDR), 
Wisconsin Cheese Makers Association (WCMA) , Wisconsin Milk Marketing Board (WMMB) , and 
Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development (OWD) . 

b. Financial: (1) micro-grants to link whey producers with financial and technical advisors on possible 
options, (2) capital investment grants, or access to capital, to help with the purchase of new 
equipment (e.g., cooling, membrane filtration). Partners could include Wisconsin state or local 
government, and regional economic development support. 

c . Industry awareness: statewide and regional workshops to explore technical and financial options for 
these plants. Industry partners could include CDR, WCMA, and WMMB. 

3. Research (key partner is CDR) technical issues that limit the maximum utilization of whey and whey 
permeate, including: 

a. Economically viable cooling systems for whey from small plants. 

b. How to add flavors or spices to cheese without contaminating the whey (best practices). 

c . How to color cheese without coloring the whey. 

d. How to handle difficult whey/ co-products, such as , acid whey or Gree k yogurt whey and permeate . 

e. Options for handling small whey volumes, pooling, storage and delivery options . 

f. Find economically feasible options to process whey permeate into value-added products (food and 
fuel) . 

4. Compile statistics on the utilization of whey and whey permeate in Wisconsin to inform decisions on 
strategies to improve the whey sector and to delineate change over time. 

a. Collect annual statistics on the production of raw whey, processed whey products and by-products 
such as whey permeate, for the Wisconsin whey industry. Key partners include Wisconsin 
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Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP), and National Agriculture 
Statistics Service (NASS). 

h. Catalog resources available to cheese makers and whey processing plants in the WI dairy industry. 
Key partners include DATCP, Division of Agriculture Development. 

5. Create best practice parameters for shipment of raw whey. Ultimate goal is to have all whey shipped at 
refrigeration temperature for best quality whey products, and to minimize food safety concerns. 

a . The dairy industry, CDR and DATCP- Division of Food Safety, should create parameters for safe 
shipment of warm whey. These parameters could be used by dairy plant operators to apply to 
DATCP-Department of Food Safety for a variance from requirements in ch. ATCP 80 .22 . In the future, 
these parameters may be the basis for amending existing dairy plant regulations. 

h. Parameters may include: 1) time and temperature limits for non-refrigerated whey between whey 
generation at the shipping plant and whey processing or cooling at the receiving plant, 2) pH of the 
whey and any processing steps that may prevent lactic acid production by bacteria present in the 
whey, 3) processing steps that may reduce competing microbial levels and thereby increase the risk 
of staphylococcal enterotoxin formation in warm whey, 4) sanitation steps taken to prevent 
contamination of whey with vegetative non-spore-forming pathogenic bacteria, 5) monitoring and 
documentation to verify safety. 

6 . Encourage partnership between dairy companies and local authorities to collaborate on the processing or 
treatment of whey or co-products for energy production. Partners include Wisconsin Office of Energy 
Independence (OEI), Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR), and DATCP. 

7. Further investigate whey market opportunities and engage Wisconsin whey processors to identify common 
and potential needs. Specific inquiries could include: 

a. Technical knowledge, workforce training, hwnan capital development. 

b. Value of a Wisconsin whey brand. 

c. Attraction strategies for whey value chain expansion locations within Wisconsin. 

d. Global market opportunities. 
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MOVING FORWARD 

Whey represents a significant economic opportunity for cheese manufacturers of all sizes. This report has addressed 
the current volume and processing of cheese whey in Wisconsin, regional whey buyers concerns and requirements 
for whey, and the return on investment for cheese makers considering whey handling and processing improvements. 

Wisconsin has an abundance of resources to help dairy companies address challenges and opportunities when using 
and processing whey. The following is a partial list of available resources . 

Wisconsin Center for Dairy Research (UW-CDR) 

General programs and how CDR works with industry: Torn Szalkucki, tszal@cdr.wisc.edu 

Latest whey research: John Lucey, jlucey@cdr.wisc.edu 

Whey processing/equipment: Mike Molitor, molitor@cdr.wisc.edu 

• Drying of dairy ingredients: Karen Smith, smith@cdr.wisc.edu 

Whey quality and regulations: Marianne Smukowski, msmuk@cdr.wisc.edu 

Impact of cheese making practices on whey: Dean Sommer, dsommer@cdr.wisc.e du 

• Whey product development and applications: KJ Burrington, burrington@cdr.wisc.edu 

Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP) 

Food safety: Peter Haase, 608-224-4711, peter.haase@wLgov 

• 

Market and business development: Norm Monsen, 608-224-5135, norm.monsen@wLgov 

Business financing: Carl Rainey, 608-224-5139, carl.rainey@wi.gov 

International trade and export services: Jen Pino-Gallagher, 608-224-5125, jen.pinogallagher@wi.gov 

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 

Agribusiness sector development: Christine F Lilek, 920-387-7898, christine.lilek@wisconsin.gov 

Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation (WEDe) 

Sector manager: Cate Rahmlow, 608-210-6845, cate.rahrnlow@wedc.org 

University of Wisconsin.Madison, Department of Food Science 

Product development: Scott Rankin, 608-263-2008, sarankin@wisc.edu 

Now is the time to reinvest in Wisconsin whey, as it represents a significant economic opportunity for cheese 
manufacturers and whey processors of all sizes. The state is well positioned to meet the industry's needs and increase 
the state's market share in both a national and international whey market. Together, we can ensure Wisconsin 
maintains its competitive advantage at the forefront of this rapidly growing sub-sector. 
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APPENDIX A: WISCONSIN WHEY PURCHASERS DIRECTORY 

This directory lists Wisconsin companies purchasing Wisconsin whey. Contact each company directly. 

Agropur Inc . 

Contact: Dan LaMarche 

Phone: 920-944-0973 

Fax: 920-944-0991 

E-mail: dan.lamarche@agropur.com 

Website: www.agropur.comand www.tregafoods.com 

Company Address: 3500 E. Destination Dr., Appleton, WI 54915 

Whey Products Purchased: Raw Whey; Concentrated Whey (RO); WPC (UF), Permeate 

BelGioioso Cheese Inc. 

Contact: Mark Schleitweiler 

Phone: 920-863-2123 

Fax: 920-863-8791 

E-mail: marks@belgioioso.com 

Website: www.belgioioso.com 

Company Address: 4200 Main St., Green Bay, W1 54311 

Whey Products Purchased: Raw Whey; Concentrated Whey (RO), Max solids: 20% 

Foremost Farms USA 

Contact: Darcy Craker or Kirk Layer 

Phone: 608-355-8679 - Darcy or 608-355-8779 - Kirk 

Fax: 608-355-8198 

E-mail: darcy.craker@foremostfanns.comor kirk.layer@foremostfarms.com 

Website: www.foremostfarms.com 
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Company Address: E10889 Penny Lane, Baraboo, WI 53913-8115 

Whey Products Purchased: Concentrated Whey (RO), Min solids 15%, Max Solids 50%; WPC (UF), Min protein 34%, Max protein 
40%; Permeate, Min solids 20%. 

Lynn Proteins, Inc. 

Contact: Bill Schwantes 

Phone: 715-238-7129 

Fax: 7 15-238-7130 

E-mail: bill@lynndairy.com 

Website: www.lynndairy.com 

Company Address: W I 929 US Hwy 10, Granton, WI 54436 

Whey Products Purchased: Raw Whey; Concentrated Whey (RO), Min solids 10%, Max solids 20%; WPC (UF). Min protein 34%, 
Max protein 60%; Permeate, Min solids 7%. 

Muscoda Protein Products LLP 

Contact: Scott Meister 

Phone: 608-739-3141 

Fax: 608-739-4348 

E-mail: smeister@meistercheese.com 

Website: www.meistercheese.com 

Company Address: 960 Industrial Dr., Muscoda, WI 53573 

Whey Products Purchased: Raw Whey; Concentrated Whey (RO), Min solids 12%, WPC (UF), Min protein 30%, Max protein 
50%; Permeate, Min solids 5%. 

Omega Protein (formerly Wisconsin Specialty Protein, LLC) 

Contact: Terry Olson 

Phone: 608-445-0354 

Fax: 608-768-9441 

E-mail: terry@artisanwhey.com 

Website: www.omegaprotein.com 54 
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Company Address: 522 Greenway Ct., Reedsburg, WI 53959 

Whey Products Purchased: Raw Whey; Concentrated Whey (RO); WPC (UP) 

Packerland Whey Products 

Contact: Steve Spaeth 

Phone: 855-551-9439 

E-mail: steve@packerlandwhey.com 

Website: www.packerlandwhey.com 

Company Address: 407 4th St., Luxemburg, WI 54217 

Whey Products Purchased: Raw Whey; Concentrated Whey (RO), Min solids 14%; WPC (UF). Max protein 34%; Permeate, Min 
solids 6%; Scotta, Acid Whey. 

PGP International, Inc. 

Contact: Mike Artery 

Phone: 608-934-1400 ext. 2223; Cell: 608-558-5721 

Fax: 608-934-1044 

E-mail: martery@pgpint.com 

Website: www.pgpint.comlcontactljuda-wisconsin-usa 

Company Address: N2689 County Road S, juda, WI 53550 

Whey Products Purchased: Raw Whey; Concentrated Whey (RO); WPC (UF); Permeate 

Saputo Cheese USA 

Contact: Patrick Fish 

Phone: 608-524-8244 ext. III 

Fax: 608-524-8091 

E-mail: pfish@saputo.com 

Website: www.saputo.com 

Company Address: 25 Tri State International Office Center, Suite 250, Lincolnshire, IL 60069 

Whey Products Purchased: Raw Whey; Concentrated Whey (RO), Min solids 6%; WPC (UF) 
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Torke lson Che ese Company 

Contact: Lindsey White 

Phone: (815 )369-5547 

Fax: (815) 369-2302 

E-mail: lindsey@torkelsoncheese.com 

Website: www.torkelsoncheese.com 

Company Address: 9453 W . Louisa Rd ., Le na. IL 61048 

Whey Products Purchased: Raw Whey; Concentrated Whey (RO)l Permeate Min solids 5%; UF Milk Permeate 

Wisconsin Whey Protein) Inc. (Turtle Lake plant) 

Contact: Robert (Bob) Krikorian 

Phone: (508)-424- 1130 x 105 

Fax: (508)-424-1140 

E-mail: bOb@stainlesstech.com 

Website: www.wisconsinwheyprotein.com 

Company Address: 40 Speen St, Suite 201, Framingham, MA 01701 

Whey Products Purchase d: Raw Whey; Concentrated Whey (RO) Min solids 15%; WPC (UF) Min protein 34%, Max protein 60%; 
Permeate 

Yl 



Attachment 4 

Dairy Institute of California Proposed Section 1 051.50( q) - "Other Solids Price" 

N Dv-:-:>R one - hUr1ciy-eci-liJ 
§1051.50(q) - Other Solids"lPrice. The other solids price per pound, rounded to the nearestcent, 
shall be the U.S. average NDSPRWhey Protein Concentrate - 34% Price reported by the 
Department for the month divided by 0.34, with the result multiplied by 0.12, with 0.3110 
subtracted from the result, with the result multiplied by 1.03; provided that the Other Solids 
Price so calculated for the month shall not be less than $0.0424, nor more than $0.2542. In the 
event that a NDPSR Whey Protein Concentrate - 34% Price is not available, the Whey Protein 
Concentrate - 34% Price shall be the simple average of the weekly CentraVWest WPC-34 
Mostly Price as reported in Dairy Market News between the 26th of the prior month and the 25 th 

of the month in which the price being computed will be effective. 

Formula expressed in mathematical terms: «(WPC34 Price/0.34) * 0.12) - 0.3110) * 1.03 
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i\10/l;lWE. WISCONSIN 

Phone: (608) 325-3021 
Fax: (608) 325-3027 

W7839 State Road 81 
Monroe, WI 53566 
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FETA CHEESE GREEK YOGURT MUENSTER & BRICK 

Hello, my name is Steve Buholzer. My brothers and I, and our children, own Klondike 

Cheese Co. It is a midsize cheese factory located in Monroe, WI. Klondike was 

established in the late 1800's as a co-op. In 1925 my grandfather, Ernest Buholzer, was 

hired by the co-op as a cheese maker. In 1947, my father Alvin and my mother Rosa 

took over the management of the co-op. In 1973, our family bought the co-op. Over 

the years we have produced a variety of cheeses to try to stay profitable . Klondike 

Cheese Co. currently manufactures traditional Feta, flavored Feta, Brick, Muenster and 

Havarti cheeses and most recently, Greek yogurt. 

In 2001, Klondike expanded its business by constructing a new cheese manufacturing 

facility and installing a computerized, fully automated coagulator. With the addition of 

the coagulator and advanced technology, Klondike has more than doubled their 

production of Feta to meet the growing demand for this specialty cheese. In 2013, 

Klondike expanded again to produce Greek yogurt. 

In the 1940's we produced 4 wheels of Swiss cheese per day. Today we produce over 

125,000 Ibs. of cheese a day. In the 1980's we were a sma ll family business with 8 

employees. We now have 162 employees. We have grown from 10 patron farms to 

75. Our current patrons are larger and produce more milk than our early patrons. We 

have gone from processing 20,000 Ibs. of milk per day to 1,000,000 Ibs. of milk per day. 

2014 American Cheese Society Contest 
Feto Cheese 1 Best of Class 
Flavored Fete Cheese I Best of Class, Second, and Third Places 
Reduced Fat· Lighl/lne and Reduced Fat Cheeses I Second Place 
Fot-Free/ low-Fot Fete Cheese I Third Place 

i 
2013 United States Cheese Championship Contest 

Flavored Fete I Best of Class & Second Place 
low-Fat Cheese & Fat free Feto I Best of Class & Third Place 

Reduced Fat SoH & Semi· SoH Cheeses I Second Place 
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Klondike Cheese Co. currently sells cheese and yogurt to many national retailers and 

foodservice distributors. Our product mix is 75% foodservice and 25% retail. We sell 

our own Odyssey branded product as well as private label. 

We are located 7 miles from the nearest municipality and therefore have to process 

our own wastewater. In 2006, we upgraded our wastewater facility at a cost of $3.9 

million and ongoing operation costs of $300,000 each year. Our wastewater treatment 

plant is an anaerobic and aerobic pretreatment system . We spread the treated water 

on 100 acres of land that we own. Alfalfa is grown and harvested, on this land, by local 

farmers. Hydraulic loading is an issue for us. We are limited in the amount of 

wastewater we can process in 1 day due to our limited acreage. There is no adjacent 

land for purchase that would allow us to expand. 

Due to these land constraints and tighter DNR requirements, we are in the planning 

stages of an upgrade to a higher rate system, at an estimated $3 million. This will allow 

us to expand our cheese and yogurt production only, but will not allow us to expand 

into whey drying. 

For a small to midsize cheese manufacturer, the demands for our whey stream have 

changed dramatically. In the 1960's, all of the whey went back to local farms to be 

used as hog feed. As more farmers got out of the hog business, the whey started to 

become a burden. Klondike put in equipment to at first ship warm whey to a drying 
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facility for animal feed. A few years later we upgraded to cool the whey and were able 

to ship it to a plant that made whey protein concentrate. In 1984, we installed our first 

ultra-filtration system. This allowed us to sell WPC34 to a neighboring whey processing 

facility, in order to gain revenue . At that time, permeate was spread on the land as 

fertilizer. In 2004, we installed a reverse osmosis system for the permeate, so that we 

could increase the solids and sell it to a neighboring processor to increase revenue. Our 

whey processing capabilities are limited by our production of Feta cheese. Feta cheese 

produces a higher acid whey that must be blended with other whey in order to be 

dried. This fact, along with our limited waste water capacity, only allows us to sell 

liquid products to a larger whey processing facility, thus limiting the amount of 

revenue we can generate. At this time, Klondike Cheese has no other options to 

recoup any additional revenue from its whey stream. 

The issue is that the other solids milk price is based on the dry whey price, which 

doesn't accurately reflect on our whey revenue. So there are months that Klondike 

Cheese cannot earn revenues on concentrated whey and permeate that meet the 

whey value in the class 3 milk price. This will be demonstrated in the attached 

spreadsheet. This deficit hinders our ability to invest in our operation, in the face of 

ever increasing costs brought on by buyer demands, food safety requirements, 

environmental regulations and overheads. 

2014 American Cheese Society Contest 
Feta Cheese I Best of Closs 
Flavored Fete Cheese I Best of Class, Second, and Third Places 
Reduced Fat· light/ Lite and Reduced Fat Cheeses I Second Place 
fot~ free/low-Fat Feto Cheese I Third Place 
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Klondike Cheese Whey P&L 

Milk Purchases NOM Purchases 
TOTAL NOM Estimated Estimated FMMOOS Calculated 

2014 TOTAL MILK Milkfat Milk Protein Milk OS Lbs. NOM Protein NOMOS per # OS Cost 

JAN 11.526,621 458,489 361,444 655,880 467,185 168,187 298,998 $0.4155 $396,752 
FEB 11,586,740 464,912 362,387 656,676 496,549 178,758 317,791 $0.4453 $433,930 
MAR 13,882,303 544,422 428,256 787.020 573,655 206,516 367 .139 $0.4700 $542,455 
APR 14,995,495 575,470 458.133 852,089 686,839 247,262 439,577 $0.4926 $636,275 
MAY 15.513.855 578,442 469,949 885 ,348 695,782 250,482 445,300 $0.4897 $651,619 
JUN 14,971,185 543,208 442,028 861,455 681 .333 245,280 436,053 $0.4942 $641,229 
JUL 15.705,478 577,843 465,644 899,419 685,076 246.627 438,449 $0.5046 $675,088 
AUG 13,558,479 501 ,347 399,762 774,143 550,248 198.089 352,159 $0.5036 $567 ,205 
SEP 13,326,743 503,322 403,623 760,570 573,974 206,631 367,343 $0.4876 $549,970 
OCT 13,875,626 549.889 432,824 794,810 577.575 207,927 369,648 $0.4652 $541,706 
NOV 13,069,626 511 ,930 412,145 748,827 463,719 166,939 296,780 $0.4505 $471 .046 
DEC 13,849851 533,848 430949 794950 466,766 168,036 298,730 ~03996 $437 ,034 

TOTALS 165,862,002 6,343,122 5,067,144 9,471 ,185 6,918,701 2,490,732 4,427,969 $0.6910 $6,544,309 
t , \.Vl ~..LA Uf O t~ \ (I i' '1/, COn~nT( A -t E'_ ,::)CI. \ ' ':0, 

..,). UF Whey Sales Whey Permeate Sales TOTAL Cost of Products Sold Margin from Whey 
TOTAL AVERAGE TOTAL UF TOTAL AVERAGE TOTAL PERM WHEY FMMOOS Processing Net Marg in per 

2014 POUNDS PRICE 1# REVENUE POUNDS PRICE 1 # REVENUE REVENUE Cost Cost Net Margin Cw!. Milk 

JAN 278,120 $1.5456 $429.852 504 ,312 $0.1000 $50,431 $480,283 -$396.752 -$25.905 $57,626 $0.4999 
FEB 252.068 $1.5869 $400,015 521 ,557 $0.1000 $52. 156 $452,171 -$433.930 -$23,478 -$5,237 -$0.0452 
MAR 291,049 $1.5588 $453,694 544,358 $0.0945 $51,436 $505,130 -$542,455 -$27.109 -$64,434 -$0.4641 
APR 339,667 $1.5593 $529,639 593.093 $0.1000 $59,309 $588,948 -$636,275 -$31,638 -$78,965 -$0.5266 
MAY 343,272 $1.5488 $531 ,665 652,114 $0.0935 $60,958 $592,623 -$651,619 -$31,973 -$90,969 -$0.5864 
JUN 319,136 $1.4724 $469,909 639.638 $0.0930 $59.509 $529,418 -$641.229 -$29,725 -$141,536 -$0.9454 
JUL 346,421 $1.4125 $489.308 635,706 $0.0984 $62.552 $551,860 -$675,088 -$32.267 -$155,494 -$0.9901 
AUG 250,634 $1.5307 $383,640 565.070 $0.0989 $55,888 $439,529 -$567,205 -$23.345 -$151,021 -$1.1139 
SEP 258,572 $1 .5044 $388,991 618,290 $0.0949 $58,689 $447,679 -$549,970 -$24,084 -$126,375 -$0.9483 
OCT 281 ,447 $1.4013 $394,403 558,169 $0.101 1 $56.406 $450,808 -$541,706 -$26,215 -$117,112 -$0.8440 
NOV 242,140 $1.3110 $317,456 492.888 $0.0982 $48.394 $365,850 -$471.046 -$22.554 -$127,750 -$0.9775 
DEC 278,095 $1 .1932 $331 823 506,783 $0.1020 $51,671 $383,494 -$437.034 -$25,903 -$79,443 -$0.5736 

TOTALS 3,480,620 $1.4711 $5,120,395 6,831 ,978 $0.0977 $667,398 $5,787,793 -$6,544,309 -$324,196 -$1,080,711 -$0.6516 



Whey Operating Costs 2014 
labor $112,720 
Chemicals/Cleaning $41,600 
Electric Cost $46,280 
Wastewater $55,000 
Depreciation $3,596 

Membrane Replacement 

3 Y Membrane life ~41,667 $125K over 3 Years 

1.5 Year Membrane life ~23,333 $50K aver 1.5 Yea rs 

Total Costs $324,196 Per Year 

$27,016 Avg Per Month 

$0.0931 Avg Per 1/ UF Solids 



Whey Pricing 

I am Steve Stettler, President of Decatur Dairy Inc. in Brodhead Wisconsin . We 

have been a cooperative since 1942 and were started by seven farmers to turn 

their milk into cheese and market it. 

12? 

Decatur Dairy has seen several changes over the years and has grown over the 

years to supply the needs of its customers. We have went from making Swiss 

cheese to Muenster, Brick Cheese, Farmer Cheese and now we also make Havarti, 

Gouda, Specialty Swiss and Cheese Curds. Decatur Dairy makes several smaller 

batches of cheese for its retail store, producing its own Colby, Cojack, Monterey 

Jack and several Smoked Cheeses 

Decatur Dairy Inc. has sold its whey since the early 1970's to processors to take 

the protein out of the product. Decatur Dairy has always sold warm whey and has 

whey processing plants close to the facility. 

Back in the 1970's Decatur Dairy was paid a flat rate for whey. The rate being .14 

to .16 cents on solids and that did not change until 2012 when the rate changed 

to a percentage of dry whey. Dry whey pricing hurts us because we only sell wet 

whey and for Decatur to build a dryer is out of the question. 

My cooperative is in favor of changing the way whey is priced in milk pricing. 

Decatur Dairy sells its cheese, cream and whey and that is how we pay for milk 

and the milk price is based. When the other solids price gets raised we pay more 

for solids than the whey solids price can make up for. Decatur Dairy feels that our 

milk price will not be lower because of this, but will be more competitive and fair. 

The cooperative has had many discussions on whey and how to sell it and if it 

makes sense to invest in the equipment to process. There are so many issues for 

us to invest in processing equipment for whey. 

Waste water is a big issue as whey equipment would add another 30000 gallons 

of waste water in just cleaning the equipment and if you want to reuse the water 

there would be the redesign of piping to handle the water and cleaning those 

1 



lines add more waste water also. Waste water improvements to handle this 

amount of water and the byproduct of permeate would be as high a two million 

dollars that really doesn't have a pay back. 

Decatur Dairy would also have to expand the building for equipment and right 

now land is not available for building additions. The cooperative could easily be 

three millions dollars plus in investments if whey investment was looked at. 

The way whey pricing is being done, the money that is paid for whey really 

doesn't cover the investment if it is not changed. In the past if you invested in 

whey equipment at the right time it would pay for itself because it did not have a 

huge impact on milk pricing and other solids did not have the high value and the 

demand was not as great as it is today. Unfortunately, we did not have the space 

or facility to invest in the equipment. 

Our cooperative strongly encourages a review of this pricing. Decatur Dairy has 

been short on covering milk costs the last five years with 2012 being a negative 

0.5386, 2013 was a negative 0.5291, 2014 was a negative 0.~7114 and 2015 was 

a negative 0.0675. The only months in those years that the cooperative was in the 

black and covering their costs were July 2015 with a positive 0.0358, August 2015 

with a positive 0.2735 and September was a positive 0.4649. 

Decatur Dairy would like to invest in whey and do processing the correct way, but 

it just doesn't work with the current system. We all know demand for solids will 

come back and the milk price will reflect that for the farmer. The cooperative 

would like to see a system where the price of whey would generate some profits 

to reinvest in whey processing as it is a huge expense. 

Steve Stettler 
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Decatur Dairy Whey Solids Margin 

Buy at FMMO Other Solids Price 

Sell at S2.5% of NDPSR Whey Price 

NOP5R Whey 52.5% of NOP5R 

FMMO 05 Price Price Whey 

Jan-12 $0.5032 $0.6876 $0.3610 

Feb-12 $0.4541 $0.6400 $0.3360 
Mar-12 $0.4239 $0.6107 $0.3206 

Apr-12 $0.4048 $0.5921 $0.3109 

May-12 $0.3500 $0.5389 $0.2829 

Jun-12 $0.3113 $0.5013 $0.2632 

lul-12 $0.3123 $0.5023 $0.2637 

Aug-12 $0.3462 $0.5352 $0.2810 

5ep-12 $0.3971 $0.5846 $0.3069 

Ocl-12 $0.4340 $0.6205 $0.3258 

Nov-12 $0.4624 $0.6480 $0.3402 

Oec-12 $0.4758 $0.6610 $0.3470 

Jan-13 $0.4647 $0.6503 $0.3414 

Feb-13 $0.4534 $0.6393 $0.3356 

Mar-13 $0.4179 $0.6048 $0.3175 
Apr-13 $0.3863 $0.5741 $0.3014 

May-13 $0.3887 $0.5765 $0.3027 

Jun-13 $0.3859 $0.5738 $0.3012 

lul -13 $0.3927 $0.5804 $0.3047 
Aug-13 $0.3901 $0.5778 $0.3033 
5ep-13 $0.3914 $0.5791 $0.3040 
Oct-13 $0.3852 $0.5731 $0.3009 
Nov-13 $0.3955 $0.5831 $0.3061 
Dec-13 $0.3826 $0.5706 $0.2996 
1an-14 $0.4155 $0.6025 $0.3163 

Feb-14 $0.4453 $0.6314 $0.3315 
Mar-14 $0.4700 $0.6554 $0.3441 
Apr-14 $0.4926 $0.6774 $0.3556 
May-14 $0.4897 $0.6745 $0.3541 
Jun-14 $0.4942 $0.6789 $0.3564 
lul-14 $0.5046 $0.6890 $0.3617 
Aug-14 $0.5036 $0.6880 $0.3612 
Sep-14 $0.4876 $0.6725 $0.3531 
Oct-14 $0.4652 $0.6508 $0.3416 
Nov-14 $0.4505 $0.6365 $0.3342 
Dec-14 $0.3996 $0.5871 $0.3082 
Jan-15 $0.4001 $0.5875 $0.3084 
Feb-IS $0.3273 $0.5169 $0.2714 
Mar-IS $0.2918 $0.4824 $0.2533 
Apr- IS $0.2698 $0.4610 $0.2420 
May-IS $0.2533 $0.4450 $0.2336 
Jun-15 $0.2322 $0.4245 $0.2229 
lui-IS $0.2004 $0.3937 $0.2067 
Aug-IS $0.1151 $0.3108 $0.1632 
sep-1S $0.0465 $0.2442 $0.1282 

2012 $0.4063 $0.5935 $0.3116 

~ $0.4029 $0.5902 $0.3099 
2014 $0.4682 $0.6537 $0.3432 
2015 $0.2374 $0.4296 $0.2255 

Whey Sales 

FMMO 05 Cost Value per ewt 
@5.69%05 @ 5.69%05 Plant OS Margin 

$2.8632 $2.0540 -$0.8092 

$2.5838 $1.9118 -$0.6720 

$2.4120 $1.8243 -$0.5877 

$2.3033 $1.7688 -$0.5346 

$1.9915 $1.6098 ·$0.3817 

$1.7713 $1.4975 -$0_2738 

$1.7770 $1.5005 -$0.2765 

$1.9699 $1.5988 -$0.3711 

$2.2595 $1.7463 -$0.5132 

$2.4695 $1.8536 -$0.6159 

$2.6311 $1.9357 -$0.6953 

$2.7073 $1.9746 -$0.7327 

$2.6441 $1.9426 -$0.7015 

$2.5798 $1.9097 -$0.6701 

$2.3779 $1.8067 -$0.5712 

$2.1980 $1.7150 -$0.4831 

$2.2117 $1.7221 -$0.4896 

$2.1958 $1.7141 -$0.4817 

$2.2345 $1.7338 -$0.5007 

$2.2197 $1.7260 -$0.4936 

$2.2271 $1.7299 -$0.4971 

$2.1918 $1.7120 -$0.4798 

$2.2504 $1.7419 -$0.5085 

$2.1770 $1.7045 -$0.4725 

$2.3642 $1.7998 -$0.5644 

$2.5338 $1.8861 -$0.6476 
$2.6743 $1.9578 -$0.7165 
$2.8029 $2.0236 -$0.7793 
$2.7864 $2.0149 -$0.7715 

$2.8120 $2.0280 -$0.7840 

$2.8712 $2.0582 ·$0.8130 
$2.8655 $2.0552 -$0.8103 
$2.7744 $2.0089 -$0.7655 
$2.6470 $1.9440 -$0.7030 

$2.5633 $1.9014 -$0.6620 
$2.2737 $1.7538 -$0.5199 
$2.2766 $1.7550 -$0.5216 

$1.8623 $1.5441 -$0.3182 
$1.6603 $1.4410 -$0.2193 
$1.5352 $1.3771 -$0.1580 
$1.4413 $1.3293 -$0.1120 
$1.3212 $1.2681 -$0.0531 
$1.1403 $1.1761 $0.0358 
$0.6549 $0.9284 $0.2735 
$0.2646 $0.7295 $0.4649 

$2.3116 $1.7730 -$0.5386 
$2.2923 $1.7632 -$0.5291 
$2.6641 $1.9527 -$0.7114 
$1.3507 $1.2832 -$0.0676 
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Introduction 

My name is Alan Zolin. I have been retained by Hilmar Cheese Company to work with Dairy 
Institute of California (DIC) to develop an alternative proposal to Cooperative Proposal I . I have 
worked with a task force made up of a number of representatives from DIC member companies 
in order to develop and submit Proposal 2. 

Description of Proposal 2 Producer Milk 

Section 1051.13 is commonly known as the Producer Mi lk section of all the FMMO's. This 
Section, in coordination with the Performance standards from paragraph 7(c), defines what milk 
may be associated with the Order. As 1 have stated in previous testimony the DIC working 
group used Order 30 language as a basis for Proposal 2. Proposal 2 has added a reference to a 
9(d) provision. I will address the 9(d) provision at another time. I would li ke to thank the 
USDA representative Henry Schaefer for providing an overview of the Producer Milk provision. 
We agree with Mr. Schaefer's testimony and his characterization of the operat!0!!~! aspects. 

In Proposal 2 we follow directly with the existing Order 30 language for paragJ:l!ph 13. We 
maintain the same language for the following concepts: 

I) Milk will be priced at the location of the plant where it is first physically received; 
" 2)" Producer touch ·base requirement is one day' s production or 48,000 Ibs of milk, 

whichever is the smallest; 
3) To be eligible for diversion, touch base must be met anytime in the first month the dairy 

farmer is a producer; 
4) Re-association with the market is necessary if a dairy farmer losses producer status; 
5) Milk that is diverted shall be priced at the location of the plant to which diverted; 
6) Producer under a State Pricing Program; 

7) 125 Rule will be applied for re-pooling milk; and 
8) Penalty for evading provisions - Section 1051.13(f)(4). 

The diversion limitations that are part of Proposal 2 are a reciprocal of the base shipping 
percentage (10%) described in 7(c) (100% minus shipping percentage). This relationship would 
also apply for any of the bracketed adjustments that may occur in 7(c)(2). And finally, if the 
Market Administrator (MA) makes an adjustment to the shipping requirements, under 
§ 1051.7(c), that adjusted shipping requirement should be used in determining the diversion 
limits. 

This concludes my testimony. 
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Proposals to Promulgate a Federal Milk Marketing Order for California 
Hearing in Clovis, California, October 2015 

Second Statement of John H Vetne on FMMO policy evolution: 
Pricing Grade A Milk Used to Manufacture Dairy Products 

In my prior statement, I outlined the evolution of orderly marketing concepts 
applied by USDA to economic regulation under Federal Milk Marketing Orders, and 
introduced the agency's application of supply and demand pricing under 7 U.s.C . 
Sec. 60Sc(lS) to individual marketing areas. The discussion highlighted the views 
of leading dairy experts who have guided the evolution of USDA's milk marketing 
order policies, conforming to the instruction of the Secretary's Judicial Officer 
concerning the role such expert views have in marketing order development and 
review. l 

In this statement I will review the evolution of surplus milk pricing policies under 
FMMOs. In yesterday's testimony, Bill Schiek traced much ofthis history and 
identified the culmination of agency surplus milk pricing policy as of FMlVIO reform 
in 1999, which bears repetition: 

The importance of using minimum prices that are market-clearing for 
milk used to make cheese and butter/nonfat dry milk cannot be 
overstated. The prices for milk used in these products must reflect 
supply and demand, and must not exceed a level that would require 
handlers to pay more for milk than needed to clear the market and 
make a profit . 

64 Fed Reg 16026, 16094 - 95 (April 2, 1999). For "clear the market" pricing, 
remember that minimum pricing is guided by Section 60Sc(lS), and the focus of that 
section is on supply and demand for milk and milk products "in the marketing area 
to which the contemplated" milk order relates. 

USDA's post-FMMO reform "clear the market" policy was tested in 2001-02 when 
manufactured dairy product make allowances were addressed in a hearing. In that 
proceeding, some producer groups urged USDA to provide more revenue to 
producers by establishing make allowances at a rate less than the "clear the market 
and make a profit" objective_ The producers observed that many dairy farmers 
were suffering financial distress and experienced costs of production in excess of 
milk revenue. The Secretary responded as follows: 

I In re Borden, Inc., 46 Agric. Dec. 1315, 1420 (19S7). The Judicial Officer further 
explained by process by which Dairy Programs staff - economists who are "thoroughly 
familiar with the writings of the agricultural economists in the field" - and OGe attorneys 
collaborate to produce a decision for final agency approval. Id. At 1409 - 10. 
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There appears to be no logical or economic reason for changing make 
allowances for processing plants because of a change in the cost of 
producing milk. If milk is to clear the market, plants must be willing 
to accept it. Make allowances that decline as a result of increasing 
milk production costs would squeeze plant margins, and manufacturers 
will have to choose between not receiving milk, refusing to receive 
pooled milk, or paying less than order prices to cooperative 
associations for milk used in manufactured products. None of these 
outcomes would be in the best long' term interests of dairy farmers, 
processors, or consumers. Many dairy farmers, facing increased costs of 
production, would have to find alternative outlets for their milk. 

67 Fed Reg. 67905, 67915 (Nov. 7, 2002) 

The 1962 Nourse Report2 explains the classified pricing system , and pricing policies, 
in Part II of the Report . On pages II·1·6 to 7, the Report explains that national 
supply and demand drive hard dairy product prices, but market clearing prices for 
milk must be assessed on a local basis: 

Passing from Class I to the lowest price classification, it is to be noted 
that, if the market price structure is to permit the marketing of the 
entire supply available to a market, price levels for surplus milk 
sufficiently remunerative to raw milk buyers to assure handling of 
such milk should be established for the lowest value classification. 
From this it follows that the group of products included in this lowest 
price category (as well as the prices established for this class) depends 
upon the supply of milk in excess of Class I requirements, the products 
that the local market processors can manufacture from these excesses, 
and the prices that can be realized for these products. Historically, 
order prices have been lowest for milk used for the relatively highly 
concentrated products, such as butter and the sO 'called "hard" cheeses. 
The market prices for these products (which influence the prices 
pl'oducers can ch arge handlers) are largely determined on the basis of 
supply and demand forces of national scope) including government 
outlets under the price support program. 

The Nourse Report described product price formulas and competitive milk price 
formulas for surplus milk pricing. At the end of its discussion on surplus milk 
pricing, the Nourse Committee cautioned (at pp. n ' 1-20 to 21) on the need to 
continuously reassess pricing levels for surplus milk as conditions ch ange from time 
to t ime: 

While there are various types of form ulas that are used in establishing 

2 Nourse, e t al., Report to the S ecretalY of Agriculture by the Federal J.IIhlk Order Study 
Committee (USDA, 1962), http://dairy.wisc.eduipubPod/pubs/Nourse.pdf 
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surplus prices, no formula so far developed has given the right answer 
all the time. The final judgment in regard to the surplus price must be 
based on the developments in the market. A formula may yield fairly 
satisfactory results for a considerable period of time, and then yield 
wrong prices which cause undue hardship to some elements in the 
market, and. yield windfalls to others. Accordingly, close and 
continuous attention must be devoted to surplus pricing not only in 
relation to internal market developments, but also in respect to 
relationships between surplus prices in adjacent fluid milk markets 
and national manufactured dairy products markets. 

A decade after the Nourse Report, USDA's Milk Pricing Advisory Committee set the 
stage for use of product price formulas to fix prices for surplus milk.3 Part II ofthe 
Advisory Committee Report recommended that product price formulas be used to 
price Grade A milk used to produce butter, powder and cheese in the absence of 
reliable Grade B survey competitive prices (M-W), because the Grade B milk volume 
was rapidly dwindling. Following the foundation laid in the Nourse Report, the 
Advisory Committee explained fundamental principles for surplus milk pricing: 

In establishing such a substitute [for the M-W] procedure, the 
following principles must be recognized: The residual market for 
manufactured products must clear. To do this , product prices must be 
flexible. Surplus milk prices must, in turn, closely track revenues from 
manufactured products or economic distortions will result.4 

* * * * 
The prices of the so-called "hard" manufactured products (butter , 
cheese and nonfat dry milk) are established in a national market ... . 
Handler s producing such products have no opportunity to adjust prices 
at which they sell such products to assure adequate margins relative to 
the price for surplus milk established under a milk order. Therefore, 
the level of surplus price relative to the more or less fixed revenues on 
manufactured products, as determined by the national market, tends 
to prescribe the margins a processor realizes on surplus mille If all the 
reserve supplies of milk not needed for fluid use are to be marketed in 
an orderly way and the market cleared, the price for surplus milk must 

3 USDA, Milk Pricing Policy and Procedures, Pal-t I, The Milk Pricing Problem, Report of 
the Milk Pricin g Advisory Committee, March 1972, 
http ://dairy.wisc.eduIPubPod/ReferencefLibrary/Knutson,eta1.1972. pdf, andUSDA, Milk 
Pricing Policy and Procedures, Part II, Alternative Pricing Procedures, Report of the Milk 
Pricing Advisory Committee, March 1973, 
h ttp:ffdairy. wisc.eduIPubPodiReferencefLibraryfKn utson,etal. 03.1973. pdf 

, Milk Pricing Policy and Procedures, Part II, p. 12. 
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be closely related to net revenues from the sale of manufactured 
products after the deduction of processing costs.5 

Recognizing the importance of a reasonable make allowance to assure manufacturer 
margins, and thereby willing market· clearing capacity, the Advisory Committee 
cautioned that constant review and frequent adjustment would be required. 

One of the most troublesome aspects of developing a product price 
formula is obtaining an adequate basis for arriving at a measure of 
manufacturing costs or make allowances and keeping them up to date. 
The Department and the industry cannot shirk this responsibility. 
The Committee considers ani annual review of make allowances, on a 
verifiable basis, to be necessary in order to keep up with inflation and 
the effects of technological change as an input to Federal order ... 
decisions. G 

The guidance provided by the Advisory Committee has largely been followed by 
USDA in product price formulas adopted in the 1990's (for butter & powder), and in 
FMMO reform. But review and assessment of make costs, and updating of make 
allowances, has fallen somewhat short. 7 

The current reference product price formula for Class III and IV milk was fixed for 
federallY'regulated milk markets at the time of FMMO reform in 1999. A 
significant contribution to the agency's class pricing deliberation was made by the 
1996 Cornell U .S. Dairy Sector Simulator,S based on 1993 supply and demand 
conditions, which quantified a price surfacef for Class I milk.9 The USDSS report 
also showed price surfaces for milk used to produce butter, powder and cheese. For 

5 Id. p. 58. 
6 Id. p. 14, emphasis in original. 
7 The Advisory Committee also recommended that USDA take a more active role in 
developing pricing proposals and explaining the market situation in advance of hearing, in 
greater fairness to participants, following the example set by CD FA. Id. p. 77. 
8 Pratt, James, Andrew Novakovic, Mark Stephenson, Phil Bishop, and Eric Erba, US 
Dairy Sector Simulator-A Spatially Disaggregated Model of the US Dairy Industry, 
Cornell Agriculture Economics Staff Paper, November 1996, 
http://dairy. wisc.ed ulpubPodJpu bs/SP9606. pdf 
9 A price surface for fluid milk was observed as early as 1955 in an AMS study entitled 
"Regulations Affecting the Movement and Merchandizing of Milk," Market Rsch. Rpt. No. 
98 (AMS, USDA, June 1955), discussed in Novakovic, Andrew & James Pratt, Geographic 
Price Relationships Under Federal Milk Ma.rketing Orders, Dept. of Agric. Econ., Cornell 
University, Sept. 1991, at. P. 24. 
http://ageconsearch. umn.eduibitstream/123110/2/Cornell Dyson rb9108.pdf 
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powder and butter, the lowest prices on the national surface were in the West and 
Northwest. 

The 1993 NFDM price surface lowest price was in central California: 

Simu lated Value of Standardized Milk at Powder Plants. S/ewt. 
Based on 1993 Annual Data 

PRE LIM INARY 
A 11 

This generally corresponds with the geographic distribution of 1993 NFDM 
production as reported by NASS. For 1993, the national midpoint of total US 
NFDM production - an approximate line where half of the NFDM is produced to 
the west of the line, and half to the east - was along the eastern border of California 
and Washington. These two states accounted for 545,055,000 lbs NFDM, nearly 
58% of total US NFDM production of 947,117,000 lbs. NASS Dairy Products, 
Annual Summary 1995, Ex. i2B , p. 7. The 1993 relationship of California NFDM 
production to the rest of the United States was similar in 2004 and 2014. NASS 
Dairy Products, Annual Summaries, 2005 and 2015, Ex. \28 , pp. 13, 19. 

The 1993 USDSS price surface for cheese revealed low price locations in the far 
~ Upper Midwest, Southern Idaho, and in Central California, as shown on the 

5 



following USDSS map: 

Simulated Class III Priee of Standardized Milk at Cheese Plants Slew!. 
Based on 1993 Annual Data 

PRELIMINARY A1 0 

The corresponding geographic distribution of Cheese production, as well as the sub
category of cheddar cheese production in 1993, is shown in NASS Dairy Products. 
The Western states produced only 23% of the nation's cheese, and 22% of the 
nation's cheddar cheese in 1993. The geographic midpoint was approximately in the 
north central areas of NASS reporting regions. Ex. i28 , pp. 3, 5, 6. NASS dairy 
products data for 2004 and 2014 reveal that the cheese and cheddar cheese 
production midpoint is still in the midwest (NASS Central region) , even though the 
production share represented by the West climbed to 43% for all cheese, and 46% for 
cheddar cheese in 2014. Ex. i 2..'0 , pp. 9·11, 15·17. It logically follows that a 
average price for cheese, or for cheddar cheese, would essentially be a Midwest 
price. We do not know, unfortunately, whether the geographic distribution of 
NDPSR cheddar cheese production, or survey price averages, follow this pattern. 

6 



The current list of California cheese plants that contribute to this picture is 
contained in the CDFA dairy plant list, reproduced on pp. 20-24 of Exhibit i2!6, and 
in a CMAB list of cheese plants eligible to use the "Real California" seal, Exhibit 

\ 2'b , pp. 25-43. 

Finally, a Census Bureau economic report showing California cheese plants grouped 
by employee numbers is contained in Exhibit i2.5 , pp . 44-45. 

7 



References 

AMS, USDA, Federal Milk Marketing Order Reform documents. 
http://www.ams.usda.gov/rules-regulations/moa/dailylhistory {includes links to the 
Final Decision, 64 Fed. Reg. 16026 (Apr. 2, 1999) 

AMS, USDA, FMMO Reform, Regulatory Impact Analysis, March 1999, 
http://www .ams. usda. gov/sites/ defa ultlfiles/media/FO R%20Regulatory% 20Impact% 
20Analysis.pdf 

Nourse, et aI. , Report to the Secretary of Agriculture by the Federal Milk Order 
Study Committee (USDA, 1962), http://dairy.wisc.edu/pubPodlpubslNourse .pdf 

Novakovic, Andrew & James Pratt, Geographic Price Relationships Under Federal 
Milk Marketing Orders, Dept. of Agric. Econ., Cornell University, Sept. 1991, 
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/bitstream/123110/2/Cornell Dyson rb9108.pdf 

Pratt, J ames, Andrew Novakovic, Mark Stephenson, Phil Bishop, and Eric Erba, 
Us. Dairy Sector Simulator - A Spatially Disaggregated Model of the US. Dairy 
Industry, Cornell Agriculture Economics Staff Paper, November 1996, 
http://dairy.wisc.edu/pubPodlpubs/SP9606.pdf 

USDA, Milk Pricing Policy and Procedures, Part I, The Milk Pricing Problem, 
Report of the Milk Pricing Advisory Committee, March 1972, 
http://dairy. wisc.edulPubPodlReference/Library/Knutson.etaI.1972.pdf 

USDA, Milk Pricing Policy and Procedures, Part II, Alternative Pricing Procedures, 
Report of the Milk Pricing Advisory Committee, March 1973, 
http:// dairy. wisc.ed u/PubPod/Reference/Library/Kn u tson,etal. 03.197 3.pdf 

8 



Proposals to Promu lgate a Federal Milk Marketing Order for Ca lifornia 
Hearing in Clovis, Ca lifornia, October 2015 

\2.9 

page 
Exhibits for Second Statement of John H. Vetne, on USDA Surplus Milk Pricing Policies 

NASS, USDA, Dairy Products Annual Summary 1994 (cheese, NFDM & 2 
Butter excerpts) 
http://usda.mannlib.comell.edu/usda/nasslDairProdSuIl1990s11994IDairProdS 
u-05-00-1994.pdf 

NASS, USDA, Dairy Products Annual Summary 2005 (cheese, NFDM and 8 
Butter excerpts) 
http ://usda.mannlib.comell.edulusda/nasslDairProdSuI12000s/2005IDairProdS 
u-04-28-2005.pdf 

NASS, USDA, Dairy Products Annual Summary 2015 (cheese, NFDM, and 14 
butter excerpts), 
http://usda.mannlib.comell.edu/usdalcurrentlDairProdSulDairProdSu-04-29-
2015.pdf 

CDFA, California Dairy Plant List (as of Nov. 2, 2015) 20 
https:/ Iwww.cdfa.ca. gov/dairy/pdflcadairyplantlist.pdf 

California Milk Advisory Board, Real California Cheese Processor List (Oct. 
2014), 25 
http://www.realcaliforniamilk.com/wp-content/uploads/Oct2014 RCC PL.pdf 

U.S. Census Bureau, Dept_ of Commerce, 2012 Economic Census of the United 
States, Employment Size for Subsectors and Industries by U.S_, State, 
County, and Place: 2012 (California Cheese Manufacturing establishments, 
grouped by number of employees per establishment). 44 

1 



• United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

National 
Agricultural 
Statistics 
Service 

Agricuttu, aI 
Sretie-dce: 
Board 

Washington. D .C. 

~ 
May 1994 
DB 2-1 (94) 

Dairy Products 
1993 Summary 



U.S . Geographic Regions 

Manufactured Dairy 

South Centrol 

St ate totals are not published when f ewer than 3 firms have reported or one firm 
comprises more than 50 percent of the State total. The map above outlines the 
regions used in the product t ables . If we are not able to publish a region for 
confidentia l ly reasons . it will be combined with other regions when possible. 
For example. the New England region if not publ i shable separately will be 
combined with Mi ddle Atlantic to form North Atlantic. If neither can be 
pub l ished. then both wi l l be combined wi th South Atlantic to publish Atlantic. 
The West North Centra l and East North Central will be comb i ned. if necessary . to 
form North Central . In the event tha t neither could be pub l ished. they will be 
comb i ned with South Central to publish Central . Some tables will have only one 
or two regions shown. theref ore the regions may not add to the United States 
tota 1 . 
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Butte r : Production by Month. State. and UnIted States. 
1993 and Total 1992-93 

. -. - - - - - -- -- - - - - -- - - - - -- --- -- - - - - - - --~ - -- - - -- -- --. - - -- - . --.--- - ------ ------ -----
1993 1992 

State .- -------- ---- ------------- -- ----- - ___ ___ _______________ ____ _________ __ _ 
Sep Oct No v Dec Total Plants Total Plants 

--- --- ------------- - ---- ---- ----- - --- --- -- ---------- --- ----- ------- -------------
--- - - - --------- 1 .00 0 Pounds ----- ---- --- -- Number 1.000 Lbs Number 

CA 
iO 
KS 
MI 
MN 
MT 
NY 
NO 
OH 
OR 
PA 
lolA 
WI 
Oth 
Sts 11 

24.499 

807 
1.480 
2.4B8 

108 
1 . 458 

631 
3 . 688 
1.508 
3. 569 
8.586 

22.752 

14 . 775 

28.540 

888 
1.564 
2 .810 

89 
1. 670 

712 
4.494 
1. 471 
5.746 
7. 767 

23.765 

18.296 

27.092 

1 . 200 
1.786 
2.620 

106 
1. 537 

776 
3.582 

930 
5.816 
8 .568 

23 . 221 

20.101 

31.563 

2.693 
3 . 314 
3.922 

120 
2.145 
1.009 
4.053 
1 .359 
7.409 
9.696 

30.321 

22.649 

333.468 

23.075 
20.312 
52.908 

1.067 
25 .103 
8.074 

46.000 
18 . 765 
73 .152 

117.445 
329.198 

266.631 

18 

2 
6 

10 
4 
8 
5 
5 
9 
7 
3 

14 

32 

328.302 
1.448 

18.442 
53 . 201 

1.161 
26.736 
5.918 

17.956 
79. 184 

121 .422 
357 .452 

353.942 

17 
3 

6 
10 

5 
9 
6 

8 
8 
4 

14 

41 

US 86.349 97 . 812 97 . 335 120.253 1.315.198 123 1 . 365.164 131 

N Atl 
S Atl 
E N Cen 
W N Cen 
S Cen 
West 

6.318 
1.844 

29 . 262 
8.565 
5.005 

35.354 

9.035 
2.664 

31.298 
9.132 
7.118 

38.565 

9.046 
2.639 

30.306 
9.240 
8.358 

37.746 

12.359 
3.175 

39.852 
12.477 
8.431 

43.959 

123.146 
41. 584 

421.624 
140.668 
101.263 
486.913 

18 
4 

28 
22 

8 
43 

131 . 343 
47.451 

458.480 
139 .466 
100.347 
488 . 077 

20 
4 

30 
24 
8 

45 

11 States not s hown whe n fewe r tha n 3 plants r eported or individual plant 
operations could be disclosed. 
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Total Cheese. Excluding Cottage Cheese: Production by Month. State. 
and United States . 1993 and Total 1992-93 (continued) 

---.- - -- -- -- - --- - -- . -- -- -- -- ----- -- -- -- ------ -- -- -- - --- - - -- -- ----. -- -- -- ----- - --
1990 1992 

State : - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - -- -- -- - - - - - ---
Sep Oct Nov Dec Total Plants Total Plants 

----- - --------- 1.000 Pounds - -- -- -- -------- Number 1.000 Lbs Number 

CA 
CO 
ID 
I L 
IA 
KS 
MA 
HI 
MN 
MS 
MO 
NE 
NJ 
NY 
NO 
DH 
OR 
PA 
SO 
UT 
VT 
WA 
WI 
Dth 
Sts 11 

73.655 
59 

7. 291 
21.789 
3 . 182 

60 
7.486 

47.219 

19.720 
10.151 
1.012 

44.928 
2.320 
6 . 762 
3.551 

24.987 
13.261 
6 . 393 

11.451 
6.430 

:167.458 

51. 886 

73.233 
26 

7.492 
22.797 
3.568 

54 
8.381 

49.831 

20.501 
10.672 
1.179 

49 . 483 
2.328 
7.851 
3.704 

28.448 
12.841 

6.518 
11.537 
6 . 111 

171.472 

61. 929 

73.422 
53 

7.957 
22.546 
3.451 

65 
8.3D5 

46.496 

19.581 
12.647 
1. 066 

48.479 
2.340 
8.058 
3.771 

27.725 
13.004 
5.902 

11.204 
6.747 

165.831 

51. 442 

79.185 
53 

8.150 
22.485 
3.687 

75 
9.593 

52.285 

848.436 
607 

98 . 339 
270.328 
44.268 

797 
107 .849 
646.974 

15.437 205.944 
11.945 130.802 

1.264 11 .886 
46.425 537.667 
2.640 33.716 
8.812 101. 885 
3.877 44.732 

31.398 325.328 
13.239 159 . 202 

6.387 78.353 
11.078 132.851 

6.727 76.557 
166.049 2.030.021 

58.152 641.630 

48 
1 

21 
9 
5 
4 

11 
17 

8 
7 
4 

32 
6 

18 
3 

n 
12 
9 

12 
7 

158 

50 

789.379 
548 

214.220 
112.501 
292.808 
51.170 

105 . 439 
662.245 

6.181 
239.234 
142.763 
11.107 

529.612 
41.195 
99.528 
43.889 

HZ.67\) 
142. 679 

81 . 455 
133.205 
78.190 

2.052.913 

339.360 

42 
1 

12 
23 

9 
5 

9 
17 
3 
8 
7 
4 

30 
6 

18 
3 

n 
12 

9 
12 

7 
162 

43 

US :531 . 051 559.956 540.092 558.943 6.528.172 464 6 . 488.291 464 

N Atl 
S Atl 
E N (en 
W N Cen 
S Cen 
West 

83.164 
1.191 

:190.338 
:117.642 

12.277 
:126.439 

91. 552 
1. 672 

196.527 
122.538 
12.609 

135.058 

89.348 
1.509 

191. 384 
120.065 

13.050 
124.736 

91. 202 
1.656 

193.987 
121. 718 

16.332 
134.048 

1.017.907 
17.817 

2.355.356 
1.491.234 

175.731 
1.470.127 

80 
5 

212 
64 
18 
85 

997.848 
17 . 809 

2.390.659 
1.572.094 

182.031 
1.327.850 

78 
9 

216 
64 
19 
78 

11 States not sho~n when fewer than 3 plants reported or individual plant 
".,Q"::I+ir."c r('u. l,-l he ti~c:r'l'\c:ori ..,)0" .... , ...... , .... oo ............. ' ..................... , ........... . 
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Cheddar Cheese: Production by Month. State. and United States. 
1993 and Total 1992-93 

1993 
State. - - - --- - -- - - - -- - - - -- -- - - - - -- --- - - - -- - - - - --- - - - --- - - - -- - - - - - - -- - - -- -- - ---

CA 
10 
IA 
KS 
MI 
MN 
MO 
NY 
ND 
PA 
SO 
UT 
Vi 
iNA 
loll 
Oth 
Sts li 

US 

N&S Atl 
E N Cen 
W N Cen 
S Cen 
West 

CA 
10 
IA 
KS 
f\! 
MN 
MO 
NY 
NO 
PA 
SO 
UT 
VT 
WA 
WI 
Dth 
Sts li 

US 

N&S At 1 
E N Cen 
\oj N Cen 
S Cen 
West 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug 

20.129 
6.011 
7.396 
3.270 

47.745 

7,837 
2.855 

2.705 
2.316 
3.402 
1.070 

65,513 

31. 204 

:201.453 

16.572 
4.968 
5 ,729 
3.075 

41. 282 

7. 201 
2.467 

2. 721 
1. 531 
2.567 
1.090 

61. 256 

29.297 

179.756 

1. 000 Pou nds 

17.880 
6.046 
6.079 
3.487 

47.059 

8.485 
2.765 

2.397 
1. 812 
2. 943 
1.151 

69.170 

29.809 

20.640 
6,269 
7.712 
3.422 

47.657 

9,086 
3.002 

2.483 
2.307 
3.179 
1.192 

69. 735 

32,684 

199.083 209.368 

24.456 
6,032 
8,524 
3.469 

53.604 

9.794 
3.365 

2.973 
2.982 
3,196 
1.413 

75.822 

18.330 
6.300 
9.073 
3.426 

52.216 

9.015 
3.556 

3.413 
2. 606 
2.762 
1. 165 

74.870 

39.23934.471 

234.869 221. 203 

22.360 
5 .936 
7.778 
3.572 

50.588 

7.927 
3.355 

3.077 
2.611 
3.566 
1.292 

69.753 

20.309 
4.789 
7.107 
2.980 

42.380 

8.173 
2. 717 

2.901 
1.743 
3.146 
1. 47 6 

60.723 

27.188 26.812 

209.003 185.256 

11.989 10.866 11 .974 12,904 20.251 15 . 685 11.889 11.694 
67.970 63.562 70.500 72.447 78 .923 78,368 70.373 62.410 
64 . 950 55.980 62.434 64.958 73.197 72.727 69.387 58,4 19 
12.465 11.361 12.215 13.305 13.885 11.974 10.987 9.371 

: 44.079 37.987 41.960 45 . 754 48.613 42.449 46.367 43.362 
~- ---- - ---- - ---------- ---- .. --------- -- ------- -- ----- -------- - ---- -- ----

1993 1992 

Sep Oct Nov Dec Total Plants Total Pl ants 
- - - - --- - -- -- - - - - ------ -- --. ----- -- --- - . --- - - - ---- - - -- - - -- . -- - - - -- - .----
- ----- - ------ - - 1.000 Pounds --- ---- -- ---- --

17 . 920 
4.388 
5.782 
3 . 170 

38 .904 

7.673 
2.319 

2.404 
1.597 
3.816 
1.127 

57.728 

26.925 

:173 , 753 

11.846 
59.175 
53 . 077 
10 .216 
39.439 

19.413 
7.761 
6.231 
3.550 

41.429 

7. 811 
2.328 

1.872 
1.669 
2. 923 
1. 919 

60.423 

20.384 
5.168 
5.646 
3.424 

38 . 773 

7.606 
2 . 340 

2.308 
1.660 
2.930 
1. 779 

57.242 

34 . 702 27 .4 15 

192 . 031 176.675 

11.113 
61.860 
55 .956 
10.809 
52.293 

10.972 
58.711 
53 .1 28 
10.601 
43.263 

22.417 
9.101 
6.534 
3. 664 

40 . 721 

8.906 
2,639 

3. 156 
1.705 
2.882 
1. 290 

58.878 

31.765 

193.658 

12.268 
60.566 
57.429 
13.115 
50.280 

240.810 
72.769 
83.591 
40 . 509 

542 .358 

99 .514 
33.708 

32.410 
24.539 
37.312 
15.964 

781.113 

371. 511 

2.376 . 108 

153.451 
804.865 
741 .642 
140.304 
535.846 

Number 1.000 Lbs 

17 247.116 
1071.025 

6 
4 42.094 

13 .396 
15 549.831 

15.825 
11 99.869 

6 41.187 
4.117 

7 
8 38,447 
6 33.807 
3 17.850 

84 790.857 

42 435.279 

219 2.400.700 

24 145.434 
94 814.700 
43 787.205 
13 145.727 
45 507.634 

Number 

17 
8 

4 
3 

15 
3 

10 
6 
4 

9 
6 
3 

95 

44 

227 

26 
103 

42 
13 
43 

11 States not shown when fewer than 3 pla nts reported or individua l plant 
operations could be disc losed. 
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Nonfat Dry MilK for Human Food: Production by Month. 
State. and United States . 1993 and Total 1992-93 

1993 
State - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul AU9 

CA 
ID 
HI 
MN 
NY 
NO 
lolA 
WI 
Oth 
Sts 11 

34 . 311 

1.615 
1. 170 
2.863 

81 
11. 488 

2.830 

35.100 

30.014 
10 

1.915 
1.389 
1. 906 

119 
9 .842 
3.593 

33.571 

35.731 
10 

585 
541 
698 
149 

10.050 
3.552 

27 . 205 

1.000 Pounds 

35.103 

1.777 
552 

1. 756 
19 

11. 624 
3.030 

36.771 

37.268 

952 
1.640 
3. 537 

1 
12. 048 
3.707 

43.006 

33.814 

799 
1. 831 
3.661 

38 
11.662 
3.776 

38.136 

35.949 

3.129 
245 

2.948 
195 

12.861 
2.391 

28 .962 

35.259 

389 
230 

1.447 
33 

11.841 
1.723 

14.645 

US 89.458 82.359 78 . 521 90 .632 102.159 93.717 86.680 65.567 

N Atl 
S Atl 
E N Cen 
W N Cen 
S Cen 
West 

10.548 
5.342 
5.504 
9. 261 

11. 568 
47.235 

Sep 

8 . 558 
5.305 
6.960 
9.261 

11.098 
41.177 

Oct 

2.861 
4.339 
4.361 
7.698 

11.011 
48 . 251 

Nov 

9 .429 
6.318 
6.046 
7.430 

10.069 
51.340 

1993 

12.021 
6.587 
6.034 

10 . 765 
11. 642 
55.110 

12.563 
6.760 
5.675 
8.366 

10.355 
49 .998 

10.108 
4 . 200 
6. 630 
5.142 
9.082 

51 . 518 

6.130 
3.261 
2.132 
2.195 
3. 378 

48.471 

1992 

Dec Total Plants Total Plants 

----------- - -- 1.000 Po unds -------------- Number 1.000 Lbs Number 

CA 
10 
MI 
HN 
NY 
ND 
WA 
WI 
Oth 
Sts II 

US 

N Atl 
S Atl 
E N Cen 
W N Cen 
S Cen 
West 

32 . 238 

677 
119 
291 

9.260 
1.431 

8. 113 

52 . 129 

1.479 
1.303 
2. 128 
1.088 
3.716 

42.415 

34.325 

43 1 
56 

555 
1 

9. 252 
942 

10 . 453 

56.015 

2. 619 
1.462 
1.431 

250 
5.567 

44.686 

33 . 731 

1. 092 
11 

419 

8.579 
1.242 

11.798 

56.872 

2.940 
2.799 
2.363 

736 
4.722 

43 . 312 

37 . 753 

2.489 
1.623 
1. 844 

10 . 679 
4.188 

415.496 
20 

15.850 
9.407 

21. 925 
636 

129.186 
32 .405 

35.432 323.192 

94.008 948.117 

8. 269 
6. 204 
8.228 
9.099 

10 . 575 
51 . 633 

87.525 
53.880 
57.492 
71.291 

102 . 783 
575 . 146 

11 359 . 872 
1 200 
3 17.742 
4 12.923 
4 28 .153 
1 929 
2 142.102 
8 22.406 

28 287.796 

62 872.123 

10 97 . 217 
2 4l.471 

13 57.170 
10 58.771 
7 81.934 

20 535.560 

11 
1 
3 
4 
4 
1 
2 
6 

26 

58 

10 
2 

12 
10 

7 
17 

11 States not shown when fewer than 3 plants reported or individual plant 
operations could be disclosed . 
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U. S. Geographic Regions 
Dairy Products 

State totals are not published when fewer than 3 firms have reported or one firm comprises more than 60 
percent of the State total. Ifwe are not able to publish a region for confidentiality reasons, it will be 
combined with other regions when possible. For example, if North Atlantic can not be published, then it 
will be combined with South Atlantic to publish Atlantic. The West North Central and East North 
Central will be combined, if necessary, to form North Central. In the event that neither could be 
published, they may be combined with South Central to publish Central. Some tables will have only 
limited regions shown, therefore the regions may not add to the United States total. 
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,." W. N. Central 

West 
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State 
Sep 

1,000 Pounds 

CA 160,253 
ID 61,860 
IL 7,281 
lA I 12,323 
MA 74 
MN I 47,534 
MO I 10,352 
NY 56,104 
OH 15,137 
PA 28,604 
SD I 13,062 
UT I 5,036 
WI 192,370 

Oth 
Sts J 104,367 

US 714,357 

N Atl 100,304 
SAtl 2,418 
E N Cen I 224,053 
WNCen 86,122 
S Cen 7,625 
West 293 ,835 

Total Cheese, Excluding Cottage Cheese: Production by Month, State, 
and United States, 2004 and Total 2003-04 (continued) 

2004 

Oct Nov Dec Total Plants 

1,000 Pounds 1,000 Po unds 1,000 Pounds 1.000 Pounds Number 

166,976 173 ,965 184,477 1,996,428 63 
63,815 65,676 64,879 718,245 12 

7,963 7,687 7,822 93,609 13 
12,976 12,875 13,748 154,757 7 

73 101 97 84 1 5 
51,069 49,487 54,054 623,968 13 
10,033 9,611 6,596 99,645 3 
64,167 60,57 1 58,695 699,560 48 
15,952 14,917 16,041 182,377 14 
29,319 33 ,752 32,33 7 376,730 18 
13,805 14,011 14,266 159,278 7 
5,226 4,719 6,017 67,294 5 

198,972 197,739 198,167 2,356,516 115 

107,698 109,234 116,667 1,347,2 15 78 

748,044 754,345 773,863 8,876,463 401 

108,853 110,06 1 105,926 1,265,161 95 
2,738 2,845 2,807 35,860 4 

232,471 230,111 236,1 87 2,776,329 157 
91,410 89,502 92,36 1 1,077,099 35 

7,188 7,104 7,294 88,144 14 
305,384 314,722 329,288 3,633,870 96 

2003 

Total 

1,000 Lbs 

1,830,927 

95,547 
162,712 

860 
6 16,853 

97,400 
706,684 
166,835 
368,945 
151 ,635 
74,055 

2,276,528 

2,008,262 

8,557,243 

1,259,880 
38,757 

2,697, 121 
1,079,246 

87,547 
3,394,692 

I States not shown when fewer than 3 plants reported or individual plant operations could be disclosed. 

Plants 

Number 

66 

13 
8 
5 

13 
3 

46 
15 
18 
6 
5 

117 

86 

401 

95 
4 

158 
37 
13 
94 
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State 
Jan I 

/,000 Pounds 

CA 47, 149 
ID 
!A I 7,3 56 
MN 44,109 
NY 8,275 
OH 2,221 
SD 
WI 59,798 

I 
Oth I Sts I 72,080 

US I 240,988 

Atlantic 

I 
13,965 

EN Cen 62,023 
WNCen 56,854 
SCen 

I 
4,318 

West 103 ,828 
- --

I 
--

I Sep 

1,000 Pounds 

CA 41.814 
ID 
IA 7,017 
MN 40,604 
NY 4,542 
OH 1,850 
SD 
WI 49,939 

Oth 
Sts 1 67,307 

US 213,073 

Atlantic 9,284 
E NCen 51 ,794 
WNCen 53 ,042 
SCen 

i 
4,747 

West 94,206 

Cheddar Cheese: Production by Month, State, and United States, 
2004 and Total 2003-04 

2004 

Feb Mar Apr May Jun 

1,000 Pounds 1,000 Pounds 1,000 Pounds 1,000 Pounds },OOO Pounds 

43,941 44.064 50,615 47,780 43,304 

6,3 83 7,072 7,238 7,476 6,789 
41,760 47,954 49,301 50,406 46,785 

7,799 7,773 8,439 8,963 7,773 
1,687 2,140 2,053 2,226 2,139 

55,118 59,099 58,838 59,076 55,398 

63,837 73 ,504 69,051 77,473 68,517 

220,525 241 ,606 245,535 253 ,400 230,705 

13,483 13,107 14,038 17,069 11,939 
56,807 61,242 60,896 6 1,305 57,540 
52,273 60,697 62,737 64,228 59,582 

4,000 4,998 4,354 4, 154 4,670 
93,962 101 ,562 103 ,510 106,644 96,974 ------- -~ 

2004 
- - ~ --

Oct Nov Dec Total Plants 

/,000 Poullds 1,000 Pounds },OOO Pounds 1,000 Pounds Numher 

43 ,791 44,344 46,838 538,318 14 

7,083 7,020 7,448 83,750 3 
44,311 42,967 46,860 540,403 9 

5,467 4,899 5,568 81,982 14 
2,055 1,727 1,921 24,155 4 

54,309 53,621 56,987 668,782 59 

66,160 66,508 70,097 825,673 54 

223 ,176 22 1,086 235,719 2,763,063 157 

11 ,663 10,06 1 10,326 148,073 23 
56,373 55 ,350 58,91 1 692,986 68 
56,178 55 ,582 59,538 688, 187 22 

3,949 3,805 4,829 50,737 9 
95,013 96,288 102,115 1,183 ,080 35 

Jul 

},OOO Pounds 

44,252 

6,630 
42,843 

7,642 
2,154 

52,554 

65,379 

22 1,454 

12,804 
54,714 
53,671 

3,749 
96,516 

-
2003 

Total 

1,000 Lbs 

523,716 
224,716 

539,832 
86,877 
26,602 
52,739 

648,342 

598,240 

2,701 ,064 

146,648 
674,975 
680,131 

5 1,824 
1,147,486 

. . 
I States not shown when fewer than 3 plants reported or mdIvldual plant operatlons could be dIsclosed . 

Aug 

}, OOO Pounds 

40,426 

6,238 
42,503 

4,842 
1,982 

54,045 

65,760 

215,796 

10,334 
56,031 
53 ,805 

3,164 
92,462 

Plants 

Number 

20 
4 

9 
13 
4 
5 

59 

46 

160 

24 
67 
23 

9 
37 
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State 
Jan 

1.000 Pounds 

CA 32,959 
NY 2,451 
PA 6,595 
WI I 34,380 

Oth I Sts I 52,961 

US 129,346 
I 

N Atl' 13,342 
ENCen 37,272 
WNCen 15,569 
West 49,173 

Sep 

: 1,000 Pounds 

CA 34,034 
NY 1,154 
PA 2,238 
WI 26,603 

Oth 
Sts I 

I 30,213 

US 94,242 

N Atl' 6,025 
EN Cen 27,990 
WNCen 7,375 
West I 45,646 I 

Butter: Production by Month, State, and United States, 
2004 aDd Total 2003-04 

2004 

Feb Mar Apr May Jun 

1,000 Pounds 1,000 Pounds /,000 Pounds /.000 Pounds /,000 Pounds 

3 1,046 28,754 31 ,328 31 ,540 29,976 
2,293 2,048 2,179 1,997 1,501 
5,295 6,223 6,369 6,410 5,527 

26,255 22 ,025 18,4 14 25,958 25,598 

43,704 41,333 42,034 44,215 36,554 

108,593 100,383 100,324 110,120 99,156 

10,503 11,723 12,644 12,154 10,445 
28,676 24,272 20,801 28,277 26,886 
12,956 11,560 11 ,507 11 ,538 9,413 
45,698 41 ,810 43 ,803 45,058 43,083 

2004 

Oct Nov Dec Total Plants 

/,000 Pounds /,000 Pounds /.000 Pounds i,OOO Pounds Number 

36,241 33 ,655 37,284 388,969 13 
1,376 1,125 1,696 20,216 7 
4,678 4,570 5,077 60,327 3 

28,857 27,735 33,826 318,811 12 

33 ,234 34,291 40,925 461 ,355 35 

104,386 101 ,376 118,808 1,249,678 70 

7,644 7,781 10,214 116,703 12 
30, 123 28,974 36,357 340,945 19 

8,070 9, 178 6,490 120,293 9 
48,085 45,439 51 ,753 546,953 23 

Jul Aug 

/, 000 Pounds /,000 Pounds 

30,398 31 ,754 
1,224 1,172 
4,409 2,936 

23,141 26,019 

33 ,443 28,448 

92,615 90,329 

7,727 6,501 
24,269 27,048 

8,685 7,952 
43,487 43,918 

2003 

Total Plants 

I 
/,000 Lbs Number 

363,833 II 
24,773 7 
61,928 3 

309,264 II 

482,562 37 

1,242,360 69 

125,288 13 
345,685 18 
101,861 9 
535,083 22 

. . 
I States not shown when fewer than 3 plants reported or mdlv!dual plant operations could be disclosed . 
2 Region totals may not add to U.S. when compiled regions could not be disclosed. 
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State , 

I Jan 

I 
/,000 Pounds 

CA 62,912 
PA 7,401 
UT 106 

Oth 
Sts ! I 58,901 

US 129,320 

Atlantic 
I 

13 ,424 
EN Cen 2,234 
WN Cen 6,074 
S Cen I 4,364 
West 103,224 

Sep 

I /,000 Pounds 

CA 59,929 
PA 2,223 
UT 96 

Oth 
Sts I 31 ,688 

US 93 ,936 

Atlantic 5,413 
ENCen 

I 
1,280 

WNCen 2,227 
S Cen 2,630 
West I 82,386 

, , -
Nonfat Dry Milk for Human Food: Production by Month, 

State and United States 2004 and Tota12003 04 

2004 

Feb Mar Apr May Jun 
1,000 Pounds 1,000 Pou.>Jds 1. 000 Pounds },OOO Pounds },OOO Pounds 

59, 147 62,941 66, 101 70,400 68,152 
6,561 8,327 9,744 11 , 180 8,949 

81 92 89 58 71 

49,980 46,621 58,077 69,653 66,923 

115 ,769 117,981 134,011 151 ,291 144,095 

11 ,764 11 ,045 18,458 22,386 18,298 
1,163 1,176 2,921 6,406 5,841 
5,038 4,622 5, 147 6,730 7,220 
3,945 5,305 6,287 8,587 7,686 

93 ,859 95,833 101 ,198 107, 182 105,050 

2004 

Oct Nov Dec Total Plants 
},OOO Pounds },OOO Pounds 1,000 Pounds },OOO Pounds Number 

65, 11 6 53,325 38,527 736,750 10 
1,189 1,946 7,053 79,879 3 

99 79 123 1,087 I 

28,410 28,439 47,498 588,674 33 

94,814 83 ,789 93,201 1,406,390 47 

4,015 4,774 14,133 153,478 9 
1,152 2,0 11 3,309 35,570 6 
2,747 2,817 4,918 59,584 7 
2,172 2,388 4,824 59,307 7 

84,728 71 ,799 66,017 1,098,451 18 

Jul Aug 

1.000 Po unds /,000 Pounds 

66,019 64,181 
10,183 5,123 

97 96 

58,267 44,217 

134,566 113,617 

17,031 12,737 
4,714 3,363 
7,002 5,042 
7,154 3,965 

98,665 88,510 

2003 

Total Plants 

1, 000 Lbs Number 

738,303 10 

1,171 I 

849,567 36 

1,589,041 47 

157,620 9 
48,314 6 
67,313 6 
68,615 7 

1,247,179 19 

I States not shown when fewer than 3 plants reported or mdlvidual plant operations could be dIsclosed. 

Dairy Products 2004 Summary 
Apri12005 38 

Agricultural Statistics Board 
NASS, USDA 

t -: 
\. 



United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

National 
Agricultural 
Statistics 
Service 

ISSN: 1057-784X 

USDA 
ii.-
Dairy Products 
2014 Summary 

April 2015 



54 

Dairy Produ cts Regions 

... ":» 
West ., USDAmASS 

Dairy Products 2014 Summary (April201S) 
USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service 

{5 



Total Cheese (Excluding Cottage Cheese) Production by Month - States, United States, and Regions: 
2014 and Total 2013-2014 

State 2014 
and iegion January February March April May 

(1,000 (1 ,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 
pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds} pounds) 

California 207,994 188,113 208,965 206,406 207,856 
Idaho ..... ... ..... ... ..... 78,285 61,303 80,646 69,821 73,446 
Illinois ........... 5,086 4,926 5,789 6,176 6,528 
Iowa . 25,316 21 ,485 22,607 24,768 23,607 
Minnesota . 58,470 51 ,490 50,721 56,609 58,111 
New Mexico. 63,906 58,835 67,859 64,143 67,494 
New York . 61 ,331 54,993 66,891 64,361 63,607 
Ohio .. ... 18,008 15,1 96 17,305 16,322 16,720 
Pennsylvania .. ... 36,488 31 ,334 37,300 36,775 35,703 
South Dakota . 21,677 19,997 21 ,698 21 ,040 22,019 

Vermont . 10,274 9,288 9,832 10,101 10,729 
Wisconsin .. 241 ,614 216,123 249,576 246,378 241 ,992 

Other States 1 .......... 129,331 121 ,343 131 ,037 138,202 143,183 

United States . 957,780 854,426 970,226 961 ,102 970,995 

Atlantic . 115,805 102,576 123,126 120,238 119,164 
Central ....... 422,369 377,561 419,584 428,324 429,278 
West . 419,606 374,289 427 ,516 412,540 422,553 

State 201 4 
and region September October November December Total 

(1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 
pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) 

California 198,696 208,755 204,091 214,436 2,444,260 
Idaho . 76,763 75,245 72,351 80,893 895,189 
Illinois . 6,624 6,913 6,477 7,426 75,1 35 
Iowa . 16,812 21 ,631 19,369 18,989 263,627 
Minnesota . 54,706 56,462 55,662 59,534 666,537 
New Mexico . 57,509 59,277 67,643 63,108 758,729 
NewYor1< .. 70, 126 72,755 67,052 72,573 784,666 
Ohio .. .... . ...... 16,597 17,831 16,850 18,858 202,350 
Pennsylvania . .. . ...... 31 ,965 31 ,141 35,891 34,744 415,790 
South Dakota . 21 ,663 23,223 23,281 23,785 263,618 

Vermont .. ... . ..... 9,739 10,943 11,403 10,836 123,534 
Wisconsin ... . ... . ...... . . 241 ,839 254,767 242,143 255,748 2,910,299 

Other States 1 130,864 137,457 147,664 148,792 1,646,383 

United States . ..... 933,903 976,400 970,077 1,009,722 11,450,117 

Atlantic .. .. . . 117,984 121 ,544 121 ,240 125,517 1,414,815 
Central . .... .. ... . .. . ..... 412,545 437,558 423,904 449,505 5,062,353 
West .. 403,374 417,298 424,933 434,700 4,972,949 

1 States not shown when fewer tnan 3 plants reported or Individual plant operations could be disclosed. 

30 

June July August 

(1,000 (1,000 (1 ,000 
pounds) pounds) pounds) 

199,090 202,641 197,217 
76,869 76,617 72,950 

6,254 6,532 6,404 
22,401 24,496 22,146 
55,020 55,080 54,672 
62,553 64,253 61 ,949 
65,495 59,963 65,519 
15,911 16,568 16,164 
34,803 34,774 34,872 
21 ,624 22,334 21 ,277 

9,760 10,066 10,563 
237,947 243,327 238,845 

137,329 141 ,840 139,341 

945,056 958,491 941 ,939 

118,648 111 ,749 117,224 
415,734 428,965 417,026 
410,674 417,777 407,689 

2013 

Plants Total Plants 

(number) 
(1,000 

(number) pounds) 

60 2,312,895 64 
9 871 ,640 10 

10 65,134 10 
10 267,249 10 
10 661 ,293 11 
4 751 ,280 4 

59 777,355 55 
20 196,415 21 
43 426,985 37 

7 264,899 6 

29 127,346 27 
127 2,855,881 127 

148 1,523,297 148 

536 11 ,101 ,669 530 

204 1,435,078 190 
229 4,973,639 233 
103 4,692,952 107 

Oairy Products 2014 Summary (April 2015) 
USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service 

(b 



Cheddar Cheese Production by Month - States, United States, and Regions: 2014 and Total 2013·2014 
State 2014 

and region January February March I April May 

(1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 
pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) 

California 35,882 30,997 33,861 35,183 30,510 
Idaho .. 35,802 30,994 39,657 34,536 40,244 
Iowa. 11,819 9,826 10,878 11,882 11,310 
Minnesota. 49,690 43,948 41,097 47,712 48,708 
Wisconsin. 49,299 42,812 47,286 47,851 49,242 

Other States 1 96,220 91,144 105,750 108,599 108,965 

United States . 278,712 249,721 278,529 285,763 288,979 

Atlantic. 18,124 16,360 18,357 17,765 18,645 
Central. 135,956 120,219 126,459 136,987 138,959 
West. 124,632 113,142 133,713 131,011 131,375 

State 2014 
and region September October November Decembei Total 

(1,000 I (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 
pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) 

California 28,336 32,064 27,058 31,929 375,839 
Idaho. 37,806 38,798 38,271 40,714 450,083 
Iowa. 5,443 7,461 6,997 6,958 112,468 
Minnesota. 43,653 45,621 46,045 48,123 647,014 
Wisconsin. 44,533 49,227 46,974 51.621 567,484 

Other States 1 98,017 99,678 1 
96,688 106,266 1,210,370 

United States . 257,783 272,849 261,033 285,611 3,263,258 , 
Atlantic. 16,909 18,440 17,484 19,203 215,059 
Central. 120,256 128,252 125,374 137,517 1,552,710 
West. 120,623 126,157 118,175 128,891 1,495,489 

1 States not shown when fewer than 3 plants reported or IndIvidual plant operations could be disclosed. 

32 

June July August 

(1,000 (1,000 (1,000 
pounds) pounds) pounds) 

30,681 30,747 28,591 
38,366 37,051 37,844 
10,865 10,002 9,027 
43,812 43,907 44,698 
46,173 46,729 45,737 

99,645 100,869 99,529 

269,542 269,305 265,426 

17,653 17,802 18,317 
128,558 127,627 126,546 
123,331 123,876 120,563 

2013 

Plants Total Plants 

(nu!01ber) (1,000 
(number) pounds) 

19 350,845 18 
5 444,789 5 
7 110,273 7 
7 637.460 7 

60 567,820 64 

120 1,178,662 121 

218 3,189,839 222 

62 203,939 63 
110 1,500,679 115 
46 1,485,221 44 

Dairy Producis 2014 Summary (April201S) 
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Butter Production by Month - States United States and Regions' 2014 and Total 2013-2014 , , 
State 2014 

and region January February March April May June July 

(1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 
pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) 

Califomia ,. 59,168 56,071 59,048 57,608 57,600 48,937 44,072 
Pennsylvania . ., 9,135 7,705 9,037 8,662 8,544 7,731 7,630 

Other States 1 . 
i 

98,541 I 100,141 115,727 102,321 101,460 83,723 86,086 

United States. 184,030 166,097 166,626 167,730 166,285 140,391 137,788 

Atlantic 

••••••••••••••••••••••• 1 

20,451 17,508 17,577 16,840 15,720 13,078 12,293 
Central 72,874 65,834 61,457 65,764 65,581 53,040 55,059 
West. 90,705 82,755 87,592 85,126 84,984 74,273 70,436 

State 2014 2013 
and region September October November December Total Plants Total 

(1,000 

I 
(1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (number) (1,000 

pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds} pounds) pounds) 
California . 41.326 45,860 47,362 

51,
413

1 
612,658 14 634,397 

Pennsylvania . . . . . . . . . . . .. I 6,952 7,768 8,373 9,404 93,844 3 89,233 

Other States 1 ............ 84,489 96,549 83,783 108,937 I 1,149,828 64 1,138,886 

United States 132,767 150,177 144,518 169,754 1,856,330 81 1,862,516 

Atlantic. 12,709 15,840 14,562 19,533 183,374 22 180,197 
Central. 53,790 62,848 58,989 72,903 742,145 33 720,712 
West. 66,268 71,489 70,967 77,318 930,811 26 961,607 

, States not shown when fewer than 3 plants reported or individual plant operations could be disclosed. 

Yogurt (Plain and Flavored) Production by Month - United States and Regions: 2014 and 
Total 2013-2014 

State 
and region January February I 

(1,000 (1,000 ! 
pounds) pounds) I 

United States 
·············1 

393,002 403,524 

Atlantic .. ............ 127,861 125,669 
Central 

••••••• ·•·•· •• · •••• · ••. 1 

158,815 164,642 
West. 106,326 113,213 

State I 
and region I September October 

i (1,000 (1,000 
pounds) pounds) 

United States. 463,263 381.223 I 

Atlantic 136,600 119,7771 
Central 213,411 161,390 
West. 113,252 100,056 

Dairy Products 2014 Summarl (April 2015) 
USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service 

March 

(1,000 
pounds) 

437,102 

129,429
1 

190,365 
117,308 

2014 

November 

(1,000 
pOIJnds) 

320.295 

97,052 
;38,365 
84,878 

2014 

April May June July 

(1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 
pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) 

391,971 389,529 400,537 388,217 

116,058 116,313 112,033 118,655 
169,811 168,100 181,673 166,418 
106,102 105,;16 106,831 103,144 

2013 

December I Total Plants Total 

(1,000 I (1,000 
(number) 

(1,000 
pounds) I pour.ds) pounds) 

381,767 I 4,756,545 147 4,715,076 

115,062 1,435,442 68 1,587,097 
169,691 2,058,903 42 1,963,530 

97,014 1,262,200 37 1,164,449 

August 

(1,000 
pounds) 

44,193 
2,903 

83,071 

130,167 

7,263 
54,006 
68,898 

Plants 

(number) 

14 
4 

68 

86 

25 
35 
26 

August 

(1,000 
pounds) 

406,115 

120,933 
176,222 
108,960 

Plants 

(number) 

144 

64 
43 
37 

43 

/ X 
i I 



Unsweetened Condensed Skim Milk, Bulk Production by Month - States, United States, and Regions: 
2014 and Total 2013-201 4 

State 2014 
and region January February March Apri l May June July August 

(1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 
pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) 

California 54,236 
57,

728
1 

60,335 54,392 50,806 49,708 47,697 50,168 

Other States 1 .. ........ 73,969 78,075 80,891 93,076 106,021 111,240 100,367 96,336 

United States ...... 128,205 135,803 141 ,226 147,468 156,827 160,948 148,064 146,504 

Atlantic. 24,336 24,493 28,018 32,918 34,574 33,960 33,451 31 ,947 
Central. 44,480 46,835 48,535 53,678 56,989 60,157 54,274 56,881 
West. 59,389 64,475 64,673 60,872 65,264 66,831 60,339 57,676 

State 2014 2013 
and region September October November December Total Plants Total Plants 

(1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (number) (1,000 (number) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) 

California .... .. .... . .. .... 49,191 48 ,081 43,744 41,159 607,245 10 593,910 10 

Other States 1 84,193 79,125 70,909 79,999 1,054,20 1 31 1,029,249 31 

United States ···· ···· ····1 133,384 127,206 114,653 121 ,158 1,661,446 41 1,623,1 59 41 

Atlantic .... .. 28,864 24,186 22,775 24 ,926 344,448 11 299,879 11 
Central . . 48,388 47,555 41 ,930 47,246 606,948 13 495,971 13 
West . ...... ........ 56,132 55,465 49,948 48,986 710,050 17 827,309 17 

1 States not shown when fewer than 3 plants reported or indIvIdual plant operations could be dIsclosed. 

Nonfat Dry Milk (Human) Production by Month - States, United States, and Regions: 2014 and 
Total 2013-2014 

State 2014 
and region January February March April May 

(1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 
pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) 

California .... .. ......... . . 54,910 68,464 78.354 65,993 62,327 

Other States 1 .......... 83,751 72,723 89,499 94,349 99,812 

United States . 138,661 141,187 1 167,853 160,342 162,139 

Atlantic ..................... 19,769 16,754 24,442 28,765 29,119 
Centra! . 21 ,269 19,757 26,022 26,026 29,662 
West . 97,623 104,676 117,389 105,551 103,358 

State 2014 
and region September October November December Total 

{1,QOO (1 ,000 (1,000 (1,000 (1,000 
pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) pounds) 

California 43 ,721 47 ,354 61 ,145 59,809 719,044 

Other States 1 68,61 7 87,340 90,547 104,024 1,045,466 

United States ... .. .. . .... 112,338 134,694 151,692 163,833 1,764,510 

Atlantic. 15,803 23,783 23,521 29,845 288,479 
Central . . 17 ,323 23,494 24,546 26,891 283,087 
West. 79,212 87,417 103,625 107,097 1,192,944 

1 States not shown when fewer than 3 plants reported or indIvidual plant operations CQuid be disclosed. 

44 

June July August 

(1,000 (1,000 (1,000 
pounds) pounds) pounds) 

56,362 78,180 42,425 

92,286 88,422 74,096 

148,648 166,602 116,521 

27,652 28,531 20,495 
24,959 24,290 18,848 
96,037 1t3,781 77,178 

2013 

Plants Total Plants 

(number) 
(1,000 

(number) pounds) 

12 583,106 11 

35 894,758 39 

47 1,477,864 50 

10 219,074 10 
13 256,397 18 
24 1,002,393 22 

Dairy Products 2014 Summary (April 2015) 
USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service 
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Handler 

092135 

148312 

142042 

)14211 

092102 

1538 

142097 
148390 

037058 

146013 

041062 

035045 

076064 
)36090 

036066 

080015 

143m 

032119 

140015 

073370 

1012396 

1093015 

1072038 

1072049 
1080022 

1028050 

1074095 

1075052 

la42041 

lO8aolO 

1484aO 

1'42152 

l14a01l 

Plant Name 

B'9,;oB 

B,mm, Ch"" Comp'"y 

B 'F"",, 
B,,',',y F,~" '00 

" F,,,,, F,,,h D,'"" , 
C"""" '00 

C,Blom', D,','", '''' (Lo; S'""') 
C,Blom" D,'"", ''''. (UF , , , 

C,lilom', D,'"", '''' (Tm'ock) 

C,'ifom" D,'""" '00 ("'"B,) 
C,B(om', D,,",,, '''' (T'plm,) 
C,Blom', N,,",,' pco'""'. 

" Ch"" 
C'"7N''' F,~ Co. 

, 'F'~', 'nc. 
COW9" ' , ,B,yeom', 

C",'," C,,,m,,, I , 

C"','" C",m"y (Mod,"o) 
D,'", F,"",,, 01 Am'ri~ 

0""" . ,(Tortock) 

D,'", Godd", 
Dean Foods, Ii , Inc. 

I~ Dairy 

Address City County Stale Zip Code 

1550 R'dI,y A" S,"" Ro;, Sooom, CA 95401 (707) 52"0517 

7602 J"k"," SI ." ""9"" CA 90723 (562) 63oA144 

13441 J,," Lo; An9"" CA 90250 
12031.A S"ond SI IB,",',y At",,,d, CA 94710 (510) 540·5500 

19999 V''''y Foed Rd IP,','om, Sooom, CA 94952 (107 76J.0993 X 

Ip.a.B0>4616 IH,,,,,,,d At,m,d, CA 94540 X X X, X 

1505 S M,p" A" Lo; An9"" CA 90640 (323) 721).0524 

'.0. B0>91330 L, Poenl, Lo, An9"" CA 91715 (626) 961·3399 X 

Ip.a. Bo> 11865 F","o F",,;o CA 93775 (559) 23,.5154 X 

'.0. 80> 621 a Art"" Lo; An9"" CA 90702 (562) 865-1291 X 

'.0. Bo> 6210 Art"" M'~,d CA 90702 (562) 865-1291 
'.0. Bo> 6210 ;Art,,,, To',,, CA 90702 (562) 865-1291 X 

Ip., '. B0>6"0 'Art"" II CA 90702 (562)865-1291 

'.0. Bo> 6210 Art""0"" CA 90702 (562) 860.1291 

Ip.a. Bo> 6210 Art"" To'", .""- 90702 (562) 865-1291 X 

1250 E. I LetB",p S", J""o'n CA 95330 (209) 85S.2525 I X 

ID,'", Sd",,, D'pl S'" Lo" ab',po S'" , CA 9340; (805) 750.1131 

IC,d"And Sh'wM~'Stop 17 F",,",, "",no CA 93740 (559) 278.21 54 I X 

13850 R<lIllada [lilve, Suite c:\ Paso Robles San i CA 93446 (80S! 624-1968 

115So. KII",y To'ock CA 95380 (209)664·1080 

I X I X 

'X 'X 

X X 

X X 
X 

X 

X 

I X X 

X I X 

x 
X 

, X 

X I X 

I X X 

X 

X 
X 'X 

13332~~~, ______ ~P~"iiC'"~" ______ foIS=,"'==B'"~it'O~~~'A~_~95;~0043~~(831~)6~28 .. 32~19~IX~~-+IX~+-~-+1-+-~-+~ 
'.0. ~69 P,','om, ISooom, CA 94975 707) 778·6448 I X I X X 

'.0. Bo<594 Poi"' R,y" S"lion M'rio CA 94956 (415) 663·9335 I X 

14191" S"'" P,"'om, Sonom, CA 94956 (415) 663·9335 X 

335 C'"',,w V,II,y R",d Pet,'om, Sooorn, CA 94952 (701) 878·1999 IX 
'572 Hwy 1 Forto", H,rnboldl CA 95540 1707) 725·7112 'X I X 

415 K""eo A". Mod,"o , CA 95351 (209) 576-3450 X X' X I X 

.0.B",849 Ho,h"'n , CA 95326 (209)763-1931 X I X 

170 N M'pl, St, ",it, B106 Cow", , CA 92880 

,6240 21" A",,", L,mom, IK'n" CA 93245 (559) 924·2449 X 

!640o R",o A" Bo,"' P,d< 0""" CA 9062a 714) 684·2180 

131910 Co",don Rd Wlldom" IR'Y",,", CA_ 92595 (9Dfl) 674·2910 X 

485 E. Th'" SI IPomo", ILo; An9,1" CA 91766 I X 



Handler Plant Name Address City County State Zip Code Phone Number I~ 
f 

II Ill} II I!I~ J 1 'I I~ 
! if II 

10724e, lOon Francisco Foods, I , ,Food" '00 . ,. Box 1247 , , CA --"'"'- -" l" -" 114137 ID'ftwood 0"", '00 , ,Box 5508 IE'Moo', CA 91734 I X I X 
1072027 IF,good" 8700 F,'90 A" IH,"forn [1<109, ,(;/\ 93230 IX LX 
1148500 , " '00. 1049 W B." "eo IS,e IS," , :A ~ ~ 1-" -" 
1140014 , , W,,' '049 W B,,, "eo IS,e IS," , CA 92411 ( I X IX 
1078330 I F'","e' Cheo" Comp,ey, LLC ,7231 Co,," Rd IMod,,,o , CA 95350 (2m )545-"33 IX 
'44210 IF'", d, L,1t , Co",. 17575 E V,II,y B',d City ofled",,,, ILo, Ang"" ~ --""'- -.J62E ~ l" 

I Frost Bite Nov~lIies 831 Sooth CYP"" S,,,,' L, H,b" 10"eg' CA 90631 (714)680·6558 X 

1145210 IG'o', 'I i i i 1605 IS. E",oe', iL". Ang,''', ~ 91733 L)( 
!142724 I G",e V,II" Food, 125277 W. M"o S, 1"' IB''''~ IS,e , CA 9231 l" 
1142560 , Dee, No. (DEA) . ,. Box 388 IClty oflodo"", '"O' Ang"" CA 91747 I XLX IX IXIX IX 

1140492 IH""',,,d AJ" D'e' So. (F,,,h 0"",) 17851 E. R,II""d SI"" IClty 0-'-'''''"''2' Ilo, Ang"" ~ .911 .... ~ !l"l" l)( "'-
'042030 IHllm" Ch"," Compeoy, 'oc. I Box 910 IH"m" IM'~'d CA 95324 IX LX 
042031 I P",Ie'o '. Box 9' IHllm" IM'~'d CA 95324 (209)60HOl! 

143241 IHoII,odl' D,'oy, 'eo 1622 M'"ioo Rd IS'"-",,"o~ 1-"" D"go ~ 92069 .J76OI~. -" l" -" 
071136 IHP HOD", IPO Box 1313 CA 95812 (916)444-7200 

140007 Jimo"y, USA, 'eo 12502 B,",e~ P"kway I'",e, 10 '"09' CA 92606 (949)251·9205 

1018138 III" II 'ce e",m CO. IB65 Boriw,y Roed , 
~""""- ~ -'-"'-"- -'~ -" 

1042019 IJo,"ph G,IIo F"m, IP' I. Bo"75 IAlwale, IM'~'d CA 95301 (209)394-7984 IX IX 
1032042 I K"ft Food" 'eo 10800 A" 184 To',,, 110''', CA 93275 (559)685·0790 IX IX 
1141900 IKwg" . l Comploe 12201 S. II , Ao,. ICom.£'00 

~~ ~ --'""'-~ 1-"1-" l"l" I-" I-" 
1141063 IKwg" , l R'""Id, 12201 S. II , A". IComploe CA 90220 (310)884-4425 IX 
073369 I""d O'L'k" 13601 , 10rt,"d 1<3!ee° CA 95963 (530) 865.:"", l)( l)( 

~ Il,"d O'l'k", 'oc. 1400 Soolh M Sf To'", ITo'", CA --""'-~ -" -" I X IX 
IL,prieo Food, Co. 1490 F S' IL,moo" IK'og, CA 93245 (559)924·7722 [X IX 

'078176 IL,prioo Food, Co. 12401 M""~", Dri" T~cy is<<<'- Jo,qo'o .-"". 95376 j~ l" 
1036057 ILoprioo Food, Co. 1351N~D' IL,mooce IK'og, CA 93245 ~925.730C IX 
10230' Co" '00. '. Box I"o',', IHombold! CA 9555' )733-547C l)( 
1141096 Ilo, All" Food Pmdoel" '00. 115130 N,',oe Aoe , '''''Y_ -""- 91744 -'~ l" 
10BBo2C IM"o F"ooh Ch"" Co. 7500 R,d Hili Rd IP,"'om, ISoeom, CA 94952 (7~762·6001 

1034209 , , " '00. 179 S. 11th Aoeo", IH",fo", IKlog, CA 93230 (559) 584·BOOC IX IX IX LX , II " '00, 1101 S. 11th Aooooe IH"'fo", ~', --""- 93230 ~ l" 
[097052 , F,ctooy 1366g U'oo Rd ISao', Ro," Soeom, CA --"""- -" 



I I~ II 
~ tl II It I! II Handler Plant Name Address City County State Zip Code Phone Number II I! If j Ii IX I 

1036079 MeAf" F,~, Im1 So. J,m"" F,,,", ",,"' CA 93706 (559)846·'736 I X I X IX 
1095c II j D,i", 16475 IP,"'wn, ~ CA .949"- jU'J..b'4:U4". I X 
11483" II', Flo. I~ C,,,m, 100 1835 E. C'n" P"dido SI S,"Ie B,rt"," CA 93103 (805~ -"-1140005 15563"00, A,enue IV,m" Lo, Angel" CA 90058 (323)587.5504 X 
1080021 IMiI' i 1715 n. Di""deco SI IVi"", ""'"'. CA 03", .J">'l""c"'" L>< 
1080029 'Momi" 51" F,milv C,eeme", ~ W Elkhorn A" I Riverdale F",", CA 93656 (559~ .!:. 
1035034 N"IIe D"Ve', District Blvd. I Kern CA 93313 (661)398.3500 X 
1035012 IN"Oe D"ve', Tul,,, 1970 E i ,IA" Tul,,,. ""'"'. C~ 9E~'- .J2O'J..6B8:.17O'l -"-
1041030 IN"II, USA, 100 1736 G,m" Rd I Mod"lo I I CA 95357 (209)574·2000 IX 
1034231 '911' SImel Ch,,,e '.0.8"366 iFo"" F,,,", CA 93625 (559) 8343222 ' X 
1080005 Nicasio' II , Co 1999 And""n 0,. Suite 155 ,S," R,f,,' I""", . Co.. -""" . ~~ L>< 
1140016 No 1525 N,w L" An9"" A" IMoo",,'" IVenlu," CA 9302' (818)614·.396 IX 
1076042 O,'d,'e' , 1'040 Hwy 20 10,kd,'e I Sfenl"," CA 9536' .('~')Il4"::"""'. LX. 
1080013 j C,eeme", 14721.R""dL 10d,."" [<3Ienn, -"'"- -""'- ..Q.~ L>< 
1"3022 Co, "<0 121090 C'bol 81,d IH,yw'C" I",med, CA 94545 (510)784·8800 IX 
1080026 I Milk Pmdu~" IpO"" 326 IRip" I,en Joequln CA ""6 ('"") 09"'1000 IX 
140012 !(FI'''' Mine) 15255 Te",co A" I -"'"- 90723 (562~ L>< 
)18193 P,,,I', Origiool R",ien Yogurt 1683 26lh SI 10,,,"", I""ned, CA 94612 (510)52"5903 

1075129 Pedco" Ch,,,e 17713 Coun~ Roed 24 l°rtend IGlenn CA 95693 .. (''"2='.' LX.. 
104105 I , Inc. 429 H SI IL" "en" 1M,,,,,, ..."A_ 93635 i~~ .!:. -"-1097074 IPetaluma Creamery 14236 Spring Hill Roed IPel""m, ISonom, CA 94952 (707) 762·344 IX 
1093048 I 114700 SI'le Roule No 1 Ipi. H',,, ,letior I""", CA. -'4"'. ~ 1-" 
1031205 D,ifV Food" Inc. .0 "" 1231 IF",,"o IF,,,no CA 93715 (559)264.6583 IXIX IX L". 1-" 
1098119 Que,," Mlchoe~n 19701 W,,, Rd II CA 95470 LX. 
1014014 IQue" S,"'" CI"", 1420 ",,"co Cou,l ~ .~ --""-'. ~ L!'. 
1012066 ~Food', Inc. 101 R,iI,,,d Lene iPltl,b"g I",mod, CA 94565 IX 
1093026 IR,dwood ,II F,~ & C",,,n,,,, 12064 Hwy. 116 North "ldg I ISonom, CA 95472 (707) 82H250 LX IX 
1142768 IR" C""m,,,, .0, ""668 ~ ~ --""- --""'. ~ L!'. 1-"1-" L>< L!'. L!'. 
1148180 IRlle 19200 Tel SIe, A" IL" Angel" CA 9' 73' (626) 571·0122 IX 
1141943 I I, Inc IpO ""668 IDownev ." Angel" CA 90241 (55')927·.'"1' LX. IX 
IOB0018 IR'" il Co. 110og0 2nd A". IHenfo", Tul,,, ~ --"23Il ~~ L!'. L!'. 
1021064 IRumi," Ch,,,, Compen, IP. ) "" 305 IDel Norte CA 95531 (530) 934-5438 IX IX 
1011450 •. Sen Loendco 12000 ISen Loendco I",medo CA 945 (51 0)613·2900 I X IXIX 



~. 

II 
t ! Ii II II I~ I I Handler Plant Name Address City County State Zip Coda Phone Number 

£ • j 

II II 
1'44'98 S",""y Ci~ , 13361 S. Bo><fo,d ICityo', L" Ang"" CA 90040 (213) 8B9A216 X I X I X X 

IOg6029 S,iol B">oil yo,"rt 127 M"q""dA><",",- IS", R"", "",0 C" 94901 (530) 40DA701 X X 
140008 S"fla Bamam Ch"" 14556 N 0, ISomi' S,ot, B,mam CA 93066 IX 
)18204 Sa""oi Food,. '00 116505 Worthl,y 0, I Sao L","," Alam,da CA 945ao (510) 317-B68B ,X 

14B213 ,USA 15611 Ea" 'mp,lia' Hwy ISooth G"e L" 1100"" -""- 90280 _(56:1) B62-7686 IX 
)34198 S'p"'o Ch"" USA 1901 E. Le"'o A" T"'"e T"'". CA 93274 (559) 687-9999 

04202' USA (Newport) 1691 , IN.~"o 
., CA 95360 (209) 862-1732 IX 

1034210 , LISA laoo E Paige T"'are T""re CA 93274 (559) 687-6304 Ix IX 

1041029 i USA 1299 Fifth A" IG","", M.~.d CA 95322 (209) 854-6461 X 

103401 i USA 1605 North J S"", T"'"e T"'are CA 93274 (209) 686-2876 X Ix 

1140009 i 1901 V" B"rteo 1F""ertm, Omog' CA 92831 (714) 490-7370 

1144132 Scott Bml".~ Daie; )2000 S. E," Eod A" IChioo Sao , i CA 91710 (gOg) 628-8516 I X I X 

1140040 , , M'g. Co, '00 )16 S. Saola Fe A" ICompl00 L"M",,, _C-,,- 90221 J213 ) 636-4270 IX 

1074238 Sierra N'"d, Ch"" ComEaoy 16505 Cooo~ Rd 39 Willow, i CA 95998 (530 ) 934-8660 I X X I X 

1072115 Spliog Hill Ch"" 14235 Spliog Hill Road ,Pela'"ma Sooom' CA 94952 707 762-3446 X 

13408 S"'"' F'mily Cream.e; '.0 Bo<768 ;Ma"hall Malio CA 94940 (415 ) 66"-5464 IX X I X Ix X X 

1'41041 , ; Heli"g' Food,- '.0. Bo< 1945 O,"og. CA 92702 :~:)~ X 

1143010 SI"mick, H.hlage Food' '.0. Bo< 1946 Riverside CA 92702 IX 

11 40414 5"" Daie; Co. 15471 Sao Femaodo Road We" IL" Mg.'" Loo 1100"" CA 90039 (81B) 409-0117 IX 
[14B664 Soo Valley D'i')' 108B Sao II CA 91352 (818) 504-1775 IX 

1092040 (Faimeld) .0. Bo<2898 Fairfield 150',"0 CA 94533 (707) 864-0502 I X X 

1072016 ;fr"rt"k) , T"rt"k S"oi,'a", -""- 95380 

~::~;:~: I X LX ,X 1-' Ix 
1035056 ~ Si'~" Oh .. " 123801 Road 180 Liod"y ."'," CA 92245 

IOBOOO4 'Twi", 'ce C",m 14191,IS"eel Pet""ma Sorroma CA 94952 (707) 763-B946 Ix 

1080017 Top 0' The Mom Fa=, 17324 Rood 136_ """'- '"'''e CA 9327~ (559) 688-7515 LX X X 

""al'ce C"am Com parry 11 Sooth S'" Jo" Sarr'a C'afa CA 95116 «OB) 292-932' 

1140006 Tmpice'. Food,. 'oe .. Box 2224 Chi", IS," CA 91710 ( I X 

L'~1481 Uoifi.dC'""", '"c. iI~ St OA 90040 X 

II Ch .. " .0. Bo<382 V,"ey FOfd ISorroma CA 94972 

1098010 V.lla Ch .. " Co. .0. Bo< 191 Sorrom, ISorroma CA 95476 X 

1032075 V1olag. Ch .. " .0. Bo<219 Tm", T"'a" OA 93673 

109303; W,II,byyo,"rt lOB M."aHa CI Am.liceo IN'pa CA 94589 a07) 553-1233 X I X 
W. Th. Pi. Peop'e "" Cyo B',d #159 ILooM9"" CA 91311 (818) 349-1880 X 



Handler Plant Name Address City County State Zip Code Phone Number ; I II !f !ll} I! I J I I ~ 

1 l II 
10BOO20 IWe'",ct, Fa",,' C",me", 1300 A " "dio l '''' IPel, ',m, S,"ome CA 94954 70'1347-9401 I X 
1"8477 , , Food, 118275 Neo" Me CA_ 91746 (8181810-1775 I X 
1140004 C",em 117171 Soo" CJ". CA 950SO Jilib'44-7995 X 

" 
I C",,,, 

Last Update: February 2015 



Cal ifornia Milk Advisory Board 
400 Oyster Point Boulevard, Suite 211 
South San Francisco, CA 94080 

Real California Cheese 
Processor List 

October 20, 2014 

www.ReaICalifomiaMilk.com 

The following is a list of Cali fomi a cheese processors (and other contacts) who are authorized to use the Real California Cheese® seal. Seal use is 
regulated by the California Milk Producers Advisory Board (CMPAB), an instrumentality of the California Department of Food & Agriculture, as 
a way of certifying that consumers are purchasing natural cheese made in California exclusively with California milk. All cheesemakers using the 
seal have undergone a special inspection by the eMP AB. Cheeses listed here are representative, but not inclusive, as new cheeses are being 
produced by California cheesemakers on a regular basis. 

Cbeese Company 

9TH STREET CHEESE, INC. 
DBA BRAVO FARMS CHEESE 
128 North 9th Street 
Fowler, CA 93625 
Phone: 559-834-3222 
Fax: 559-834-3223 
Email: bravofarrn@gmail.com 
Established 20 I 0 
Export, Retail Sales, Viewing 

ALIMENTADORA DEL PACIFICO S.A. DE C.V. 
David F inkelstein, President 
Calle Uno Pte. 111 -3 
Tijuana, B.C. Mexico CP22244 
Phone: 619-906-7809 (US) 
Phone: 011 -52-664-979-0852 (Mexico) 
Fax: 011 -52-664-647-2264 
Email : davidfuk@aol.com 
Website: www.zahavagroup.com 
Retail Sales, Foodservice, Export 

ALOUETTE CHEESE USA LLC 
Gilbert Bourgoin, Plant Manager 
17575 Valley Blvd. 
City oflndustry, CA 91744 
Phone: 626-810-2993 
Fax: 626-810-3452 
Website: W'N\v.alouettecheese.com 
Email: gilbert.bourgouin@alouenecheese.com 

Plant 
Number 

06-148 

Brand Name 

Bravo Fanns Cheese 

Zahava Foods 
Private Label 

06- 13573 Private Label 

Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Cheddar (Plain & Flavored Varieties) 
Feta 
Gouda (Dutch Style, Smoked, Vurig, Habanero) 

Cut & Wrap 

Cream Cheese 



Cheese Company 
Plant 
Number Brand Name 

ANGELO & FRANCO THE MOZZARELLA GUYS 06-00004M Angelo & Franco 
Anna Maria Della Ripa, Executive Assistant The Mozzarella Guys 
3441 Jack Nonhrop A venue 
Ha"1home, CA 90250 
310-263-0506 
Fax: 310-970-9943 

1 Website: www.angeloandfranco.com 
Email: af@angeloand&anco.com 
Retail Sales, Foodservice 

ARIZA CHEESE COMPANY 
Fatima Ariza, President 
7602 lackson Street 
Paramount, CA 90723 
Phone: 562-630-4144 
Fax: 562-630-4174 
Email: maryr@arizacheeseco.com 
Establ ished 1970 
Mail Order 

BELFIORE CHEESE COMPANY 
Farr Hariri, President 
William Loucks, Office Manager 
2031 -A Second Street 
Berke ley, CA 94710 
Phone: 510-540-5500 
Fax: 510-540-5594 
Email: info@belfiorecheese.com 
Website: www.belfiorecheese.com 
Established 1987 

BELLWETHER FARMS, LLC 
Liam Callahan, Manager 
P.O. Box 299 
Valley Ford, CA 94972 
Phone: 707-763-0993 
Fax: 707-763-2443 
Email: info@bellwetherfanms.com 
Website: www.bel lwetherfarms.com 
Established 1986 
Mail Order, Web Sales 

06-3721 

06-1 11 

Ariza 
Quesos Ariza 
Quesos Cotija 
Private Label 

Belfiore 

06-00697 Bellwether Fanms 

2 

Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Ciliegine 
Mozzarella 

Mexican Varieties: 
Crema Mexicana 
Jocoque (Labneh) 
Monterey lack (premium grade) 
Queso Cotija-grated (molido), blocks, wheels 
Requeson 

Bceconcini (Mozzare lla) 
Buratta 
Farmers Cheese 
Feta 
Fior di Lane (Mozzarella) 
Mascarpone 
Mozzarella (Loaves) 
Paneer 
Ricotta 
Smoked Mozzarella 
Traditional Mozzarella 

Carmody 
Creme Fraiche 
Crescenza 
Fromage Blanc 
Ricotta (Jersey, Whole Milk) 



Cheese Company 

CACIQUE INC. 
Tirso Iglesias, Director of Sales & Marketing 
Phone: 626-937-3501 
Fax: 626-937-3601 
Plant: 14940 Proctor, City Of Industry 91744 
Office: 14923 Proctor, City of Industry 91746 
Mailing: P.O. Box 91330 
City of Industry, CA 91715 
Customer Service Fax: 626-369-8083 
Email: TI3@caciqueinc.com 
Website: www.caciqueinc.com 
Established 1973 

CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC 
UNIVERSITY CREAMERY 
Dr. Bruce Golden, Department Head 

J Dr. Nana Farlcye, Creamery Manager 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93407 
Phone: 805-756-6100 
Fax: 805-756-6667 
Email : nfarkye@calpoly.edu 
Website: www.calpolycheese.com 
Established 1962 
Mail Order, Retail Sales, Web Sales 

CALIFORNIA SPECIAL TV CIIEESE 
Scott Pendergrass, Plant Manager 
14253 South Airport Way 
Manteca, CA 95336 
Phone: 209-858-9696 
Fax: 209-585-9599 
Email: scott@calcheese.com 
Established 2005 

DAIRY FARMERS OF AMERICA 
Tom Baker, Plant Manager 
600 Trade Way 
Turlock, CA 95380 

I Phone: 209-667-9627 
Fax: 209-667-4130 
Website: www.dfamilk.com 
Email Sales:ldietrich@dfamilk.com 
Established 1992 

Plant 
Number 

06-981 

06-3335 

06-007 

06-0062 

Brand Name 

Italian 
Mexican - Cacique 
Ranchero 
Cacique 

San Luis Lace™ 
Chipotle Jack"" 

Bulk Cheese Producer 

3 

Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Italian Varieties: 
Mozzarella 
Mexican Varieties: 
Cotija 
Enchilado 
Manchego 
Oaxaca 
Panela 
Queso Fresco 
Caribbean Varieties: 
Queso Blanco 
Queso Blanco Fresco 

Baby Swiss 
Baby Swiss (p lain, Lowfat) 
Cheddar 
Gouda 
Natural Smoked Cheddar 
Natural Smoked Gouda 
Reduced Fat Baby Swiss 

Cut & Wrap 

Mozzarella 
Provolone 



Cbeese Company 

DAIRY GODDESS FARMSTEAD CHEESE 
Barbara Martin, Owner 
6240 21 st Avenue 
Lemoore, CA 93245 
Phone: 559-924-2449 
Website: www.dairygoddess.com 
Email SaleS:dairygoddesscheese@gmail.com 
Established 1992 

DJ STEFANO CHEESE 
Mirnma Bruno 
1485 E. 3rd Street 
Pomona, CA 91766 
Phone: 909-865-830 I 
Fax: 909-865-5683 
Email : mimmo@distefanocheese.com 
Website: www.distefanocheese.com 
Establ ished 2009 
Mail Order, Retail Sales, Foodservice, 
ToursfViewing, Export, Fanmstead 

DPJ SPECIALTY FOODS 
Russ Blake, General Mgr. of Sales & Mktg. 
12360 SW Leveton Drive 
Tualatin, OR 97062 
Phone: 503-692-0662 
Fax: 503-454-1960 
Email: russ.blake@dpispecialtyfnods.com 

FAGUNDES OLD-WORLD CHEESE 
John Fagundes, Jr., Partner 
8700 Fargo Avenue 
Hanford, CA 93230-977! 
Phone: 559-582-2000 
Fax: 559-582-0683 
Email: emav@fagundes.net 
Website: www.oldworldcheese.com 
Established. 1999 
Mail Order, Retail Sales, Web Sales, Fanmstead, 
Tours/Viewing 

Plant 
Number Brand Name 

06-14396 Dairy Goddess: 
Azores 
Central Coast 
Heaven 
Naked 
Rosarito 
The Valley 

06-01857 Di Stefano Cbeese: 

06-14516 Fagundes Old-World 
Cheese 

Maria's Queso 

4 

Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Fromage Blanc: 
Roasted Red Pepper - Portuguese Style 
Santa Maria Seasoning with Dill 
Chocolate and Hazelnut 
Au Naturel with a Touch of Salt 
Mexican Blend Seasoning with Jalapeno 
Peaches, Almond and Honey 

Burrata 
Mozzarella 
Ricotta 
Mascarpone 

Cut & Wrap 

Hanford Jack (plain & Flavored) 
Hanfordshire Cheddar 
SI. John 
SI. Jorge 

Mexican Varieties: 
Cotija 
Panela 
Queso Fresco 



Cheese Company 

FARMDALE CREAMERY, INC. 
Norman Shotts, Pres ident 
Michael Shotts, General Manager 
1049 West Baseline Street 
San Bernardino, CA 924 I I 
Phone: 909-889-3002 
Fax: 909-888-2541 
Email : mshottS@farmdale.net 
Website: www.fanndale.net 
Established 1979 

FISCALINI CHEESE CO. 
John B. Fiscalini 
7206 Kiernan Ave. 
Modesto, CA 95358 
Phone: 209-545-5495 
Toll Free: 800-61O-FARM 
Fax: 209-545-5008 
Emai l: john@fi scalini farrns.com 
Website: www.fiscalinicheese.com 
Established. 2000 
Mail Order , Web Sales, Farmstead, 
ToursfViewing (By Appointment Only) 

GIOIA CHEESE CO., INC 
Vito Girardi, Owner 
1605 Potrero Avenue 
South EI Monte, CA 91733 
Phone: 626-444-6015 
Fax: 626-444-6019 
Email: gioiacheese@hotmail.com 
No website at this time 
Established 1993 
Mail Order 

GOSSNER FOODS 
Dolores Gossner Wheeler, Pres. & CEO 
Greg Rowley, Chief Operating Officer 
Phone: 435-752-9365 
Fax: 435-713-6200 
Jason Simper, Sales Manager 
Phone: 435-713-6179 
Fax: 435-713-6205 
1051 North 1000 West 
Logan, UT 84321 -0847 
Viewing 

Plant 
Number 

06-260 

06-54 

06-451 

49-6 1 

Brand Name 

Fanndale Creamery 
Taco Lada 
Lada Jack 

Fiscal ini 

Caseificio Gioia 

5 

Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Cheddar (Regular, Part-Skim) 
Monterey Jack (Regular, Part-Skim) 
Mozzarella 
Pizza Cheese 

Cheddar (Bandage Wrapped) 
Cheddars (Flavored) 
Lionza AJpine Style 
Mozzarella 
Purple Moon Cheddar 
San Joaquin Gold 
Scamorza 

Fresh Italian-Style Cheeses: 
Burrala (Cream Filled Mozzarella) 
Burricotti (Ricotta Filled Mozzarella) 
Caciocavallo 
Mascarpone 
Mozzarella (Water-Packed) 
Ricotta 
Scamorza 

Cut & Wrap 



Cheese Company 

GOURMET FOODS INTERNATIONAL 
Todd Druhot 
255 Spring Street SW 
Atlanta, GA 30303 
Phone: 404-688-13! 5 Ext. 7641 
Fax: 404-223-6637 
Email: tdruhot@atlantafoods.com 
Website: www.atlantafoods.com 

GREAT LAKES CHEESE OF UTAH 
Bob Chevalier, Plant Manager 
Mark Mazur, Marketing 440-834-7321 
780 West 1400 South 
Fillmore, UT 84631 
Phone: 435-743-5000 
Fax: 435-743-5011 
Email: chevalier@greatlakescheese.com 

GREENBERG CHEESE COMPANY, INC. 
Mike Greenberg, President 
5743 Smithway Street, Suite 308 
Commerce, CA 90040 
Phone: 323-727-7735 
Fax: 323-727-7941 
Email: mike@greenbergcheesecompany.com 
Website: ww\v .greenbergcheesecompany .com 

HILMAR CHEESE COMPANY 
John J. Jeter, President/CEO 
Phil Robnett, VP Mktg & Sales-Cheese 
900 1 North Lander A venue 
P.O. Box 910 
Hilmar, CA 95324 
Pbone: 209-667-6076 
Fax: 209-634-1408 
Visitors Center: 800-577-5772 
Email: info@hilmarcheese.com 
Website: www.hilmarcheese.com 
Established 1984 
Mail Order, Retail Sales, Web Sales, 
TourslViewing 

Plant 
Number 

49-49 

06-303 

06-50 

Brand Name 

Bulk Cheese 
Processor 

6 

Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Cut & Wrap 

Cut & Wrap 
and Shred 

Cut & Wrap 
and Shred 

Bulk Cheese 
Cheddar 
Colby 
Colby Jack 
Flavored Jacks 
Fresh Curd 
Monterey Jack 
Pepper Jack 
Queso Chipotle 

30 



Cheese Company 

JOSEPH GALLO FARMS 
Michael Gallo, CEO 
Gene Goetsch, Plant Manager 
10561 W. Hwy. 140 
P.O. Box 775 
Atwater, CA 95301 
Phone: 209-394-7984 
Fax: 209-394-4988 
Email: dbradley@josephfarrns.com 
Website: wv.rw.josephfanns.com 
Established 1983 
Farmstead 

KAROUN DAIRIES 
CENTRAL VALLEY CHEESE, INC. 
Anto Baghdassarian, CEO 
Rostom Baghdassarian, Marketing COO 
115 South Kilroy Road 
Turlock, CA 95380 
Phone: 209-664-1080 
Fax: 209-664- 1001 
Customer Service: 888-355-1080 
Email: contact@karouncheese.com 
Website: 'wVvw.karouncheese.coml 
Established 1999 
Mail Order, Web Sales 
Corporate Office 
Anto Baghdassarian, CEO 
13023 Arroyo Street 
San Fernando, CA 91340 
Phone: 818-767-7000 
Fax: 818-767-7024 

KING CHEESE CORP. 
Vicken Aghchikian, CEO 
229 Railroad Avenue 
Monrovia, CA 91016 
Phone: 626-599-8585 
Fax: 626-599-8513 
Email: vic@kingcheese.com 
Website: www.kingcheese.com 
Established 1986 
Retail Sales, Export 

Plant 
Number 

06-77 

06-619 

06-173 

Brand Name 

Joseph Farms 

Karoun 
Karounette 
Central Valley Creamery 
Queso Del Valle 
Arz 

7 

Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Sen-ices 

Artificial Hormone Free 
Asadero 
Cheddar (Mild, Medium, Sharp, Extra 
Sharp, Marbled, Light, White, Longhorn) 
Colby (Regular, Longhorn) 
Cut & Wrap and Shred, Slices 
Gouda 
Monterey Jack (Regular, Light, Pepper, 
Marbled) 
Mozzarella (Low MoisturelPart-Skim) 
Muenster 
Premium Extra Sharp Cheddar (3+ yrs. old) 
Provolone 
Sliced Cheese (All Varieties) 

Feta (Mild, Semi Sharp, Sharp, Crumbled 
& Spiced) 
Fresh Curd 
Monterey Jack 
Mozzarella 
Mozzarella (Smoked) 

Mediterranean varieties: 
Ackawi, California, Frying, Naboulsi, String, 
Sweet, Syrian, Touma 

Mexican varieties: 
Cotija, Oaxaca, Panela, 
Queso Blanco, Queso Fresco 

Cut & Wrap 

3/ 



Cheese Company 

KRAFT FOODS 
Kiet Tran - Quality Systems Maoager 
I 0800 Avenue 184 
Tulare, CA 93274 
Phone: 559-685-4993 
Fax: 559-685-6233 
Email: kiet.tran@kraft.com 
Established 1986 
Corporate Headquarters 
Jon Levy, Sr. Associate Brand Manager 
I Kraft Court 
Glenview, 1L 60025 
Phone: 847-646-3766 
Fax: 847-646-2314 

LAKEVIEW CHEESE CO_ LLC 
Traci Rushakoff 
P.O. Box 60426 
Boulder City, NY 89006 
Phone: 702-233-2439 

I Fax: 702-384-2439 
Email: traci@lakeviewcheese.com 
Established 2009 

LEPRINO FOODS COMPANY 
Steve Fritzler, Plant Manager 
240 I MacArthur Drive 
Tracy, CA 95376- 1057 
Phone: 209-835-8340 
Fax: 209-835-0828 
Established 1975 

LEPRINO FOODS COMPANY 
Robert Tuttrup, Lemoore West VP & GM 
351 No. Belle Haven Drive 
Lemoore, CA 93245 
Phone: 559-925-7300 
Fax: 559-925-7388 

LEPRINO FOODS COMPANY 
David Dierking, Plant Manager 
490 F Street 
Lemoore, CA 93245-266 1 
Phone: 559-924-7722 
Fax: 559-924-7765 
Established 1986 

Plant 
Number Brand Name 

06-245 Knudsen 

06-69 

06-55 

06-33 

Leprino QLC® 

Leprino QLC® 
Ribbon™ 

Leprino QLC® 

8 

Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Cottage Cheese 
Sour Cream 

Cut & Wrap 

Mozzarella 
ShrediDice 

Block 
Gas Flushed ShrediDice 
Mozzarella 

Mozzarella 
ShrediDice 



Cheese Company 

LEPRINO FOODS COMPANY 
Corporate Headquarters 
1830 West 3 8~ A venue 
Denver, CO 8021 1-2200 
Phone: 303-480-2600 
Fax: 303-480-2605 

Plant 
Number 

Derek Friedman, VP Marketing & New Business Development 
Email: dfriedman@leprinofoods.com 
Kevin Burke, SVP Global Business Development 
Emai l: kburke@leprinofoods.com 
Website: www.leprinofoods.com 

LOLETA CHEESE COMPANY 
Robert Laffranchi, President 
Carol Laffranchi, VP Sales & Marketing 
Marsha Lee, Sales - Linda Markin, Off. 
252 Loleta Drive 
Loleta, CA 95551 
Phone: 707-733-5470 
Phone 2: 707-733-5473 
Customer Service: 800-995-0453 
Fax: 707-733- 1872 
Email: info@loletacheese.com 
Website: www.loletacheese.com 
Established 1982 
Mai l Order, Retail Sales, Web Sales, Viewing 

LOS ALTOS FOOD 
PRODUCTS, INC. 
Alin Andrade, COO 
Corin Andrade, CFO 
450 Baldwin Park Boulevard 
City oflndustry, CA 91746 
Phone: 626-330-6555 
Fax: 626-330-6755 
Email : alin@losa!tosfoods.com 
Email: corin@losaltosfoods.com 
Website: www.losaltosfoods.com 
Established 1988 

MARA THON CHEESE 
Mike Mathias, Corp. VP of Sales & M.~g. 
3000 NW Marathun Way 
Mountain Home, ID 83647 
Corp. Headquarters Phone: 715-443-2211 
Mountain Home Plant Phone: 208-587-0067 
Fax: 208-587-0468 
Email: mmathias@mcheese.com 

06-123 

06-419 

16-21 

Brand Name 

Loleta Cheese 

Los Altos 
La Cubeta 

9 

Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Cheddar (Plain & Flavored Varieties) 
Feta 
Flavored Varieties 
Fontina 
Havarti (plain & Flavored Varieties) 
Monterey Jack (plain & Flavored Varieties) 
Organic Cheddars 
Organic Jacks 
Queso Fresco 
Swiss 

Mexican Varieties: 
Adobera 
Cincho 
Cotija 
Cotija Enchilado 
Crema Mexicana 
Del Rancho 
Oaxaca 
Panela 
Queso Quesadilla 
Queso Fresco 
Requeson 

Cut & Wrap 

33 



Cheese Company 

MARIN FRENCH CHEESE COMPANY 
Zachary Pass, National Sales Director 
7500 Red Hill Road 
Petaluma, CA 94952 
Phone: 707-762-6001 
Fax: 707-762-0430 
Toll Free: 800-292-6001 
Email: Zack or Cheri 
@marinfrenchcheese.com 
Website: www.marinfrenchcheese.com 
Established 1865 
Mail Order, Retail Sales, Web Sales, 
ToursNiewing 

MARQUEZ BROTHERS 
INTERNATIONAL, INC. 
Manny Cuevas, Regional Director 
5801 Rue Ferrari 
San Jose, CA 95138 
Phone: 408-960-2700 
Toll Free: 800-858-1119 
Fax: 408-960-3321 
Website: www.marquezbrothers.com 
Established 1981 

f Plant: No Correspondence, Please 
179 S. lIth Avenue 
Hanford, CA 93230 

MATOS, JOE CHEESE FACTORY 
Joe Matos, President 
3669 Llano Road 
Santa Rosa, CA 95407 
Phone: 707-584-5283 (Plant Orders) 
Fax: 707-585-7871 
Established 1983 
Mail Order, Farmstead 

Plant 
Number 

06-668 

06-899 

06-299 

06-258 

Brand Name 

Marin French Cheese 

E1 Mexicano 
Rancho Grande 
Vaquero 
Cinco Volcanes 
E1 Centroamericano 

St. George 

10 

Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Brie (Plain and Flavored) 
Camembert 
Petite Blue 
Petite Breakfast 
Petite Camembert 
Petite Creme 
Quark (Plain and Flavored) 
Schloss 
Triple Creme Brie 
Triple Creme Brie with Truffles 

Mexican Varieties: 
Asadero 
Baby Jack 
Cotija 
Manchego 
Menonita 
Monterrey Jack (Monterey) 
Oaxaca 
Paneia 
Queso Anejo Enchilado 
Queso Fresco Casero 
Queso Fresco Cremoso 
Queso Quesadilla 
Requeson 
Sierra Cremoso 

Central American Varieties: 
Cuajada 
Quesillo 
Queso Cremoso 
Queso Duro Bl",.do 
Queso Fresco 
Queso Seco 

St. George 



Cheese Companv 

NERY'S USA, INC. 
Comercial Targa, S.A. De c.y. Blvd. 
Insurgentes No. 19801 
Col. Guaycura, Tijuana, Mexico 22216 
011 -52-6646-256727 
Corporate Headquarters 
John Cathcart 
9925 Airway Road 
San Diego, CA 92154-7932 
Phone: 619-616-2124 
Fax: 619-616-2976 

NICASIO VALLEY CHEESE COMPANY, INC. 
Scott Lafranchi, Cheesemaker 
Rick LafrancQ.!, Contact Person 
5300 Nicasio Valley Road 
Nicasio, CA 94946 
Phone: 415-451 -3500 
Phone 2: 415-662-6200 
Fax: 415-451 -3505 
Email : lafranchi4@aol.com 
Website: www.nicasiocheese.com 
Established 2010 
Retail Sales, Web Sales, ToursNiewing, 
Farmstead/Organic 

OAKDALE CHEESE & SPECIALTIES 
John Bulk, Vice President 
10040 Highway 120 
Oakdale, CA 95361 
Phone: 209-848-3139 
Fax: 209-848-1162 
website: www.oakdalecheese.com 
Established 1983 
Mail Order, Retail Sales, Web Sales, 
TourslViewing 

Plant 
Number 

06-4845 

06-150 

Brand Name 

Black Mountain 
Foggy Morning 
Formagella 
Halleck Creek 
Nicasio Reserve 
Nicasio Square 

Oakdale Cheese 
and Specialties 
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Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Cut & Wrap 

Organic Bloomy Rind 
Organic Fresh Cow's Milk Cheese 
Organic Semi Soft Ripening Cheese 
Organic Swiss Italian Aged Mountain Cheese 
Organic Swiss Italian Mountain Cheese 
Organic Washed Rind 

Edam 
Flavored Curds 
Fresh Curd 
Gouda 
Aged 
Mild Cumin 
Garlic 
Garlic Basil 
Garden Herbs 
Jalapeno Peppers 
Mediterranean 
Mustard 
Pepper Mix 
Greek 
Smoked 
Quark 
Plain, Flavored 
White Chedd2!, 



Cheese Company 

ORLAND FARMSTEAD CREAMERY, LLC 
Paul Schmidt, Owner 
4721 Road L 
Orland, CA 95963 
Phone: 530-865-2912 
Established 2009 
Foodservice, Retail Sales, 
Farmstead 

PACIFIC CHEESE COMPANY - RENO 
Steve Gaddis, President 
Bob Leonard, Sr. Vice President, Sales 
Peter Ernster Jr., Vice President, Sales 
8950 Double Diamond Parkway 
Reno, NY 89521 
Phone: 775-852-7200 
Fax: 775-852-7321 
Emai l: info@pacificcheese.com 
Website: www.pacificcheese.com 

PACIFIC CHEESE COMPANY- TEXAS 
Doug Pedersen, Plant Manager 
8850 N E 24th A venue 
Amarillo, TX 79108 
Phone: 806-383-7255 
Fax: 806-383-7251 
Email: info@pacificcheese.com 
Website: www.pacificcheese.com 
Established: 2009 

PACIFIC CHEESE COMPANY 
Corporate Headquarters 
Steve Gaddis, President 
Bob Leonard, Sr. Vice President, Sales 
Peter Emster Jr., Vice President, Sales 
21090 Cabot Blvd 
P.O. Box 56598 
Hayward, CA 94545-6598 
Phone: 510-784-8800 
Fax: 510-784-8846 
Email: info@pacificcheese.com 
Website: www.pacificcheese.com 
Established 1970 

Plant 
Number Brand Name 

06-07075M Orland Farmstead 
Creamery 

32-101 
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Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Feta 
Plain 
Tomato & Oregano 
Fromage Blanc 
Artichoke 
Cranberry & Walnut 
Mango 
Plain 
Tomato & Pesta 
MozzareUa 
Queso Fresco 
Jalapeno 
Plain 
Ricottage 
Garlic & Dill 
Plain 

Cut & Wrap 
Slices/Shreds 

Cut & Wrap 

36 



t 

Cheese Company 

PACIFIC GOLD MILK PRODUCTS, INC. 
Barry Murphy, President 
Leona Perreira, Office Manager 
6625 2nd Street 
P.O. Box 1415 
Riverbank, CA 95362 
Phone: 209-863-8650 
Fax: 209-863-0420 
Email: barryorleona @pacificgoldcreamery.com 
Website: www.pacificgoldcreamery.com 
Established 20 I3 
F oodservice, Export 

PARIS BROTHERS, INC. 
Sam Paris 
8800 N. E. Underground Drive 
Kansas City, MO 64161 
Phone: 816-455-4188 Ext. 5505 
Fax: 816-455-6538 
Email : sjpariS@parisbrothers.com 

PEDROZO DAIRY & CHEESE CO. 
Tim & Ji ll Pedrozo, Owners 
771 3 County Road 24 
Orland, CA 95963 
Phone: 530-51 4-3837 
Fax: 530-865-9548 
tim@realfanmsteadcheese.com 
Website: www.realfarmsteadcheese.com 
Established 1999 
Mail Order, Retail Sales, Foodservice, 
Web Sales, Farmstead 
TourslViewing (By Appointment Only) 

PELUSO CHEESE 
Joseph Reynoso, President 
429 H Street 
Los Banos, CA 93635 
Phone: 209-826-3744 
Fax: 209-826-6782 
Email: liZ@pelusocacheese.com 
Established 1919 

Plaut 
N umber Brand N arne 

06-02303 Artemis® 

06-243 

06-125 

Grazia® 
Private Label 

Pedrozo Dairy 
& Cheese 

Tomales Bay 
Hacienda 
Peluso 

Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Cheddar 
Feta 
Fresh Mozzarella 
Monterey Jack 
Ricotta 

Artisan Cheeses - All Styles 
Cut & Wrap 

Black Butte Reserve 
Raw Milk Fannstead Semi-Finn 
Flavored Varieties 
Blondies Best 
Bubbly Cow (Sparkling Wine Soaked) 
Northern Gold 
Garlic Herb 
Peppercorn 
Red Pepper 
Traditional 
Stout Cow (Stout Soaked) 
Tipsy Cow (Wine Soaked) 

Hispanic-Style Cheeses 
Teleme 
Monterey Jack 

---.--------.--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Cheese Company 

PETERSON COMPANY, THE 
George & Chuck Lyden, Owners 
Lynn Throssell, VP of Sales & Marketing 
Sonia Chandwaney. Director of Marketing 
1102 "D" Street N. E. 
Auburn, WA 98002 
Phone: 800-735-0313 
Fax: 253-833-7945 
Scon Williams, Director of Logistics 
Email scott@petersoncheese.com 
Website: \vww.petersoncheese.com 

POINT REYES FARMSTEAD 
CHEESE CO. 
Jill Giacomini Basch, Marketing 
P.O. Box 9 
14700 State Hwy I 
PI. Reyes, CA 94956 
Phone: 415-663-8880 
Fax: 415-663-8881 
Email: info@pointreyescheese.com 
Website: W\vw.pointreyescheese.com 
Established 2000 
Mail Order, Web Sales, Farmstead 

QUESERIA MICHOACAN CHEESE CO. 
Nicolas Muniz, Owner 
970 I West Road 
Redwood VaHey, CA 95470 
Phone: 707-485-0579 
Fax: 707-485-5754 
Email: qrncheeseco@yahoo.com 
Established 1987 
Retail Sales 

QUESO SALAZAR 
Rico Millan, Owner 
512 Apple Hill Drive 
Brentwood, CA 94513 
Phone: 925-997-8385 
Phone 2: 925-206-6431 
Fax: 925-206-6431 
Email: quesos<l.I<lZ<l.r@ymaH.com 
Plant (No Correspondence, Please) 
420 Beatrice Court - F 
Brentwood, CA 94513 
Established 2009 
Retail Sales 

Plant 
Number 

06-121 

06-227 

Brand Name 

Original BlueH:! 
Point Reyes 

Queseria Michoacan 

06-03447 Queso Salazar 
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Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Cut & Wrap 

Blue Cheese 
Toma 

Queso Fresco 
Requeson 
Soft Ripened Cheese 

Queso Fresco 
Oaxaca (Asadero) 



Cheese Company 

RIZO-LOPEZ FOODS, INC 
Edwin Rizo, President 
20 I S. McClure Road 
Modesto, CA 95357 
Toll Free: 800-626-5587 
Fax: 209-232-3789 
Established 1990 
Mail Order 

Plant 
Number Brand Name 

06-10515 Don Francisco 

Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Cotija 
Fresh Mozzarella 
Mozzarella 
Oaxaca 
Panela 
Quesco Fresco 
Queso Para Freir 
Requeson 
Ricotta 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
ROMA of Minnesota 
James P. Gohl 
625 Division Street North 
Rice, MN 56367 
Phone: 320-393-5254 
Fax: 320-393-2800 
Email: jgohl@pfgc.com 

RUMIANO CHEESE COMPANY 
Baird Rumiano, President 
John Rurniano, Vice President 
Production & Manufacturing 
511 Ninth Street or P.O. Box 305 
Crescent City, CA 95531 
Phone: 707-465-1535 
Toll Free: 866-EAT-CHEESE (328-2433) 
Fax: 707-465-4141 
Sales & Distribution 
1629 County Road E or P.O. Box 863 
Willows, CA 95988 
Phone: 530-934-5438 
Fax: 530-934-51 14 
Email: joby@rumianocheese.com 
Website: www.rumianocheese.com 
www.facebook.comlrumianocheese 
Established 1921 
Mail Order, Web Sales 

RUMIANO CHEESE COMPANY 
John Rumiano, Manager 
Duane Walker - 415-479-1293 
Email: dU·Nsm@sbcglcba!.net 
P.O. Box 863 
1629 County Road E 
Willows, CA 95988 
Phone: 530-934-5438 
Fa~: 530-934-5114 
Email: john@rumianocheese.com 
Mail Order 

06-2384 

06-393 

Rumiano 
Willow Maid 
California Mission 
Classic Jack's 
California Premium 
landmark 
Rumiano Family 
Organic 
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Cut & Wrap 

Non-GMO Verified & American Humane 
Certified Organic Cheese 
Bulk Cheese 
Asadero 
Calico (Co-Jack) 
Cheddar, Colby, Colored (Chipotle) 
Fontina 
Havarti 
Longhorn (Cheddar, Colby, Calico) 
Monterey Jack (Jalapeno Jack, Habanero, 
Jack, Sicilian Jack, Lavender Jack, Pesto 
Jack, Garlic Jack, Caraway Jack) 
Mozzarella (Whole Milk & Part Skim) 
Muenster 
Organic Cheddar & Other Varieties 
Queso Quesadilla 
Reduced Fat Cheese (Cheddar, Monterey 
Jack Calico, Asadero, Quesadilla) 
Smoked Cheese (Monterey Jack, Cheddar, 
Mozzarella, Dry Jack) 

Cut & Wrap 
Slicing 
Full Line Foodservice Cheese Products 
Non-Gto.10 a.'1d Orga.'1ic Cheese 



Cheese Company 

SAPUTO CHEESE USA INC. 
Bob Tirrunons, Regional VP Operations 
901 East Levin A venue 
Tulare, CA 93274 
Phone: 559-687-9999 
Fax: 559-687-9444 
Established 1954 
Corporate Headquarter's 
Mike Moran, Sr. VP Sales 

J 25 Tri-State International Office Center, 
Suite 250 
Lincolnshire, IL 60069 
Phone: 847-267-1100 
Fax: 847-267-1110 

SAPUTO CHEESE USA INC. 
John Collie, Plant Manager 
5611 E. Imperial Highway 
South Gate, CA 90280 
Phone: 562-862-7686 
Fax: 562-861 -4265 
Email: jcollie@saputo.com 
Established 1946 

SAPUTO CHEESE USA INC. 
R. Gregory Dryer, EVP Ind. & Gov't Relations 
Clif Young, Plant Manager 
1025 E. Bardsley Avenue 
Tulare, CA 93274 
Phone: 559-687-1188 
Fax: 559-685-6551 
Email: cyoung@saputo.com 

SAPUTO CHEESE USA INC. 
R. Gregory Dryer, EVP Ind & Gov't Relations 
Ernie Carreiro, Regional VP Operations 
800 E. Paige Avenue 
Tulare, CA 93274 
Phone: 559-687-8411 
Fax: 559-687-6330 
Email: ecarreiro@saputo.com 

SAPUTO CHEESE USA INC. 
Joe Gaglio, Plant Manager 
691 Inyo Street 
Newman, CA 95360 
Phone: 209-862-I 732 
Fax: 209-862-1043 
Email: jgaglio@saputo.com 

Plant 
Number 

06-90M 

06-3500 

06-0605 

06-240 

06-91 

Brand Name 

Stella 

Frigo 

Stella 

Stella 
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Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Mozzarella 
Provolone 

String 

Cut & Wrap 
Shred Institutional / Retail 

Mozzarella - All Types 
Provolone 

Mozzarella 
Provolone 



Cheese Company 

SCHREIBER FOODS, INC. 
Rod Balke, Plant Manager 
Byron Sauer, Team Leader Qlty. Assur. 
885 North 600 West 
Logan, UT 84321 
Phone: 435·752-8175 
Fax: 435-752-5257 
Email: rod.balke@schreiberfoods.com 
Schreiber Corporate Headquarters 
Kim Schisel, Director Customer Service 
425 Pine Street 
Green Bay, Wl 54307-9010 
Phone: 920-455-6073 
Fax: 920-455-6079 
Email: kirn.schisel@schreiberfoods.com 

SCHREIBER FOODS, INC. 
Josh Chapman, Plant Manager 
Michael Majumdar, Team Lead. Q!ty. Assur. 
2180 West 6550 North 
Smithfield, UT 84335 
Phone: 435-563-9340 
Fax: 435-563-0696 
Email: josh.chapman@schreiberf:Jods.com 

SIERRA CHEESE MANUFACTURING 
COMPANY 
Charlene Franco, Vice President/Gen. Mgr. 

f Carlos Rivera, Director of Sales 
Phillip Franco, Sales 
916 South Santa Fe 
Compton, CA 90221 
Toll Free: 800-266-4270 
Fax: 310-639-1096 
E-mail: info@sierracheese.com 
Website: www.sierracheese.com 
Established 1955 

SIERRA NEVADA CHEESE CO., INC 
Ben Gregersen, President 
6505 County Road 39 
Willows. CA 95988 
PhoDe: 530-934-8660 
Fax: 530-934-8670 
Email: ben@sierranevadacheese.com 
Established 1997 
Organic, Tours/Viewing (By Appointment Only) 

Plant 
Number 

49-0044 

49-0041 

06-1868 

06-325 

Brand Name 

Bulk-Cheese 
MonteBello 
Sierra 
Private Label 

Farmhouse 
Gina Marie 
Sierra Jacks 
Sierra Nevada Cheese 
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Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Cream Cheese 
Cut & Wrap and Shred 
Slice 
Yogurt 

Cut & Wrap and Shred 

Mozzarella (Low Moisture Whole Milk) 
Mozzarella (Water-Packed, Low 
MoisturelPart Skim, Smoked) 
Oaxaca 
Oaxaca Tiras ™ 
Requeson 
Ricotta 
Scamorza 
String 
Tuma 

Organic Cheeses: 
Organic Cheddar (Pasteurized & Raw) 
Organic Cream Cheeses 
Organic Jacks (Traditional, Garlic, Jalapeno, 
Smokehouse, Raw Creamy Jack, Raw 
Jalapeno Jack) 
Natural Cheeses: 
Cream Cheeses 
Natural Jacks (Assorted Flavors) 
Other Varieties Available on Special Order 

if! 



Cheese Company 

SPRING HILL JERSEY CHEESE 
Larry K. Peter, Owner 
621 Western Avenue 
Petaluma, CA 94952 
Phone: 707-762-3446 
Fax: 707-762-3455 
Email: info@springhillcheese.com 
Email: lany@springhillcheese.com 
Website: www.springhillcheese.com 
Established 1998 
Mail Order, Web Sales 
ToursIViewing (Sept. - Oct. annually) 

SPRING HILL JERSEY CHEESE 
db. PETALUMA CREAMERY 
Larry Peter, Owner 
Ritz Guggiana, VP of Sales & Distribution 
4235 Spring Hill Road 
Petaluma, CA 94952 
Phone: 707-762-3446 
Retail Store Phone: 707-762-9038 
Fax: 707-762-3455 
E-mail: info@springhillcheese.com 
Email: lany@springhillcheese.com 
Email: ritZ@springhilicheese.com 
Website: www.springhillcheese.com 
Established 1998 
Retail Sales, Foodservice, Web Sales, 
Export, Farmstead 
ToursNiewing (Sept. - Oct. annually) 

VALLEY FORD CHEESE CO. 
Karen Bianchi-Moreda, Owner 
P.O. Box 382 
Valley Ford, CA 94972 
Phone: 707-293-5636 
Cust. Service Phone: 707-876-3465 
Fax: 707-876-3090 
Email: kjerseys@sonic.net 
Established 2008 

J Retail Sales, Web Sales, Farmstead 

PI.nt 
Number 

06-649 

06-7017 

Brand Name 

Spring Hill Jersey 

Spring Hill Jersey 
Petaluma Creamery 

06-18165 Estero Gold 
Highway I 
Private Label 
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Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Cut & Wrap 

Cheddar (Plain & Flavored) 
Colby 
Dry Jack 
Fresh Curd 
Jersey Jack (plain & Flavored) 
Mozzarella 
Old World Portuguese 
Quark (Plain, Lemon, Garlic, Herb) 

Italian Fannstead Cheese 



Cheese Company 

VELLA CHEESE COMPANY 
Chickie Vella 
315 E. Second Street 
Sonoma, CA 95476 
Phone: 707-938-3232 
Toll Free: 800-848-0505 
Fax: 707-938-4307 
Email: vella@vellacheese.com 
Website: \vww.vellacheese.com 
Established 1931 
Mail Order, Web Sales, Retail Sales, 
Wholesale Sales 

VINTAGE CHEESE COMPANY 
Ryan Davis, CEO 
36005 Highway 99 
Traver, CA 93673 
Phone: 559-897-4634 
Fax: 559-897-4635 
Email: ryan@bravofarms.com 
Website: www.bravofarms.com 
Established 1995 
Retail Sales, Foodservice, Web Sales, 
ToursIViewing 

WORLD CLASS DISTRIBUTION, INC. 
Rafael Anglada 
2121 Boeing Way 
Stockton, CA 95206 
Phone: 209-234-7920 
Fax: 209-234'-7972 
Email: ranglada@wcdinc.net 

WORLD CLASS DISTRIBUTION, INC. 
Paul Mestas / Rafael Anglada 
10288 Calabash Avenue 
Fontana, CA 92335 
Phone: 909-574-4140 
Fax: 909-356-9825 
Email: pmestas@wcdinc.net / ranglada@wcdinc.net 
Established 20 II 
Retail Sales 

Plant 
Number 

06-5065 

06-827 

06-296 

Brand Name 

Bear Flag Brand 
Vella Cheese 

Private Label 

06-03419M Private Label 
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Styles & Varieties of 
Cheese/Services 

Asiago 

Daisy Cheddar (Raw Milk), Plain & Flavored 
Dry Monterey Jack, Plain & Flavored Varieties 
Italian Table Cheese 
Mezzo Secco 
Monterey Jack, Plain and Flavored Varieties 
Oro Secco 
Raw Milk Sharp Cheddar 
Romanello Dolce 
Toma 

Cheddar (white, chipotJe, sage, jalapeno, 
cabemet, garlic) 
Gouda (regular, smoked) 
Monterey Jack (regular, smoked, pepper, 
garlic) 

Cut & Wrap 

Mild Cheddar 
Monterey Jack 



U.S. Census Bureau '. 

FactFinder ( ), 

EC1231SA1 Manufacturing: Subject Series: Location of Manufacturing Plants: Employment Size for Subsectors and 
Industries by U.S., State, County and Place: 2012 

2012 Economic Census of the United States 

Table Name 
Manufacturing : Subject Series: Location of Manufacturing Plants: Employment Size for Subsectors and Industries by U.s .. State. County , and Place: 
2012 
Release 
Schedule 
Data are scheduled to be released in August 2015. 
Universe 
The universe indudes alt manufacturing establ ishments classified in sectors 31-33 with one or more paid employee at any time during the year. 
Geography 
Coverage 
Data are shown at the U.S. , county, and place levels. 
Industry 
Coverage 
Data are shown at the two-, three- , and six ·digit North American Industry Classification System (NAtCS) level. 
Data Items 
and 
Other 
Identifying 
Records 
This fi le contains data on: 

• Number of establishments 

Data are also identified by employment-size class. 
Sort Order 
Data are presented in ascending geography (ST X COUNTY X PLACE) by NAICS code by employment size. 
Related Data Files 
Data supersede those released in the Industry Series and Geographic Area Series files . 
FTP Download 
Download the entire table at http://wv.N.J2.census.gov/econ2012/EC/sector31/EC1231SA1.zip 
Contact 
Information 
U.S. Census Bureau. Economy Wide Statistics Division 
Data User Outreach and Education Staff 
Washington. DC 20233-6900 
Tel: (800) 242-2184 
Tel : (301) 763,5154 
ewd.outreach@census.gov 

Release Date : 08/18/2015 

Data based on the 2012 Economic Census. For information on confidentiality protection, sampling error, nonsampling error. and definitions, see 
Methodology. Data in this file represent those available when this file was created; data may not be available for all NAICS industries or geographies. 
Data in this table may be subject to employment- and/or sales-size minimums that vary by industry. 
For information on economic census geographies, including changes for 2012, see the economic census Help Center. 

Geographic area 
2012 NAleS code 

Meaning of 1-
Meaning of 2012 Emp!oyme!'!t slze of ~ Year 

1 - NUmber of -
I establishments 

name NAleS C~de ,establiShments cOdeL_ _ _ __ ~ __ _ 

Cheese manufacturingAIl establishments '2012 49 

Cheese manufacturinglEstablishments w~h 0 12012 ._- r---gj 
Cheese manUfa'Cturiiig~s~~~~~~n~~ ;ith -5 Q012 - - --r -----51 

---- ~- ______ /QgemQloyees __ L_ ----T· I 
Cheese manufacturing:Establishments with .2012 7 

____ . ________ 10 to tiLemp.!QY.ees 1. ___ ~ __ ~_ ..j 

Cheese manufacturing,Establishments with 2012 8 I 
20 to 49 emQ!Q.yees I 

- Cheese manufacturingEstablishments -With 2012 --3 1 
_ 'so to J~9 ~mploy~es I 

California 311513 

California 311513 

CalifOriiia- 311513 

-------
California 311513 
I - -----
California 311 513 

Califurnia -~311513 
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Geographic area 
name 

2012 NAICS code Meaning of 2012 
NAICS code 

Meaning of 
Employment size of 

establishments code Year 

Number of 
establishments 

California 

California 

California 

California 

California 

311513 

311513 

311513 

311513 

311513 

Cheese manufacturing Establishments with 2012 
100 to 249 employees 

Cheese manufacturing Establishments with 2012 
250 to 499 employees 

Cheese manufacturing·Establishments wlth'- 2012 
500 to 999 employees 

Cheese manufacturing Establishments with 2012 
1.000 to 2.499 
emplovees 

Cheese rnanufacturingEstablishments with 2012 
2,500 employees or 
more 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2012 Economic Census 

9 

6 

o 

2 

o 

Note: The data in this file are based on the 2012 Economic Census To maintain confidentiality, the U.S. Census Bureau suppresses data to protect 
the identity of any business or individual. The census results in this file contain nonsampling error. Data users who create their own estimates using 
data from this file should cite the U.S. Census Bureau as the source of the original data only. For the full technical documentation, see Methodology 
link in above headnote. 
Symbols' 
D - Withheld to avoid disclosing data for individual companies; data are included in higher level totals 
N - Not available or not comparable 
For a complete list of all economic programs symbols. see the Symbols Glossary 
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FMMO Hearing Statement 

My name is Michael Anthony, and I am the Executive Director of Manufacturing 
divisions for Unified Grocers. I have been at Unified for II years in various senior 
leadership roles while maintaining responsibility within the Dairy division each of those 
years . [have current responsibility for all Plant Operations and Sales divisions within 
Manufacturing, and report in to the EVP of PerishableslFresh Foods within the corporate 
structure. In addition, I serve on 3 California boards, Dairy Institute, California Milk 
Processors, and Dairy Council. 

Unified Grocers is a Member-owned Cooperative of Independent grocery chains 
and stores throughout the Western United States. The Dairy Processing Plant is one of 
two manufacturing facilities owned by the company, with the other being a Bakery Plant. 
The dairy Plant is the only one for the company, located in Southem California, with all 
other Dairy programs being partnerships with other Dairies. We are a unique business 
model for a dairy in that Unified's predominant business is Grocery, Frozen, Deli, and 
Perishables wholesale services to our members, and Dairy is a subsidiary type business 
available as a service convenience to the members. They are not obligated to purchase 
Dairy from the company. 

Our Dairy is relatively small in size (acreage) and scope (volume), and is focused 
predominantly on fluid milk and drinks. We are an inner-city Los Angeles based 
business, and employ a number of personnel from within the Southern California 
neighborhoods we serve. Unified is mainly Private-Label based milk producer, and we 
rely on the growth and success of our member accounts to keep our volume and business 
going. They rely on the continual supply of milk in order to fulfill the needs of their 
consumers, largely Hispanic-based, with 7 days a week of service. 

We have a solid working relationship with our supplier of raw milk, and a good 
supply under the current California state order with rare disruptions in service. This is 
important to us, since we are located in Southern California, and have limited options to 
obtain other raw milk supply. Our concern, being smaller-sized and geographically 
constrained, would be maintaining that adequate supply of milk and doing so at the 
competitively priced model. 

We are in an extremely competitive environment in Southern California. With 
consumption levels declining each year and constant pressures from our retailers to be 
lower priced, the impact of paying a higher federal price would equate to potential lost 
business for us in our independent segment. Loss of volume will continue to drive our 
fixed and variable costs up which creates an inability for us to pay our members 
patronage dividends. Any additional incentives needed to be paid out due to mandatory 
pooling or additional transportation concerns (due to our geography) would have be 
passed on to our retail members who are not accepting to costs that don't impact them. 
This would ultimately force the company to make an economic decision about the future 
of our Dairy. Our members have the ability to seek out other dairies, and buy their milk 
from them, if they choose. 

At Unified, we have worked diligently over this past year to take a number of 
costs out of our system in order to remain competitive for our members. An additional 
layered cost into our structure creates that competitive disadvantage that will make it 
difficult for us to continue operations without getting out of milk production entirely. 
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Class I Regulated Price Setting 

As I stated in my earlier itestimony, the stated goals of the Agricultural Marketing 

Agreement Act are to "establish and maintain such orderly marketing conditions for any 

agricultural commodity enumerated in section 8c(2) (the section which includes milk) as will 

provide, in the interests of producers and consumers, an orderly flow of the supply thereof to 

market throughout its normal marketing season to avoid unreasonable fluctuations in supplies 

and price."; It is these goals that have guided U.S. dairy policy since the 1930's. It is also why 

the Federal Order system has been predicated upon Class I. While the U.S. dairy industry has 

rapidly advanced in the decades that have followed, we continue to rely on depression era 

realities to shape our milk price regulations. In the past decade alone the U.S. has gone from an 

exporter oflast resort to one where we are exporting approximately 15% of the total solids 

produced on an annual basis. Given the current market realities and relationships amongst the 

different value streams of milk, there begs a question - why should Class I milk continue to be 

treated as a special class of milk compared to all other classes of milk? What is the basis in 

maintaining Class I differentials and the 'higher-of provision? The Cooperatives have provided 

absolutely no rationale as to why the current Federal Order classified pricing architecture should 

be maintained, especially as it relates to Class I. 

The rationale for assigning Class I as the highest value in the pool is largely tied to the 

historic belief around the inelasticity of demand for fluid milk. Fluid milk has long been thought 

of as a highly inelastic product. The problem however is that studies conducted on the subject are 

decades old and have not been updated to reflect current market conditions. Fluid milk is no 

longer just competing against fruit juices and soda; it is also competing against a wide array of 

other beverages, a great many of which are made to resemble many of the same nutritional 



characteristics of fluid milk and used for the same purposes (such as for coffee or used on 

cereal). I won't sit here today and tell you price is the only issue currently impacting the fluid 

milk industry, nor will I tell you that fluid milk is a significantly elastic product. What I will say 

is that Dean strongly refutes the long held belief that some in the industry still share - that the 

price of fluid milk plays no role in sales. While consumers may not notice when the Class I price 

ranges from, say, $12-1 6 per cwt, they certainly do when that price ranges from $15 - $30 per 

cwt. 

In the October 26,2012 Cheese Market News there was an article that discussed a white 

paper titled "A Long-Term Turnaround for Fluid Milk: Dairy Industry Must Take a Trustee 

Approach."ii The white paper quoted in the article was not written by Dean Foods nor was it 

written by the International Dairy Foods Association. It was in-fact a Dairy Management Inc. 

report with the quotes in the article attributed to DMI's CEO, Tom Gallagher. As stated by Mr. 

Gallagher, "The problem is clear and the so lution is even clearer: Fundamental change in how 

we handle, price and market the product is needed, and it is needed now." The article later went 

on to say that, "The problem is that each time this cycle occurs, we see more and more 

consumers leave the category or buy less milk than they did previously due to price pressures. 

But some consumers don ' t resume purchasing when the price drops back down. So over time, we 

essentially teach consumers that they can live without milk." While the article may be three years 

old, its reality still holds true today. 

The data does not lie on fluid milk demand. Per-capita fluid milk consumption in the U.S . 

. has declined from approximately 29 gallons in 1975 to 19 gallons in 2013 iii Maintaining a high 

Class I price though differentials and the 'higher-of does nothing to help drive sales. In low 

Class I utilization markets, such as California and the Upper Midwest, the ' higher-of provision 



is more about price enhancement than it is about orderly marketing. Basing Class I off of Class 

III would occasionally result in price inversions in where Class II and Class IV could be higher 

than Class I. Tighter pooling standards would help solve the issue but it would also require 

adequate shipping requirements, an important provision not included in the Cooperative 

proposal. Most Class I handlers have milk supply contracts that would keep fluid plants supplied 

during times of inversion. Even if additional money was needed to attract milk to Class I, it 

could be paid by Class I handlers through increased over-order premiums. 

This FMMO promulgation hearing requires more than simply rote recital based at best on 

1996 data as to the level of any Class I differential. Especially when the cooperatives propose no 

performance standards, the basis for any Class I differential in 2015 needs to be proved and the 

level justified fully. 

I Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937. 
http://www .ams. usda.gov/sites/defaultlfj les/medial Agricultural_ Marketing_Act _ oC 193 7%5 B 1 %5 D. pdf 
11 A Long-Term Turnaround for Fluid Milk: Dairy Industry Must Take a Trustee Approach. Cheese Market News. 
October 26, 2012. P .17. http://www.cheesemarketnews.com/articlearchl2012110_ 26 _12.pdf 
IIi USDA-ERS (lill!1 \\'\-\'~~~J.!.yla.2u\' d(ll~l-J1~U_(~J:id(li!~~~~_<l::;J1";), U.S. Census Bureau and Personal 
Calculations. 
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· I 

Introduction 

My name is Alan Zolin. I have been retained by Hilmar Cheese Company (HCC) to work with 
Dairy Institute of California (DIC) to develop an alternative proposal to Cooperative Proposal 1. 
I have worked with a task force made up of a number of representatives from DIC member 
companies in order to develop and submit Proposal 2. 

Description of Proposal 2 Deduction for Marketing Assessment 

In Proposal 2 DIC has proposed to adopt the Section 1000.86 language for the deduction for 
marketing services. Mr. Mykrantz provided testimony on the operational aspects of the provision 
and what services are provided by the Market Administrator (MA) for nonmember producers. 
Basically, the MA provides market info rmation and dairy industry news to nonmember 
producers. The MA also prov ides the verification of the component tests that is utilized in the 
payment of nonmember producers. 

Description ofHCC Producer Information and General Background 

HCC is the largest buyer of nonmember milk in the state of Californ ia. And as a farmer owned 
company, HCC has developed extensive market information tools for the direct shipper to help 
run their dairy business. I have included the screen shots of the HCC producer services web site. 
These screen shots are meant as an example of the type of information that is provided to the 
direct shippers (and the owners as well). HCC provides numerous web site links to public 
information sites. These include links to the CME website, Cheese Market News website, Dairy 
Market News (publication fro m USDA) etc. 

HCC produces a monthly newsletter called Producer Connection that provides both HCC
specific information and general industry information to the direct shippers. This HCC-specific 
information would include Quality Award winners, Cheese Yield award winners, news about the 
Turlock, California powder plant, producer annual meeting luncheons, and details about specific 
pricing programs that HCC offers to its direct shippers. The general market information would 
be, for example, information about the FMMO hearing in California. The Producer Connection 
is posted to the HCC website, it is mailed to every direct shipper through the USPS, and faxed to 
every direct sh ipper that has a fax machine. 

HCC contracts with an outside firm to conduct the entire laboratory testing of the components in 
the direct shippers milk supply. It is the test results from the outside firm that HCC uses in its 
producer payroll system to make payment to the direct shippers. Part of the deduction for 
nonmember assessment is for verification of tests. The concern as I understood it that underlies 
the present assessment concept was that the MA was assuring that the tests that a proprietary 
plant uses for payment to its producers were accurate. With the use of third party testing 
companies in Cal ifornia being common place, perhaps the need for and cost oftest verification 
can be reduced. 



HCC Concerns about the Rate Charged for Marketing Services 

Section 1000.86 allows the MA to set the rate to be charged nonmember producers at no more 
than 7 cents per cwt. HCC requests that the MA research what proprietary plants programs are 

made available to direct shippers, and through that investigation determine if the information 
provided could be a substitute for the MA information provided or, at a minimum, utilized to 
reduce the cost of the MA services being provided. In the determination of the rate to be charged 
HCC requests that the rate be set at a level that is reflective of the services provided. I am aware 
that the deduction for nonmember services does vary between orders. 'hun aha fr'.vare that fram 
time to time IA@ eeeHetiaft ha3 Be8ft ..... aivee By tee MA. (CeFltral Oreer 321. HCC appreciates 

the diligence the MA's utilize to keep costs in line, but HCC believes that the current California 
dairy industry may present a different producer dynamic than found in most other Federal 
Orders. 

In the Upper Midwest Order 30 there are very few nonmember producers. The reason is that the 

7 cent per cwt charge to nonmember producers is onerous. What has occurred in the market 
place is marketing coops have been created and most nonmembers have joined these 
cooperatives. In my opinion, the sole reason for these cooperatives' existence is to allow the 

dairy farmer to avoid the full 7 cent charge. These marketing cooperatives charge their producer 
members one and one half cents (1 Y, cents per cwt). The dairy farmer owners ofHCC would 
seriously consider the option of joining a marketing cooperative for themselves and the other 

direct shippers to Hilmar, if the rate set for the nonmember deduction is too high. 

This concludes my testimony. 
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Sample of page 1 from the Hilmar location newsletter sent to producers. Similar monthly newsletters 
are also sent to Dalhart producers. 

April 2015 
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EXHIBIT 

i \ '33 
Testimony on the U.S. Spatial Value of Milk and 

Whey Practices in Cheese Plants 

Introduction 

Mark W. Stephenson, Ph.D. 
Director of Dairy Policy Analysis 
University of Wisconsin , Madison 

Judge Clifton and personnel of AMS Dairy Programs, I am appearing before you to offer 
testimony relevant to the promulgation hearing of a California Federal Milk Marketing Order 
(FMMO). I am an agricultural economist currently employed at the University of Wisconsin as 
the Director of Dairy Policy Analysis . For more than 30 years, my work has focused on the dairy 
industry at both the firm and sector levels. I have testified at several FMMO hearings over that 
time period. 

My testimony today is not as a witness in support of, or opposition to any particular proposal , 
but rather to offer comments and research results that have bearing on the promulgation 
decision. Primarily, I would like to offer insights into the spatial value of milk in California and 
across the country and to summarize current research into whey processing practices of U.S. 
cheese plants. 

The Spatial Value of Milk 

The background for my testimony derives from numerous Federal Milk Marketing Orders issues 
that were the subject of discussion in the mid 1990s. The grade B milk supply had declined to 
the point that the old Minnesota·Wisconsin (MW) price survey was being questioned as a 
monthly price discovery method for FMMOs. The level of Class I differentials were also being 
challenged in many parts of the country. Members of Congress were discussing whether the 
U.S. dairy markets should be combined into a mandatory, single FMMO including existing state 
order regulation. 

In response to these issues, the 1996 Farm Bill provided guidelines and directed the Secretary 
of Agriculture to complete modifications to FMMOs under a strict timeline. Dairy Programs of 
the Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS) contracted with the Cornell Program on Dairy Markets 
and Policy to conduct research into alternatives for price discovery and potential modifications 
of the Class I differentials. I was the Associate Director for Outreach with the Cornell Program 
on Dairy Markets & Policy at that time and helped to develop the U.S. Dairy Sector Simulator 
(USDSS). This spatially disaggregated model of the U.S. dairy industry provided insights into 
geographic price relationships that were used by AMS in developing their 1999 recommended 
decision for Class I differentials across the U.S. 

The U.S. Dairy Sector Simulator 

The USDSS is a highly detailed mathematical spatial optimization model , but at its core solves a 
fairly practical problem: how to get milk from dairy farms to plants to be processed into various 
dairy products and distribute those products to consumers in the most efficient way (lowest cost) 
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possible. The model takes the total milk supply, plant locations and product mix, and consumer 
demand as it existed for an individual month. It indicates how to move that farm milk to plants 
via the existing road network and distributes the finished products to consumers also according 
to the road network. 

The Milk Supply Data 

Data needs for the USDSS are significant. These data include the amounts and composition of 
farm milk and dairy products consumed, disaggregated by regions in the U.S. and also 
accounting for imports and exports. To represent the U.S. milk supply, where possible we use 
county estimates of milk production and composition. California is a state where those values 
are available. Where those data are not available, we use state values and estimate county
level milk production from Agricultural Census and FMMO data. We aggregate the data from 
the 3112 counties in the contiguous 48 states into 231 milk supply regions to reduce the 
computational intensity of solving such a spatially disaggregated modell . 

Dairy Product Demand Data 

The USDSS model is comprehensive: it includes all sources and uses of milk and dairy 
components in the U.S. The current structure includes 19 final and 18 intermediate 
product categories. Intermediate products are those like cream, condensed skim milk, 
nonfat dry milk, etc., which can be used in the further manufacture of other dairy 
products such as cheese or ice cream. The final products are consumer products such 
as fluid milk, yogurt, cheese, etc., which satisfy domestic consumption or export sales. 
All dairy products have different component requirements and some product component 
values differ by region. For instance, California's lower fat fluid milk is fortified with skim 
milk solids as per the state regulation. 

A variety of data sources are used to determine per capita demand for dairy products. For 
example, the Economic Research Service (ERS) reports some calculations of dairy product 
demand and other values are determined from route dispositions of FMMOs. County-level 
demands are then calculated based on per capita demand and population and then aggregated 
to 424 demand locations. 

Dairy Plants Data 

As with the aggregation of milk supply and demand locations, dairy plants are represented at 
628 locations. Although there are more plants than this in the U.S., we use a single location to 
represent a multiple processing entities if they are not actually geographically distant from one 
another. Plants are constrained to process only the products that are produced at any location 
(i.e. , a fluid milk plant location cannot process cheese). 

The USDSS tracks and accounts for multiple components in products. For example, a fluid milk 
plant that has excess butterfat can send cream to a churn, ice cream plant or other 
manufacturing facility with need of the cream. Of course, sending cream from a fluid plant also 
sends nonfat solids to the receiving plant requiring somewhat more raw milk than is necessary 
to meet only fluid needs. 

1 Additional maps showing the supply regions and other data supporting this testimony can be 
found at http://DairyMarkets.org/CA 
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Imports, Exports and Stocks 

USDSS uses three locations for port cities in the Atlantic, Pacific and Gulf coast regions. 
Imports and exported products exactly match those reported in the months modeled. Some 
dairy products are storable and accounted for in the model as stocks which can be increased or 
drawn upon as observed in the months modeled. 

Transportation Costs 

A road network of actual road mileage connects all of the supply, demand, plant and trade 
locations in the model. There are about 200,000 possible road routes connecting locations in 
the USDSS. States also have differing Gross Vehicle Weight limits, which restrict the size of 
loads shipping raw milk or finished products that can be transferred between some states. 
These limits are also represented within the model. 

The cost to assemble raw milk to a plant, ship intermediate dairy ingredients from plant to plant, 
or to distribute finished dairy products are calculated for every road route. Fuel and energy 
costs differ across the country as do labor costs and are factored into our calculations. 
Transportation costs are an important driver of model outcomes and as for other information, 
are calculated for each month for which the model is used. 

The Primal Solution 

The model's purpose is to find the least-cost combination of assembling milk from farms to 
plants, processing dairy products and distributing them to meet domestic consumer and export 
demand while respecting a large number of constraints imposed. Constraints include such 
things as cheese or any other dairy product can't be made without ingredients that ultimately 
come from milk supplied by the farms represented in the model. Another constraint is that 
finished dairy products must contain the milk components and be provided in the amounts that 
consumers in the region demand. Finally, shipments can't exceed the road weight limits of any 
state. 

There are two types of solutions that come from such a model: a "primal solution" and a "dual 
solution". The primal solution describes the physical flows of product through the dairy supply 
chain network. The dual solution represents the relative monetary values of milk and dairy 
products at each model location. 

We have assembled data and determined solutions for the USDSS model for March and 
September 2014 (representative of flush and short months). An example of the primal output is 
shown in Figure 1. In this figure, the green lines represent milk assembly flows from farms to 
plants, which are represented by triangles. A triangle with no obvious green line simply 
represents a local milk supply. Orange squares represent demand locations and orange lines 
represent distribution of finished products from plants to demand locations. The yellow lines are 
cream shipments. The size of triangles, squares and the weight of lines gives an indication of 
relative volume shipped or processed. 

Figure 2 shows the primal solution of cheese plants for March 2014. Cost minimizing solutions 
favor a more local milk supply and more distant distribution of finished products than is the case 
for fluid milk plants (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1. Least-Cost Fluid Milk Processing Locations and Flows, 
USDSS Primal Solution, March 2014. 

Figure 2. Least-Cost American Cheese Processing Locations and Flows, 
USDSS Primal Solution, March 2014. 
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Primal solution flow maps can be constructed for any of the products in the model. Although we 
can constrain the model to capacitate plants, we do not have complete information about plant 
capacities. As such, we usually run the model with plant locations able to process as much 
product at the processing site as the model would choose to do. 

Although it is difficult to evaluate the degree to which the USDSS model matches actual 
outcomes with available data, we can compare the model-generated volume of five dairy 
products to those produced in regions of the US based on the monthly Dairy Products report 
from the National Agricultural Statistics Service. The correlation between the model-generated 
regional production quantities and observed values is greater than 0.88 for all products 
evaluated in both months and as high at 0.99 for many products such as cheese. Moreover, the 
model results are not sensitive to changes of plus or minus 5% in demand values or estimated 
transportation costs. Both outcomes suggest a high degree of confidence in the sensibility of 
the model outcomes. In addition, the model has been used as the principal analytical tool for 
two studies that have been published in the well-known international journals Food Policy and 
Environmental Science and TechnologY", and so the USDSS has been subject to both industry 
and peer review. 

Figures 1 and 2 demonstrate that it is economically efficient to have a great deal of cheese 
manufactured in areas of relative surplus milk production when compared to other products 
such as fluid milk. 

The Dual Solution 

The dual solution indicates the marginal value of an additional unit of milk at a farm supply or 
plant location. Conceptually, this can be thought of as follows. If you would ask fluid plant 
owners how much more they would be willing to pay for another hundredweight of milk, they 
would have to consider all of their options for other milk supplies and the cost of transporting 
that milk to their plant. And, they would have to consider the additional sales opportunities for 
the finished product and the cost of distribution to those locations. This value would never be 
more than the cost of transportation from the closest supply region and it will be minimal in 
some locations where there is plenty of milk or little nearby demand. Thus, supply, demand 
and transportation costs become the important determinants for the relative spatial 
values of milk. 

The USDSS dual values for fluid milk are what AMS contracted with the Cornell Program on 
Dairy Markets and Policy to provide in response to the issues identified in the 1996 Farm Bill. 
Results from the USDSS have been extensively used by AMS Dairy Programs over the years as 
a resource in consideration of hearings discussing changes in Class I differentials. 

2 References: Nicholson, C.F., He, X., Gao, H. and M. Gomez. 2015. "Environmental and 
Economic Analysis of Regionalizing Fluid Milk Supply Chains in the Northeastern U.S" 
Environmental Science and Technology, in press, and Nicholson, C. F., M. I. Gomez and Oliver 
H. Gao. 2011. "The Costs of Increased Localization for a Multiple-Product Food Supply Chain: 
Dairy in the United States." Food Policy, 36:300-310. 
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In the original publication3 documenting Class I differential estimates using 1995 data, it was 
noted that other dairy products also have spatial price relationships. "Just as USOSS generates 
relative milk values at fluid processing locations utilized in the optimal solution, it also generates 
relative milk values at manufacturing locations." Figure 7 of that document displayed a "price 
surface" map of model-generated cheese differentials in which "Generally, these values 
increase from low valued areas in the Northwest to high-valued areas in the East and 
Southeast." A copy of that map is shown in Figure 3. 

The Class III price surface with the 1995 data showed a difference of about 30¢ per 
hundredweight of milk between central California and a location like Chicago in the Upper 
Midwest. I chose these two locations because they are both regions of surplus milk supply 
which manufacture significant quantities of cheese that are sold outside of their respective 
regions. Figure 2 demonstrates this and also shows that the flows are generally from west to 
east and slightly north to south. Another way to interpret that 30¢ difference back in 1995 is that 
a central California manufacturer of cheese could not afford to pay any more than 30¢ less for 
milk than a processor in the Upper Midwest and still be competitive with Midwest cheese plants 
-ceteris paribus. 

It should be noted that the spatial prices shown in the map in Figure 3 have had a fixed value 
added to each location and should not be interpreted as the Class III price, or what would have 
been the Basic Formula Price, at that time. It is the difference in prices between locations that 
is of importance. 

." 
I 

.. ~ 

Figure 3. USDSS Model-Generated Cheese Differentials, May 1995. 

3 Pratt, James, Phillip Bishop, Eric Erba, Andrew Novakovic, and Mark Stephenson , Normative 
Estimates of Class I Prices Across US. Milk Markets, July 1998, R.B. 98-05, http:// 
dairymarkets.org/PubPod/Reference/Library/Pratt,etal.07 .1998.b.pdf 
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Since the initial analyses of 1995 data, the USDSS model has been updated to represent two 
months of the year in each of 2001 , 2006, 2011 and now for 2014. Figure 4 shows the March 
2014 solution for marginal cheese milk values. Again, it is the difference in prices across the 
surface that matters, not the absolute values shown. For simplicity in interpretation, the lowest 
marginal milk value area is shown as a $0.00 value. 

The important item to note between Figures 3 and 4 is that the difference in marginal value 
between central California and Chicago is now about 70¢ per hundredweight of milk. A similar 
difference was observed in the analysis of data from September 2014. We have seen a steady 
progression from that 30¢ difference in 1995 to today's value over time. For instance, the 2006 
model runs4 showed about a 60¢ difference in the cheese milk price surface between the same 
locations. 

Figure 4. USDSS Model-Generated Cheese Difference in Marginal Value of Milk 
at Cheese Plants5 from Low Value-Point, March 2014. 

4 Nicholson, Charles, Sources of Differences in California Class 4b and Federal Milk Marketing 
Order Class III Prices During 2007 to 2012, April 2012, Briefing Paper Series, http :// 
dairymarkets.org/PubPod/Pubs/CA4bValue.pdf 

5 Values are shown for only those regions of the US where the model predicts cheese 
processing to be located. 
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The Evolution of Markets 

Recall that supply, demand and transportation costs are the important determinants for the 
relative spatial values of milk. To help partition these changes in value over time, we ran the 
March 2014 data using the same transportation costs used in the 1995 model runs. This 
showed that about half of the difference in costs from 1995 to 2014 was due to higher 
transportation costs and half was due to changes in the relative spatial locations of milk supply 
and demand for dairy products. 

In the 19 years from 1995 to 2014, California milk supplies had increased by about 67% and, 
more generally in the western states milk supplies had increased by more than 82%. Over this 
same time period, the California population had increased by 23% and the western states by 
34%. Clearly, milk production has increased by much more than the local demand for milk and 
dairy products in this region diminishing the relative value of milk. 

It is fair to recognize that per capita consumption of milk and dairy products has also risen over 
that 19-year time period. Taking into account the per capita demand for milk and dairy products, 
California was about 7.2 billion pounds of milk net surplus in 1995 and was about 18.7 billion 
pounds of milk net surplus in 2014. The western states are about 34.4 billion pounds net 
surplus as a region. 

Figure 5 shows the change in the intensity of milk produced at the county level across the 
country for a recent decade. Changes in milk production have clearly been occurring within 
California as well as the rest of the country. It is important to note that milk values in California 
change not just because of what happens in California but also because of what happens 
outside of the state. Strong growth in milk production in Idaho and other western states has had 
an impact on California milk values as well their own internal growth. 

'.' 

- -

Largest Increasl? '=' 2.5%.898kg/km' 

Largest Decline :o 29S,)63kg/kmJ 

Figure 5 Change in Milk Production Intensity from 2001 to 2011. 
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The red line with arrows in the middle of Figure 5 shows the centroids of milk production by 
decade. A centroid is a geographically weighted average. This too demonstrates that milk 
production has been moving to the west for the last five decades, affecting the spatial value for 
milk. This weighted average calculation, or centroid, requires a substantial change in regional 
values to show a visible change in map coordinates. 

Figure 5 also shows that the Southeast has been losing milk production with the exception of a 
few isolated pockets in Florida and Georgia. AMS Dairy Programs recognized this when it 
announced a tentative final decision in February, 2008 to raise Class I differentials in the 
Appalachian, Florida and Southeast Milk Orders. A fundamental conclusion from these 
analyses is that spatial milk values for milk cannot be considered static for long periods of time 
- and this has implications for minimum regulated milk prices. 

Minimum Class Prices 

The Federal Milk Marketing Order system has tried to mimic what an economist would call a 
"competitively determined price" with the tools of classified pricing and pooling. The spatial 
value of milk is recognized in Class I differential values, but for many years all other classes of 
milk have had identical regulated minimum values across the country at the same point in time. 

Economists often draw a graph with supply and demand lines. The intersection of these lines 
would represent a combination of price and quantity where dairy markets would equilibrate-the 
quantity produced exactly matches with what buyers wish to purchase. This is the competitively 
determined price that is the target for price regulation . As a practical matter, markets are ever
changing and we cannot observe those equilibrium price-quantity values in anything like real 
time. A practical solution to this problem is that FMMOs have regulated minimum prices that 
must be paid and have tried to set that standard somewhat below the market-clearing price. 

The combination of a low enough price mover and geographically different Class I values has 
historically allowed blended pool values to represent an approximate spatial price for producer 
milk. Any differences could be made up with voluntary premiums paid above the regulated 
minimum. A real concern is with minimum pricing setting the regulated level above the market
clearing price. At that point, producers are willing to supply more milk to markets than 
consumers wish to purchase. This would certainly be evidence of "disorderly marketing". 

This has occaSionally happened in the Pacific Northwest and less frequently in other FMMOs. 
However, because most of the milk in these regions is cooperatively marketed , the cooperative 
can , under FMMO regulation , re-blend the lower milk price back to its member-owners. The 
same mechanism cannot be implemented for proprietary transactions. 

The concern with a California FMMO is that our current product price formulas may not set the 
Class III minimum price low enough to allow the western markets to clear on a regular basis. 
Higher transportation costs and additional surplus milk supplies suggest that the competitive 
price difference between the major cheese producing regions of the country has grown. 

Two solutions present themselves to assure orderly markets. One is that the minimum price be 
calibrated to be just below the lowest value of milk in the country. The other is that regional 
manufacturing prices differ by enough to reflect the geographic market values. The problem 
with a flat, but lower, minimum price is that the price may be so low in the higher value regions 
of the country as to be meaningless if premiums are asked to carry too much of the value. A 
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better solution may be to reflect the regional price variation with a price surface as we do with 
Class I milk. 

As recently as the early 1990s, we did not have a Class IV milk price. However, in 1993 USDA 
separated manufacturing milk prices into Class III (milk used for cheese) and a Class lila (milk 
used to make nonfat dry milk). The lila price was regionally different and used a product price 
formula driven by the Central States nonfat dry milk powder price for states east of the Rockies 
and the Western nonfat dry milk price, which was generally 2 to 6 cents per pound lower for the 
Western states. Product price formulas with regionally-distinct product prices could serve the 
purpose. Alternatively, a manufacturing price differential could be added to the class price 
mover as long as the class price mover reflects a value below the lowest level. 

Whey Practices in the U.S. 

The price of whey can have a great impact on producer prices and input costs for cheese · 
manufacturers. Indeed, whey prices have been at the center of much of the discussion of the 
California milk price issue. On the one hand , producers paid under the California state order 
have argued that the value of dry sweet whey has not been fully captured in the 4b milk price. 
California plants on the other hand, have argued that very little dry sweet whey is produced in 
the state and many smaller plants regulated in FMMOs have complained that they are being 
charged for the value of whey but not able to capture that value in product sales. 

I am in the process of surveying cheese plants across the U.S. to better understand the current 
utilization of whey in this country. Although I am still receiving responses from plants I thought 
that it might be useful to provide a summary of participant responses to date . 

Descriptive Statistics 

To date, I have received 88 responses to the survey. Some are not yet complete and have been 
excluded from this report . There are 62 completed surveys that I will use to characterize U.S. 
plants. These 62 plants are located in 16 states. Table 1 describes the range of processing 
volumes and Table 2 shows the status of plant regulation. 

Table 1. Number 01 Cheese Plants by Milk Volume In a Processing Day. 

Less than 100,000 pounds 01 milk per day 11 

Between 100,000 and 1 million pounds 01 milk per day 16 

Between 1 and 3 million pounds 01 milk per day 23 

More than 3 million pounds 01 milk per day 12 

Table 2. Regulation 01 Cheese Plants. 

Federal Order pool plant 26 

Purchase milk Irom a cooperative who pools the milk 14 

Regulated under a state order 13 

Unregulated cheese plant 9 
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Twelve of the plants receive whey from other plants to process along with the whey produced in 
their own plant. Not surprisingly, all of the plants processing less than 100,000 pounds of milk 
per day are sell ing or disposing of all of their whey. Fifteen percent of plants processing from 
100,000 to 2 mi ll ion pounds of mi lk per day process a portion of their whey into some form of 
product for sale. 83 percent of plants processing more than 2 mill ion pounds of milk per day are 
processing some or all of their whey into a final product for sale. 

Of the plants not processing a final product, about 15 percent are disposing whey by land 
spreading or fed to local livestock. All plants disposing of whey incur the hauling cost but some 
also pay to dispose of the whey beyond the cost of hauling. The average distance to dispose of 
whey was about 85 miles although some plants had options as close as 20 miles. 

The remaining plants not processing a final product are selling or transferring whey in various 
forms to another plant. These plants averaged about 65 mi les to the receiving destination but 
the range was from 2 to 250 miles. Figure 6 shows the distribution of distance for the plants in a 
box plot. 
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Figure 6. Distance from Cheese Plant to Whey Processing or Disposal . 

Using a cost of transportation model that was developed at Cornell University; and has since 
been updated to version 4.0, I have estimated the hauling cost per hundredweight of whey in a 
fu lly loaded tractor-trailer. Hauling is estimated to cost about $1.79 per cw1. for the 250-mile 
destination, $0.46 per cwt. for the 2 mile destination, and about $0.88 per cwt. for the average 
65 mile destination. 

6 Pratt, J, Wasserman and Trerise, Milk Hauling Cost Analysis Version 2.0, March 1994, R.B. 
94-02, Cornell University, http://dairymarkets.org/PubPod/Reference/Library/ 
Pratt, Wasserman& Terise(94-02l.03.1994.pdf 
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Virtually all of the cheese plants are separating the cream from the whey stream. Many of the 
plants transporting the whey to an aggregator or other plant for final processing do some initial 
processing of the product. 54 percent are pasteurizing the whey and about 69 percent are 
cooling the whey. 87 percent are concentrating the whey by reverse osmosis and/or ultra
filtration processes prior to shipment. Figure 7 shows the total solids in the whey products 
shipped from the cheese plants to other plants for further processing. The average total solids 
was about 23 percent. The transportation cost to deliver a pound of solids in the average 
concentration of whey, the average distance, would be $0.88 .;- 23 Ibs = 3.83¢ per pound . 

60.0 
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52.5 0 
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37.5 
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Tot al Solids 

Figure 7. Percent of Total Solids in Whey Shipped for Further Processing. 

A few years ago, I conducted a study of the costs of ultra-filtration of milk. There were 
significant economies of scale in those plants. Figure 8 shows the processing costs that were 
estimated at various plant sizes for concentration to about 3 times (3X) its initial solids content. 
This 3X concentration is about the average of the plants reported in Figure 7. 

The plants shipping this semi-processed whey averaged about 1 million pounds of milk per 
processing day. That volume of whey processed through ultrafiltration is estimated to cost 
about 60¢ per hundredweight of whey. The raw whey from these plants averaged about 6.7% 
total solids or about 8.96¢ per pound of whey solids processed ($0.60.;- 6.7 Ibs). 

Obviously, there is quite a range of transportation distance these plants have reported. There is 
also quite a range of processing being done by plants transporting their whey to final product 
processors. But using average values, there is something like a 12.79¢ (3.83¢ + 8.96¢) cost 
per pound of solids being incurred by plants that are not processing their whey into a final 
product for sale. 
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I have taken the Other Solids value per pound as announced by AMS from January 2000 to 
September 2015 and added the additional average transportation and processing costs as 
calculated above (12.79¢) to them. They are displayed in the histogram in Figure 9. This 
graphic shows the frequency of the estimated value per pound of solids that a cheesemaker 
would need to recover in the transaction with a final whey product processor to break even. 
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Figure 8. Processing Costs per Hundredweight of Mi lk in Ultrafiltration Plants. 
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Figure 9. Frequency of Cost per Pound of Other Sol ids, Processing and Transportation , From 
January 2000 through September 2015. 
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The survey has indicated that there are several methods employed to arrive at a value for whey 
sold, whether raw or partially processed, that is transferred from a cheese plant. Table 3 shows 
the percentage of responses to several of the methods used. 

Table 3. Method Used To Determine a Value for Whey Sold to Another Plant 

On a solids basis as a percentage or multiple of a publicly reported dry whey price. 28% 

On a solids basis as a specified discount or premium applied to a publicly reported dry 0% 
whey price. 

On a solids basis as a percentage or multiple of a publicly reported WPC-34 price 4% 

On a solids basis as a specified discount or premium applied to a publicly reported 20% 
WPC-34 price. 

On a liquid basis per hundredweight 20% 

Other (most often explained as fixed price per pound of solids) 28% 

I did not ask respondents to provide any specific formulas so I cannot deduce what their income 
was relative to costs they might have incurred. 

Summary 

I have many friends and acquaintances employed in the California dairy industry-producers, 
cooperatives and processors- and I am well aware of the problems they have been addressing 
over the last several years. It is my measured opinion that there has been room for a higher 
milk price for producers than was regulated by the California state order. But it is my caution to 
regulators when considering the implementation of a uniform manufacturing price from coast to 
coast that the markets will punish a price that is above clearing levels. I would fear that 
imposing our current Federal Order Class III product price formula upon the California dairy 
industry could, over time, affect cheese plant profitability sufficiently to cause a significant shift 
in ownership of cheese plants from proprietary firms to a cooperative structure where losses can 
be re-blended back to members. 

As long as product price formulas are used for milk price regulation, the value of whey is likely 
to be a controversy. Dairy farmers demand to capture whey's value in the regulated price. If 
whey products were valuable enough, like the cheese co-product, small and medium size plants 
might be able to afford the capital investment necessary to capture the value of the whey. 
However, only the largest plants are able to invest in today's drying technology. 

The smallest cheese plants are not trying to compete by producing commodity products. They 
are trying to produce differentiated cheese products whose value can carry the cost of 
discarded whey. It is the mid-sized cheese plants who are probably caught in the most difficult 
place-.-to-Iarge to significantly differentiate a product and te-small to afford a dryer. 

-\-0-0 +"'0 
I don't have answers to many of the concerns raised by the stakeholders in the California dairy 
industry, but I have done enough research with the sector to be convinced that spatial prices 
and whey values should be carefully considered by regulators. 
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My name is Joe E. Paris. I am a dairy consultant representing Gallo Cattle Company LP d.b.a. Joseph 
Gallo Farms. I am responsible for the milk and cream into and out of Joseph Gallo Farms. I also work 
with the Farm Service Agency for Gallo's farming operations. I provide market and other pertinent 
information to the senior management of Gallo on a daily basis. Prior to September 1998 (when I started 
my consulting business) I worked for National Farmers Organization for 26 years. During that time I 
provided testimony on behalf of National Farmers at several Federal Milk Order hearings. After I moved 
to California in 19911 have not been involved in any Federal Milk Order Hearings but I have testified at 
several California State Order hearing. 

Joseph Gallo Farms is located at 10561 West Highway 140 in Atwater CA. At this location we 

have the Gallo Cottonwood Dairy and the Gallo Cheese plant as well as Gallo Global Nutrition, a 

whey processing plant. Two miles east of the Gallo cheese plant is the Gallo Santa Rita Dairy. 

Between the 2 dairies Gallo milks approximately 8,000 cows. We farm several thousand acres 

to provide feed for our milk cows. 

Gallo supports the Dairy Institutes alternative proposal at this hearing. Gallo is opposed to the 

Cooperative proposal as written . We are taking no stand on the other proposals at this hearing. 

Joseph E Gallo started farming in 1946. In 1983 he hired a Wisconsin Cheese maker to help him 

realize his childhood dream to make and market cheese. He and the cheese maker built the 

Gallo Cheese plant. Since that time the plant has been improved and expanded several times. 

The cheese p lant plans processes close to 500,000,000 pounds of milk this year into var ious 

cheese varieties including cheddars, Monterey Jack, Mozzarella blocks and pasta filata. At this 

time, much of the milk that Gallo processes, is bought from outside suppliers. We concentrate 

whey from our own plant and are a market for whey protein concentrate (WPC) from other 

small plants in the area. The WPC is processed and dried into Whey Protein Isolates (WPI) at 

the Gallo Global Nutrition plant, part of the Gallo complex. 

Domestically we sell packaged cheese under the brand of Joseph Farms Cheese. Most of this 

cheese is found in grocery chains or Walmart and Costco. We also export cheese into Mexico 

and other countries, both branded and unbranded. Some of our cheese is sold as commercial 

blocks or food service. 

Gallo has always tried to invest in ways to not only improve our efficiency, but in a way to 

protect our environment. The Gallo methane digester provides electricity to operate the plant. 

Waste water from the plant is use to flush the Cottonwood dairy lanes to a separator where 

solids are taken out before the liquid goes into the digester. Solids are then composted and 

used to fertilize land. This system cost millions of dollars to build and maintain. Gallo Global 

Protein is another large investment where we process WPC from our cheese plant and from 

few other small cheese plant. 



If Ga llo had been required to pay t he Federal Market ing Milk Order Class II I price for t he last 

several years none of t hese improvements cou ld have t aken place. Gallo is a small plant when 

compared w ith other nat ional companies in Califo rnia and we would not have been able t o 

generate enough prof it to invest in these long t erm sustainable project s. Without profits there 

is no investment . From January 2014 t hrough September 2015 we believe t hat Gallo's cost per 

pound of cheese w ould have increased under the Cooperat ives proposa l by an average of 

$0.2237. This kind of cost increase would make us uncompetitive in every market we service 

and possibly eliminate our sa les in Mexico. 

As mentioned earlier Gallo milks 8,000 cows in two facilities. We certain ly understand t he 

plight of dairyman in t he State of California. Both as dairy producers and cheese plant 

operators we are at the mercy of the market place. Volatil ity can be the enemy of both 

producer and processors. Long term planning and investment is needed in order to grow both 

the prod ucer segment and the processors segment of the dai ry industry. If t he Cooperatives 

proposal is adopted as written it is our opinion t hat the cheese sector in Ca lifornia wi ll stagnate 

almost immediately. Some medium and small plants w ill no longer be able to sustain their 

processing plants. Producers will find themselves with fewer markets. The Ca lifornia market 

wi ll find itself in pre-1985 position of having most ly a butter-powder industry. 

How would we respond at Joseph Gallo Farms if t he Cooperatives Federal Mi lk Marketing Order 

proposal is adopted? One scenario would be to eliminate all outside suppliers of mi lk and 

reduce our cheese sales to only our Joseph Farms packaged cheese. We might need to add a 

few more cows and take advantage of the higher milk prices. Our branded product prices would 

have to be increased in order to maintain overall profitabi lity. We could also look at 

diversifying our operat ion by planting more permanent crops. At the very least, we wou ld have 

to eliminate any premiums or hand ling charges we current ly pay ou r suppliers. -+'0e'Y 
Producers have a tendency to look at the Midwest or the East Coast and fee l that'~re being 

deprived of a fair price. These producers serve an enti rely different market than what we have 

in Cal ifornia . Because of their location, t hese areas serve t he vast population that runs from 

the M idwest to the East Coast and from Maine to Florida. Because of transport at ion costs they 

can demand higher prices for their prod ucts. Much of Ca lifornia's production services not only 

t he West coast population but also Mexico and the export market. These export markets 

including Mexico, ca nnot pay the prices that would be needed t o offset the increased cost of 

the Federal Milk Marketing Order Class II I price. Even in the emerging markets, incomes w ill not 

allow any chance for profit or growth. We know that when cheese prices are over $2.00 per 

pound both domestic and export sales are reduced . What we here about t he growth in the 

middle class in many of the emerging countries to wh ich we export cheese, does not mean t hat 

they have t he same abi lity to purchase as t he midd le class in this country. 

In the Federal Milk M arket ing Orders plants are allowed to de-pool and t here are no minimum 

pricing laws that require a minimum payment for de-pooled milk. The Cooperatives proposal 

does not allow de-pooling in t he Cal iforn ia Federal Milk M arketing order unlike other FM MO's. 



This fact alone can cause disorderly market conditions for cheese plants. Due to large increases 

in milk product ion in other parts to the count ry it has been reported t hat mi lk has been 

purchased as much as $7.00 CWT below the min imum regulated price in the spring and 

summer of 2015. We have also heard reports of many loads of milk being dumped in th is same 

time period. Today in California it is unlawful to pay less than t he regu lated price unless the 

milk does not meet the Grade A standards of qual ity and the milk is degraded . Many of the 

plants in t he Upper Mid-West have much lower overhead costs due to California regulations 

that have nothing to do with milk. Many of the plant s are medium to small and process 

specialt y cheeses. Some are able to buy manufacturing grade milk at a reduced cost on a 

regular basis. In the last several years we have seen large cooperative cheese plants closed due 

to losses from the prices required under our current California State pricing system. The 

Cooperatives proposal would greatly increase those costs . Gallo supports the Dairy Institute's 

proposal that allows de-pooling Californ ia. 
A'in 

Joseph Ga llo Farms is opposed to the Cooperat ives proposal as it is written . For some p lants it 

would mean closure. For others it might mean a complete change in the way t hey do business 

including the amount of milk they could purchase. I know of cheese plants that have planned 

to add additiona l cheese making equipment or whey processing equipment that would not be 

able to meet that plan due to dramatically increased milk costs . The cost of raw mi lk into a 

cheese plant can be 95% of its tota l cost s. Areas that we compete with for cheese sales such as 

Idaho and Utah are not price regulated under any state or federal order. 

We support t he principles of the Dairy Institute proposal in part icularly the concept of moving 

the whey pricing f rom dry whey to Whey prote in Concentrate (WPC), a much more market 

oriented price. It is our understanding that there is only one (1) plant in Californ ia that is 

currently drying whey. Most whey product pricing is related to the WPC price rather than the 

dry whey market. 

Gallo is concerned that the implementation of a Federal Mi lk Market ing Order in Cali fornia 

could force the closure of several small to medium size cheese plants including Gallo's. Th is will 

result in less processing capacity in the State and more producer milk seeking a market. 

Thank you for the opportu nity to testify on behalf of Joseph Gallo Farms. This concludes my 

testimony. 
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I am Sue Taylor, Vice President of Dairy Economics and Policy for Leprino Foods Company 

("Leprino"), headquartered in Denver, Colorado. I previously testified at thi s hearing so will 

forego the company and personal background. 

Position 

Leprino supports the adoption of proposal number 2, developed by Dairy Institute of California, 

if USDA ("Department") promulgates a Federal Milk Marketing Order that includes California. I 

previously testified in support of Dairy Institute's proposal regarding pool plant definitions and 

in opposition to the pool plant definition found in §J050.7(e) of the cooperative proposal 

(Proposal I). 1()~ I."1( C,) 

My testimony today will focus more broadly on regulated milk price policy and specifically in 

support of Dairy Institute's Class ill price proposal (Proposal 2) and in opposition to the Class ill 

price proposal found in Proposal 1. 



Today's Dairy Industry Context 

In today' s domestic and international environments, it is more critical than ever that the 

minimum regulated pricing system influence be minimized. Competition across the entire food 

complex for "share of stomach" is very high. Whether innovating a new dairy product or seeking 

dairy's space as an ingredient in the development of a new innovative food, it is important that 

dairy demand not be constrained by overly burdensome price regulations. 

The US dairy industry is increasingly integrated with global dairy markets. US exports were 

minimal in the mid-nineties before the Uruguay round of the WTO introduced disciplines that led 

to growth in developing economies and rising global prices for dairy. Over 15% of US milk 

solids are now exported in the form of various dairy products. Leprino and many other 

manufacturers, along with producers through their check-off dollars, have made significant 

investments in developing exports that will drive up demand for US dairy products and, along 

with it, the demand and price for raw milk to dairy farmers . These are the opportunities that will 

raise all ships for the industry. As the Department considers its decision from this hearing, it is 

important to ensure that a California Federal Milk Marketing Order facilitates rather than inhibits 

the collective industry's ability to leverage this opportunity. 

Importance of Market Clearing Prices 

Regulated milk price policy must be set at levels that contribute to orderly marketing of milk. 

This necessitates that the regulated minimum milk prices for the manufacture of hard 

manufactured products be set at levels that clear milk in the market in an orderly fashion . To do 

so, the minimum regulated price of milk in California must be set at a level that does not exceed 

values after allowing for reasonable returns that are achievable under good management practices 

by the California manufacturers. 

Milk used for manufacturing, whether for cheeses or for butter and dry milks, is the primary 

method for California dairy farmers to market the volume of milk that is produced beyond the 

milk required for the higher priced and more peri shable Class I and II products. The utilization 
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of nearly 80% of California's milk production in Classes III and IV highlights the importance of 

these manufacturing outlets in marketing California's milk production, Because of the critical 

role that Class III and IV products play in marketing producer milk components beyond the 

borders of California, it is crucial that the price formulas be market-oriented, reflecting the values 

of California-manufactured products, fo.b. manufacturing plant. 

The importance of setting the regulated price at a level that is not intrusive on the market is 

increased when the regulated price is based on an end product price formula. End product price 

formulas contrast with survey-based milk prices like the old M-W and BFP price series 

previously used in FMMOs in their rigidity. The previous surveyed milk price would flex with 

market conditions and had the flexibility to reflect changes in manufacturing costs on a real time 

basis. In contrast, manufacturing cost allowances in the end product price fonnulas are only 

changed through rulemaking processes. The cumbersome process for adjusting these allowances 

necessitates that regulated price formulas be set at a level that allows other market forces to work 

and adjustments to occur outside of the regulated system. 

There is substantial risk in setting the regulated price too high. Over-regulating prices results in 

disorderly marketing by encouraging additional milk production that the market does not have a 

ready outlet for while decreasing demand at the processor level. Additionally, the setting of 

regulated prices at too high of a level discourages investment in innovative technology the 

industry requires to develop commercially viable new products. However, there is little risk in 

setting the regulated price too low since the market compensates through the development of 

premiums. 

The University BFP Committee commissioned to advise USDA during the FMMO Reform 

process echoed the need to view regulated pricing as market clearing minimums in stating that: 

Minimum pricing reduces the need for the Secretary to fine tune the price of milk to reflect 

local or regional uniquenesses in a market setting that is national in scope. Regional price 
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differentials for manufactured products, which may vary seasonally and over time, can be 

set by market forces where over-order premiums are warrallted. J 

Additionally, the FMMO Reform Final Decision, on BFP replacement and make allowances, 

reveals that the policy deci sion is premised upon the ab ility of milk to escape the application of 

minimum regulated milk prices. It states that: 

Mallufacturillg plallt operators who filld the level of make allowallces illadequate 

compared to their actual costs also have the alternative to IIOt participate ill a Federal 

order marketable pool.' 

This ability for a manufacturing plant operator to step outside of the Federal Order marketable 

pool that was anticipated by the Department in the Reform Final Rule is not provided under 

Proposal I . The importance of setting the regulated price at a market clearing level is even more 

critical given that suggested change in policy. 

Dairy Institute (Proposal 2) Class III Formula 

The Class prices that apply to milk for hard product manufacturing (Classes III and IV) should be 

set no higher than the levels that are reflective of the value that can be returned through good 

management practices in the lowest value order to which the regulations apply. The 

promulgation of an Order for California necessitates that the Class III formula be revi sited in the 

California context. My preference is that USDA suspend this hearing or defer the outcome's 

implementation until a national hearing can be held to review and revise the ex isting Class III 

formula in light of today's costs and other market factors along with the potential inclusion of 

California in the FMMO system. In the absence of a suspension of this hearing until a national 

hearing can be held, it is very important that the Class III price formula that is adopted through 

iBFP University Study Committee Report, "An Economic Evaluation of Basic Formula 
Price (BFP) Alternatives", June 1997, ("BFP Report"), Page 147. 
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the California promulgation proceeding be set in relationship to achievable returns in California 

using the most recent available data. It will be important to proceed to a Class ill I IV national 

hearing on a timely basis after the California rulemaking, both because those formulas are based 

upon nearly ten year old data and to consider the implications of the outcome of this proceeding 

on other parts of the country. Additionally, this hearing record has already revealed that the 

whey factor in the current Class ill price formula overvalues whey relative to what can be 

achieved by small cheesemakers. A national hearing should be held to correct the factor across 

the system. 

The Class ill price formula can be dissected by products and their price discovery reference, 

yields, and make allowances for each. The Class ill formulas that currently exist in the FMMO 

system look to cheddar cheese, butter, and dry whey to establish the minimum regulated Class ill 

price. The products represented in the formula should represent the most generic commodity 

value within the products subject to that Class's price regulation. Those products must have 

clearly identifiable specifications that can be associated with prices received and cost of 

manufacturing products of the same specifications. The product yields should represent the 

yields that are reasonably attained by the regulated entities and the make allowances should 

reflect at least the cost of converting milk into those products with a; return on investment and 

marketing allowance. 

Price Discovery. Dairy Institute's primary proposal is to use a western NDPSR price series for the 

price discovery mechanism for each of the product prices. The proposal also contains default 

equations to use as a surrogate if USDA determines that confidentiality concerns limit the 

Department's ability to release a western price series. Discussions with AMS staff prior to the 

call of hearing revealed that there may be confidentiality concerns. I recently learned that the 

confidentiality restrictions may relate more to confidentiality concerns in the area outside of the 

Dairy Institute proposed geography for the western price series than confidentiality concerns 

264 Fed. Reg. 16025,16097 (col. 2) (April 2, 1999). 
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regarding the release of the western area data. Dairy Institute's intent while selecting the states 

for inclusion in the western NDPSR price series was to start along the Pacific. The inclusion of 

states beyond the Pacific was intended to address the confidentiality concerns that USDA might 

have regarding the release of the western price series. If the inclusion of the additional states has 

inadvertently created a confidentiality issue for the balance of the country, USDA should 

consider defining an area that includes the Pacific states of California, Oregon, and Washington 

and only add contiguous states to the extent that the addition of those states contributes to the 

ability to eliminate the confidentiality constraints. The Department should not add states beyond 

the geography defined in the Dairy Institute proposal. 

If the Department determines that adjusting the region defined for price di scovery does not 

overcome the confidentiality concerns, the Department should adopt the surrogate formulas as 

defined in Dr. Schiek's testimony. These factors were generally derived by comparing the 

relevant NDPSR survey prices with CDFA audited reports of prices received for the commodities 

in California. 

Proponents of Proposal I have questioned the existence of a spatial price pattern for dairy 

commodities that is essentially west coast plus transportation cost to markets in the east. This 

price surface is the market reflection of the supply and demand balance where there are 

disproportionately high volumes of production of those products in the west and the 

disproportionately high consumption of those products in the population centers of the east. The 

spatial relationship was reflected in the publication of regional prices in the NASS price survey 

when they published the regional data. It also is reflected in the comparison of the audited prices 

received data published by CDFA that was used by Dr. Schiek to calculate the price formula 

factors for the respective products. And it is reflected in the spatial equilibrium model results 

that were introduced into the hearing record by Dr. Stephenson of University of Wisconsin. 

The concept of location value of a commodity is not unique to dairy commodities. It is 

commonly referred to as basis and can be described as the difference between the local market 
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and a reference price. Basis is common in most commodity markets, it is not a new term and it is 

not a synonym for disorderly market conditions. Most farmers are familiar with the term basis as 

it is common in the grain markets (difference between IowaJIllinois corn prices and New Orleans, 

etc) as well as the energy markets (Texas oil vs. Brent oil). Because basis reflects local market 

conditions, it is directly influenced by several factors including: 

• Local supply and demand conditions. Local supply and demand conditions impact basis. 

The prices in deficit areas generally reflect the price required to attract the product from 

the surplus supply region for the commodity. 

USDA's Central Federal Milk Market Administrator's staff publishes annually a map 

showing the milk production per capita by state. The map from the February 2015 

Marketing Service Bulletinl3 from the Central Milk Marketing Order is reproduced 

below as Figure I. The US average per capita milk production shown in the map legend 

is 646 pounds. I calculated an estimated per capita milk need to serve the domestic 

market at 549 pounds (646 reduced by 15% exports). States that produce less than 600 

pounds per capita are pictured on the Central Order's map in light or medium gray and are 

considered "deficit" states. States that produce more than 600 pounds milk per capita are 

shaded in dark gray and are considered "surplus" states. It is easy to see that most of the 

deficit states are in the Eastern part of the country, which means that efficient and orderly 

movement of dairy products needs to take place to supply the needs of the population in 

those areas. Although specific products, particularly branded retail products, may be 

produced in a deficit area and be distributed nationally, the flow of dairy commodities is 

largely from the surplus areas to the deficit areas. 

3 www.fmmacentral.comlpublications 
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Figure 1. 2014 Per Capita Milk Production 

2014 Per Capita Milk Production 
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• Transportation costs. Cali fornia is relatively isolated from the rest of the country, being 

located on the western edge of the mainland. A California manufacturing plant must 

compete for sales on a delivered price basis with manufacturers in other parts of the 

country. Th is may be manifested by the manufacturer arranging the transportation and 

pricing the product at the customer's location or selling f.o.b . manufacturing plant at a 

discount related to transportation cost to what would otherwise be a delivered price. In 

either case, the all -in price to the customer must be competitive with the supply 

alternatives and the net price to the manufacturer is reflective of that competition and the 

cost to transport the product to the customer. Even many of the dairy products marketed 

at retail within California are first delivered to converting faci lities to the east of 
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California before being cut or shredded, packaged and delivered to the retailer's 

distribution center for further distribution back into California, 

California values are lower than parts of the country further east because more milk is produced 

in California than is consumed in California and surplus milk in the form of manufactured 

products is cleared into the defIcit areas of the country, 

Leprino's Distribution and Transportation Costs. Leprino's California production is sold 

worldwide. Over 13% of our California cheese production and nearly 90% of our California 

whey products are exported. Nearly half of our California cheese volume that is sold 

domestically is shipped east of the Mississippi. Much of this cheese is shipped into the milk and 

cheese deficit southeast market. 

The cost of trucking cheese from our California plants to the Midwest where many of our 

customers who produce frozen foods or shred and package cheese for retail distribution around 

the country are located is in excess of $0.10 per pound and the cost of trucking to the northeast 

and southeast is roughly $0.15 per pound, plus or minus a penny depending upon location. In 

order to compete for those customers, our pricing needs to be competitive with the alternative 

supply sources in other parts of the country, most importantly in the midwest. 

Cheese Valuation. Both the current Class III formula and Dairy Institute's proposal is based upon 

a cheddar cheese production model. Cheddar cheese has formed the basis of regulated cheese 

milk end product price formulas since California developed a separate Class 4b milk price 

formula in 1989 and USDA replaced the old BFP with the end-product price formula in 2000. 

Cheddar cheese was historically the most common cheese produced and was the market clearing 

product within the complex as reflected by its inclusion in the Dairy Price Support Program that 

was terminated in the 2014 Farm Bill. The specifications for Cheddar cheese are clearly 

identified in FDA's standard of identity and large volumes of bulk cheddar cheese continue to be 

produced. 
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Given the increases in mozzarella production for which the volume now exceeds cheddar 

production both in California and in the US, some have suggested that the Class ill formula be 

based upon mozzarella. In contrast with cheddar cheese, mozzarella specifications vary 

significantly in order to optimize the performance within a customer's appl ication. FDA's 

standard of identity breaks the mozzarella category into eight products. Attachment A is a table 

that shows the name, moisture range, fat on a dry basis (FOB), wet fat, and CFR reference for the 

various products. The complexity of using mozzarella in the regulated pricing model should be 

clear on its face. To satisfy the need to have a clearly specified product in the Class ill price 

formula, one product, such as low moisture part skim mozzarella, would need to be selected from 

within the broader mozzarella group. 

The next filter that would need to be applied to the eligible product definitions is form. The 

product form is intended to be bulk and not differentiated with value added processes. This 

eliminates the inclusion of retail product and shredded product as well as other value added 

processes. After narrowing the mozzarella that would be eligible for reporting to low-moisture 

part skim mozzarella that is sold in unshredded form of bulk size, the eligible volume is much 

smaller than that represented in the bulk cheddar category. We reviewed our Cal ifornia 

production and identified the proportion that would be ineligible for reporting during our FYl4 

fiscal year. That volume represented in excess of 80% of our California mozzarella production. 

I do not have visibility to our competitor's production profile, but expect that much of their 

mozzarella is similarly sold in shredded fonn given the nature of the mozzarella market. If that is 

the case, the volume of mozzarella that would be reportable is roughly 60% of the volume of 

cheddar cheese production in California within the same period. Cheddar remains the dominant 

form of uniform bulk cheese produced in Californi a. 

Bulk cheddar remains the best product upon which to build the Class ill price form ula. The price 

for most commodity cheeses produced within the US is referenced to the price of spot cheddar 

cheese traded at the Chicago Mercantile Exchange (CME). 
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The form of bulk cheddar that should be used in the California FMMO Class ill formula is 40 

pound block cheddar. To my knowledge, all bulk cheddar production in California is produced 

in the block format. Additionally, most other commodity cheeses, including mozzarella, 

reference to the block price on the CME. Therefore, use of the 40 pound block price in the 

formula is consistent with California production and returns . 

Cheddar yields. Dairy Institute's proposal incorporates the yield factor for cheddar cheese that is 

embedded in the FMMO Class ill formula. Fat capture and yields range with vat configuration. 

The range of fat capture and yields in California can be expected to be similar to that reflected in 

the hearing records that established the yield assumptions in the current Class ill formulas . 

Cheddar make allowance. Dairy Institute's proposed cheddar make allowance should be 

amended from the $0.2291 included in Dr. Schiek's testimony to $0.2306 per pound cheddar. 

The $0.2306 make allowance is calculated by adding California's costs from the CDFA most 

recent audited cost studies of $0.2291 per pound cheddar and an administrative and additional 

marketing cost allowance of f O.15 cents per pound. This proposed make allowance is both 

consistent with the principle that the make allowance should be reflective of the most current 

cost data available and is consistent with USDA's methodology from the 2008 Class IIJJIV Final 

Decision. Specifically, that Decision adopted a cheddar make allowance based upon the CDFA 

weighted average cost from its audited cost study released September 2007 (covering cheddar 

cheese plant costs for January through December 2006) of$0.1988 plus a sales and 

administrative cost allowance of $0.0015 per pound. The sales and administrative cost is added 

because none is captured in the underlying CDFA cost study. 

Whey Cream Valuation 

The Dairy Institute proposal contained in the notice of hearing does not address errors in the 

valuation of whey cream in the Class ill price formula . The issue remains a problem but the 

economic impact of the error varies around the country. This is an issue that should be addressed 

through a national Class IIJJIV hearing in the near future. The overvaluation is rooted in both 
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volume and value assumptions embedded in the current Class ill formula. 

The current formula assumes that all of the fat received at the plant that is not captured in 

cheddar cheese is recovered and converted to grade AA butter. That assumption is inconsistent 

with manufacturing realities and it is inconsistent with the record from the 2006/2007 Class ill 1 

IV price formula hearing. The existing Class ill price formula also assumes that the whey cream 

is used to produce grade AA butter which is not permitted by USDA's own regulations. 

Whey cream outlets are very limited in California. Our whey cream sales from our California 

locations are generally to one of three markets, one in California that seems to have very limited 
"bv-\\ e. 

demand and two in Wisconsin. Our prices net well below the CME AA market price regardless 

of outlet for our whey cream. Pricing in Wisconsin is at or below flat market (CME grade AA 

butter) depending upon the market conditions. The cost of transport on our whey cream 

delivered to Wisconsin exceeds $0.S4 per pound fat. The number of buyers for whey cream 

nationally continues to shrink, placing additional downward pressure on whey cream returns as 

sellers are forced to ship whey cream greater distances to find markets. 

While we are waiting patiently for a national Class ill 1 IV hearing to address this, the 

Department should be cognizant in this promulgation proceeding of the overvaluation as they 

consider factors adopted in the balance of the Class ill formula. 

Separate from the whey cream technical error is the need to amend the Dairy Institute butter 

make allowance to include thef O.ls cent administrative and marketing cost adjustment. The 

butter make allowance would be amended from $0.1724 per pound butter to $0. 1739 per pound. 

Whey Valuation 

The California cheese industry experience of 2007 is a case study in the setting of minimum 

regulated prices above market clearing levels. The cheese industry stress was manifested in 

California by consolidation, producer payment defaults, and reductions in plant throughput. 
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Although often characterized as a "small cheesemaker issue", it clearly was not. Several large 

cheese plants with whey processing capacity also experienced significant challenges. Land 0 

Lakes was very public about the financial difficulties at their CPI plant in Tulare and 

subsequently sold that plant. Dairy Farmers of America ("DFA") was similarly quite clear that 

their Corona plant had been a financial drain. Their August 8, 2007 press release (Attachment B) 

announcing the reduction in throughput August 31, 2007 and planned closure January 1, 2008 

indicated that "Market conditions and operating results have hindered success at our Corona 

plant and in our American Cheese Division. We constantly look for ways to end losses, and 

stimulate profitability." In a conversation that I had the prior day with a senior executive of 

DFA, I was told that the September 1 reduction was designed to reduce the plant throughput to a 

level at which the processing of their whey stream into any products other than dry whey could 

be eliminated thereby eliminating the losses on the other, more specialized whey products 

produced at the plant. Although I am not privy to the magnitude of the losses on these other 

specialized whey products, one can assume that they had to be very significant to have justified 

the increased plant overhead costs per unit of production that is associated with the reduced 

throughput. 

Additionally, several of the petitioners at the September 2007 CDFA hearing testified that they 

curtailed cheese production due to the poor whey economics. Three cheese plants struggled to 

fulfill producer payment obligations and were placed on the ineligible list for the CDFA Producer 

Security Trust Fund. All of these changes were reflective of the stress that had been created 

because the Class 4b price generated a milk price that exceeded the revenue stream of the 

finished products being produced by many of the state's cheesemakers. 

Whey Factor 

The inclusion of an explicit whey factor in regulated pricing had its origin with the 

implementation of Federal Order reform in January 2000. Similar to California, many cheese 

plants outside California did not and do not have whey processing capacity. However, the 
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inclusion of the whey factor within the Federal Order system was expected to boost the Class ill 

price by a modest enough amount that a small cheese maker that lacked sufficient scale to cost

effectively process whey was perceived to be able to cover the whey portion of the milk price 

through premiums garnered on the specialty cheeses it produced. In its first year of 

implementation, the whey factor contributed $0.29 per cwt to the Federal Order Class ill 

formula. 

The explicit inclusion of a whey factor became an increasing challenge for those without whey 

processing capacity as whey prices strengthened a few years later. With whey driving up 

regulated minimums by over $3.00 per cwt at times in 2007, plants without processing capacity 

struggled and some were shuttered. In Federal Order areas, some plants that are located in dense 

cheese production regions were able to recoup some value by the sale of whey to consolidators as 

prices increased. But, as Wisconsin cheesemakers Mr. Buholzer and Mr. Stettler testified earlier 

in this hearing, the whey factor was even problematic for those cheese makers selling to whey 

consolidators in Wisconsin. The whey factor was also problematic for manufacturers of whey 

proteins because dry whey values in the milk price formulas outstripped returns for protein and 

lactose. It was not uncommon in that timeframe for cheese makers unable to recover the whey 

value assumed in the Class ill milk price formula to negotiate with their suppliers for relief from 

the full Class ill price. 

The existence of an explicit whey factor has been problematic for cheese makers without whey 

processing capacity regardless of whether they are operating in the Federal Orders or California. 

However, the binding nature of the current California State Order and the cooperatives' Proposal 

1 under which minimum regulated prices are enforced on all grade A milk manufactured in 

California limits market-based approaches to relief. This lack of a pressure relief valve severely 

limits the range of milk values that can be ascribed to whey without risking significant damage to 

plant capacity. 
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Much testimony has been incorporated into this hearing record regarding the inability to 

economically process whey in smaller cheese plants. Whey processing is highly capital 

intensive. The extraordinarily high capital costs create a barrier to entry for small cheese plants. 

In its raw form, dilute whey from a cheese vat has limited value in the marketplace. Skim whey, 

prior to condensing, is typically around 6% solids. At this low level of concentration, 

transportation costs quickly consume the historic market value above costs of processing. Some 

intermediate size plants can condense their whey for more economic transport for further 

processing at a larger plant. However, the returns achieved for any intermediate products short 

of the finished whey that is used in the milk price formulas fall short of finished product value. 

The diversity of whey products also creates challenges relative to explicit inclusion of a whey 

factor in the regulated pricing system. Dry whey was historically viewed as the lowest common 

denominator amongst all whey products. This was because it is the most generic whey product 

requiring the least advanced technology and returns were generally lower than those for the more 

highly refined whey proteins. It was thought that, so long as the milk price was based upon dry 

whey prices, the whey contribution to the milk price would not be overstated for those who 

process whey. This long-held assumption is challenged from time to time and was proven to be 

incorrect in 2007. As more processors invested in whey fractionation technology, the increased 

production of whey protein concentrates depressed those prices. Simultaneously, as older plants 

producing dry whey were mothballed, the supply and demand balance pushed dry whey prices 

up. Consequently, the portion of the milk price attributable to the dry whey value outstripped the 

returns from whey protein concentrate, particularly in operations that did not also produce 

lactose. It was one contributing factor to replacing the explicit whey factor within the California 

Class 4b formula with the $0.25 fixed factor in 2007. 

Proposal 2 Wbey Valuation 

The Dairy Institute proposal appropriately caps the whey contribution in the Class ill formula in 

recognition tha~ Class 4b plants do not even recover a liquid whey value and the viability of 

some of those plants will likely be threatened by the increased cost burden related to a product 
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that they cannot, even under best management practices, extract a value from the whey stream. 

Many small cheesemakers have testified at prior CDFA hearings that they cannot sustain their 

operations at an incremental milk cost of $ 1.50 per hundredweight of milk attributable to whey. 

They cannot achieve the plant efficiencies assumed in the formula make allowance for cheese, so 

our "outsider" perspective of their potential margins based upon local specialty cheese sale prices 

at retail is likely unrealisti c. I cannot speak to how many of these cheese makers are at risk of 

closing if the incremental milk cost generated by the whey factor in the formula is sustained at 

$ 1.50. But I will note that, based upon prior testimony at CDFA hearings, even the $1.50 per 

hundredweight milk may challenge their viability. 

Proposal 2 Alternate Whey Valuation. The Dairy Institute proposal to value the whey portion of 

the Class III milk formula relative to its concentrated liquid whey value is consistent with a 

philosophy that the order will value the most generic product within a product group. The record 

clearly shows that there are scale barriers to recovering fu ll finished product value from the whey 

market. Some plants without sufficient scale to process their own whey di spose of the whey into 

their waste treatment solutions. Others sell concentrated whey, either before or after 

ultrafiltration, to other cheese plants or whey consolidators . 

The WPC-34 price index is the most common reference used for the sale of liquid concentrated 

whey by cheese plants selling concentrated whey within California. As many witnesses have 

testified at thi s hearing, the prices received for that liquid whey are discounted to reflect that the 

liquid concentrated whey requires additional processing with highly specialized and capital 

intensive equipment in order to produce a full value product. If sold f.o.b. seller plant, the price 

is discounted by the buyer for the cost of transport. If sold on a delivered basis, the net return to 

the selling plant would be the invoice price less the cost of transport. The Class III formula 

should reflect the returns achievable at the concentrated whey seller's plant. 

The Dairy Institute proposal reflects a survey of cheese plants and was corroborated by Mr. Barry 

Murphy, a consultant working with many of the cheesemakers with insufficient capacity to have 
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economically viable whey processing operations producing dry products, at this hearing. 

Whey Make Allowance. To remedy the omission of the 0.15 cents per pound administrative and 
in 

marketing allowance in the Dairy Institute proposal, the whey make allowance outlined Dr. 

Schiek's testimony should be increased by that amount. The revised proposed whey make 

allowance is $0.2310 (before including transportation and cooling costs in the formula). 

USDA should not adopt the cooperative Class ill formula 

The Department should not adopt the cooperative's proposal for Class ill and IV pricing. In 

essence, the cooperatives are asking for price equality with other FMMOs without allowing for 

equality in the way the price applies . The proposal sets the Class ill and IV prices in California 

equal to what was set in the balance of the FMMOs based upon a hearing in 2006/2007. This 

proposal was supported simply by the rationale that prices should not be different. They have not 

entered evidence specific to the relevance of the formula factors to California. 

The price levels generated by the cooperatives' proposal (Proposal 1) have already proven 

untenable in a less onerous version. The price levels exceed those that were generated by the 

Class 4b formula Jid before December 2007, when overvaluation led to the financial difficulties 

and closure of cheese plants, three cheese plants being placed on the ineligible list for the 

Producer Security Trust Fund for failure to pay timely, and the sale of a proprietary cheese 

company referenced earlier in my testimony. 

It is not difficult to anticipate the damage that would be done if Proposal I is adopted. The 

proposal once again sets up the scenario of signals to producers to increase milk production while 

signaling to cheesemakers to reduce manufacturing capacity. Based upon history, that signal will 

be once again manifested in increased cheese plant bankruptcies, plant closures, and a shift in 

manufacturing volumes from California to other states by multi state operators. The proposal 

would set up a scenario in which even those of us with the scale and capability to economically 

process whey would be better off shifting production. In addition to our cheese making assets, 
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we have invested hundreds of millions of dollars in capital to produce specialized whey products 

in our California plants and continue to need to reinvest in order to maintain markets in a highly 

dynamic marketplace. Adoption of the proposal would, over the long term, result in a loss of 

reinvestment in California faci lities and their eventual obsolescence and closure. 

Class IV Formulas 

Leprino encourages USDA to apply the same principles to the Class IV price formula as are 

advocated for Class ill. Regulated prices must not provide artificial financial incentives between the 

manufacture of Class ill and IV products. The very intent and nature of pooling is to mute the 

competition for market outlets from various uses of milk. However, a pricing and pooling system 

that completely eliminates the incentive to place milk in its highest and best use, or which provides 

an incentive to manufacture milk into lower valued uses does not serve dairy producers, 

manufacturers, or consumers well . To accomplish neutrality, the pricing formulae must be 

established by consistently applying the same principles to both manufacturing complexes. The 

Dairy Institute proposal takes an even-handed approach to the two manufacturing Classes, utilizing 

western-based pric~nd California-based make allowances. Consistent with that, the nonfat dry milk 

and butter make allowances should be increased from those contained in Dr. Schiek's testimony by 

an administrative and marketing allowance of 0.15 cents, resulting in revised proposed make 

allowanc~of $0.1739 for butter and of $0.2012 for nonfat dry milk. 

Conclusion 

If the Department promulgates an Order that is adopted through a producer referendum, the outcome 

of this hearing will have significant impacts throughout both the US and global dairy industries . The 

production within California of 20% of the US milk supply and significant volumes of dairy 

commodities that also serve the global market makes it a significant force across broad geographies. 

If the Department promulgates an Order from this proceeding, it should adopt the Dairy Institute 

proposal (Proposal 2). This proposal will allow milk for manufacturing to move more freely to its 

higher and better use. That, in turn , will lead to reduced price volatility and provide a more stable 
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platform with which the industry can grow demand. It also sets prices at market-clearing levels that 

allow for orderly marketing. These are critical elements that will contribute to the broader industry's 

ability to drive demand to the benefit of producers, processors, and consumers. 
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Attachment A: Standard of Identity Classifications for Mozzarella Cheese 

DESCRIPTION MOISTURE 
FDB 

WET FAT 
REFERENCE 

(FAT DRY BASIS) (Code of Federal Regulations) 

21 CFR 101.62 
Nonfat Mozzarella 

N/A N/A 
."the food contains less than 0.5% 

Cheese 
<1.67% of fat per reference amount (Z8g in 

the case of mozzarella cheese) 

21 CFR 101.62 ... contains 3g or less 

Lowfat Mozzarella of fat per reference amount (SOg in 

Cheese N/A N/A .$ 6% the case of Lowfat Mozzarella 
cheese) 

21 CFR 101.62 
109 fOQd's [at ~Qntent is reguced b~ 
5Q Qg[~ent or more per reference 
amount, Ihg idgntit' of tbe 
referen!;;e fQQd aOg the percent (Qr 

Lite Mozzarella 
N/A 510.20% 

[[a,tion) that the fat was [educeg 
Cheese N/A are de!;;lan~d in the immediate 

Q[oximin-: tQ tbg mQst prQminent 
such claim, (e.g. "SQ nercgnt less fa, 
than QU[ regular mQzzarelia 
, heese") . 

21 CFR 101.62 
... contains at least 25% less fat per 

Reduced Fat 
N/A N/A 515.30% 

reference amount customarily 
Mozzarella Cheese consumed ... 

Low·Moisture Part 
>45% 2.30% 

Skim Mozzarella 
5 52% <45% 

N/A 21 CFR 133.158 
Cheese 

''''6-5~l pO II~ 

>52% 2.30% 
Part Skim 560% <45% 

N/A 21 CFR 133.157 
Mozzarella Cheese 

(03 &0) (30-lJlt) 

Low-Moisture >45% 

Mozzarella Cheese 
552% 

2.45% N/A 21 CFR 133.156 
(Whole Milk) 

(16 5~~ 

> 52% 21t~R 
Mozzarella Cheese 560% 

2.4520 N/A C~133.155 
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New Alliance with Schreiber Foods Formed 
August 8,2007 

Kansas City. Mo - Dairy Farmers of America, Inc. (OFA) has announced changes to its 

American Cheese diviSion, including the closure of the cooperative's Corona, Calif., facility 

and the transfer of DFA's American cheese (large-bag shredded and packaged) business in 

Corona and Zumbrota, Minn., to Wisconsin-based Schreiber Foods Inc_ 

More than 300 employees at DFA's Corona facility were notified that the fadlity will operate at 

a reduced capacity beginning Aug. 31 and cease production of American block cheese and 

whey products by Dec. 31. An additional 70 employees althe Zumbrota facility and 11 

employees at DFA's headquarters in Kansas City, Mo., also were notified that their positions 

would be eliminated A comprehensive effort is undsrvvay to ease the burden on workers and 

their families 

According to Tom Camerlo, chairman of OFA's Board of Directors and a dairy farmer from 

Rorence, Colo., the decision to cease operations in Corona and to enter into an alliance with 

Schreiber Foods reflects DFA's ongoing commitment to reduce or eliminate economic 

vulnerabilities within its business structure. 

"DFA exists to serve its dairy-farmer owners. Although it is difficult to make decisions that result 

in the elimination of jobs, we have an obligation to our members to make decisions that benefit 

them," he said. '·Market conditions and operating results have hindered succeSS at our Corona 

plan! and in our American Cheese Division We constantly look for ways to end losses, and 

stimulate profitability.'· 

David Parrish, chief operating officer of DFA's Western Area Council, which supplies milk to 

the Corona facility, noted that the members support the changes in the American Cheese 

Division 

"Although dairy farmers neverwantto see the plant they ship milk to close its doors, our 

member-owners understand that we need to operate profitably," he said. "With many DFA 

customers providing multiple outlets for milk, our members will continue to have a market for 

their milk. This is the very nature of cooperative membership." 

DFA and Schreiber officials offer the following comments about their new endeavor. 

"DFA is fortunate to have the opportunity to align itself with a first-class company,"' Camerlo 

sa·ld. "We can trust that Schreiber will continue to produce top qual"lty products for our 

customers." 

'We're pleased that DFA has provided this opportunity to extend Schreiber's capabilities 

deeper into the shred sector of the cheese business," said Larry Ferguson, president and chief 

executive officer of Schreiber Foods 

Block cheese and whey production employees in Zumbrota and Monett, Mo., will not be 

affected as DFA plans to conbnue its commodity American cheese operations in these 

facilities. Additionally, these changes wi I! have no impact Oil DFA's Borden branded or private 

label retail cheese business. 

rnyDFA Lown 
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Of 

Steven P. Kluesner 
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at the 

United States Department of Agriculture Hearing 
on Proposed Federal Milk Marketing Order for California 
at Clovis, California, commencing on September 22, 2015 

EXHIBIT 
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My name is Steven Kluesner. I am the Group Manager for Dairy responsible for Nestle 
North American Procurement and today I am representing all Nestle businesses. In my 
ro le. I am responsible for milk and dairy ingredients procurement for Nestle brands in the 
United States and Canada. This includes procurement relationships with individual dairy 
farms , cooperatives and proprietary handlers and manufacturers. Prior to my position I 
currently hold with Nestle, I held positions with Nestle Global Milk Products 
Procurement, Switzerland; Foremost Farms USA, Wisconsin; and Wells Enterprises, 
Iowa; I hold a Bachelor's Degree from Iowa State University in Agricultural Studies with 
emphasis in Dairy Science. I developed today's testimony in cooperation with Nestle 
staff and present it today with authorization from Nestle leadership. 

Nestle in the United States includes Nestle USA. Nestle Nutrition, Nestle Purina Pet Care 
Company, Nestle Waters North America and is part of Nestle S.A. the world's largest 
food company, headquartered from Vevey, Switzerland. Nestle S.A. employs over 
330,000 globally and operates over 390 manufacturing plants of which Nestle USA is the 
largest individual market and employs 23,000 and operates 25 manufacturing facilities 
and 43 distribution centers focused on making branded food and beverages. 

Nestle USA currently operates plants that utilize fluid dairy products: 
• Ice Cream Factories 

o California (2) 
o Indiana 
o Maryland 
o Utah 

• Evaporated milk Factory 
o California 

• Fluid Beverage Factory 
o Indiana 

• Prepared Foods Factories 
o South Carolina 
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o Arkansas 
o Utah 
o Ohio 

• Nestle N utri tion Factory 
o Wisconsin 

• Confections Factories 
o Wisconsin 
o Illinois 

I. Currently, in California we are buying fluid dairy ingredients for our two Ice 
Cream factories and our Baking factory, each receives fluid milk and fluid dairy 
ingredients as contracted, either from supplying cooperatives or from patron 
supply. Nestle is not paying non-cost-justified up charges for the milk we receive. 
Nestle is testifying to the current situation of fluid dairy procurement in California 
as being orderly. 

2. I testify today in support of Dairy Institute's Proposal 2, which would operate 
without mandatory price regulation, allowing us to purchase milk priced in 
California as Federal Orders currently do in the rest of the U.S. Under the 
Cooperatives' Proposal I, Nestle ' s plants in California would be required to pay 
the higher FMMO class prices, while our competitors in other FMMO regions are 
not required to do so. In the cooperatives' proposal, all plants are pool plants 
requiring mandatory pooling. In all other federal orders, the handler decides 
whether to associate with the order pool, if it benefits them financially to do so. If 
they do not associate with the pool, USDA does not mandate the price plants must 
pay for Class II, III or IV usage. So, if Nestle suppliers decide they want to 
associate with the pool Nestle will continue to pay the price negotiated with 
suppliers but Nestle would not be required to pay the regulated minimum price 
unless we choose to do so. 

3. Mandatory pooling within an order of California would put Nestle' s businesses at 
a competitive disadvantage to competitors operating in orders that do not have the 
same pooling requirements. These differences in competitive nature would cause 
a change in manufacturing strategy potentially resulting in manufacturers 
evaluating replac ing current production with open capacity in other states resulting 
in less overall demand for dairy products in California. Manufacturing plants need 
to be competitive with plants in other Federal Orders. By not being consistent 
with Federal Order rules in all regulated areas and making all plants only in 
California regulated, would destroy our ability to compete with others located 
outside of the state. Nestle has a long history and huge investment in the 
California dairy industry, with the size and scale of our operations in the state and 
the low margin nature ofthe ice cream business, we cannot function in a non
compietive environment. Inconsistent rules across Federal Orders would require a 
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reevaluation of the current N estl6 manufacturing strategy and bring focus to other 
parts of the U.S. 

4. Nestle's purchases a large percent of California dairy products from dairy 
commodities, fluid supplies domestically to powders internationally. The 
proposals to implement Federal Orders in California would result in higher prices 
under the cooperatives' proposal also making international purchasing decisions 
now subject to reevaluation. Procurement decisions have to be driven by the 
economics and the ability to source prodnct at prices that make our operations 
financially viable. Enhanced product prices, caused by higher regulated prices 
that are not present in other regions of the US, or globally, and that are 
unsupported by market realities, make the purchasing of product from California 
less likely. The current system that enabled the development of supply for 
international business over the past ten plus years would not be viable any longer 
and would cause a shift in focus to other less regulated regions of the world for 
growth. 

We currently have strong relationships with manufacturers in California and we would 
very much like to continue to procure dairy ingredients in the state. Nestle would like to 
see a consistent approach to regulations across orders allowing our businesses to continue 
to be competitive and grow in communities we have establish manufacturing. 
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Introduction 

My name is Alan Zolin. I have been retained by Hilmar Cheese Company (HCC) to work with 
Dairy illstitute of California (DIC) to develop an alternative proposal to Cooperative Proposal 1. 
I have worked with a task force made up ofa number of representatives from DIC member 
companies in order to develop and submit Proposal 2. 

Description of Proposal 2 Handler Definition with an Addition of a New Paragraph 9(d) 

DIC has included a new paragraph in the Handler defmition. This new paragraph is 9(d). This 
paragraph has been in other FMMO's in the past. The original concept of this paragraph was 
created by USDA in a 198 1 decision for a hearing held to determine pooling provisions for the 
Southwest Idaho Eastern Oregon FMMO 135. At the time, USDA was applauded for its 
innovative thinking and problem solving by the proponents of changing the way supply plant 
handlers could qualify as a handler. The new type of handler created is called a "proprietary 
bulk tank handler" (PBTH). The concept was to allow proprietary handlers to pool milk in a 
similar manner that cooperative handlers can pool milk under the 9(c) provision. The proprietary 
handler would not need to create a "physical" pool supply plant in order to meet the performance 
requirements of the Order. The requirements for a proprietary handler, in order to meet the 
definition of this section are: 

I) The PBTH must operate a plant located in the marketing area and the milk is not 
processed into Clas~' at the fac ility. 

2) Prior to operating as a PBTH the Marketing Administrator (MA) must receive a 
statement from the pool plant operator where the milk of the PBTH is to be received 
specifying that the PBTH will be the responsible handler for the milk. 

Back in the 1980's, proprietary handlers did not have the ability to meet the performance 
standards via shipments directly from the farnl. Proprietary handlers only had the option to meet 
performance requirements via the supply plant definition. This methodology would require a 
proprietary handler to accumulate Grade A milk at a supply plant and make shipments (transfers) 
to a pool distributing plant. The irmovative decision recommended by USDA changed that 
paradigm and allowed a proprietary plant to meet the performance standards by moving milk 
directly from the farm to a pool distributing plant. This concept allowed for the more efficient 
movement of milk, by eliminating unnecessary transportation costs and the unloading and 
reloading milk to service the Class j market. 

...J-
Since 1981, numerous recommended decisions from the USDA created a methodology for a 
supply plant to meet the performance standards with movements to pool distributing plants 
directly from the farm. ill testimony of tbe pooling standards in FMMO Order 30, Mr. Henry 
SChaeifer described the practice of "wet the tank once a month" as a requirement to demonstrate 
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that a pool supply plant is capable and prepared to meet the perfonnance standards. It is DIC 
intent that with the addition ofthe PBTH, that the only difference between the PBTH provision 
and nonnal supply plant handler status, is that the requirement to "wet the tank" will not be 

necessary. DIC believes that the same market conditions that are present in California were also 

present in the Western FMMO 135. Plus the interest of USDA in preventing uneconomic 
movements of milk is as important now as it was in the 1980's. 

HCC is supportive of Proposal 2 that includes the PBTH provision. Any relief that can be 
provided on the operational efficiencies at the HCC milk intake is welcomed. By not having to 

"wet the tank" the HCC cheese plant can focus on milk receiving efficiencies. Currently HCC 
receives over 250 milk trucks a day and utilizes 5 receiving bays. The HCC smallest silo size is 

1.6 million Ibs of milk. Milk is received 24 hours per day and 7 days per week. There is little 
room and or time to "wet the tank" in order to meet the regulatory requirement. These metrics 
represented by the HCC plant are significantly greater than the milk receiving systems of cheese 
plants in the Upper Midwest. Without an intake modification, HCC could not dedicate a silo to 

be its "pool supply plant". Therefore the PBTH provision will allow HCC to pool milk in a 
manner similar to the 9( c) provision for cooperatives and operate its manufacturing plant without 

needing to meet additional FMMO restrictions on its milk receiving patterns. 
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DAIRY INSTITUTE OF CALIFORNIA MODIFICATIONS TO 
PROPOSED SECTION 1051.9(d) 

Section 1051 . 9(d) Any person, except a 
cooperative association, who operates a pool 
plant or nonpool plant with respect to milk that 
it receives for its account from the farm of a 
producer in a tank truck owned and operated by, 
or under the control of, such person and which 
is delivered · during the month for the account of 
such person to ~clte pool plant described in § 

1051.7 (a) or § 1051.7 (b) of another handler or 
diverted pursuant to §leSO.1J, subject to the 
following conditions: IOSi.i 0 
(1) Such person (who, if qualified pursuant to 
this paragraph, shall be known as a "proprietary 
bulk tank handler") must operate a plant located 
in the marketing area at which milk is processed 
only into Class II, C·1ass III, or Class IV 

I products; aOO 
(2) Prior to operating as a handler pursuant to 
this paragraph, such person must submit to the 
market administrator a statement signed by the 
applicant and the operator of the pool plant to 
which the milk will be delivered specifying that 
the applicant will be the responsible handler 
for the milk ; and iO'S\. , ; 
(3) Milk defined as producer milk pursuantto § 1135.§l(cf) shall be 

reported and considered as producer milk at the pool plant where 
received. 

I DWT2829917Ov10101924-000001 
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Proposed Rules 

This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER 
contains notices to the public of the proposed 
issuance of rules and regulations. The 
purpose of these notices is to give interested 
persons an opportunity to participate in the 
rule making prior to the adoption of the final 
rules. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Agricultural Marketing Service 

7 CFR Parts 1124 and 1135 

[Docket No. AO-36B-A30, A0-380-A18; 
DA-01-osl 

Milk in the Pacific Northwest and 
Western Marketing Areas; Notice of 
Hearing on Proposed Amendments to 
Tentative Marketing Agreements and 
Orders 

7 CFR part Marketing area AO Nos. 

1124 . Pacific North- A0-368-A30 
west. 

1135 .. Western . A0-38o-A 18 

AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service, 
USDA. 
ACTION: Proposed rule; Notice of public 
hearing on proposed rulemaking. 

SUMMARY: The hearing is being held to 
consider proposals that would amend 
certain pooling and related provisions of 
the Pacific Northwest and Western 
Federal milk orders. Proposals 
pertaining to the Pacific Northwest 
order include redefining the pool plant 
and producer milk definitions to 
organize distant milk supplies into state 
units for meeting pool performance 
standards and eliminating the ability of 
handlers to pool the same milk under 
more than one marketwide pool. 
Proposals to amend the Western order 
would provide for net shipments for 
pool supply plant qualification. increase 
the cooperative pool plant delivery 
performance standard. eliminate the 
proprietary bulk tank unit provision. 
reduce the diversion allowance for 
producer milk and calculate diversions 
on a net basis. and establish 
transportation and assembly credit 
provisions. Other proposed 
amendments to the Western order 
would redefine the pool plant and 
producer milk definitions to organize 
distant milk supplies into state units for 
meeting pool performance standards, 
eliminate the ability of handlers to pool 

the same milk under more than one 
marketwide pool, and clarify the 
proprietary bulk tank handler, producer. 
and producer milk definitions. 
Testimony will be taken to determine if 
any of the proposals should be handled 
on an emergency basis. 
DATES: The hearing will convene at 8:30 
a.m. on Tuesday April 2, 2002. 
ADDRESSES: The hearing will be held at 
the Hilton Hotel, Salt Lake City Airport, 
5151 Wiley Post Way, Salt Lake City, 
UT 84116-2891, (801) 539-1515 (voice). 
(801) 539-1113 (fax). 
FOR FURTHER INFORMA nON CONTACT: 
Gino Tosi, Marketing Specialist, Order 
Formulation Branch, USDAI AMS/Dairy 
Programs. Room 2968, 1400 
Independence Avenue, SW STOP 0231, 
Washington, DC 20250-0231, (202)690-
1366, e-mail address: 
Gino. Tosi@Usda.gov. 

Persons requiring a sign language 
interpreter or other special 
accommodations should contact Joanne 
Walter at email 
jwalter@fmmaseattle.com before the 
hearing begins. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This 
administrative action is governed by the 
provisions of Sections 556 and 557 of 
Title 5 of the United States Code and, 
therefore. is excluded from the 
requirements of Executive Order 12866. 

Notice is hereby given of a public 
hearing to be held at the Hilton Hotel, 
Salt Lake City Airport, 5151 Wiley Post 
Way, Salt Lake City, UT 84116-2891, 
(801) 539-1515 (voice), (801) 539-1113 
(fax), beginning at 8:30 a.m., on 
Tuesday, April 2, 2002, with respect to 
proposed amendments to the tentative 
marketing agreements and to the orders 
regulating the handling of milk in the 
Pacific Northwest and Western 
marketing areas. 

The hearing is called pursuant to the 
proviSions of the Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended (7 
U.S.C. 601-674), and the applicable 
rules of practice and procedure 
governing the formulation of marketing 
agreements and marketing orders (7 CFR 
part 900). 

The purpose of the hearing is to 
receive evidence with respect to the 
economic and marketing conditions 
which relate to the proposed 
amendments, hereinafter set forth. and 
any appropriate modifications thereof. 
to the tentative marketing agreements 
and to the orders. 

Federal Register 

Vol. 67, No. 42 

Monday, March 4, 2002 

Evidence also will be taken to 
determine whether emergency 
marketing conditions exist that would 
warrant omission of a recommended 
decision under the rules of practice and 
procedure (7 CFR 900.12(d)) with 
respect to the proposals. 

Actions under the Federal milk order 
program are subject to the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.). 
This Act seeks to ensure that, within the 
statutory authority of a program. the 
regulatory and informational 
requirements are tailored to the size and 
nature of small businesses. For the 
purpose of the Act, a dairy farm is a 
"small business" if it has an annual 
gross revenue of less than $750,000 or 
produces less than 500.000 pounds of 
milk per month. and a dairy products 
manufacturer is a "small business" if it 
has fewer than 500 employees. Most 
parties subject to a milk order are 
considered as a small business. 
Accordingly. interested parties are 
invited to present evidence on the 
probable regulatory and informational 
impact of the hearing proposals on 
small businesses. Also. parties may 
suggest modifications of these proposals 
for the purpose of tailoring their 
applicability to small businesses. 

The amendments to the rules 
proposed herein have been reviewed 
under Executive Order 12988. Civil 
Justice Reform. They are not intended to 
have a retroactive effect. If adopted. the 
proposed amendments would not 
preempt any state or local laws, 
regulations, or policies. unless they 
present an irreconcilable conflict with 
this rule. 

The Agricultural Marketing 
Agreement Act provides that 
administrative proceedings must be 
exhausted before parties may file suit in 
court. Under Section 8c(15)(A) ofthe 
Act. any handler subject to an order may 
request modification or exemption from 
such order by filing with the 
Department a petition stating that the 
order. any provision of the order, or any 
obligation imposed in connection with 
the order is not in accordance with the 
law. A handler is afforded the 
opportunity for a hearing on the 
petition. After a hearing, the Department 
would rule on the petition. The Act 
provides that the district court of the 
United States in any district in which 
the handler is an inhabitant. or has its 
principal place of business, has 
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jurisdiction in equity to review the 
Department's ruling on the petition, 
provided a bill in equity is filed not 
later than 20 days after the date of the 
entry of the ruling. 

Interested parties who wish to 
introduce exhibits should provide the 
Presiding Officer at the hearing with 
three copies of such exhibits for the 
Official Record.Also. it would be 
helpful if additional copies are available 
for the use of other participants at the 
hearing. 

List of Subjects in 7 CFR Parts 1124 and 
1135 

Milk marketing orders. 
The authority citation for 7 CFR Parts 

1124 and 1135 continues to read as 
follows: 

Authority: 7 U.S.c. 601-674. 

The proposed amendments, as set 
forth below. have not received the 
approval of the Department of 
Agriculture. 

PART l124-MILK IN THE PACIFIC 
NORTHWEST MARKETING AREA 

Proposals No.1 and 2 Pertain only to 
the Pacific Northwest Order. 

Proposed by: Northwest Dairy 
Association 

Proposal No.1 

Amend the Producer definition in 
"1124.12 to prevent the pooling ofthe 
same milk under the Pacific Northwest 
Federal order and a State marketwide 
order at the same time by adding a new 
paragraph (b)(6) to read as follows: 

§1124.12 Producer. 

* * • • • 
(b)' • • 
(6) A dairy farmer whose milk is 

pooled on a state order with a 
marketwide pool. 

Proposed by Dairy Fanners of America 

Proposal No.2 

Amend the pool supply plant and 
producer milk definitions to reqUire that 
milk from "distant" locations he 
reported by individual state units, each 
of which would be subject to the 
performance standards applicable to 
supply plants and producer milk by 
adding a new paragraph (c)(5) in 
§ 1124.7 and redesignating" 1124.13 
paragraph (e)(5) as (e)(6) and adding a 
new paragraph (e)(5) to read as follows: 

§1124.7 Pool Plant. 
• • • • • 

(e) * * * 
(5) If milk is delivered to a plant 

physically located outside the State of 

Washington or the Oregon counties of 
Benton, Clackamas, Clatsop. Columbia, 
Coos, Crook. Curry. Deschutes, Douglas. 
Gilliam, Hood River, jackson, jefferson, 
josephine, Klamath, Lake, Lane, 
Lincoln, Linn. Marion, Morrow, 
Multnomah, Polk, Sherman, Tillamook, 
Umatilla, Wasco, Washington, Wheeler, 
and Yamhill or the Idaho counties of 
Benewah, Bonner, Boundary, Kootenai, 
Latah, and Shoshone by producers also 
located outside the area specified in this 
paragraph, producer receipts at such 
plant shall be organized by individual 
state units and each unit shall be subject 
to the following requirements: 

(i) Each unit shall be reported 
separately pursuant to § 1124.30. 

(ii) At least the required minimum 
percentage and delivery requirements 
specified in § 1124.7(c) and (c)(l) of the 
producer milk of each unit of the 
handler shall be delivered to plants 
described in § 1124.7(a) or (b), and such 
deliveries shall not be used by the 
handler in meeting the minimum 
shipping percentages required pursuant 
to § 1124.7(c)(I); and 

(iii) The percentages of 
§ 1124.7(c)(3)(ii) are subject to any 
adjustments that may be made pursuant 
to § 1124.7(g). 
• • • • • 
§ 1124.13 Producer Milk. 

• • • • • 
(e) * * * 
(5) Milk receipts from producers 

whose farms that are physically located 
outside the State of Washington or the 
Oregon counties of Benton, Clackamas, 
Clatsop, Columbia, Coos, Crook, Curry, 
Deschutes. Douglas, Gilliam, Hood 
River, Jackson, Jefferson, Josephine, 
Klamath. Lake, Lane. Lincoln, Linn, 
Marion, Morrow, Multnomah, Polk. 
Sherman, Tillamook, Umatilla, Wasco. 
Washington, Wheeler, and Yamhill or 
the Idaho counties of Benewah, Bonner, 
Boundary, Kootenai, Latah. and 
Shoshone. Such producers shall be 
organized by individual state units and 
each unit shall be subject to the 
following requirements: 

(i) Each unit shall be reported 
separately pursuant to § 1124.30. 

(ii) For pooling purposes, each 
reporting unit must satisfy the shipping 
standards specified for a supply plant 
pursuant to § 1124.7(c) and (c)(I), and 
such deliveries shall not be used by the 
handler in meeting the minimum 
shipping percentages required pursuant 
to § 1124.13(c); and 

(iii) The percentages of § 1124.13(e)(5) 
are subject to any adjustments that may 
be made pursuant to § 1124.13(e)(6). 
• • • • • 

PART l13S-MILK IN THE WESTERN 
MARKETING AREA 

Proposals 3 through 16 pertain only to 
the Western Order. 

Proposals 3 Through 9 Proposed by 
Dairy Farmers of America 

Proposal No.3 

Establish a "net shipment" provision 
applicable to deliveries to pool 
distributing plants as well as pool 
supply plants by adding a new 
paragraph (c)(5) in " 1135.7 to read as 
follows: 

§1135.7 Pool plant. 
• * • • • 

(c) * * * 
(5) Shipments used in determining 

qualifying percentages shall be milk 
transferred or diverted to and physically 
received by distributing pool plants, less 
any transfers of bulk fluid milk products 
from such distributing pool plants. 
• • • • • 
Proposal No.4 

Increase the cooperative pool plant 
provision delivery performance 
standard from 35% to 50% by revising 
" 1135.7 paragraph (d) to read as 
follows: 

§1135.7 Pool plant. 

* • • • • 
(d) A milk manufacturing plant 

located within the marketing area that is 
operated by a cooperative association if, 
during the month or the immediately 
preceding 12-month period ending with 
the current month, 50 percent or more 
of such cooperative's member producer 
milk (and any producer milk of 
nonmembers and members of another 
cooperative association which may be 
marketed by the cooperative 
association) is physically received in the 
form of bulk fluid milk products 
(excluding concentrated milk 
transferred to a distributing plant for an 
agreed-upon use other than Class I) at 
plants specified in paragraph (a) or (b) 
of this section either directly from farms 
or by transfer from supply plants 
operated by the cooperative association 
and from plants of the cooperative 
association for which pool plant status 
has been requested under this 
paragraph, subject to the following 
conditions: 
• • • • • 
Proposal No.5 

Eliminate the bulk tank handler 
provision in the Western order by 
removing" 1135.11. 
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Proposal No.6 

Reduce the amount of producer milk 
eligible for diversion to nonpool plants 
from 90 percent to 70 percent by 
revising" 1135.13 paragraph (d)(2) to 
read as follows: 

§1135.13 Producer milk. 

* * * * * 
(d) * * * 
(2) Ofthe quantity of producer milk 

received during the month (including 
diversions) the handler diverts to 
nonpool plants not more than 70 
percent; 
* * * * * 
Proposal No.7 

Amend diversion percentages in " 
1135.13 be calculated on a net basis and 
to be applicable to both pool supply 
plants and nonpool plants, by 
redesignating paragraphs (d)(3) through 
(d)(6) as paragraphs (d)(4) through 
(d)(7), and adding a new paragraph 
(d)(3) to" 1135.13 to read as follows: 

§1135.13 Producer milk. 

* * * * * 
(d) * * * 
(3) Receipts used in determining 

qualifying percentages shall be milk 
transferred to, diverted to. or delivered 
from farms of producers pursuant to 
§ 1000.9(c) and physically received by 
plants described in § 1135.7(a) or (b), 
less any transfers or diversions of bulk 
fluid milk products from such pool 
distributing plants. 

* * * * * 

Proposal No.8 

Establish a partially offset intra·order 
transportation credit provision that will 
allow shipments traveling distances in 
excess of a number of miles representing 
a "typical" base hauling distance for the 
area to receive credit from the 
marketwide pool for supplying the Class 
I needs of the market. Credit would be 
limited to producers physically located 
within the marketing area. Payment 
would be made to the milk supplier. An 
assembly credit would be applied to 
milk delivered to distributing plants. 
The reporting requirements ofthe order, 
in §§ 1135.30 and 1135.32, would be 
amended to accommodate the 
transportation and assembly credit 
provisions. This would be accomplished 
by adding new paragraphs (a)(5) and 
(c)(3) in § 1135.30, redesignating the 
introductory text in § 1135.32 as 
paragraph (a) and republishing it and 
adding a paragraph (b) and adding a 
new § 1135.55 to read as follows: 

§ 1135.30 Reports of receipts and 
utilization. 

* * * * * 
(a) * * * 
(5) Receipts of producer milk 

described in § 1135.55 (d), including the 
identity of the individual producers 
whose milk is eligible for the 
transportation credit pursuant to that 
paragraph and the date that such milk 
was received; 

* * * * * 
(c) * * * 
(3) With respect to milk for which a 

cooperative association is requesting a 
transportation credit pursuant to 
§ 1135.55, all of the information 
required in paragraph (a)(5) of this 
section. 

§ 1135.32 Other Reports. 

(a) In addition to the reports required 
pursuant to §§ 1135.30 and 1135.31, 
each handler shall report any 
information the market administrator 
deems necessary to verify or establish 
each handler's obligation under the 
order. 

(b) On or before the 21st day after the 
end of each month, each handler 
described in § 1000.9(a) and (c) shall 
report to the market administrator any 
adjustments to transportation credit 
requests as reported pursuant to 
§ 1135.30(a)(5). 

§1135.55 Transportation credits and 
assembly credits. 

(a) Payments for the transportation of 
and assembly of milk supplies for pool 
distributing plants to cooperative 
associations and handlers that request 
them shall be made as follows: 

(1) On or before the 14th day (except 
as provided in § 1000.90) after the end 
of each month, the market administrator 
shall pay to each handler that received 
and reported pursuant to § 1135.30(a)(5) 
milk directly from producers' farms, a 
preliminary amount determined 
pursuant to paragraph (b) andlor (c) of 
this section; 

(2) The market administrator shall 
accept adjusted requests for 
transportation credits on or before the 
21st day of the month following the 
month for which such credits were 
requested pursuant to § 1135.32(a). After 
such date, a preliminary audit will be 
conducted by the market administrator. 
Handlers will be promptly notified of an 
overpayment of credits based upon this 
final computation and remedial 
payments will be made on or before the 
next payment date for the following 
month; 

(3) Transportation credits paid 
pursuant to paragraph (a)(l) and (2) of 
this section shall be subject to final 

verification by the market administrator 
pursuant to § 1000.77. Adjusted 
payments will remain subject to the 
final computation established pursuant 
to paragraph (a)(2) of this section; and 

(4) In the event that a qualified 
cooperative association is the 
responsible party for whose account 
such milk is received and written 
documentation of this fact is provided 
to the market administrator pursuant to 
§ 1135.30(c)(3) prior to the date payment 
is due, the transportation credits for 
such milk computed pursuant to this 
section shall be made to such 
cooperative association rather than to 
the operator of the pool plant at which 
the milk was received. 

(b) Each handler operating a pool 
distributing plant described in 
§ 1135.7(a) or (b) that receives bulk milk 
directly from farms of producers 
described in § 1135.12 that are located 
within the marketing area, shall receive 
a transportation credit for such milk 
comruted as follows: 

(1 Determine the hundredweight of 
milk eligible for the credit by 
completing the steps in paragraph (d) of 
this section; 

(2) Multiply the hundredweight of 
milk eligible for the credit by .38 cents 
times the number of miles between the 
receiving plant and the farm less 80 
miles; 

(3) Subtract from the effective Class I 
price at the receiving plant the effective 
Class I price of the county that the farm 
is located in; 

(4) Multiply any positive amount 
resulting from the subtraction in 
paragraph (b)(3) of this section by the 
hundredweight of milk eligible for the 
credit; and 

(5) Subtract the amount computed in 
paragraph (b)(4) ofthis section from the 
amount computed in paragraph (b)(2) of 
this section. If the amount computed in 
paragraph (b)(4) ofthis section exceeds 
the amount computed in paragraph 
(b)(2) ofthis section, the transportation 
credit shall be zero. 

(c) Each handler operating a pool 
distributing plant described in 
§ 1135.7(a) or (b) that receives milk from 
dairy farmers, each handler that 
transfers or diverts bulk milk from a 
pool plant to a pool distributing plant, 
and each handler described in 
§ 1000.9(c) that delivers producer milk 
to a pool distributing plant shall receive 
an assembly credit on the portion of 
such milk eligible for the credit 
pursuant to paragraph (d) of this 
section. The credit shall be computed by 
multiplying the hundredweight of milk 
eligible for the credit by 5 cents. 

(d) The following procedure shall be 
used to determine the amount of milk 
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eligible for transportation and assembly 
credits pursuant to paragraphs (b) and 
(c) ofthis section: 

(1) At each pool distributing plant. 
determine the aggregate quantity of 
Class I milk, excluding beginning 
inventory of packaged fluid milk 
products; 

(2) Subtract the quantity of packaged 
fluid milk products received at the pool 
distributing plant from other pool plants 
and from nanpool plants if such receipts 
arB assigned to Class I; 

(3) Subtract the quantity of bulk milk 
shipped from the pool distributing plant 
to other plants to the extent that such 
milk is classified as Class I milk; 

(4) Subtract the quantity of bulk other 
source milk received at the pool 
distributing plant that is assigned to 
Class I pursuant to § 1000.43(d) and 
1000.44; and 

(5) Assign the remaining quantity pro 
rata to bulk physical receipts during the 
month from: 

(i) Producers; 
(ii) Handlers described in § 1000.9(c); 
(iii) Handlers described in § 1135.11; 

and 
(iv) Other pool plants. 
(e) For purposes of this section. the 

distances to be computed shall be 
determined by the market administrator 
using the shortest available state and/or 
Federal highway mileage. Mileage 
determinations are subject to 
redetermination at all times. In the 
event a handler requests a 
redetermination of the mileage 
pertaining to any plant, the market 
administrator shall notify the handler of 
such redetermination within 30 days 
after the receipt of such request. Any 
financial obligations resulting from a 
change in mileage shall not be 
retroactive for any periods prior to the 
redetermination by the market 
administrator. 

(I) In the case of a direct ship farm 
load the distance shall be measured 
from the farm on the route that results 
in the fewest miles. It shall be the 
responsibility of the reporting handler 
to designate such farm and for the 
purpose of computing mileages, the city 
closest to that farm. 

Proposal No.9 
Amend §§ 1135.7 and 1135.13 to 

establish state unit standards for milk 
from "distant" supply locations. Add a 
new paragraph (c)(3) to the pool supply 
plant definition in § 1135.7, redesignate 
§ 1135.13 paragraph (d)(6) as paragraph 
(d)(7) and add a new paragraph (d)(6) to 
the producer milk definition to read as 
follows: 

§ 1135.7 Pool plant. 

• • • • • 

(c) * * * 
(3) If milk is delivered to a plant 

physically located outside the Idaho 
counties of Ada, Adams, Bannock, Bear 
Lake, Bingham, Blaine, Boise, 
Bonneville, Camas, Canyon, Caribou, 
Cassia, Elmore, Franklin, Gem, Gooding. 
Jefferson, Jerome. Lincoln. Madison, 
Minidoka. Oneida. Owyhee. Payette. 
Power, Twin Falls, Valley and 
Washington or the Nevada Counties of 
Elko. Lincoln and White Pine or the 
Oregon counties of Baker. Grant. 
Harney, Malheur, and Union or the state 
of Utah or the Wyoming counties of 
Lincoln or Uinta by producers also 
located outside the area specified in this 
paragraph. producer receipts at such 
plant shall be organized by individual 
state units and each unit shall be subject 
to the following requirements: 

(i) Each unit shall be reported 
separately pursuant to § 1135.30. 

(ii) At least the required minimum 
percentage and delivery requirements 
specified in section § 1135.7(c) and 
(c)(1) of the producer milk of each unit 
of the handler shall be delivered to 
plants described in § 1135.7(a) or (b). 
and such deliveries shall not be used by 
the handler in meeting the minimum 
shipping percentages required pursuant 
to § 1135.7(c); and 

(iii) The percentages of 
§ 1135.7(c)(3)(ii) are subject to any 
adjustments that may be made pursuant 
to § 1135.7(g). 
• • • • * 
§1135.13 Producer milk. 

• • • • • 
(d)' •• 
(6) Milk receipts from producers 

whose farms that are physically located 
outside the Idaho counties of Ada. 
Adams, Bannock, Bear Lake, Bingham, 
Blaine, Boise, Bonneville, Camas, 
Canyon, Caribou. Cassia, Elmore, 
Franklin, Gem, Gooding, Jefferson, 
Jerome, Lincoln. Madison, Minidoka. 
Oneida, Owyhee, Payette, Power, Twin 
Falls, Valley and Washington or the 
Nevada Counties of Elko, Lincoln and 
White Pine or the Oregon counties of 
Baker. Grant. Harney. Malheur. and 
Union or the state of Utah or the 
Wyoming counties of Lincoln or Uinta. 
Such producers shall be organized by 
individual state units and each unit 
shall be subject to the following 
requirements: 

li) Each unit shall be reported 
separately pursuant to § 1135.30. 

(ii) For pooling purposes, each 
reporting unit must satisfy the shipping 
standards specified for a supply plant 
pursuant to § 1135.7(c) and (c)(1). and 
such deliveries shall not be used by the 
handler in meeting the minimum 

shipping percentages required pursuant 
to § 1135.13(c); and 

(iii) The percentages of § 1135.13(d)(6) 
are subject to any adjustments that may 
be made pursuant to § 1135.13(d)(7). 
• • • • • 
Submitted by Northwest Dairy 
Association 

Proposal No. 10 

Prevent producers who share in the 
proceeds of a state marketwide pool 
from simultaneously sharing in the 
proceeds of a federal marketwide pool 
on the same milk in the same month by 
amending the Producer provision in 
§ 1135.12 by adding a new paragraph 
(b)( 6) to read as follows: 

§1135.12 Producer. 

• • • • • 
(b) * * * 
(6) A dairy farmer whose milk is 

pooled on a state order with a market 
widepool. 

Proposals 11 through 13, submitted by 
Meadow Gold Dairies, are to be 
considered as alternatives. 

Assure that Class I handlers make 
uniform payments for their raw milk 
purchases by amending the proprietary 
bulk tank handler provision or by 
amending the provision regarding 
payments to producers and to 
cooperative associations. 

Proposal No. 11 

Amend § 1135.11 by adding 
paragraph (c) to read as follows: 

§ 1135.11 Proprietary bulk tank handler. 

• • • • • 
(c) Milk defined as producer milk 

pursuant to § 1135.13(a) shall be 
reported and considered as producer 
milk at the pool plant where received. 

Proposal No. 12 

Amend § 1135.73 by revising 
paragraphs (b). introductory text. and 
(b)(1) and adding a new paragraph (b)(5) 
to read as follows: 

§ 1135.73 Payments to producers and 
cooperative associations. 

• • • • • 
(b) One day prior to the dates on 

which partial and final payments are 
due pursuant to paragraph (a) of this 
section, each handler shall pay a 
cooperative association or a proprietary 
bulk tank handler for milk received as 
follows: 

(1) Partial payment to a cooperative 
association or a proprietary bulk tank 
handler for bulk milk received directly 
from producers' farms. For bulk milk 
(including the milk of producers who 
are not members of a cooperative 
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association and who the market 
administrator determines have 
authorized the cooperative association 
to collect payment for their milk) 
received during the first 15 days of the 
month from a cooperative association in 
any capacity , except as the operator of 
a pool plant, and for bulk milk received 
directly from producers' farms and 
delivered during the first 15 days of the 
month for the account of proprietary 
bulk tank handler pursuant to § 1135.11, 
the payment to the cooperative 
association or proprietary bulk tank 
handler shall be an amount not less than 
1.2 times the lowest class price for the 
proceeding month multiplied by the 
hundredweight of milk. 
• • • • • 

(5) Final payment to a proprietary 
bulk tank handler for bulk milk received 
directly from producers' farms. For the 
total quantity of bulk milk received 
directly from producers' farms and 
delivered during the month for the 
account of a proprietary bulk tank 
handler pursuant to § 1135.11, the final 
payment to the proprietary bulk tank 
handler for such milk shall be at not less 
than the total value of such milk as 
determined by multiplying the 
respective quantities assigned to each 
class under § 1000.44, as follows: 

(i) The hundredweight of Class I skim 
milk times the Class I skim milk price 
for the month plus the pounds of class 
I butterfat times the Class I butterfat 
price for the month. The Class I prices 
to be used shall be the prices effective 
at the location of the receiving plant; 

(ii) The pounds of nonfat solids in 
Class II skim milk by the Class II nonfat 
solids price; 

(iii) The pounds of butterfat in Class 
II times the Class II butterfat price; 

[iv) The pounds of nonfat solids in 
Class IV times the nonfat solids price; 

(v) The pounds of butterfat in Class III 
and Class N milk times the respective 
butterfat prices for the month; 

(vi) The pounds of protein in Class III 
milk times the protein price; 

(vii) The pounds of other solids in 
Class III milk times the other solids 
price; and 

(viii) Add together the amounts 
computed in paragraphs (b)(5)(i) 
through (vii) of this section and from 
that sum deduct any payment made 
pursuant to paragraph (b)(l) of this 
section. 
• • • • • 

Proposal No. 13 

Amend § 1135.73 by revising 
paragraph (a) to read as follows: 

§1135.73 Payments to producers and to 
cooperative associations. 

(a) Except as provided in paragraph 
(b) of this section, each handler shall 
make payment to each producer. 
including each producer from whom 
milk moved direct from the farm in a 
truck under the control of a handler 
defined under § 1135.11, from whom 
milk is received during the month as 
follows: 
• • • • • 

Proposals 14-16 submitted by the 
Market Administrator. 

Proposal No. 14 

Clarify the Proprietary bulk tank 
handler definition by revising the 
introductory text of § 1135.11 to read as 
follows: 

§ 1135.11 Proprietary bulk tank handler. 

Any person. except a cooperative 
association. with respect to milk that it 
receives for its account from the farm of 
a producer in a tank truck owned and 
operated by. or under the control of. 
such person and which is delivered 
during the month for the account of 
such person to a pool plant described in 
§ 1135.7(a) or § 1135.7(b) of another 
handler or diverted pursuant to 
§ 1135.13, subject to the following 
conditions: 
• • • • • 
Proposal No. 15 

Clarify the Producer definition by 
revising § 1135.12 paragraph (b)(5) to 
read as follows: 

§1135.12 Producer. 
• • • • • 

(b)' •• 
(5) A dairy farmer whose milk was 

received at a nonpool plant during the 
month from the same farm (except a 
nonpool plant that has no utilization of 
milk products in any class other than 
Class II, Class lll, or Class IV) as other 
than producer milk under the order in 
this part or any other Federal order. 
Such a dairy farmer shall be known as 
a dairy farmer for other markets. 

Proposal No. 16 
Clarify the Producer milk definition 

by revising § 1135.13 paragraph (d)(l) to 
read as follows: 

§1135.13 Producer milk. 
• • • • • 

(d)' •• 
(1) Milk of a dairy farmer shall not be 

eligible for diversion unless at least one 
day's milk production of such dairy 
farmer has been physically received as 
producer milk at a pool plant and the 
dairy farmer has continuously retained 

producer status since that time. If a 
dairy farmer loses producer status under 
the order in this part (except as a result 
of a temporary loss of Grade A 
approval), the dairy farmer's milk shall 
not be eligible for diversion unless one 
day's milk production has been 
physically received as producer milk at 
a pool plant during the month; 
• • • • • 

Proposed by Dairy Programs, 
Agricultural Marketing Service. 

Proposal No. 17 

For both the Pacific Northwest and 
the Western orders. make such changes 
8S may be necessary to make the entire 
marketing agreements and the orders 
conform with any amendments thereto 
that may result from this hearing. 

Copies of this notice of hearing and 
the orders may be procured from the 
Market Administrator of each of the 
aforesaid marketing areas, or from the 
Hearing Clerk, Room 1083, South 
Building, United States Department of 
Agriculture, Washington, DC 20250, or 
may be inspected there. Copies may also 
be obtained at the USDA-AMS website 
at http://www.ams.usda.gov/dairy/ 

Copies of the transcript of testimony 
taken at the hearing will not be available 
for distribution through the Hearing 
Clerk's Office. If you wish to purchase 
a copy, arrangements may be made with 
the reporter at the hearing. 

From the time that a hearing notice is 
issued and until the issuance of a final 
decision in a proceeding, Department 
employees involved in the decision 
making process are prohibited from 
discussing the merits of the hearing 
issues on an ex parte basis with any 
person having an interest in the 
proceeding. For this particular 
proceeding, the prohibition applies to 
employees in the following 
organizational units: 

Office of the Secretary of Agriculture 
Office of the Administrator, Agricultural 

Marketing Service 
Office of the General Counsel 
Dairy Programs. Agricultural Marketing 

Service (Washington office) and the 
Office of the Market Administrator of 
the Pacific Northwest and Western 
Marketing Areas 

Procedural matters are not subject to the 
above prohibition and may be 
discussed at any time 

Dated: February 26. 2002. 
Kenneth C. Clayton, 
Acting Administrator. Agricultural Marketing 
Service. 
IFR Doc. 02-5073 Filed 3-1-ll2; 8:45 ami 
BILUNG CODE 341D-02-P 
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Producer - Handler Regulations 

As found in § I 051.1 0 of Proposal 2, a Producer-Handler is defmed as a person who 

operates a dairy farm and a distributing plant from which there is route disposition in the 

marketing area, from which total route disposition and packaged sales of fluid milk products to 

other plants during the month does not exceed 3 million pounds, and who the market 

administrator has designated a producer-handler after determining that all of the requirements of 

this section have been met. 

While there are many similarities between Proposal 2 and Proposal I with respect to 

§ I 051.1 0 regulations, there are also several key differences. Proposal 2 mirrors the Producer

Handler regulations that currently exist in Federal Orders 124 and 131. The key difference 

between Proposal 2 and Proposal I is the additional ownership requirements those operating in 

Federal Orders 124 and 131 must abide by to be considered Producer-Handlers. The increased 

ownership requirements borne to Producer-Handlers under Proposal 2 can be found in 

§ I 051.1 O(b)( I )&(2). Experience in FMMOs west of the Rockies, with its larger size dairy 

farms, has demonstrated that the provisions in Order 124 and 131 are needed to assure that an 

entity doesn't meet the Producer-Handler defmition while manipulating its milk production 

through use of leased cows or other creative ownership structure arrangements which undermine 

the integrity of the purpose behind the limitations on these entities. 

The fluid milk industry operates in a highly competitive market, where business can be 

won or lost over fractions of a penny a gallon. It is imperative that milk pricing regulations do 

not provide an artificial regulatory advantage to one simi larly situated regulated handler over 

another. California state milk pricing regulations do exactly this with respect to exempt 

Producer-Distributors, also known as Producer-Handlers in the Federal Order system. California 



Producer-Handlers enjoy a significant competitive advantage over fully regulated Class I 

handlers. Under California milk pricing regulations, Producer-Handlers effectively avoid paying 

into the California pool the difference between the minimum Class I price and the quota price on 

all exempt quota holdings. 

Having a different set ofmles for fully regulated handlers compared to those who are not, 

creates dismption in the Class I market. Dismptive conditions arise when some but not all Class I 

handlers are able to avoid paying Class I prices. Class I handlers not subject to full regulations 

are able to use their artificially low regulated cost stmcture to offer a lower price to customers 

than a fully regulated handler could. 

Unlike Producer-Handlers in all other Federal Orders, California Producer-Handler's 

enjoy a soft cap exemption. A soft cap allows the California Producer-Handlers to retain the 

Class I exemption on a set level of quota pounds while still being allowed to increase their total 

Class I route disposition without the fear of ever becoming fully regulated. This 'soft cap' 

provision is the proverbial gift that keeps on giving. The California Producer-Handlers are able 

to expand their Class I sales by diluting the dollars they avoid paying into the pool over the 

totality of their total Class I sales. While it erodes their full per-gallon competitive price 

advantage, they are still able to retain a competitive price advantage over fully regulated Class I 

processors. 

All Federal Milk Marketing Orders fully regulate producer-handlers whose monthly 

Class I route dispositions exceed three million pounds. The Federal Order regulations operate 

under what is termed a hard cap. Any producer-handler over the three million pound threshold 

becomes fully regulated and does not retain an exemption on any of their Class I sales. They are 

required to pay into the pool the regulated minimum Class I price on all milk they procure. 
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The California Producer-Handlers exempt quota pounds are held static regardless of their 

sales volumes. However, unlike current Federal Order regulations, there are no sales volume 

limits placed on California producer-handlers which would lead them to becoming fully 

regulated handlers. 

USDA has ruled on multiple occasions that producer-handler exemptions create 

disorderly marketing and put fully regulated Class I handlers at a competitive disadvantage. 

After a 2005 hearing in Federal Orders 124 and 131, USDA found that "producer-handlers with 

more than 3 million pounds of route disposition per month in both the Pacific Northwest and the 

Arizona-Las Vegas marketing areas are the ptimary source of di sruption to the orderly marketing 

of milk. ,,; USDA went further in that decision when they stated that, " this disorder is evidenced 

by significantly inequitable minimum ptices that handlers pay and reduced blend ptices that 

dairy farmers receive under the terms of each area's marketing order." 

In a 2009 Federal Order hearing decision around the Producer-Handler issue, USDA 

asserted that "when uniform minimum price conditions exist the basis for orderly marketing is 

present. In the absence of uniformity of minimum prices among producers and handlers, the 

basis for orderly marketing is undermined.";; USDA concluded its decision by stating that 

"producer-handlers with total Class I route disposition in excess of three million pounds per 

month enjoy significant competitive sales advantages because they do not pay the Class I ptice 

for raw milk.";;; A proposal for a soft cap (regulation of a producer-handler only for route 

disposition greater than 3 million pounds) made in that proceeding was expressly rejected by 

USDA. 

Dean Foods full y supports the Dairy Institute of California 's proposal to cap the 

producer-handler exemption to those with 3 million pounds or less of monthly Class I route 
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dispositions. We are also supportive of the Dairy Institute language which uses the current 

Federal Order 124 and 131 language which eliminates the potential for producer-handlers to 

change their ownership structure in an effort to avoid regulation. In order for a Federal Order to 

work effectively, all handlers must operate under the same set of rules. As stated by USDA in 

2009, "producer-handlers with monthly Class I route disposition ofthr.ee million pourids or less 

are not a cause of disorderly marketing conditions that warrant correction.";v In order to ensure 

an equal playing field, Proposal 3 must be rejected. While the Producer-Handlers downplay the 

impacts of exempt quota, the exemption allows them to enjoy a significant competitive 

advantage over fully regulated route distributing plants. This advantage has clear value, the 

Producer-Handlers stated as much in their amended supplemental proposal for a California milk 

marketing order when they said that, "between 1994 and March 1995, the Producer-Handlers 

collectively invested $9,298,677.84 to acquire Quota that would receive the exempt treatment." V 

The regulatory price difference between a fully regulated California Class 1 plant and an 

. i4() · +o.bl~\ 
Option 70 Producer-Distributor is readi ly calculable for any given month. Exhibit _ ~oes 

exactly this. Column B represents the monthly announced Southern California Class 1 price at 

3.5% butterfat, Column C represents the monthly announced Northern California Class 1 price at 

3.5% butterfat and Column D represents the monthly announced Quota price at 3.5% butterfat. 

The regulated price advantage producer-handlers in California enjoy is equal to the difference 

between the announced Class 1 price and the monthly announced Quota price. In order to 

calculate the per-cwt price advantage, I simply took the Southern California Class I price and 

subtracted the monthly announced Quota price. The results of this calculation can be found in 

Column E. I performed the same calculation for the producer-handler advantage compared to the 

Northern California Class 1 price. These results can be found in Column F. Finally, I calculated 
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the per-gallon regulated cost advantage current Cali fornia regulations provide exempt producer

handlers for a gallon of whole milk. A gallon of whole rnilk weighs approximately 8.62 pounds 

which would mean a cwl of milk would yield approximately 11.6 gallons of packaged milk. By 

dividing the per-cwl price advantage for both Southem and Northern California by I 1.6, I was 

able ascertain the per-gallon regulated price advantage. The monthly regulated price advantage 

can be found in Column H. As the data shows, from Jan. 20 I 0 - Aug. 2015, Cal ifornia Producer

Handlers enjoyed a $0.16 per-gallon regulated price advantage over fully regulated Class I 

distributing plants located in Southern California. Over that same period the regulated price 

advantage equaled $0. 14 per-gallon compared to Northern California Class I plants. The single 

largest monthly advantage, which occurred in December 20 14, was $0.50 and $0.47 per-gallon 

for Southern and Northern California, respectively. The lowest price advantage over that same 

period was -$0. 11 per-gallon for Southern California and -$0. 13 per gallon for Northern 

Cali fornia. This monthly low advantage occurred in February 20 II . 

Proponents of Proposal 3 (based upon questions to date) appear to try to divelt attention 

away from the magnitude of the exempt Quota pounds by comparing it to the total pounds of 

milk in the California pool. This comparison is a red herring. In order to gain a full appreciation 

of the impact that Producer-Handlers have one must compare the exempt quota pounds against 

the total Class 1 volume in the state of California. In using CDFA Table AC we can do exactly 

that. For the month of August 2015, Producer-Handlers exempt Class I pounds totaled 

20,989,392 pounds whi le its total pooled Class I volume was 99,557,362 pounds. Total 

Producer-Handler Class 1 volumes, combined exempt quota and pooled pounds, equaled 

120,546,754. Total Class 1 pounds from out-of-state totaled 29,756,864 pounds. With the exempt 

quota pounds and out of state Class I rnilk included, there was a total of 503,0 16,796 pounds of 
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Class I in (e California. As the data shows, total Producer-Handler volume in August 2015 

represented approximately 24% of the total California Class I volume. 

Dean has absolutely no problems competing in a competitive environment so long as all 

entities are operating on an equal playing field. In recent years competition has increased not 

from plants located outside of California moving milk in to the state, but rather exempt producer

ot 
distributors located in the state California who, because of a favorable regulatory advantage, are 

able to offer customers a lower price. Increased vo latility in Class I pricing and declining sales 

volume could ultimately lead to an even greater competitive advantage should Producer-

Handlers in the state be allowed to continue to operate as they do today. Under both Proposal 1 

and Proposal 2, the four current producer-handlers operating in California would still be able 

maintain their producer-handler status should they have less than 3 million pounds of Class I 

route dispositions in a given month and meet the other requirements by not relying on other farm 

production. I note that from our knowledge these entities do not actually meet these definitions. 

California is not an island - what happens in this hearing will have ripple effects on all Federal 

Orders. USDA would be going against its own precedent set in previous national and regional 

Producer - Handler hearings should it decide to continue to allow California Producer-Handlers 

to enjoy all of the current regulatory advantages that exists under the California state order in a 

potential new Federal Order. 

i 70 Federal Register. December 14,2005. P.74186. 
(http://www.dairyprogramhearing.com/getfi le50b9 50b9 .pdf?dDocName~STELD EV3 I 0 1563) 
"74 Federal Register. October 21,2009. P.54409 
(http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkglFR-2009-1 0-21 /pdf/E9-25292.pdf). 
"'74 Federal Register. October 21, 2009. P. 54412 
(http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkglFR-2009-1 0-21 /pdflE9-25292.pdf). 
i. 74 Federal Register. October 2 1,2009. P. 54408 
(http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkglFR-2009-10-21 /pdf/E9-252 92 .pdf) . 
• California Producer Handlers Association Proposal. May 27,2015. 
(http://www.ams.usda.gov/sites/defaultJfiles/medial052715CPHAProposal.pdf) 
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Table 1 

A B C D E F G H 

B-D C-D E/l1.6 F/ll.6 

SoCal Class I Price NorCal Class 1 CA Quota Price SoCal P-H per NorCal P-H per SoCal P-H per Gallon NorCal P-H per 

per CWT @3.S% Price per CWT per CWT @3.S% CWT Advantage CWT Advantage Advantage @3.S% Gallon Advantage 

BF @3.S%BF BF @3.S% BF @3.S%BF BF @3.S%BF 

Jan-lO $ 18.49 $ 18.22 $ 15.18 $ 3.31 $ 3.04 $ 0.29 $ 0.26 

Feb-lO $ 16.74 $ 16.46 $ 14.81 $ 1.93 $ 1.65 $ 0.17 $ 0.14 

Mar-lO $ 16.71 $ 16.44 $ 14.11 $ 2.60 $ 2.33 $ 0.22 $ 0.20 

Apr-lO $ 14.64 $ 14.37 $ 14.33 $ 0.31 $ 0.04 $ 0.03 $ 0.00 

May-lO $ 15.64 $ 15.37 $ 14.65 $ 0.99 $ 0.72 $ 0.09 $ 0.06 

Jun-lO $ 15.95 $ 15.68 $ 15.17 $ 0.78 $ 0.51 $ 0.07 $ 0.04 

Jul-l0 $ 17.42 $ 17.14 $ 15.94 $ 1.48 $ 1.20 $ 0.13 $ 0.10 
Aug-lO $ 17.60 $ 17.33 $ 16.54 $ 1.06 $ 0.79 $ 0.09 $ 0.07 

Sep-l0 $ 17.43 $ 17.15 $ 17.25 $ 0.18 $ (0.10) $ 0.02 $ (0.01) 

Oct-l0 $ 18.71 $ 18.44 $ 17.94 $ 0.77 $ 0.50 $ 0.07 $ 0.04 
Nov-lO $ 18.98 $ 18.71 $ 16.45 $ 2.53 $ 2.26 $ 0.22 $ 0.19 
Dec-lO $ 18.55 $ 18.28 $ 15.42 $ 3.13 $ 2.86 $ 0.27 $ 0.25 

Jan-11 $ 16.72 $ 16.45 $ 16.12 $ 0.60 $ 0.33 $ 0.05 $ 0.03 

Feb-11 $ 17.15 $ 16.88 $ 18.44 $ (1.29) $ (1.56) $ (0.11) $ (0.13) 
Mar-11 $ 19.51 $ 19.24 $ 19.01 $ 0.50 $ 0.23 $ 0.04 $ 0.02 

Apr-ll $ 21.93 $ 21.66 $ 18.70 $ 3.23 $ 2.96 $ 0.28 $ 0.26 

May-11 $ 21.17 $ 20.90 $ 18.97 $ 2.20 $ 1.93 $ 0.19 $ 0.17 

Jun-11 $ 21.68 $ 21.41 $ 21.19 $ 0.49 $ 0.22 $ 0.04 $ 0.02 
Jul-11 $ 22.65 $ 22.38 $ 21.24 $ 1.41 $ 1.14 $ 0.12 $ 0.10 

Aug-ll $ 23.51 $ 23.24 $ 21.23 $ 2.28 $ 2.01 $ 0.20 $ 0.17 

Sep-11 $ 23.84 $ 23.56 $ 19.87 $ 3.97 $ 3.69 $ 0.34 $ 0.32 

Oct-11 $ 21.77 $ 21.50 $ 18.91 $ 2.86 $ 2.59 $ 0.25 $ 0.22 

Nov-11 $ 20.54 $ 20.26 $ 19.31 $ 1.23 $ 0.95 $ 0.11 $ 0.08 

Dec-11 $ 20.94 $ 20.67 $ 17.80 $ 3.14 $ 2.87 $ 0.27 $ 0.25 
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A B C D E F G H 

B-D C-D E/11.6 F/11.6 

SoCal Class I Price NorCal Class 1 CA Quota Price SoCal P-H per NorCal P-H per SoCal P-H per Gallon NorCal P-H per 

per CWT @3.5% Price per CWT per CWT @3.5% CWT Advantage CWT Advantage Advantage @3.5% Gallon Advantage 

BF @3.5%BF BF @3.5%BF @3.5%BF BF @3.5%BF 

Jan-12 $ 20.15 $ 19.88 $ 17.25 $ 2.90 $ 2.63 $ 0.25 $ 0.23 
Feb-12 $ 18.79 $ 18.52 $ 16.29 $ 2.50 $ 2.23 $ 0.22 $ 0.19 

Mar-12 $ 17.87 $ 17.60 $ 16.28 $ 1.59 $ 1.32 $ 0.14 $ 0.11 
Apr-12 $ 17.48 $ 17.21 $ 15.80 $ 1.68 $ 1.41 $ 0.14 $ 0.12 

May-12 $ 17.21 $ 16.94 $ 15.35 $ 1.86 $ 1.59 $ 0.16 $ 0.14 
Jun-12 $ 17.08 $ 16.81 $ 15.67 $ 1.41 $ 1.14 $ 0.12 $ 0.10 
Jul-12 $ 17.87 $ 17.60 $ 16.14 $ 1.73 $ 1.46 $ 0.15 $ 0.13 

Aug-12 $ 18.28 $ 18.01 $ 17.48 $ 0.80 $ 0.53 $ 0.07 $ 0.05 

Sep-12 $ 19.61 $ 19.34 $ 18.42 $ 1.19 $ 0.92 $ 0.10 $ 0.08 
Oct-12 $ 20.82 $ 20.55 $ 20.17 $ 0.65 $ 0.38 $ 0.06 $ 0.03 

Nov-12 $ 23.44 $ 23.17 $ 20.19 $ 3.25 $ 2.98 $ 0.28 $ 0.26 
Dec-12 $ 23.35 $ 23.08 $ 18.97 $ 4.38 $ 4.11 $ 0.38 $ 0.35 

Jan-13 $ 20.51 $ 20.24 $ 18.30 $ 2.21 $ 1.94 $ 0.19 $ 0.17 

Feb-13 $ 20.10 $ 19.83 $ 18.36 $ 1.74 $ 1.47 $ 0.15 $ 0.13 

Mar-13 $ 19.60 $ 19.33 $ 18.03 $ 1.57 $ 1.30 $ 0.14 $ 0.11 

Apr-13 $ 19.77 $ 19.49 $ 18.99 $ 0.78 $ 0.50 $ 0.07 $ 0.04 
May-13 $ 19.66 $ 19.39 $ 19.13 $ 0.53 $ 0.26 $ 0.05 $ 0.02 
Jun-13 $ 21.12 $ 20.84 $ 18.78 $ 2.34 $ 2.06 $ 0.20 $ 0.18 
Jul-13 $ 19.86 $ 19.59 $ 18.55 $ 1.31 $ 1.04 $ 0.11 $ 0.09 

Aug-13 $ 20.48 $ 20.21 $ 19.01 $ 1.47 $ 1.20 $ 0.13 $ 0.10 

Sep-13 $ 20.56 $ 20.28 $ 19.44 $ 1.12 $ 0.84 $ 0.10 $ 0.07 

Oct-13 $ 21.06 $ 20.79 $ 19.80 $ 1.26 $ 0.99 $ 0.11 $ 0.09 

Nov-13 $ 22.01 $ 21.74 $ 20.31 $ 1.70 $ 1.43 $ 0.15 $ 0.12 

Dec-13 $ 22.00 $ 21.73 $ 20.98 $ 1.02 $ 0.75 $ 0.09 $ 0.06 
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A B C D E F G H 
B-D C-D E/11.6 F/11.6 

SoCal Class I Price NorCal Class 1 CA Quota Price SoCal P-H per NorCal P-H per SoCal P-H per Gallon NorCal P-H per 
per CWT @3.S% Price per CWT per CWT @3.S% CWT Advantage CWT Advantage Advantage @3.5% Gallon Advantage 
BF @3.S%BF BF @3.S% BF @3.S%BF BF @3.S%BF 

Jan-14 $ 23.11 $ 22.84 $ 22.53 $ 0.58 $ 0.31 $ 0.05 $ 0.03 
Feb-14 $ 23.38 $ 23.11 $ 23.39 $ (0.01) $ (0.28) $ (0.00) $ (0.02) 

Mar-14 $ 25.65 $ 25.38 $ 24.17 $ 1.48 $ 1.21 $ 0.13 $ 0.10 
Apr-14 $ 25.15 $ 24.88 $ 24.04 $ 1.11 $ 0.84 $ 0.10 $ 0.07 

May-14 $ 26.15 $ 25.88 $ 22.77 $ 3.38 $ 3.11 $ 0.29 $ 0.27 
Jun-14 $ 25.37 $ 25.10 $ 22.75 $ 2.62 $ 2.35 $ 0.23 $ 0.20 
Jul-14 $ 25.40 $ 25.13 $ 22.53 $ 2.87 $ 2.60 $ 0.25 $ 0.22 

Aug-14 $ 25.55 $ 25.28 $ 23.34 $ 2.21 $ 1.94 $ 0.19 $ 0.17 
Sep-14 $ 25.66 $ 25.39 $ 24.15 $ 1.51 $ 1.24 $ 0.13 $ 0.11 
Oct-14 $ 26.36 $ 26.09 $ 23.19 $ 3.17 $ 2.90 $ 0.27 $ 0.25 
Nov-14 $ 24.60 $ 24.33 $ 20.70 $ 3.90 $ 3.63 $ 0.34 $ 0.31 
Dec-14 $ 23.99 $ 23.72 $ 18.22 $ 5.77 $ 5.50 $ 0.50 $ 0.47 

Jan-1S $ 19.76 $ 19.49 $ 15.85 $ 3.91 $ 3.64 $ 0.34 $ 0.31 
Feb-1S $ 17.36 $ 17.08 $ 15.53 $ 1.83 $ 1.55 $ 0.16 $ 0.13 

Mar-1S $ 16.93 $ 16.66 $ 15.52 $ 1.41 $ 1.14 $ 0.12 $ 0.10 
Apr-1S $ 17.21 $ 16.94 $ 15.55 $ 1.66 $ 1.39 $ 0.14 $ 0.12 

May-1S $ 17.34 $ 17.06 $ 15.94 $ 1.40 $ 1.12 $ 0.12 $ 0.10 
Jun-1S $ 17.74 $ 17.47 $ 16.34 $ 1.40 $ 1.13 $ 0.12 $ 0.10 
Jul-1S $ 18.70 $ 18.42 $ 16.02 $ 2.68 $ 2.40 $ 0.23 $ 0.21 

Aug-1S $ 17.93 $ 17.66 $ 16.33 $ 1.60 $ 1.33 $ 0.14 $ 0.11 

Price Avg 

2014 $ 25.03 $ 24.76 $ 22.65 $ 2.38 $ 2.11 $ 0.21 $ 0.18 
2010-2015 $ 20.30 $ 20.03 $ 18.46 $ 1.84 $ 1.57 $ 0.16 $ 0.14 

3 



EXHIBIT 

My name is Matt Williams and I am the Senior Vice President for the West Region of 

Dean Foods Company. I am responsible for the P&L for sixteen fluid milk plants and two ice 

cream plants in the Western United States, including California. I have worked for Dean Foods 

for six years and have twenty years of experience in the dairy, consumer packaged goods and 

grocery industries. In California, Dean Foods operates three fluid milk plants - one in Hayward, 

CA and two in City of Industry, CA. Additionally, we operate one ice cream plant in Buena 

Park, CA. One of my responsibilities is to evaluate and approve pricing for private label milk 

contracts with customers in response to Requests for Proposals ("RFP"). 

Today, I am here to provide an example of how the Producer Handler regulated milk cost 

advantage creates an uneven playing field that significantly impacts Dean Foods ' ability to 

compete in the private label Class I milk category. Over the last three years, due to the Producer 

Handler regulated milk cost advantage, Dean Foods' California plants have lost significant 

private label milk volume, requiring us to consolidate plants and lay-off sixty employees. In 

fact, since January 2013, Dean Foods has lost over twenty million gallons of annual private label 

milk volume to Producer Handler dairies in California through RFP processes. There should be 

no doubt that the reason for these losses is the substantial competitive advantage Producer 

Handlers receive from purchasing their largest input cost at a materially lower price than other 

processors pay. 

In late 2012, Dean Foods' dairies in Northern and Southern California submitted a bid in 

response to an RFP issued by a national retailer. When the RFP results were announced we 

learned that we lost to Producer Handler dairies III retail stores that purchased an average 

volume of 160,000 gallons per store. In Southern California, a store that is located only 13 .8 
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miles away from our Alta Dena Dairy (which was the then-current DSD supplier), was awarded 

to a Producer Handler dairy that is located 241 miles away from that same store for continued 

DSD delivery. In Northern California, our Berkeley Farms Dairy was the then-current DSD 

supplier to a store that is 21.1 miles away from the plant. However, that store was awarded to a 

Producer Handler dairy that is located 154 miles away from the store for continued DSD 

delivery. As discussed below, the only logical explanation for how a processor located over 150 

miles further away from a delivery point than a competing processor could bid a competitive 

DSD price is because of the Producer Handler regulated milk cost advantage. 

More specifically, the bid criteria outlined in the above-referenced national retailer RFP 

required two milk price quotes - one for dock pick-up and one for DSD delivery. I will focus 

my testimony on the DSD price quote. The DSD price was to be determined based on the 

bidders' cost per gallon to deliver product on a dedicated DSD route to the retailer's stores, 

taking into account each store's distance from the producing plant. For purposes of the DSD 

price quote, the distance radius ranged from 0 to 25 miles from the producing plant up to 351 to 

400 miles from the producing plant in sequential increments. The RFP required bidders to use 

the following criteria in order to determine the DSD cost per gallon spread over an average 

payload of 4,000 gallons per trailer - truck cost/mile (to include labor and asset costs), four 

deliveries per week, per store and a diesel fuel rate based on actual diesel fuel costs for the 

month of April 2012. Simply put, the structure of the RFP DSD price criteria contemplated that 

the retailer's stores that were closest to the producing plant would have a lower delivered milk 

price than those stores that were further from the producing plant due to the higher distribution 

costs that would be incurred by the more distant plant. 

, 
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However, despite the cost advantage built into the RFP to those producing plants that 

were located closer to the retailer's stores, the more distant producing plants were awarded the 

business. This result cannot credibly be explained by claiming that the Producer Handler plants 

have more efficient plant operations that enable them to overcome the materially higher 

distribution costs they incur for the business. First, because raw milk represents a substantial 

majority (over 70%) of the total costs of processing and packaging a gallon of milk, any cost 

advantage in those areas of operations that a Producer Handler may have would have a minimal 

impact on the overall bid price, and would not be nearly sufficient to offset the substantial 

disadvantage in its distribution costs. Second, based on my industry knowledge and familiarity 

with Dean Foods' processing costs throughout its more than 60 plant network, I know there is 

very little variability between operations in costs associated with long production runs of gallon 

and half-gallon private label white milk, which made up a substantial part of the RFP at issue. 

Therefore, the only reasonable conclusion is that the more distant Producer Handler plants were 

able to bid competitively with their competitors who are closer to the retailer's stores because 

Producer Handlers pay substantially less for the raw milk they purchase, and they use that 

substantial advantage to overcome a materially higher distribution cost. 

It is no secret that a milk processor's material costs to process and deliver private label 

Class I milk to a retail store include raw milk, processing/packaging and distribution. It is 

indisputable that a processor that incurs substantially higher distribution costs than its competitor 

must achieve a material advantage in either its raw milk procurement or processing and 

packaging costs in order to compete on price. The RFP in this example only emphasizes this 

point because it required four deliveries per week, per store. Therefore, considering the minimal 
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impact on overall price that can be attributed to the variability between operations in costs 

associated with processing and packaging gallon and half-gallon private label white milk, the 

only logical explanation for why a processor could offer a competitive sale price to a store that is 

241 miles away from its producing plant compared to a competing processor's plant that is only 

13.8 miles away from the same store is that the more distant processor must have a significant 

advantage on its raw milk cost that it uses to offset a significantly higher distribution cost. 

Thank you for allowing me to testify. 
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EXHIBIT 

! 

Testimony of a California Dairy Producer 
~ I U2. ! T 

RIEN DOORNENBAL 

R DOORNENBAL RANCHES 

19116 LONE TREE RD. 

ESCALON, CA 95320 

Why Now? 

My name is Rien Doornenbal. My wife Lieske and I own and operate a 1600 cow dairy farm near the town of 

Escalon, about 120 miles north of here. 

Our son Pete with his wife Laura and ch ildren operate their own dairy farm near Caldwe ll, Idaho. Our son John 

with his wife Maryann and chi ldren operate the ir own dairy farm near Middleton, Idaho. Our daughter Tieneke 

and her family live near Tacoma, Washington. Her husband Hans grew up on his family's dairy farm and 

currently sells John Deere farm equipment. Our son Luke, his wife Brittany and family live near us and farm 

almonds. Brittany comes from a Ca li forn ia dairy fam ily and has a Dairy Science degree from Cal-Poly. 

Even though our children are not direct ly involved in the Escalon operation, our businesses are connected to 

each other in many ways and the welfare of our California operation effects the next two generations just as 

much as it effects Lieske and myself. 

My wife and I, our 4 children and each of their spouses support proposal number one for a Federal Milk 

Marketing Order for Ca lifornia I'm sure each one of our 13 grandkids wou ld lend their support as well!! 

This attempt by the producer segment of the dairy to move towards a FMMO for Ca lifornia is certain ly an 

historic event. The fina l outcome wi ll determine not only if our fami ly continues to milk cows in Ca lifornia, but 

wi ll be a determining factor for many others as we ll. 

Much testimony has been given as to the fact that milk production is down in California because many 

producers have been forced out of business. 

Without some substantial im provement in the price relative to producers in other parts of the country, not on ly 

wi ll we continue to see producers forced out but we are starting to notice another trend. 

In many discussions with my peers as I prepared for this testimony the common word I heard is "tired". "I'm just 

getting tired of putting a tremendous amount of effort and capital into my dairy business and getting very little 

or nothing in return ." 

Without proposa l number one for a FMMO for California many of us have no confidence that milking cows in 

California will be a worthwhile endeavor in the future. Without a proper FMMO for California you wi ll see many 

more producers who decide to take their assets they have lefhlnd do something else. 

So why is this the right time for California da iry industry to move to a Federa l Milk Marketing Order? More 

specifica lly a FMMO for Ca li forn ia as proposed by the three Co-Ops, CDI, DFA and LOL and supported by all three 
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industry trade groups California Dairy Campaign, Milk Producers Council and Western United Dairymen. The 

short answer to my question can be found in a recent Wa ll Street Journal arti cle titled "Big Milk Market Goes 

Sour" I would like to draw your attention to one paragraph in that article. "California dairy farmers have lost 

their comp letive advantage." Says Jerry Dryer, editor of the newsletter Dairy and Food Market Analyst, Inc. 

"There's clearly a resurgence in the upper mid-west" and other traditional dairying areas. 

I want to repeat because this is very important "CALIFORNIA DAIRY FARMERS HAVE LOST THEIR COMPETITIVE 

ADVANTAGE." 

I also want to emphasize we are NOT looking for a competitive advantage over any other producer areas. Al l we 

want is to adopt a FMMO for California so we can operate under the FMMO minimum prices instead of the 

California State Order (CSO) minimum prices. 

Some of my testimony will be about our own family dairy operation. How we went from 120 cows in the early 

70's to 1600 cows today. I wi ll share that story because it is a typical story of growth and expansion of the 

production side of the dairy industry on California. More importantly I would like to "paint a picture" if you will 

of social and economic cond itions that existed during what I ca ll the "golden age" of dairying in California, how 

those cond itions have changed and hopefully bring more clarity to the answer to the question "why now." You 

probably have heard a lot of testimony and wi ll hear more about how the drought, regulations, reduced forage 

sources and the competit ion of higher va lue crops have affected the California dairy producers. Whi le I agree 

with that, and all these factors have affected our operation, my testimony wil l take a slight ly different direction. 

My father was born in Holland the second son of a small dairy farmer. Tradition determined that my father's 

older brother would take over the family dairy farm. My father's dream from the time he was/'very young was 

to eventually have his own dairy farm. Even as a grade schoo l boy dad knew intuitively that leaving Holland was 

his destiny. 

My parents met during the German occupation of Holland during WWII. Very shortly after the war on July 4, 

1947 they stepped off a train in Ripon, California. My parents, Herman and Clazina were barely in their mid-

20's. Like so many immigrants, what they lacked in cash was made up by courage. 

My father worked as a milker for a dairy farmer in the Ripon area while my mother cleaned house for others. A 

few years later with the money they had saved and a smal l loan from one of my mother's uncles they were able 

to purchase 30 cows and rent a sma ll dairy farm near Ripon. A year and a half later they purchased their first 

property near the neighboring town of Escalon. We still dairy there and that first property is still affectionate ly 

called "the home place." Dad thought "if only I can get this herd up to 60 cows." 

Our family story is somewhat typical of litera lly hundreds of Dutch and Portuguese immigrant families that came 

to California in the late 40s, 50s and 60s. While these families are not the only socia l and cultu ral group that 

grew dairy production in California they were never the less a huge contributing factor. It is these two groups of 

people that make up a large part of my "institutiona l memory" of the growth ofthe California dairy industry. I 

wi ll attempt to show how these families and others, hungry to succeed, wi lling to work and take risks, were ab le 

to expand production because of the opportunities that opened up to them. 

Lieske and I were married in 1974, and started a partnership with my parents in 1975. I have had "boots on the 

ground" since just before milk production in this state started to take off. I have witnessed and experienced 

much success on the production side of the dairy business in California. More recently I have witnessed and 

experienced that our industry has been brought down to its knees in humility. 
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To understand some of the history let's look at milk production for California verses Wisconsin starting in 1945 a 

70 year period. I chose Wisconsin as merely a representative state for Midwest milk production. (Please see 

Exhibit A). 

Let's break it down into production from 1945 thru 1970 a 26 year period. California production up 3.8 billion 

pounds probably mostly due to class I sales as the popu lation exploded post WWII . Wisconsin production up 3.5 

billion pounds. Statistica lly no difference. I believe it wou ld be instructive to know that by 1970 Class I usage in 

California was at about 75% and that percentage had not changed dramatically since regu lated pricing started in 

California in 1935 even before the FMMO for the rest of the country came into existence. From 1971 thru 1980 

California up 4.1B pounds Wisconsin up 3.9B pounds. Still statistically no difference. For 35 years following 

WWII California milk production was up 7.9B pounds and Wisconsin 7.4B pounds. I think we wou ld all agree 

that California and Wisconsin to be up in virtually the same amount in a 35 year period is a very interesting 

statistic especially if we study what happened the next 30 years. 

From 1981-1990 California increased production by 7.3B pounds and Wisconsin by 1.9B pound s. 

From 1991-2000 California increased production by 11.3B pounds and Wisconsin actua lly LOST production by 

1.0B pounds. 

From 2001-2010 the trend actually starts to change slightly California is up 8.2B pounds a little less than the 

previous decade and Wisconsin is up 2.8B pounds ending that states decline. 

Let's look at the next 4 year period 2011-2014. Wisconsin and California increase production by roughly the 

same amount although Wisconsin by a greater percentage. 

How do we explain the twenty year period of 1981-2000 Ca lifornia production came up by 18.6B pounds? 

Wisconsin didn't even increase by a billion pounds in fact Wisconsin production during the second decade of this 

period lost 1 B pound. 

California production from 1981-2000 increased by 18.6B pounds. An astounding number especially if we 

consider that this increase alone was more than double the yearly production of 1970. 

How did this happen? 

Fi rst of all by the early 70's the California dairymen started to feel the effects of the Gonsalves Milk Pooling act. 

By the early 70's the rank and file dairymen came to understand and feel the stability the Milk Pooling Act 

brought to the industry. Every dairymen knew where they stood as to their share of Class I usage and became 

confident that the new system was working. There was no longer the vulnerabi lity brought on by the Class I 

bottlers that gave them the power to grant and take back contracts to produce milk for that market. 

Once the producers realized the Pool Qouta that was granted to them as a result ofthe Gonsalves Milk Pooling 

Act was really theirs and they no longer feared or were preoccupied with their relationship with the fluid mi lk 

bottlers, they had the peace of mind to focus on the production of milk. George Merten testified September 

220d that the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act "gave us back our dignity". The Pooling Act sti ll does not fu lly explain 

why milk production took off in the late 70's. Really, how did we increase from less than 10 billion pounds in 

1970 to greater than 40 billion pounds in 2010. 

I believe the driving factor was not with cheap land, cheap feed, irrigation or cheap water. In fact, the key factor 

needed to produce forage is water and has always come;asome cost in California . Water for growing crops has 
q+ 
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and continues to be free for the Midwest dairymen because no entity, persons, bureaucrat or government can 

control the rain that falls out of the sky. 

We will come to realize this distinction more in the future because there is no doubt that the water we need in 

California to grow the roughages for our cows will come under increased government and bureaucratic control. 

So what happened? What is the rest of the story? It is very simply one thing. The California dairymen were way 

ahead of the rest of the country in developing the skill, expertise and physical facilities to handle large numbers 

of dairy cows. Quite simply our advantage was that our overhead cost on a per unit of production was far lower 

than the more traditional dairy producing areas such as the upper Midwest. This expertise was developed not 

because we were more intelligent or forward thinking than our peers in the Midwest. We discovered the 

"California Advantage "Unintentionally and accidently. 

Let's take a look at what the model for milk production looks like prior to WWII across much of the u.s. Most of 

the milk was produced on farms not even called dairy farms because milk was only one of the commodities 

produced. Most of these farms contained other farm animals such as chickens and hogs. Virtually all the feed 

for the animals was grown on the farm. Often only cream was sold for cash and the skim milk fed the hogs. 

Most of these farms were small family operations. The number of cows milked was pretty much dependent on 

how many family members where willing to participate in the milking. Remember it was done by hand. 

After WWII many of the farms all across the U.S. started to concentrate on fewer commodities and many chose 

to no longer milk cows and others chose to specialize in producing milk. However the basic model for producing 

milk did not change for many years. Mostly dairy farms all across the Midwest remained relatively small 

operations producing the bulk of their own feed. Cows where housed, milked and fed in the quintessential red 

or white, all American big barn during most of the year. These dairy farms where very labor intensive and the 

facilities were very expensive to build. 

In California our first experience with larger herds started in southern California with the increased demand for 

fluid milk as the population grew rapidly. Dairy farms in that part of the state have had a long history of being 

larger than other parts of the country going all the way back to the 1920's. These "dairies" as they became 

known as opposed to "dairy farms" were some of the first to specialize in the large scale production of milk. 

Prior to WWII most dairies in the southern part of California were sized in multiples of 30 cows because 30 cows 

was the accepted number of cows 1 employee could hand milk two times per day. An example for a typical 

dairy which served the LA market would milk 60 cows, be owned by one individual employing 2 men known as 

milkers. Cows were housed and fed in open lots called corrals and milked in buildings that were built for the 

single purpose of milking even though they were called barns. To this day a modern milking parlor in California 

is still referred to as the milk barn. 

After WWII with the invention of the milking machine, the typical dairy doubled in size and doubled again with 

the implementation of the pipeline milk system. 

Many of these dairies were financed by the fluid milk processors because of the challenge to meet demand 

caused by the population explosion. As housing replaced dairies in the traditional dairy areas near the coast 

many dairies moved inland to the other side of L.A. to the Chino Valley area. These moves allowed the dairymen 

to build even larger more modern dairies. All the while increasing their ability to manage larger herds of cows 

efficiently. By the early 70's very little farm land remained in Southern California making it necessary to import 

roughages from the Imperial Valley as well as the Central Valley. 
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This combination of events lead to a very specia lized dairy production model in Southern California. It was a 

place that many Dutch, Portuguese and Basque immigrants got their start, working as cow milkers. Many 

learned the business side of dairying from their employers, many of which either willing by or unknowingly 

mentored these young immigrants. Hundreds of these young families saved money and started small dairies in 

the Central Va lley, Washington State and Idaho. At the same time many sons of the Southern California 

dairymen started in the Central Va lley and other states including New Mexico and Texas. Most of these families 

that left Southern California to start dairies in other places took with them the basic know how to manage larger 

herds and even though they may have started sma ll, many expanded aggressively and rapidly. 

Even though dairy expansion in the Central Va lley started in the 70's it really took off in the 80's. The weather 

allowed us to stil l house cows in open lots and the milking took place in ever increasing labor efficient milking 

parlors often operated for up to 24 hours per day. These type of facilities were much more economica l to build 

on a per cow basis compared to what was common in the Midwest at the time. The regulatory and permitting 

process to be able to construct new or expanding facilities was easy, simple and inexpensive. The requirements 

to meet building and environmenta l codes were reasonable and affordable. 

Roughage in the Central Valley was cheaper than in Southern California because it was either grown by the 

dairymen or purchased nearby, eliminating expensive transportation cost. Feeding of silage became an almost 

universal practice in the Central Va lley. Corn and forage crop si lages are very economical feeds that fit 

extremely well into a dairy cow diet. (Due to the fact that si lages by their very nature have a low dry matter 

content moving them long distances does not make economic sense). 

When I was growing up and during our earlier years in business the main grain we fed was barley, shipped to 

California from the North West by rail, usually a few carloads at a time to the feed mills. These feed mills steam 

rolled the barley to make it digestible for the cows. In the 80's we started feeding some rolled corn, usually 

blended with some barley. As time went on economics determined we wou ld totally eliminate barley. Feed 

mills expanded their storage and rolling capacity and started receiving corn from the Midwest sh ipped to 

California on dedicated trains, a mile long hauling 110 cars each. That's 11,000 Ton per trip. Keep in mind that 

during much of this time fuel prices were lower and the cost to transport the grain to the valley was cheap. At 

the same time the raw product cost of corn was very inexpensive it was by and largely produced by farmers 

subsidized by the U.S. Government to do so. Over time we figured out we could make milk cheaper in the 

Central Valley than anywhere else in the country. The California dairyman had discovered the "California 

Advantage" . 

Before we go on we need to look back to the dairy provisions of the "1977 farm bill" and how that impacted milk 

production in California relative to the rest of the country. I personally believe the impacts of that misguided 

policy though welcome at the time, ended up being a thorn in our side and we sti ll feel some ofthe pain today. 

The "1977 farm bill" set the support price of milk at 80% of parity with semi-annua l adjustments. The support 

price went from $8.26 in 1977 to its peak of $13.26 in 1981. 

The high milk prices we received as a result of these unwarranted high support prices were a huge windfall for 

dairymen all across the county. I remember thinking after one)6 the announcements that the support price had 

gone up again "this can't end we ll". O~ 

During that time my father and I were coming back from our accountant in Modesto and as we approached the 

Mercedes dealership I half serious ly suggested we both go in and buy a new car. Dad said "maybe we shou ld do 
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that but let's sleep on it for a night". The Mercedes was forgotten but we were soon pouring cement for more 

corrals and going to the cow dealer buying heifers that were soon to freshen and make milk. We did the same 

thing most other dairymen in the state did, increased production. 

One particularly astute Ca lifornia dairyman that I know, responded to the 1977 farm bill by selling his pool quota 

and using the proceeds to expand from 1000 cows to 3000 cows in a ve ry short amou nt of time. 

So let's look at the milk production increase comparing California to Wisconsin's, for a 10 year period fo llowing 

the passage of the 1977 farm bill. California went from 12B Ibs. to 18B Ibs., a 50% increase. While Wisconsin 

went from 21B Ibs. to 24.8B Ibs. an 18% increase. Why the difference? We both had windfa ll profits. The 

reason was simple. Our model for dairying in California at that time was relative ly inexpensive, and very easy to 

expand, while the Wisconsin model was not. Once again the "Ca lifornia Advantage". 

California dairying grew in spite of lower t han average milk prices. The only way we could ~19pete was to d n~(' 

continue to reduce costs which was mostly done thru the economies of sca le. To put ;~ etRer~a~\ ~e 
technology needed to be efficient is expensive and it required larger and larger dairies to be able to spread out 

per unit cost. 

I have heard that some USDA representatives here wou ld like to hea r testimony from some producers with less 

t han $750,000 gross income. That would be a dairy of about 175 cows and they virtua lly don't exist anymore. 

The "California Advantage" did not work we ll for t he smallest dairies. 

Many were the dairymen that built larger than originally planned facilities. As they embarked on the planning 

process they often decided to build the largest dairy possible with the access to fin ancing often times being the 

limiting factor. They discovered that to a degree the larger they built the lower it cost on a per cow basis. If one 

were to "run the numbers" it is no wonder that so many 3000 cow & larger dairies hav\ built. 
't>~n 

From the time Lieske and I went into business in 1975 until 2009 I don't believe we ever had a time that we fe lt 

our dairy was at risk financially. In fact during that whole period I remember very few dairymen t hat were 

forced out of business by their banks. The most successful were the ones wi th a reasonable amount of 

management ability and wi lling to leverage themse lves f inancia lly in order to continue to grow. The smaller 

dairies such as ours of 120 cows in 1975 either grew or went out of business. Those smaller dairies that went 

out before 2009 genera lly did not go bankrupt. Mostly they vo lunta rily went out and used their assets in other 

ways. 

So what was the cumulative effect? 

1. The learned abi lity to manage large herds. 

2. Opportunity to build cost effective facilities. 

3. Reasonably priced roughage and cheap grain. 

4. Windfall profits as a result of the 1977 farm bill. 

5. A large group of immigrant fam ilies and second generation dairymen with a passion for the dairy 

business. 

This lef d to t he explosion of milk production in California which t hen le/ d to the need to build more processing 

capacity. The opportun ities to grow, sell milk cheap and sti ll make a profit le/ d to a cul ture in the dairy industry 

to incentivize the processors to build plants. It is a we ll-accepted fact in the industry that high make allowances 

in California were used as incentives for growth in the cheese industry. In my op inion the FOB ad juster was a 
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part of the scenario. This was not an organized movement but more of an evolution. Neither was it a perfect 

marriage but it did involve the producers, the Co-Ops the processor and the California Department of Food and 

Agriculture at different times and in different ways. I will even add to that list the California Milk Advisory Board 

on which I served on the state level. The California Milk Advisory Board started to promote cheese heavily in the 

late 80's because "after all we are becoming a major cheese producing state". As producers we were not always 

happy with those arrangements but to utilize the "California Advantage" we had to put up with the California 

Discount. 

Let's take a tour of what the modern California dairy looks like as compared to 35 years ago. The main thing we 

would notice is in the area of housing, as in most areas of life we keep evolving. Very few of the open lots are 

left. Today most dairy cows in California are housed in a huge steel barns called free stall barns protecting them 

from the sun and providing a clean dry comfortable place year round in which to eat and lay down. Inside you 

will find a soaking system on timers to periodically wet the cows and huge fans to move air across the cows to 

evaporate the water to aid in cooling on any hot day. This type of housing is not a luxury. It is an economic 

necessity to take care of our cows the best way we know how, to allow them to produce all the milk they are 

able to within their genetic potential. 

Let's not forget that the regulatory climate has changed drastically. My description of the process (on page 5_2"d 

paragraph down) is not even recognizable today. I would challenge anyone here to tell us of any new facilities 

built in the state since 2009. 

Next, let's get on a plane and travel to Wisconsin, "America's dairy land" and tour modern dairies in that state. 

As we travel about the country side we would start to see evidence of construction going on for new and 

expanding facilities. The first thing you would notice is the absence ofthe quintessential, red or white, all 

American big barn. Gone are the silos for storing silage for feed. We would soon notice that the typical modern 

California dairy and the up to date Wisconsin dairy don't look very different. Both have milking parlors for the 

single purpose of harvesting milk with the same technology on the inside. Both utilize free stall barns for 

housing and both utilize silage piles on large slabs on cement outside. Size wise many of the Wisconsin dairies 

would be similar to California . 
..\-C? 

Let's go into the offict listen as the California dairyman and the Wisconsin dairyman converse. You will soon 

discover as opposed to a generation or two ago that these people are from the same "world". They will talk 

about employee management, cow comfort and the use of custom operators to do much of the farm work and 

harvesting the resulting crops. After a while you will hear the words Dairy Comp 305. Dairy Comp 305 is a cow 

management computer program, developed in California to help manage large herds. It is now used allover the 

world and is certainly the most prevalent dairy cow management software in the United States. Soon these two 

dairymen will discuss the use of cameras to verify"m\IWi~t protocols are being followed and to help keep watch 

of the maternity cows. They will discuss the use of nutrition consultants to formulate proper diets for their cows 

and they may compare protocols or Standard Operating Procedures for a host of tasks on a modern dairy, 

regardless if that would be California, Wisconsin, Texas, South Dakota, New York or Idaho. 

What has happened in the last 35 years in the dairy industry in the United States is the almost complete 

homogenization of dairy management practices, technology and facility design, California is no longer the low 

cost producer but our current pricing system completely ignores that fact. At one time we were way ahead of 

the rest of the country for efficiency but now we are barely "on par". Our "California Advantage" has 

evaporated. 
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California passed Wisconsin in milk production in 1993. This was not taken lightly by not only the dairymen of 

that state but by everyone from the Governor, the Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer 

Protection and all the way down to many ordinary citizens. I attended a meeting some 20 years ago and one of 

the speakers was associated with the Wisconsin dairy industry. This man was visibly upset that we had over 

taken them as the number one milk producing state. He predicted that someday times would really get bad and 

the Wisconsin dairyman would once again regain their number one spot. His theory was that the frugality of the 

Wisconsin dairyman would save the day and all of us in California would go broke. This speaker was half right. 

Today the Wisconsin dairy business is thriving and California is struggling but he was dead wrong about how it 

would happen. 

I' d like to quote Dr. Danny Klinefelder, Professor and Extension Specialist, Texas A&M University Department of 

Agricultural Economics. 

"The only truly sustainable competitive advantage is the ability to learn and adapt faster than your 

competition. Therefore the most successful businesses are learning organizations. This involves 

recognizing that someone, somewhere, has a better way of doing things and everyone in the business 

needs to be driven to find it, learn it, adapt it and continually improve on it." 

At some point in the last 20 years the Midwest dairy producers have decided to "learn and adapt". They 

recognize that someone, somewhere has a better way of doing things, they are driven to fin~ it adapt it and 

continually improve on it. Another way stating this is the dairy producers in California have been "beat at our 

own game" by the dairy producers in the rest of the country. California dairymen are very good at learning and 

adapting but as long as we are in the CSO many of us question if the effort to do so is worthwhile . 

I sometimes feel that we as producers have reached a Faustian Bargain with the rest of the stake holders in 

California dairy industry. The German legend has it that Professor Faust traded his soul for unlimited 

knowledge. I feel like we producers, at times, traded a low milk price for plant capacity in order to be able to 

produce an unlimited amount of milk even if the price is far short of what producers in the rest of the country 

were getting for milk used to produce the same product. (See second paragraph, previous page). Like professor 

Faust, once the bargain was set in place and as conditions changed we producers realized too late that we had 

become powerless to adjust the terms of the "bargain". In fact even as more change has become needed we 

have felt the tentacles of the "bargain" dig deeper into our skin to the point of drawing blood. 

Now some of you might think that I am being over dramatic with my description of our current situation. Let's 

unpack this a little if you will. 

Are there any dairymen in the room? 

What do the numbers 2-0-0-9 mean to you? I cou ld ask that of any dairymen, feed supplier, dairy supply vendor 

or dairy equipment dealer anywhere in the United States and I would get exactly the same answer. The memory 

of calling the bank every month to draw a $100,000 or more on our lines of credit, just to pay the monthly bills, 

will be etched on my memory forever. 

The low dairy commodity prices of 2009 effected every dairyman in the United States in virtually the same way. 

The industry as a who le throughout the United States took losses running into a negative three or four dollars 

per 100 pounds of milk. Losses of $1,000 per cow were not uncommon throughout the industry all across the 

United States. According to our CPA prepared accrual based financials, Lieske and I lost $1,324,127 producing 
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milk in California during 2009. I believe that negative number is somewhere in the range of normal for a dairy of 

our size. Unbeknownst to the California dairyman the worst was still to come. 

Please allow me to describe what those words "California Discount" mean. It is simply the spread or difference 

between CSO class 4b price and the FMMO class III price. Nothing more nothing less. Since the CSO class 4b 

price is always less than the FMMO class III price, (please see Exhibit B) to refer to that difference as the 

"California Discount" is appropriate. For the purposes of this testimony it is much more clear and concise to 

address the disparity as the "California Discount" as opposed to continually referring to the long list of acronyms 

and calculations the phrase replaces. 

As dairy commodity prices started to recover in 2010 let's examine what happened to the "California Discount". 

(Please see Exhibit B). I think there are two numbers that are glaring. They are the "California Discount" and the 

impact that has had on producer income since 2010. Let's use our dairy again as a good example of how those 

numbers effect dairy families throughout the state. 

From January 2010 thru July of 2015 our dairy produced 2,543,273 hundredweights of milk. The impact of the 

"California Discount" of $.79 for that 5 year and 7 month period was $2,009,185 for our dairy. 

I'm going to use Cornell Kasbergens comments on page 961 of these hearing transcripts. "In an industry where 

we must compete for animals and feed with dairies around the country, this discount puts us at a huge 

disadvantage. In fact, it puts the entire California dairy industry at risk and is why we are here today." 

This "California Discount" of $2,009,185 could have gone a long way to back fill the 2009 disaster and also give 

us some badly needed working capital. 

Let's look at the numbers another way and the scenario gets even uglier. The "California Discount" impacted 

the California dairymen an average of $.23 per hundredweight for the period of 2005 thru 2009. A five year 

period. For the period of 2010 thru July 2015 a 5 year 7 month period, the impact of the "California Discount" 

was $.79 per hundredweight. The amount of the INCREASE of the impact of "California Discount" for the later 

time period was $.56. The INCREASE alone was twice as much as the previous 5 year period impact of $.23. 

If we use the $.56 and multiply that by the 2,543,273 hundredweights we arrive at an amount of $1,424,232. 

This is shocking. The INCREASE of the "California Discount" that occurred from 2010 thru July of 2015 would 

have more than back filled our loss of $1,324,127 that we experienced in 2009, the worst year in dairying for the 

countries dairymen since the great depression. 

We have lost the "California Advantage" but the "California Discount" continues. 

We dairymen ofthis state have learned much about our California State Order (CSO) in recent years. I am going 

to quote one of my dairyman friends who started before pooling. "Who would have thought we would be 

working towards a FMMO. It used to be if we had a problem we would call a hearing in Sacramento and fix it". 

Not that we dairymen were always 100% happy with the outcome but we seemed to always reach some 

reasonable compromise. That is no longer the case. (Please read Rob Vandenhauvel's testimony given October 

5th ). 

We have learned some new terms during this hearing. First the "California Discount" then the "California 

Advantage" (which no longer exists). Now we will learn one more term, it is called the "California Flaw". Please 

don't think that I am joking or trying to be cute. 

9 



The "Californ ia Flaw" is the flaw that we producers have discovered with our CSO pricing system. We have 

found that ultimately the Class prices and the formulas that determine those prices are the final decision of one 

person. That person is the Secretary of the California Department of Food and Agriculture. I am not referring to 

anyone person. Only the position. The Secretary has the power to set class prices where he or she wishes to 

set them regardless of what any of the other stake holders in the industry have to say about that. Only the 

governor cou ld change it. This is not an entire ly comforting reality for the processors either. We have discussed 

much about the "California Discount". What if someday the Secretary woke up had an epiphany and decided to 

help the dairy producers out and called a hearing and in sp ite of whatever the hearing panel might recommend, 

came out with a change to the formula for CSO class 4b that would result in a price in EXCESS to the FMMO class 

III. 

There is nothing in the California Food and Agriculture code that could prevent this from happening. We wou ld 

ca ll that the "California Premium". So in reality we have a system where by both processors and producers are 

vu lnerable to the wishes and wh ims of the Secretary of the California Department of Food and Agriculture . 

This is a system that not only frustrates us producers but makes our bankers very leery of any funding for our 

dairies. No one in the industry can predict prices. Now we have learned that we cannot even predict the 

relationship of the CSO class prices to the FMMO class prices. 
,\ Gd (~a.dy 

This problem adds more risk to the ones we as producers have to manage. Our bankers know it and don't like it. 

Our banker told me this about our dairy loans. (Unofficially) "You're on a 5 year plan. If you can't pay for it in 5 

years, forget it". In the next breath he is ready to loan all we might ask for to develop an orchard and they don't 

even produce anything until year 3. 

Like so many dairy families we are waiting to see what the outcome of this FMMO process will be. I will share 

with you a little of our family plan for the Escalon dairy. If we get a FMMO plan that works for California 

dairymen I'm sure our banker will take us off the "5 year plan". Lord willing, we will then start to upgrade our 

older facilities and recommit ourselves to dairying in California. 

Absent of that we wi ll develop a plan to gracefully exit the California dairy business. Fortunately a few years ago 

we started diversifying and have many options as how to direct our modest assets. It does not even mean we 

would se ll the cows. Loading them up on trucks and moving them to another state is a pretty simple process. It 

would not be our first choice to no longer milk cows in California. Although our facilities are older they could 

certain ly continue to be viable with some remodeling. We have an excellent group of employees. We have a 

good herd of cows and I have been really excited recently as we are starting to see the results of genomic 

testing . We have good land in a good water area and enough acres to grow our own si lage. We are a business 

that is willing to " learn and adapt." 

My parents "jumped across the pond" when things didn't look promising for their goals and dreams. They came 

to love this country just as Lieske, myself and our children do. We believe in this country and the opportunities 

that exist now and in the future despite the talk of some naysayers. If dairying is something we no longer do in 

Escalon I am sure other opportunities exist and I believe we won't even have to "jump across the pond" to find 

them. 
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YEAR CALIFORNIA WISCONSIN YEAR CALIFORNIA WISCONSIN YEAR CALIFORNIA WISCONSIN 

1945 5.7 14.9 1971 9.7 18.8 2001 33.2 22.2 

1946 5.9 15.0 1972 10.4 19.2 2002 35.1 22.1 

1947 6.0 15.0 1973 10.3 18.4 2003 35.4 22.3 

1948 5.8 14.4 1974 10.6 18.7 2004 36.5 22.1 

1949 5.9 15.0 1975 10.9 18.9 2005 37.6 22.9 

1950 6.0 14.8 1976 11.6 20.2 2006 38.8 23.4 

1951 6.0 15.0 1977 12.0 21.0 2007 40.7 24.1 

1952 6.0 15.3 1978 11.9 21.3 2008 41.2 24.5 

1953 6.6 15.9 1979 12.6 21.9 2009 39.5 25.2 

1954 7.0 16.2 1980 13.6 22.4 2010 40.4 26.0 

1955 7.2 16.5 Increase 4.1 4.0 Increase 8.2 2.7 

1956 7.3 16.9 1981 14.2 23.0 2011 41.5 26.1 

1957 7.7 17.4 1982 14.5 23.2 2012 41.8 27.2 

1958 7.6 18.0 1983 14.7 23.8 2013 41.3 27.6 

1959 7.9 17.8 1984 15.3 23.5 2014 42.3 27.8 

1960 8.1 17.8 1985 16.8 24.7 Increase 1.9 1.8 

1961 8.2 17.9 1986 17.2 24.5 

1962 8.3 18.6 1987 17.9 24.8 

1963 8.3 18.6 1988 18.6 25.0 

1964 8.5 19.4 1989 19.4 23.9 

1965 8.5 18.8 1990 20.9 24.2 

1966 8.6 18.1 Increase 7.3 1.8 

1967 8.7 18.2 1991 21.4 23.7 

1968 8.9 18.2 1992 22.1 23.8 

1969 8.9 18.0 1993 22.9 22.8 

1970 9.5 18.4 1994 25.2 22.4 
Increase 3.8 3.5 1995 25.3 22.9 

1996 25.8 22.4 

1997 27.6 22.4 

1998 27.6 22.8 

1999 30.4 23.1 

2000 32.2 23.3 

Increase/decrease 11.3 -0.9 

Exhibit A 
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2000 9.68 9.74 0.06 40% 

2001 12.61 13.10 0.49 44% 

2002 9.98 10.41 0.43 44% 

2003 11.24 11.42 0.18 45% 

2004 14.88 15.39 0.51 0.33 46% 44% 0.15 

2005 13.70 14.04 0.34 48% 

2006 11.23 11.89 0.66 48% 

2007 17.46 18.04 0.58 47% 

2008 16.85 17.44 0.59 43% 

2009 11.05 11.36 0.31 0.50 40% 45% 0.23 

2010 13.17 14.41 1.24 41% 

2011 16.37 18.36 1.99 43% 

2012 15.54 17.44 1.90 43% 

2013 16.42 17.99 1.57 44% 

2014 19.93 22.34 2.41 46% 

*2015 14.41 16.04 1.63 1.79 46% 44% 0.79 

'January thru July months only. 

Exhibit B 
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Introduction 

My name is Alan Zolin. I have been retained by Hilmar Cheese Company to work with Dairy 
Institute of California (DIC) to develop an alternative proposal to Cooperative Proposal I . I have 
worked with a task force made up of a number of representatives from DIC member companies 
in order to develop and submit Proposal 2. 

Description of Proposal 2 Modification of Shipping Requirements 
016 

DIC wants to modify Proposal 2, specifically in Section 7(c). ·QGI would like to eliminate 
Paragraph 7(c)(3) in its entirety. DIC requests a renumbering of Paragraph 4 to be Paragraph 3 
and paragraph 5 would be the new paragraph 4. DIC would also modify the new Paragraph 
7(c)(3) to operate as a call provision. DIC has decided to adopt the call provisions from Order 
68 into Proposal 2. The call provisions that were in Order 68 had the following provisions: 

I) The Market Administer (MA) will designate a "Call Area" which will include pool 
supply plants and distributing plants. 

2) The MA will make an announcement about what the minimum level of shipments is 

needed to meet Class 1 needs within the call area 
3) The MA may investigate supply and demand conditions on his own initiative or by a 

request of an interested party. 
4) Qualifying shipments to a pool distributing plant in the call area must be in addition to 

any shipments the handler is already making to distributing plants . 
5) Credit is given to a supplier for performance to distributing plants outside of the call area 

if the supply plant notifies the MA prior to any call announcement. 
6) Penalty provision for any supply plant that doesn't comply with a call shipping 

requirement is the loss of pool status for one year. 

DIC believes the call provision proposed, in conjunction with the shipping requirements 
discussed earlier, will insure an adequate supply of milk to be provided to the fluid market. 

This concludes my testimony on this issue. 



EXHIBIT 

Dairy Institute of California Modified proposed section IOSI.7(c) 

(c) A supply plant from which the quantity of bulk fluid milk products shipped to (and physically 
unloaded into) plants described in paragraph (c)(I) of this section is not less than 10 percent of 
the Grade A milk received from dairy farmers (except dairy farmers described in § IOS1.12(b» 
and handlers described in §IOSI.9(c) or §IOSI.9(d), including milk diverted pursuant to 
§ I 051.13, subject to the following conditions: 

(I) Qualifying shipments may be made to plants described in paragraphs (c)(l)(i) through (iv) of 
this section, except that whenever shipping requirements are increased pursuant to paragraph (f) 
of this section, only shipments to pool plants described in paragraphs (a), (b), and (d) of this 
section shall count as qualifying shipments for the purpose of meeting the increased shipments: 

(i) Pool plants described in §IOS1.7(a), (b), and (d); 

(ii) Plants of producer-handlers; 

(iii) Partially regulated distributing plants, except that credit for such shipments shall be limited 
to the amount of such milk classified as Class I at the transferee plant; and 

(iv) Distributing plants fully regulated under other Federal orders, except that credit for 
shipments to such plants shall be limited to the quantity shipped to (and physically unloaded 
into) pool distributing plants during the month and credits for shipments to other order plants 
shall not include any such shipments made on the basis of agreed-upon Class II, Class III, or 
Class IV utilization. 

(2) The percentage of Grade A milk received from dairy farmers by a supply plant described in 
paragraph (c) of this section that must be shipped to (and physically unloaded into) plants 
described in paragraph (c)(I)(i)through (iv) of this section shall be adjusted upward or downward 
based on the average Class I utilization percentage of all producer milk under the order for the 
three prior months for which such information is available, as described in paragraphs (c) (2) (v) 
through (viii) of this section. The market administrator shall announce any adjustment to the 
supply plant shipping percentages pursuant to this paragraph at least 15 days prior to the month 
that such adjustments shall be effective as follows: 

(i) If the average Class I utilization percentage as described in paragraph (c) (2) of this section is 
between 15 percent and 19.9 percent, the required shipping percentage for a supply plant 
described in paragraph (c) of this section shall be 15 percent. 

(ii) If the average Class I utilization percentage as described in paragraph (c) (2) of this section is 
between 20 percent and 24.9 percent, the required shipping percentage for a supply plant 
described in paragraph (c) of this section shall be 20 percent. 

1 



(iii)lf the average Class I utilization percentage as described in paragraph (c) (2) of this section is 
between 25 percent and 29.9 percent, the required shipping percentage for a supply plant 
described in paragraph ( c) of this section shall be 25 percent. 

(iv) If the average Class I utilization percentage as described in paragraph (c) (2) of this section 
is between 30 percent and 34.9 percent, the required shipping percentage for a supply plant 
described in paragraph (c) of this section shall be 30 percent. 

(v) If the average Class I utilization percentage as described in paragraph (c) (2) of this section is 
between 35 percent and 39.9 percent, the required shipping percentage for a supply plant 
described in paragraph (c) of this section shall be 35 percent. 

(vi) If the average Class I utilization percentage as described in paragraph (c) (2) of this section 
is between 40 percent and 44.9 percent, the required shipping percentage for a supply plant 
described in paragraph (c) of this section shall be 40 percent. 

(vii) If the average Class I utilization percentage as described in paragraph (c) (2) of this section 
is between 45 percent and 49.9 percent, the required shipping percentage for a supply plant 
described in paragraph (c) of this section shall be 45 percent. 

(viii) If the average Class I utilization percentage as described in paragraph (c) (2) of this section 
is 50 percent or greater, the required shipping percentage for a supply plant described in 
paragraph (c) of this section shall be 50 percent. 

(3) The operator of the supply plant supplies fluid milk products to pool distributing plants 
located within an area designated by the market administrator as the "call area: in compliance 
with any announcement by the market administrator requesting a minimum level of shipments, 
as further provided below: 

(i) The market administrator may require such supplies of fluid milk products from 
operators of any supply plant within the call area whenever he finds that milk supplies for Class I 
use at pool distributing plants within the call area are needed from plants qualifying under this 
paragraph. Before making such a finding, the market administrator shall investigate the need for 
such shipments either on his own initiative or at the request of interested persons. If his 
investigation shows that such shipments might be appropriate, he shall issue a notice stating that 
a shipping annOWlcement is being considered and inviting data, views, and arguments with 
respect to the proposed shipping announcement; 

(ii) For the purpose of meeting any shipping requirement announced by the market 
administrator: 

(a) Qualifying shipments to pool distributing plants within the call area may originate 
from any plant or producer milk supplies of the handler provided that shipments from sources 
other than the plant(s) subject to the call and milk supplies for which a cooperative association is 
the handler pursuant to § 1051.9(c) or a proprietary bulk handler is the handler pursuant to § 
1051 .9(d) must be in addition to any shipments already being made by the handler and may not 
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result from shifting milk supplies from a pool distributing plant outside the call area to one 
within the call area; and 

(b) Shipments from a supply plant within the call area to a pool distributing plant outside 
the call area or to a comparable plant regulated under another Federal order may count as if 
delivered to a pool distributing plant within the call area if the market administrator is notified of 
the amount of any such commitments to ship milk prior to announcement of a shipping 
requirement pursuant to this paragraph. Qualifying shipment to another order plant may not be 
classified pursuant to § 1 051.42(b)(2) as other than Class I; and 

(iii) Failure of a handler to comply with any announced shipping requirement, including 
making any significant change in his marketing operations that the market administrator 
determines has the impact of evading or forcing such an announcement, shall result in immediate 
loss of pool status for the plant pursuant to this paragraph. A plant losing pool status in this 
manner or a plant that requests nonpool status may not again qualify as a pool plant pursuant to 
this paragraph for a period of one year from the date on which pool status was last held. 

(3) A SB!l!lly !llant Bneer this !laragraph anehanelers eeseribee in §§1050.9(e) or 1050.9(4) that 
reeeives qBota milk from predBeers mBst make qBalifyiRg shiflmeHts of RO less than 60% sf sHeh 
milk, or aR eEjBivalent volBme (iRelBeing mille diverted j3HrsBaRt to § 1050.13), to plaRts 
deseribed iR §1050.7(a), (b), or (e). 

f4) Dming the months of JBly tlliOHgh February, the operator of a sHpply !llaRt Bnder this 
!laragraph shall make EjBalifying shipmeRts of Bp to 85% of the EjBota mille, or an eEjHivalent 
volBms of non EjHota mille it physieally reeeives from prodHesrs in its own plants (inelBdiBg milk 
eivertee flBrsHaRt to §1050.13) to pool eistrilmting plants for Class I Bses if r8EjBested by the 
o!lerator of sBsh pool eistribBtiRg fllant or as direetee by the market aeministrator, sabjeet to the 
following sOReitions: 

(ilThe operator of sBsh a SBj3j3ly !llaRt is not obligatee to shifl milk in elesess of Class I Hsage to 
the peol eistribHtiRg fllan!. 

(ii)The maltimBm persentage of qBota milk that mast be ship!lee to (aRe flhysisally HBloaeee 
into) fleel distributing fllaats ane the months dm1ng whish sHch milk mHst be shiflfled may be 
aejl:stee by the market aeministrator SBbj est te market coneitieHs. 

(15) Concentrated milk transferred from the supply plant to a distributing plant for an agreed
upon use other than Class I shall be excluded from the supply plant's shipments in computing the 
supply plant's shipping percentage. 
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Introduction 

California's quota system has its origins in the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act, as testimony 

from earlier in this hearing indicates. Under the current state milk pooling plan, producers 

receive an extra $0. 195 per pound of solids not fat (SNF) on their milk production that is covered 

by quota, as compared to the price they receive for milk not covered by quota (non quota milk). 

As I mentioned in earlier testimony (Exhibit 79), pool quota came about aJ\~ans of 

compensating producers who, historically, had a higher percentage oftheir milk shipments to 

Class 1 uses under the contract system that was in effect prior to pooling. According to earlier 

testimony from Dr. Eric Erba (Exhibit 42): "One of the declared purposes of the Gonsalves Milk 

Pooling Act is to equalize gradually the distribution of Class I and Class 2 utilization." The 

notion of quota equalization, where all producers would' eventually have quota allocations that 

covered 95% of their production base, was anticipated as the state's population and Class I use 

grew. The goal of equalization, where prices paid to producers would become more uniform or 

equal, has simi larities to the notion of paying uniform prices to producers under FMMOs. 

Regarding our proposal on quota, I want to clarify what might be a major misperception. 

The Dairy Institute and its members did not set out, nor is it our goal, to destroy quota. As you 

have heard, some of our member companies purchase milk from farmers who own quota. We 

understand how important quota is to California's dairy farmers. At this hearing, we have heard 

the testimony of dairy farmers who own little or no quota, but who nonetheless support the quota 

program and the continued payment of quota value in California out of the pool first. 

The question of how to deal with quota going forward is not new or unique to this 

FMMO promulgation proceeding. The California dairy industry has been discussing the future 



of quota for quite some time. In 1978, the California legislature passed a statutory amendment 

that brought about the equalization of all original production base and pool quota that existed at 

the inception of the pooling program, noting that equalization had not occurred as rapidly as 

expected. Later, as Dr. Erba noted in his testimony (Exhibit 42, page 8), CD FA appointed a 

committee of producers in 1991 to conduct listening sessions throughout the state to receive 

comments and input on the milk pricing regulatory system. In 1993, a quota bill was passed in · 

the California legislature that resulted in a change in the distribution of quota revenues. Prior to 

enactment of the new legislation, higher milk class revenues were allocated directly to quota 

milk first, before any of those revenues were made available for non quota milk. After 1993, the 

current "fixed differential" of$0.195 per pound of SNF ($1.70 per hundredweight at standard 

milk test) was put in place. 

The change to the fixed quota premium (quota differential) did not put an end to 

discussions about possible modifications and/or termination of quota. In the early 2000s, 

producer representatives from different organizations met to consider changes to the rnilk pricing 

and pooling plan. The group was assisted by a trio of analysts with long experience in the 

Califomia dairy industry: Jay Goold, former Manager of Westem United Dairymen; Glen 

Gleason, former Chief, CDFA Milk Pooling Branch; and Dr. James Gruebele, former CEO of 

Dairyman's Cooperative Creamery Association. Quota and the possibility of terminating the 

program was something that was discussed during the group's meetings. In 2005, the California 

Milk Advisory Board (CMAB) commissioned a study of California's dairy industry that focused 
Ok 

on how the industry could be successful in the face"mounting environmental challenges and 

global competition. CMAB hired McKinsey & Company to study the California dairy industry 

and make recommendations about strategies the industry could pursue to meet the dairy farmers ' 
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challenges with increasingly onerous environmental regulation and associated costs . One of the 

options put forward was the idea of creating a debt obligation or bond that would be paid back 

from the pool, but which would provide revenue for quota holders to pay for costs associated 

with meeting new environmental regulations. 

Summary of California State Level Review of the Ouota Program 

In 2007, then CDFA Secretary Kawamura established an Advisory Committee to analyze 

the current situation of California milk pool quota and consider possible changes to quota .; The 

Committee was asked to "explore if quota should continue, be modified or retired.";; These 

three options had subset questions, including identifying various modification or retirement 

plans, the advantages or disadvantages of each option, legal or legislative requirements for 

modification or retirement, and the financial consequences of modification or retirement. The 

committee was also requested to "seek producer input prior to making recommendation to 

Secretary for action." 

The conunittee members and the process they undertook are summarized in The 

California Dairy Review from August 2007, published by CDFA. The committee held six public 

meetings on the issue and undertook an "in - depth review of the California milk pooling 

program - past and present." This publication also summarized some of the areas that generated 

the most discussion of the committee, including an analysis of the price formula, the financial 

and legal investment needed to buyout quota, how such a buyout would be funded, and Regional 

Quota Adjusters (RQA's) ;;; (Exhibit A). 
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On August 9, 2007, the committee issued its QRC (Quota Review Committee) Executive 

Summary. iv After review, the committee of II voted as follows: Quota Unchanged (6 votes), 

Modify Quota (0 votes), Retire Quota (5 votes). Since the required supermajority for retirement 

was not met (8 of 11), the recommendation was that quota be left unchanged. 

Similar to the Dairy Institute of California discussions regarding our FMMO proposal, 

the committee tried to work through a number of different options to address a revision to the 

quota program. However, it was unable to agree on an acceptable manner in which quota could 

be modified or retired. As part of the third option (retiring quota), the committee considered a 

self-funding annuity method, a sunset provision on the quota, and a single payout via revenue 

bond funding. However, for a variety of reasons (which can be found in greater detail in 

reviewing the meeting notes of the committee V) these options were cons idered unworkable. 

The committee did make some conclusions regarding the option of leaving quota 

unchanged. These included that quota cou ld just "go away" or be retired with no value to quota 

holders (but that this outcome would be an unlikely one). It even concluded that the 

complication of quota helped them preserve the status quo system: "Quota helps protect the pool. 

If we (dairy producers) move to a referendum to change one aspect of quota/pooling, everything 

may be up for evaluation."vi They also found that quota added complexity to the California 

pricing structure, " increasing the difficulty to understand the system." 

The committee was unab le to agree on a way that the quota system could be altered when 

its only task was to look at the system in isolation of other provisions. It is also interesting that 

the group recognized that no more quota would be issued without growth in Class I and 2 milk 

utilization growth. Given the difficulty the committee had grappling with changes to quota, it is 
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not surpris ing that the cooperatives' proposal does not attempt to alter the quota system in a way 

that might lead to easier integration into and greater compatibil ity with the way existing FMMOs 

work. 

Placing Ouota within a Califomia FMMO 

As I discuss below, we have struggled with the quota issue for this proceeding, but it is 

important, I believe, to recognize that our struggle is not new, is not unique to our organization's 

discussions, and is not unique to this proceeding. Our belief is that our difficu lty grappling with 

how to place quota into a California Federal Order is actually natural since the concept of quota 

does not fit comfOliably within the FMMO framework. 

While there have been various plans in FMMO's (such as Base-Excess plans in old 

Orders 4, 5, 7, 11 . and 46) in the past, we understand that authorization for those provisions have 

expired (see Exhibits B through E). One of the central features of FMMOs is to require that 

minimum regulated uniform class prices are paid by handlers, and in tum that minimum uniform 

prices be paid to dairy falmers , subject to specific authorized adjustments. 

So, the starting point in our thinking about quota was to look at the Cooperative proposal 

and see whether it would work, given our understanding of the purposes and goals ofFMMOs. 

We have already noted our concerns about the mandatory pooling aspects of the Cooperatives' 

proposal. These concerns include its lack of traditional pooling standards that would direct milk 

to Class I uses and the way that it captures all manufacturing plants in the state as pool plants, 

not allowing those plants to operate as non pool plants . The consequences of what we view as the 

implications of mandatory pooling were discussed in earlier testimony. 
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Whcn we examined the cooperative proposal, we first concluded that the non quota blend 

price concept (setting aside the quota premium payment first from overall producer settlement 

fund proceeds), does not properly address the issue of out-of-state dairy fanner milk that will end 

up being part of any FMMO pool. Historically, out of state fatmers' milk was credited at the 

plant blend under the California State Order (CSO). Those fanners could not, and did not, own 

any quota and the plant blend they received compensated them for the fact that they did not have 

the opportunity to receive a quota price. It is, of course, the case that FMMOs have the right to 

pool out of state milk, unlike the CSO. However, we believe that the out of state milk must 

receive the traditional FMMO blend price without subtraction of the quota premium. 

The 1996 Fann Bill language, which to my knowledge, did not specifically amend the 

AMAA, is as follows: " ... The order covering California shall have the right to reblend and 

distribute order receipts to recognize quota value." I will discuss this provision a bit more below, 

but our view is that provision does not alter uniform payment provisions of the Act (7 USC 

§608c(5)(B)) or the "trade barrier" language (7 USC §608c(5)(G)). While a California FMMO 

can (and should) include out of state milk in its marketwide pool, it is our view that paying the 

quota premium before calculating the FMMO non quota blend price clearly expands the 

California quota program to cover out of state milk, something it does not do today. 

Based on the foregoing, our starting point is that USDA must instead establish first a 

traditional FMMO producer settlement fund in order to pay unifonn prices to dairy farmers who 

could never own quota and, as proposed, will not be permitted to own quota going forward. Even 

if out of state producers were allowed to purchase quota today, the fact remains that original 

issued quota, which was never available to out of state dairy farmers, was free. As we heard in 
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testimony from Desert Hills Dairy, some of those out of state fanners have been shipping to 

California Class I plants for generations. 

Given our view that out-of-state producers must be paid a traditional blend, our first 

thought was that we would have two pools, or pool calculations. One would pay the full order 

blend price to out-of-state producers first. The remaining funds would be apportioned to all 

California producers in the pool on the basis of quota and non quota prices that would be 

calculated after the payments to out of state producers have been made. Under our original 

concept, there would have been no option for California producers to opt out of the quota/non 

quota payout system, and no option for them to receive a traditional order blend. Based on our 

earlier concerns about mandatory pooling, our concept as we were thinking about it would also 

have allowed for handlers to elect not to pool their milk, subject to repooling restrictions. 

We next examined the consequences of this quota concept. There has been discussion of 

an Arizona pool distributing plant that is presently fully regulated on the Arizona FMMO, yet 

with significant route disposition into California. We believe from our knowledge of that plant 

that it will likely easily meet the § 1051.7(a) "pool distributing plant" definition under either 

proposal I or 2. We see at least two additional problems with the cooperatives' treatment of 

'S \ \- \.AA. \ Q.(\ 
quota as applied to that operation (or any other similarly ~uatioli operation that this is located 

out of state and ends up being fully regulated under a new California FMMO). 

First, it is our understanding that this plant receives producer milk from both Arizona and 

California dairy farmers. Again, we assert the Arizona dairy farmer milk must receive the 

traditional FMMO blend price and not the non quota blend price. But the California dairy fanner 

shipping to that plant almost certainly owns no quota based upon CDFA's quota holding 

requirements . So then, we have two dairy fanners, both shipping to an Arizona milk plant who 
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today receive the traditional FMMO blend price under the Arizona FMMO. Ifproposal I were 

adopted, but with the requirement that out of state milk be paid a traditional blend, the two 

producers would find themselves treated differently - the Arizona producer getting the 

traditional blend price and the California producer receiving the lower non quota blend price. 

That result makes us extremely uncomfOltable, both I) because that California dairy farmer is 

currently receiving the Arizona FMMO blend price today and would, just because a new 

California FMMO is created, receive a lower price that is not a traditional FMMO blend price, 

and 2) because that California dairy fanner slUpping across state lines into that Arizona plant 

would receive a lower FMMO minimum price than the Arizona farmer simply because of his 

farm's location. 

The second problem we identified is that the Arizona plant will be contributing to the 

quota premium through the pool on any California milk it purchases, unlike what happens today. 

To the extent that that plant attracts a milk supply today using at least the full FMMO traditional 

blend, the logical economic impact is that the California milk supply will look to recoup some or 

all of that lost revenue through over-order premiums. This will increase the Arizona plant's 

procurement costs and disadvantage that plant in distributing products into the state, and as a 

result will in a "manner limit," the marketing of milk products into California. That is our 
" Ca.VI'C'{ '(\\ 0-.. 

thinking. So when examining these transactions between dairy farmers and out of state pool 

distributing plants, we conclude that such plants and the dairy fanners who supply them, must be 

subject to the traditional FMMO blend price program, just like out of state dairy farmers whose 

milk is pooled under the order. 

A California dairy farmer slUpping to the Arizona plant as we just described, will most 

certainly have neighboring dairy farmers in California who will be subject to the California quota 
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program. Today, that Califomia farmer shipping to an Arizona pool distributing plant receives 

the traditional FMMO blend price, while the CSO producer, on his overbase milk, receives the 

state's announced overbase price. This situation is a consequence of the CSO and FMMO 

pricing systems existing side by side. Under a California FMMO as proposed by the 

cooperatives, and with the modifications that we believe will need to be made, you would now 

have two dairy farmers, located near each other, receiving non-uniform regulated prices under 

the FMMO. The only thing creating that new problem is the geographical distribution of their 

milk to plant locations in different states under a California FMMO with quota/non quota 

pncmg. 

The cooperatives will maintain that the situations we describe are why the order needs to 

take quota off first and establish a non quota blend for all milk, including out of state milk. But 

our view is that paying producers differently (as on the basis of quota holdings) would seem to 

violate the notion that all producers should receive a unifollll price, with the exception of 

allowable adjustments. This is particularly true because the Fann Bill language merely says -

" .. . The order covering California shall have the right to reblend and distribute order receipts to 

recognize quota value." The cooperatives and their supporters have used many terms or phrases 

that do not appear in the legislation that we believe alters the meaning of the words used by 

Congress (see Exhibit F). Of particular note is the fact that the Califomia Food and Agricultural 

Code, Section 62712(e), says: "All pool quotas initially determined pursuant to Section 62707 

shall be recognized and shall not in any way be diminished." Congress could have used that 

precise phrase, but did not. Nor did Congress amend the provisions requiring uniform payment 

to producers or those preventing "barriers" to out-of-state milk (§608c(5)(B)) and (5)(G)). Even 

if the cooperatives ' altered interpretation is correct, Congress did not say that the value of quota 
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could only be recognized in the fashjon presented in proposal I . Indeed, the cooperatives take it 

even further by enhancing the value of quota at the expense of out-of-state milk, rather than 

simply recognjzing quota . The difficulties associated with fitting quota into the FMMO structure 

is a conundrum that was not created by the Dairy Institute. 

So our belief is that USDA cannot treat those two Califomja dairy fanners differently 

relying on the "recognize quota value" language. The combined weight of these concerns is 

what brought us to our proposal as subrllitted to USDA, and is part of Proposal 2 as contained in 
,,1-

Exhibit. First, all out of state producers will receive the traditional FMMO blend for their rnjlk 

pooled in Californja. For Californja, the basic concept is that there are two options for 

producers. Producers may continue to receive quota/non quota prices, or they may opt to be paid 

the traditional FMMO blend for the Californja order. The traditional blend value applicable to 

those producers who elect to be paid on a quota/non quota basis will be transferred to Californja 

Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) for reblending and distribution to producers. By 

giving producers the choice to opt out of quota/non quota pricing, our view is that uillform 
w~O 

payment provisions of the Act are satisfied because it is the producert are electing to be paid 

differently, as opposed to the order requiring that they be paid differently. We also note that by 

paying the traditional blend, rather than the non quota price, to out of state producers, we are not 

creating a trade barrier with respect to such milk. 

An overview of the quota provisions and the operation of the producer settlement fund is 

as fo llows. Quota terms and reporting requirements are defmed in § I 051.11 . The "opt out" 

provision (§ 1 051 .68) for producers who wish to be paid on the basis of a tradHional FMMO 

blend is also included. Provisions regarding payments to the producer-settlement fund are 

contained in § 1051.71, while payments from the producer settlement fund are specified in 
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§ 105 1.72 . The proposed order language also contains provisions for partial payments to 

producers and cooperative associations (§ I 05 1.73). We also note that our proposal contains plant 

locations adjustments for producer milk and nonpool milk (§ I 051.75) as is common in all other 

FMMOs. 

I believe that most here are aware that we modeled these provisions on the Oregon 

program. The language used in the pool payments provisions are based on those in the Oregon-

Washington order as published in the Federal Register (34 Fed. Reg. 17684, 17711-17712 

(October 31,1969.)) The mechanism for irrevocable election by a California dairy fanner is 

found in § I 051 .68. Under this provision, the market administrator gives initial notice of his 

intent to make payment of producers ' returns to producers who participate in the quota program, 

M\''''-
which would be any California producer whosei'aiiii is received at a California plant. So 

.\-0 
producers are "in" unless they choose ;1 irrevocablY" 'opt out" in writing before the I" day of the 

month that they want to be paid the unifonn (order blend) price. 

The partial payment would essentially work as with other FMMOs (§105 1.73). A partial 

payment will be made by handlers to producers who are not being paid through cooperatives for 

milk received during the first IS days of the month. Such payments to individual producers will 

be made on or before the 26th of the month. Partial payments for milk received from cooperative 

association members must be made on or before one day in advance of the date that such 

payment is required to be made to individual producers. Payments for milk received from 

cooperative association pool plants or from §105 1.9(c) or §1051.9(d) handlers must also be made 

on or before one day in advance of the date that such payment is required to be made to 

individual producers. Partial payments are to be made at not less than the lowest class price for 

the preceding month. Provisions are made for payments by handlers to producers and 
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cooperative associations in unusual circumstances, such as death or inability to locate the payee 

in order to make payment. The infonnation that must accompany payments to producers is also 

specified. 

Under § I 051. 71, handlers make payments to the producer settlement fund. These 

payments must be made no later than the 15 th day after the end of the month. Payment shall be 

the amount, if any, that the total value of milk to the handler is in excess of the aggregate amount 

paid to producers or cooperative associations. 

In order to calculate and facilitate payment of the traditional FMMO blend and then the 

quota value, 100% ofthe final payment would be made to the Market Administrator. The 

Market Administrator pursuant to § I 051.72 would calculate an amount due each producer based 

upon the volume of producer milk times the producer price differential (at location value under 

§ 1051.75), plus butterfat pounds times the butterfat price, plus the protein pounds times the 

protein price, plus the pounds of other solids times the other solids price, make the adjustment, if 

any, for somatic cell adjuster, reduced by the partial payment made under § I 051.73 and less an 

amounts due for market services under § I 051.86 and less authorized deductions from the 

producer. Final payment is usually a handler function, but given that money will need to move to 

CDFA for distribution, we could not find a way to recognize quota, meet the requirements to pay 

unifonn prices to producers, and leave this final distribution in the hands of handlers. 

California dairy fanners who do not elect to leave the California quota program would 

have all monies due paid by the Market Administrator to CDFA for redistribution of order 

proceeds under California's quota program (§ 1051.72(c)(2)). Out of state dairy fanners and 

those California fanners who elect under § I 051.68 to irrevocably receive the traditional FMMO 

blend, would be paid directly or as a handler payment to their cooperatives for their milk based 
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upon this method, unadjusted for quota (§ 1 051.72(b) and (c)(1 ». lndividual producers must be 

paid on or before the 181h day after the end of the month, while funds would be paid to 

cooperative associations and CDFA on or before the 161h day after the end of the month. 

In putting together this proposal, we knew that there was some risk that the quota 

program would erode over time even as the Oregon program did over 18 plus years, but we also 

acknowledge that USDA's Preliminary Economic Analysis conclusions were significantly faster 
.~ 

(in light of Oregon history) than we anticipated. Despite the Preliminary Economic Analysis 

conclusions on a pure economic basis, we continue to recognize that quota has had more "staying 

power" than would be suggested by looking at just the revenue stream of various alternatives. 

As noted above, regarding California non quota holders support for the quota, there is something 

more going on that is undergirding the California quota system. 
()~ G \)t (.>, 

eOliA Exhibit 61"'Ntble AB shows that more than 50% of the Farmers in California own 

30% or less production quota. Farmers with more than 50% of the solids production hold less 
,[~IAO \-'0-

than 35% of the total production. Doing some calculations with the data in this table suggests 

that at least 62% of the producers representing 63% of the pool milk would receive a higher price 

under a traditional blend, than under quota/overbase pricing. Strictly speaking and looking at 

pure economics, one would think that political support for quota would be low. But that is 

hardly the case. As such, it may be that the economic decisions suggested by the Preliminary 

Economic Analysis and Mr. Hatamiya's testimony may not happen in the time frame expected. 

Regardless, the Dairy Institute does propose to "recognize quota" value, but not in the manner 

done by the cooperatives under proposal I , and it is what we see as the limitations of the federa l 

statute that pushed us to these conclusions. 
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So, what we proposed was based on our thinking about how to wrestle with quota within 

a California FMMO. It attempts to reflect both the Farm Bill language about recognizing quota, 

and the AMAA provisions that speak to uniform prices to producers and trade barriers. But the 

foregoing is not the end ofthe story or our discussions. We have certainly looked at options 

throughout this Hearing. While we do not have consensus, we have discussed an alternative 

concept that the Secretary might consider when reviewing his options for a California FMMO. 

Recognizing the Value of Quota 

A number of witnesses in this hearing, and a number of reports on the histOlY of FMMO 

and CDFA milk regulation, have described the market chaos and inequity that preceded 

government milk price and pooling regulation. Some producers had a significant price 

advantage because they marketed their milk to the more lucrative Class I market. Other 

producers engaged in "destlUctive" competition to gain part of the higher-valued market. 

Cooperatives had little bargaining leverage to help even the playing field, and handlers played 

one group of producers against the other. 

At the request of dairy farmer cooperatives, USDA created milk orders that required 

handlers to pay classified minimum milk prices, based on the handlers' use of milk, and 

distributed a revenue blend or uniform price to producers irrespective of handlers' use of their 

milk. In the FMMO model, producers who enjoyed a Class I advantage before regulation 

immediately lost their favored status and received the same unifOlm price as other producers 

when marketwide pooling became effective. 

California's route was somewhat different. From the 1930's to the late 1960's, CDFA 

regulated minimum milk prices, but did not provide for market-wide pooling of milk revenues. 
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Producers who sold to Class I plants, therefore, received a much higher price than producers 

who did not have a Class I market. 

The Gonsalves Pooling Act, and the subsequent pooling plan, sought to introduce market-

wide pooling to the California system, but attempted to do so gradually. Producers with a high 

share of the Class I market before pooling were permitted to retain the benefit of historic use of 
.:::I-

their milk in Class J through the quota allocations they received, entitling them to a higher quota 

pool price on those allocations. This, it was thought, would induce the high Class I producers to 

approve of a pooling system. The expectation was that more quota would be issued to the less 

favored producers as Class I sales increased, and pool revenue distribution would eventually 

equalize among producers. As we know, this did not happen. In nearly 50 years since revenue 

pooling was first authorized in Califomia, the state dairy industry, CDFA, and the state 

legislature have grappled unsuccessfully with the problem of quota and methods by which 

uniform pricing, following the federal model, might be achieved. 

The 2014 Farm Bill authorized federal milk order regulation for California with a caveat 

that USDA "recognize quota value." The cooperative proposal (proposal I) assumes that 

Congress allowed USDA to incorporate the current state quota system into a federal milk order. 

Perhaps so, but if this is the only option Congress intended it would have been easy to express it 

clearly. 

A problem with incorporation of quota into a federal milk order is the tension it creates 

with the purpose of the AMAA. The Federal Court of Appeals decision in Blair v. Freeman, 

370 F.2d 229 (D.C. Cir. 1966), has interesting parallels with the quota issue. In that case, USDA 

provided a "nearby" price differential to producers located close to popUlation centers and close 

to fluid milk plants that supplied the market. "The nearby differential was designed by the 
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Secretary to compensate nearby producers for the reduction in their share of the fluid milk 

market resulting from their inclusion in the blended uniform price system." Blair at 236. 

Noting that "the core of the Congressional program was a uniform minimum price for producers 

that did not tum or vary with" handler use of milk, the Court held: " irrespective of motive, the 

Act forbids consideration of the use to which the milk of a particular producer or class of 

producers is put, historically or potentially, in adjusting the uniform minimum price to be paid to 

such producers." Blair at 237. 

So, is adjustment of producer prices by quota - a payment based on historic use of the 
1\ c.-\ ,~ 'i, ~ :r.. 

quota holder's SNF volume - permitted? In our view, no, unless the 2014 Farm Bill is read very 

differently (and we don't think it can or should be). But even ifit is, it would still be in tension 

with the "core" AMAA objectives of market-wide revenue pooling, provisions that were not 

modified by Congress. 

Our view is that the Secretary has the potential opportunity to equalize milk revenue 

distribution among Califomia producers as is done in all current federal milk order markets. As 

long as the "value of quota" is recognized, this might be done gradually or quickly. But the US 

Secretary of Agriculture should be reluctant to perpetuate, with no end in sight, a payment 

system that strikes at the heart of the federal program. 

If "incorporation" of the existing quota plan into federal regulation is authorized, USDA 

should expressly reserve the option to gradually correct any non-uniformity in the distribution of 

milk revenues to California producers. A means to commence that process in the near future, or 

whenever the Secretary may deem it appropriate, can be incorporated by a simple addition under 

"miscellaneous" provisions at the end of a Federal Milk Marketing Order for California, as 

follows: 
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Sec. 1051.91. The Administrator may, by notice and comment rulemaking, 
prescr\be a procedure or method to equalize blend prices among producers by 
removmg from thIS order provIsIOns relatmg to (layment of a quota premIum for 
some milk, and non quota price for other milk. Tliese telms are defined in Section 

· 105117 

\05\ ., \ . 

Although the efforts of the dairy industry and regulators in California have not resulted in 

a solution to the quota problem, these efforts have been constrained by state law that does not 

constrain USDA's innovation in fmding alternative ways to "recognize quota value." 

We have not found a consensus solution that addresses all of the concerns we have 

outlined in the relatively short time since USDA received the cooperative proposal. Clearly, 

California producers are on a regulatory train that perpetuates a form of the current quota system. 

But given time, USDA may corne up with solutions. We have, however, considered another 

solution. 

For example, quota certificates could be converted to freely-negotiable instruments, 

unrelated to milk or SNF production, having the same "total economic value" of quota espoused 

by Cooperatives' witness Mr. Lon Hatamiya. Before proceeding, we should note, however, that 

the current quota price of$525 may overstate value of total quota. In a recent publication, Dan 

Sunmer and Jisang Yu, The Agricultural Act oj 2014 and Prospects Jar the California Pool 

Quota Market (Journal of Agribusiness, Fall 2014, pages. 193-206 (Exhibit G)), observe that the 

rise in quota prices during the spring and summer of 20 14 may be attributed to a producer 

perception of lower risk in quota ownership due to the Farm Bill (page 204). The authors also 

suggest that if an FMMO produces higher milk prices, the value of quota will diminish, and that 

the opportunity of plants or producers to depool in an FMMO would also diminish quota value. 
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To my understanding, the view of Sumner and Yu seem to suggest that Mr. Hatamiya's 

calculation of total economic value of quota is probably nearly as high as it can get. The fact that 

interest rates are currently low would also drive up quota prices, since it takes a greater 

investment to produce a target income stream when interest rates are low than when interest rates 

are high. However, for the purpose of constructing an example, we use Mr. Hatamiya's 
,~ 

estimate. Thus, the total economic value I nearly $1.2 billion, which creates, for all quota 

owners, an annual income stream of$139,329,759.23 (Exhibit 54, p. 16). That is the annual 

payout at variable quota rates, with some payments adjusted for farm location (RQAs). 

Converted to equal monthly installments, the quota payouts total $11,610,813 .27 per month. 

Several witnesses, including Mr. Hatamiya, likened the quota investment and payout to 

an annuity. An annuity is a similar asset providing an income stream over time from the annuity 

price investment. An annuity investor may determine what income stream a fixed investment 

will produce over variable durations of annuity payouts, or determine what amount of annuity 

investment is required to produce a targeted income stream over a targeted period of time. For 

quota in the aggregate, we know the investment value (- $1.2 billion) and the periodic income 

stream payment (- $11.6 million per month). So the full economic value of quota can be 

recognized by an annuity calculation to determine the number of months a payout of $11 .6 

million needs to be made to conform to the full $1 .2 billion current economic value. 

Fortunately, the calculation required is made fairly simple by banking web site annuity 

calculators, such as the calculator on the bankrate.com website. For the calculation, a growth 

rate is also required. We used an investment growth rate of 0.01 % because of current low 

interest rates and the need to impute conservative, low-risk investments for this purpose. Any 
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imputed growth rate would project an increase in quota prices and thereby total economic value 

as defined in this example. Quota provides an income stream and not necessarily investment 

growth; so we use a nominal growth rate in the annuity calculator. Thus, on the annuity 

calculator, the starting principal is $1,163,388,061.5; the withdrawal amount is $11,610,813.00, 

and the growth rate is 0.01 %. The solution to the inquiry - length of payouts, is 8.36 years 

(Exhibit H). In other words, recognition of the "value of quota" can be fully accomplished by a 

payout over 8 years and 4 months of exactly the same monthly amount now being paid to quota 

owners. 

The sum of such value could be designated an obligation or debt of the California milk 

pool (except USDA should still deal with out of state milk in an appropriate way), and paid out as 

a form of annuity over a period of about 8.4 years. An illustration of this is shown on an annuity 
U\'i\'o,-\:- \-\ (;, 1;- e.~ \'\\ '0\ 'C HlP 

calculation from the bankrate.com website, attached. The amount paid each month to retire the 

debt, in this illustration, is exactly the amount that is paid out each month in the form of quota 

premium milk prices, as calculated by Mr. Hatamiya. 

As we noted throughout this testimony, quota remains difficult to incorporate into an 

Ie. C~ {\I -t' V'-\ 
FMMO. The solution contained in proposal 2 sought to FBSSRG the issue ()treconciling quota 

with the need to pay producers uniformly and avoid putting up a trade barrier by forcing out of 

state producers to receive the overbase price. In our view, proposal 1 has the shortcomings of its 

mandatory pooling aspects, its perpetuation of non-uniform payment to producers, and its 

denying the traditional order blend price to out of state producers. We have looked at options 

other than what was contained in our proposal as a way to recognize quota value. The annuity 

proposal discussed above is one such example. Dairy Institute does not endorse this particular 
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solution at this time, but it illustrates that there are solutions that " recognize quota value" without 

unending perpetuation of non-uni form blend prices to producers. 

i California Dairy Review, 2007 Quota Review Committee Special Edition, found at 
https:llwww.cdfa.ca. gov/dai fy/pd ffguotare vie w/dai ryrevicwspecia led ition.august2007 - \ . pel r 

ii Draft Guidel ines for Task Force, found at https:llwww.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/pdf/quotarevicw/blueribbonguidelines.pdf 

iiiCalifomia Dairy Review Publication, pages 1-2. 

iv QRC Executive Summary. August 9, 2007, found at hnps: //www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/pdf/quotarevicw/mon::mn.08· 
09-07.pdf 

v California Department of Food and Agriculture website, at https:llwww.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/quota review.hlml 
~ ld. at 2. 

20 



Draft Guidelines for Blue Ribbon Task Force on Dairy Quota as requested 
by the State Board of Food and Agriculture. 

Members of the Task Force are asked to explore if quota should continue, be modified 
or retired. These guidelines are intended to assist the Task Force in orderly 
deliberations so that input will be inclusive and extensive from the dairy producers prior 
to developing any recommendation(s) to the Secretary. 

Option #1 

• Should the existing quota system continue without change? 
• What are the advantages and disadvantages to producers? 

Option #2 

• Should the quota system be modified? 
• Identify the various modifications possible and what are the advantages and 

disadvantages of each. 
• Determine legal and legislative requirements for each modification. 
• What are the financial consequences of each modification . 
• Determine preferred modification. 

Option #3 

• Should quota be retired? 
• Develop a definition on what it means to retire quota. 
• Determine alternative methods to retire quota. 

o Determine advantages and disadvantages of each alternative. 
o Determine legal and legislative requirements for each alternative. 
o Determine financial impact of each alternative. 
o Determine preferred alternative. 
o Deterrnine process to accomplish preferred alternative. 

With the three preferred options above, seek producer input prior to making 
recommendation to Secretary for action. 

EXHIBIT 

1% 
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2007 Quota Review 
Committee Special Edition 

Dairy • 
~V1ew 

August 2007 

California Quota Review Committee 
Completes Analysis of Pool Quota 

At the request of the State Board of Food and Agriculture, 
Secretary Kawamura established an Advisory Committee 
to analyze the current situation of California mil k pool 
quota and consider possible changes to quota for the 
future. The Committee was made up of 11 dairy producers 
from various regions of the State with a wide range in 
production volume and quota holdings. Producers also 
held varied affi li at ions with dairy cooperatives, dairy trade 
and other associations. The Committee was charged by 
the Secretary with exploring three quota options. The 
three areas of review were as follows: 

Should the current pool quota system be: 
7) continued with no adjustments; 2) modified; 3) retired? 

Committee Chair 

Ann Silva, Tracy 

Committee Members 

Domenic Carinalli, Sebastopol 

Ben Curti, Tulare 

Frank Faria, Esca lon 

Frank Konyn, Jr., Escondido 

Dennis Leonardi, Ferndale 

Steve Maddax, Riverdale 

Brad Scott, Moreno Va lley 

Richard Shehadey, Fresno 

Pete Vander Poel, Tu lare 

Ray Veldhuis, Winton 

,, \ I I 

:(2dfa 
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California Department of Food and Agriculture 
A.G. Kawamura , Secretary 

The Committee undertook significant reviews of the 
three options by conducting six public meetings 
beginn ing May 23,2007 and ending August 9,2007. 
During these meetings the Committee used a systematic 
approach to identifying and discussing quota. 

"The Committee's diligent effort in 
analyzing the three quota options and 
presenting a recommendation to Secretary 
Kawamura was an incredible achievement" 

-Ann Silva 

The process required input from all members, including 
sharing of t heir own ideas, as well as comments and 
opinions they have heard from other producers. 
Comments from the public were allowed at each of the 
six meetings. Public comment and input on the creation 
and historical operation of t he quota system was helpful 
to the Committee as they ana lyzed the three options. 

To aid the Committee in studying the issues at hand, 
they undertook an in-depth review of the California 
milk pooling program- past and present. This included 
a review of why mi lk pooling was introduced, what 
amendments have been made to the program since its 
inception, and what is required to make changes to the 
current system. Part of the discussion was to identify 
what quota does, and does not do (i.e. quota does not 
increase or reduce total producer revenue, but rather it is 
merely a method to sharing existing California farmgate 

Continued next page 



revenues). The California classified milk pricing system 
determines how much fa rmgate revenue is generated. A 
study of the milk pricing system was not included in the 
Secretary's charge to the Committee and therefore, was only 
an ancillary part of the Committee's review. 

The process of reviewing pool quota fostered requests for 
additional data. Further analysis showed how pool prices 
(quota and overbase) were impacted by many factors. 
These included, among other things, class price formulas, 
commodity prices, pool payout methods (fixed $1.70 spread 
versus the former variable price spread method), and 
regional quota adjusters. 

Of particular interest to the Committee was a comparison of 
overbase prices using the $1.70 differential to the variable 
payout method in place prior January 1,1994. Since the 
1994 introduction of the $1.70 spread, an extra $183 mil lion 
has been paid to overbase milk than would have been 
under the variable price spread method. Further, if the class 
price formulas that are in use today would have been in 
place over this same time period, additional revenues above 
the $183 mil lion wou ld have accrued to the overbase milk. 

Another issue that generated considerable discussion 
among Committee members was the dollar amount 
and method currently used to finance the $1.70 spread. 
Currently about $1 1.5 million dollars per month is 
allocated to paying quota milk at a rate that is $1.70 per 
hundredweight more than overbase mi lk. If all quota 
currently held by producers was bought out at May average 
market value of $492 per pound of SNF, it wou ld require a 
$1.1 bil lion payment to producers. This does not include 
underwriting and legal fees. The monthly payment requ ired 
to repay a loan of that amount would vary depending 
on the payback period and interest rate. Assuming a 
ten- year payoff at 5 percent the monthly payment wou ld 
be approximately $12 million. Concern was raised that 
overbase producers collectively may not be agreeable to 
reduce mi lk revenue by an additional $500,000 per month 
to facilitate a quota retirement. 

Regional Quota Adjusters (RQAs), which are reductions 
to the standard $1.70 per hundredweight Quota milk 
can receive above Overbase milk, were reviewed by 
the Committee. The level of the RQA reductions vary by 
geographic area and range from $0.00 per hundredweight 

in Southern California to -$0.27 per hundredweight for 
farms located in Fresno, Kings and Tu lare counties. After 
taking the RQA reductions into account, Quota milk 
receives a higher net amount than overbase, ranging 
from $1.70 more per hundredweight in Southern 
California to $1.43 more per hundredweight in Fresno, 
Kings and Tulare counties. The committee considered 
various RQA options including one to equalize RQAs to 
the same level which would result in all Quota milk across 
the state receiving $1.55 per hundredweight more than 
Overbase milk. A concern by some of the committee was 
the need to hold a referendum to make adjustments to 
RQAs. After discussing the pros and cons of each option 
the Committee decided to recommend no change to 
RQA levels. 

Another scenario that the Committee discussed was 
the possibility that the next milk price downturn could 
cause a movement in the producer community to 
seek termination of the California pooling system. To 
terminate the pooling system would require a super
majority vote of California producers. At least 51 percent 
of producers would have to participate. 80th 51 percent 
of producers voting by number AND 65 percent of 
milk volume (or 65 percent by number AND 51 percent 
by volume) wou ld be needed for pool termination. 
After this discussion, the Committee concluded that a 
termination of the Ca lifornia pooling system (without a 
quota buyout) is unlikely in the next five years. 

At the final meeting the Committee voted unanimous 
support for California producers to keep a pool ing 
system. The Committee also voted unanimously 
against just modifying the current system. Then the 
Committee discussed whether to vote to retire quota 
or to leave quota unchanged. After reviewing the pros 
and cons between these two remain ing choices, the 
Committee preferred the status quo opt ion to leave 
quota unchanged. The Committee instructed CDFA staff 
to communicate a summary of the Committee's work 
to the state's dairy producers through the Department's 
monthly dairy newsletter. "The Committee's report wi ll 
be a helpful record for a future review of pool quota. The 
Committee's diligent effort in analyzing the three quota 
options and presenting a recommendation to Secretary 
Kawamura was an incred ible achievement" said Chair 
Ann Silva as the sixth meeting concluded. 

links to Quota Review Committee Documents on CDFA Website 

1. Final Narrative Summary of All Committee Meetings (this Report) http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/QRB Info/OairyReviewSpeciaIEdition.August2007.pdf 

2. Committee's August 9, 2007 Report (long version) http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/QRB Info/Morgan.08-09-07.pdf 

3. Committee's July 27, 2007 Report (long version) http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/QRB Info/Morgan.07-27-07.pdf 

4. Notes from six Committee Meetings http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/QRBlnfo/findings.html 

5. Instructions from Secretary Kawamura to the Committee http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/QRB Info/BlueRibbonGuidelines.pdf 

Milk Pooling Branch· 916-341-5901 
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Quota Review Committee Goal 

QRC Recommendation and Follow-up 

Option 1 Quota Continues Unchanged 

Option 2 Modify Quota 

Option 3 Retire Quota 
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The Quota Review Committee's Goal is to provide a 
recommendation on three milk pool Quota options to CDFA 

Secretary A.G. Kawamura on or about August 1, 2007. 
The three options are: (1) quota unchanged,' (2) modify quota,' 

(3) retire quota. 

ORC Executive Summary - August 9, 2007 
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o Quota unchanged: this is the ORC recommendation is based on our evaluation. The ORC 
had less than a required super majority vote (8 of 11) to recommend retirement. 

~ Ouota Unchanged: 6 votes 

~ Retire Ouota (annuity method or sunset): 5 votes 

o Modify Quota: not a viable option (unanimous) 

o Recommended communication to Dairy Industry. Present written communication via the 
CDFA Dairy Review, a concise summary of the ORC decision, rationale, and discussion of 
the process. The detailed support documents showing: (1) the ORC members conclusions 
from the August 9, 2007 meeting; (2) research and analysis presented in the July 27, 
2007; should be made available through the CDFA website. 

QRC Executive Summary - August 9. 2007 
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These conclusions were based on extensive discussion and evaluation by members of the QRC with outstanding 
analytical and technical support from CDFA over the course of six meetings, May 23 through August 9,. 2007. 

1. The original purpose of Quota was to stabilize the pooling system. Quota is a fixed $1.70 spread (vs. 
variable) based on a 15 year average, again to stabilize the industry. Under the current formula any increase in class 
price revenue goes to the pool (shared by all quota and overbase producers). Under the former variable spread 
class 1 price increases went exclusively to quota holders. 

2. Historically there has there has been a positive ROI and payback for having quota. The duration of 
payback and ROI is based on the purchase price or basis of quota. Calendar 2007 examples at current milk prices 
demonstrate a return of 12 to 14% and a payback period of 7 to 8 years. Quota is recognized as an investment 
asset by financial institutions in evaluating the overall Producer operations. 

3. Approximate Market value of quota: June 2007: 2,192,000Ibs SNF (daily) x $4921b (average price of quota) = 
$1,078,000,000. (averages for July $496 and August $495). 

4. Compared to the old system, quota can have a positive or negative affect on pool revenue. Some 
producers have low to no quota and are dissatisfied with the $1.70 spread. Approximately $11,500,000 (net of RQA) , 
per month is allocated from the pool to quota holders and is not available for distribution to non-quota production 
(2007 numbers). 

ORC Executive Summary - August 9, 2007 
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5. Quota could just "go away" (retired) with no value to quota holders. Although it is unlikely that quota would go 
away with no value in the "near future" (e.g. the next 5 years). 

6. Quota helps protect the pool. If we (dairy producers) move to a referendum to change one aspect of 
quota/pooling, everything may be up for evaluation. 

7. Legislatively, it is technically possible to eliminate quota and retain pooling. 

8. Quota adds complexity to our pricing structure increasing the difficulty to understand the system. 

9. Changing the quota/pooling system to mirror federal milk marketing orders would improve chances of passing 
federal legislation to pool class 1 milk from out-of-state sources. 

10. Without annual growth in class 1 and 2 milk utilization there is no more quota that can be issued. 

ORC Executive Summary - August 9, 2007 
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These conclusions were based on extensive discussion and evaluation by members of the QRC with outstanding 
analytical and technical support from CDFA over the course of six meetings, May 23 through August 9, 2007. 

1. Change Regional Quota Adjusters (RQAs): 

a. Eliminate RQAs (no change in $1.70 quota differential) = 1 (QRC votes) 

b. Variable RQA (with a fixed spread) (based on class 1, 2, 3; process will need clarity on what will the overbase 
price be drawn on) = 1 

c. Eliminate RQAs but spread cost across quota holders = pool neutral = 111 

d. RQAs unchanged = 111111 

2. Go back to pre 1994 variable spread between Quota and Overbase. Only Quota holders would get 
higher\lower Class 1, 2,3 values. 

a. NOT a viable option: 111111111 (QRC votes) 

b. This IS a viable option: 11 

< c c:lfa - . 
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3. Reinvigorate Quota. Add more value by reconstructing Pool by expanding Classes of Milk. Include and reissue 
Quota. 

4. Double Quota but cut fixed differential in half from $1.70 to $0.85 

5. Redistribute Quota to ALL producers 

6. Producer jDistributors - Calculate value of milk that is covered by Exempt Quota, compare to historical levels. 
Consider including it in Pool. 

7. Freeze the Overbase going into the Quota Pool. Link Quota Pool only to Class 1, 2, and 3. 

8. Raise the fixed differential from $1.70 to a higher level to encourage investment in Quota. 

o NOT viable options (3. through 8. above): 11111111111 

o These ARE viable options (3.-8. above): 0 

" ~ ''-
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n,ese conclusions were based on extensive disclIssion and evaluation by members of the QRC with outstanding 
analytical and technical support from CDFA over the cOllrse of six meetings, May 23 through August 9, 2007. 

Any retirement of quota requires legislative approval. 

1. Self-funding annuity method: 

a. The cash flow requirements of using an installment payout method would not require a debt instrument. 

b. The way the math could work is paying out quota on a fixed rate of return (say 6%) with the quota 
($1.70) differential no longer be paid. The differential would be used to retire quota; "$11.5 million" per 
month will payoff $1 billion in 10 years @ a rate of 5%. All producers would likely receive the Pool Blend 
Price. . 

2. Sunset on quota: 

a. Quota would continue for a 'period certain' (for example 8 or 10 years), then retired with no additional 
value paid to quota holders. 

b. During this period certain, quota would operate the same as at present. Quota holders would continue to 
have the $1.70 spread and quota could still be bought and sold at prevailing market rates. 

QRC Executive Summary - August 9, 2007 
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3. Single Payout method (revenue bond funding). This is the preferred option for the quota holders 
but not financially viable to the pool. 

a. Lump sum payment to holders of quota @ 100% of market value (for example $492 SNF Ib). 

b. The method requires a debt instrument. All producers would receive the Pool Blend Price. 

c. Typical factors and costs in underwriting a revenue bond (using 100% of market value): 

o Underwriting costs: 2 to 5% of issuance - $22,000,000 to $50,000,000; 

o Underwriting risk factors: Payment certain? Guaranteed through state taxing authority? Guarantee 
there will be no change in the Pool; e.g. going to a Federal Order? How is the payment stream 
guaranteed to the bond holder? c-l 

rc!dfa - ==-

o Interest rates reflect risk = greater the risk. higher the rate and shorter the term. For example the 
lowest risk instruments (AAA+): 

• August 8. 2007 U.S. Treasury 10 year @ 4.81 %; 30 year @ 4.96%. 

• High risk corporate bonds « B- rated) of 10 to 20 years ('junk') are in the range of 9 to 11% . 

o Issuerscan also provide a shorter term but still use a 20 year amortization. For example finance the 
entire bond in 2008 for $1,090,000,000 @ 9% with a 5 year balloon. Ergo in 2013 the bond would 
require new financing. 

QRC Executive Summary - August 9, 2007 
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3. Single Payout method (continued) : 

QRC Conclusions 

Option 3: Retire Quota 3 of 3 

d. Below is a table using a tota l issuance amount of $1 ,090,000,000. Most likely scenario would be rates of 9 to 10 % . 

Years 

Rate 5 10 15 20 

0% 18,171,014 9,085,507 6,057,005 4,542,753 

5% 20,574,567 11,563,907 8.621,713 7.195,239 

6% 21 ,077,796 12,1 04,130 9,200,240 7,810,967 

7% 21,588 ,471 12,658,852 9,799 ,572 8,452,780 

8% 22, 106,558 13.227,872 10,419.100 9,119,378 

9% 22,632,021 13,810,963 11.058.151 9,809.360 

10% 23.164 ,820 11 ,715 ,998 14,407,877 10.521 ,253 

Amount based on 2,215 ,977 SNF Quota pounds at $492 per pound . Monthly payment to repay 
$1,090,260,811 loan. 

e. Possible Scenario: a Quota retirement bond could be underwritten with a 5 to 10 year term @9 or 10% 
approximately $11,500,000 to quota holders today. This means an additional withdrawl of $2,300,000 (20% 
higher) to $1 1,500,000 (double from today). 

f. Translat ing some of these costs per CWT: 

5yrs at 10% approximately $0.6278 CWT 
10yrs at 10% approximately $0.3139 CWT 



i OOBc TITLE 7~AORlCULTURE Page 304 

RJ(tC('mcnt. RhaH not be held to be in vlolaUon of Bny 
(Jt tho antitrust laws ot thf' United states, nnd nny 
Luch agreement shall he deemed to be Inll,l!ul: PYo
I1l!1cd, That no lIuch niTc(~ment .!IhnlJ rcmnin In force 
utter the termInation ot thlll chntltcr. For the pur~ 
J>o~c at carrying out nny such ngrccmcnt the parties 
thereto Rhnll be eligible for loans trom the Reeon
Ht/1JCUOn FJnnnt.:c ClJrpoTation under .sectlon 605 ot 
'rUle J 6. Such loans fihnJl not be In excess or such 
Ittnouuts n..'l may be authorized by tho ngrccmcnts. 
(Mny 12. 1033. ch. 25. till. I. I 8 (2). 40 Slnt. 34; 
AJlr. 7. 1034. ch. 103 . I 7. 4B Stat. 52B; a. renum
bered I Ob nnd nmended Aug. 24. 1035. eh. 641. I 4. 
40 Stat. 763; June 3. 1037. ch. 200. I 1.50 Stnt. 240) 

VAr.TOITT 0)' B£CnON ArnnMUI 

Act Juno 3, 1037, ch. 2D6, I 1,60 Stilt 246, !l1!lrmed nnd 
vnlldnt.cd, nml rccnncloCfl without. chongc Lbo provie lona 01 
Ihlll IIcc~lon. &e note to seellan 001 01 lhlll li tle, 

ComTlcATION 

The provlalona now appenrlng h, this Beetlon, except 
the ntllt IKlntence, were originally enncted Il.lI pari of Gee· 
LIon B. 8ubsecUan 2, of the net of May 12, HIll. cited to 
the text, nnd formerly nppenred lUI scetlon OOB (2) of 
thll chnpter. 

The net. ot A\IStllt 24. 1035. cited to tho text. d~f{gnllted 
Fnld 8\JbaccUon 2 ns Bcctlon Ob nnd chn.ngcd tLB first 
r.cntcnco to rend ns It now Rppenrs In tbo text. 

TtnMtNA'fION 0,. Al'rL1CAnOH 'fO SOOI\I\ 

Provisions or thl8 accllon censed to npply to augnr on 
Sopt. I , 1037. Sec Acctlon 1160 of this t1Uo. 

§ GORe. Order" re~uJoting hondJing of commodity
(I) lSliullnce by Secrclruy. 

The Secretary ot A~rIcuUure shall, subject to the 
provIsions of this section, Issue, and from time to 
time fLmend, orders appl1cnble to processors, asso .. 
clnUons of producers, nnd others engaged In the 
hnndUng of any a9'rlculturnl commodIty or product 
tllC'reof spcclfied In subsection (2) of this section. 
Such persons ore- referred to In this chnpter as 
"handlers." Such orders shan regulat.e, In the man
ner hereinAfter In this section proVided, only such 
hDndling 01 such agrlculturnl commodity. or product 
thereof, ns Is In the current of intcrsto.te or foreign 
commerce, or which directly burdens, obstructs, or 
Affects, Intel'stale or foreign commerce In such com· 
modlty or product thereat. 

(2) Commoditie~ to which npplies!lJc. 
Orders Issued pursuant to this section shnll be 

appIlcable only to tIlc followIng agricultural com
modities and thc products thereot (except products 
of naval stores Dnd the products at honeybccs), or 
to any regional, or market clnsslficntion ot any such 
commodity or product; MlIk. lrults (InclUding pecans 
and wnlnuts but not Including apples. other than 
apples produced In the States of Washington, Ore
gon, nnd Idaho, nnd not includIng fruits, other than 
olives, for cnnning), tobacco, vegetables (not Includ. 
Ina vegetables, other than aspnracus, for canning), 
soybeans, hops, honeybees nnd naval storcs as In
cludcd In acctlon. 01-90 of thIs Utle nnd slandnrds 
established thereunder (Including refined or partlo.lIy 
rcfined oleoresin>' 

(3) Notice and hen ring. 
Whenevcr the Secretary of Agriculture hnD renson 

I<> bolleve that the Issuance 01 an order will tend 

I<> elteeluate thc declared policy 01 this chapter wIth 
respect to Rny commodity or llraduct thereof speci
fied In .ubscellon (2) ot this Bectlon. he ,hall give 
due notice or and nn opportunity rOI' a henring upon 
a. proposed ('Ifdcr. 

(4) Finding and fABunncc of order, 
Alter such noUce and opporlunlty lor hearing, the 

SCcretary or Agriculture shaH Issuo nn order it he 
nnds, and liCts torth In such order, upon the ev1-
dcnce Introduced at such henrlng (In addItJon to 
such other findings as may be spcclftcntJy reqUired 
by this section) thnt the Issullnce of such order and 
oJl of the terms nnd condItions thereat will tend to 
eflectuate the declared policy 01 this chapter with 
(cspect to 6uch commodity. 

(5) Milk and its product8; terms and condition. or 
orders. 

In the CQse of milk and It..s products, orders Issued 
pursuant to this section shall contain one or more of 
the followIng terms and condItions, and (except as 
provldc~ In subsection (7» no others: 

(A) Classifying milk In accordance with the form 
In which or the purpose for which It Is used, and 
fixing, or providIng n method for fixing, mlnbnum 
prices ror each such Use classification which (11J 
handlers shall pay, nnd the time when payments 
shall be made, for milk purchased from producers 
OT associations of producers. Such prices shall be 
unllorm as to all ~andlers. subject only 10 adjust
rnCUJi .-'"IT (1) volume, market, a.nd production lIlf
ferenUal. customarily applied by the hnndlcrs sub
Ject to such order, (2) the grade or quality of the 
milk purchased, and UO the locatJons o.t which de· 
Uvery of such mHk. or any use classification thereof. 
Is made to such handlers. 

IE) Providing: . 
(I) tor the payment to all producers and nssocln" 

tIons of producers deliverIng milk to the same handler 
of uniform prices for all milk delivered by them: 
Provided, That, except In the case of orders covering 
milk products only, such prOVis ion Is approved or 
fnvored by nt least three-fourths of the producers 
who, durIng Q representntlve perJod determined by 
the Secrctnry of Agr1culture, have been engaged In 
the prOduction for tnm'ket of nlllk covered In such 
order or by producers whO, during such representative 
perIod, have produced at lenst three-fourths of the 
volume of such mHk produced for market during 
such perIod: the approval required hereunder shan 
be separate And npnrt from nny othel' approval or 
dlsapproVll1 provIded tor by th1s section: or 

(II) tOT the payment to aU producers and Assocln
tlons of producers delivering milk to nll handlers of 
unltorm prices tor nU mJlk so delivered, Irrespective 
01 the Uses mnde 01 such milk by the Individual han
dler to whom It Is dcllveredi 
subject. In either cDse. only I<> ndjustments for (a> 
volume, market, nnd production dJfTercnllnls custom .. 
nrlly appllcd by t~e hnndlers subject to such or
der, (b) the grnde or quality 01 the milk delivered. 
(c) the locations nt whleh delivery of such milk I, 
mnde. and (d) a IUrther adjustment. equitably to 
npportion the total vnlue of the milk purchased by 
Rny handler, or by aU handlers, among producers 
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a.nd MSoclal1ons DC producers, on the basta of their 
marketings 01 milk during a representative period of 
time, 

eC) In ordcr to accomplish Ule purposes set forth 
In por,graphs (A) nnd (lJ) 01 this subsection (5), 
providing a method ior making adjustments In pay .. 
menta, as among hnndlers (including producers who 
n.re a.lso hnndlere;), to the end Lhnt the total sums 
pnld by eAch handler shall eQunl the vnlue ot the 
mllk purchased by hIm at l.r"c prices fixed In nCCQf(~· 
ance with pnrngraph (A) hereof. 

(0) Providing thot, In tho case 01 all milk pur
chased by handlers from nny producer who did not 
regularly sell milk during n period 01 30 dnys next 
preceding the offectlvc dnte of such order for con
sumption In the nrcn covered thereby, po.ymcnt3 to 
such producer, tor the period beginning with lhe first 
regUlar delivery by such producer nnd eontinuing un" 
til tho end 01 two lull colondar months (allowing the 
first day of th<! next succeeding calendar month, 
shall be made at the price lor the lowest use classl
ficntion spcclflcd In such order, subject to the ndjustm 
ment.s specified In paragraph CFI) of this subsection 
(5). 

(E) ProvIding U) except as to producers for whom 
such scrvlcea arc beIng rendered by n coopcrntlve 
mar~ctlnR assorlntlon, qunUfied o.s provIded In po.ra~ 
graph (F) of thLs subsection (5), for market Inror~ 
ma.tlon to producers nnd for tha verIfication ot 
weights, sampllng, and testing 01 milk purchased 
from producers, and for nmking appropriate deduc" 
tIona ther<!for from payments to producers, nnd (J1) 

for assurnnce of, and sccttrlty for, the pnyment by 
hnndlers for mlIk purchased. 

(F) Nothing contained In this subsection (5) Is 
intended or shull be construed to prevent 0. coopera
tIve marketing nssoclntlon Qua.lIfied under the ))rovi~ 
slons of sections 291 and 202 of this t!tlc, engaged L, 
mnkJng collective sales or marketlns of mHk or its 
produots for the producers thereof, from blendIng the 
net proceeds of all of It.':! sales In oJ! markets in all 
use classifications, and making dlstrlbuUon thereof 
to its producers in nccordance with the contract be~ 
tween the llssoclatlon lmd its producers: Provided, 
That It shall not sell milk or Its p'oducts to nny 
handler for use or consumption In any market nt 
pnces less thnn the prices fixed pursuant to po.ro.~ 

graph (A) 01 this subsection (5) lor such milk. 
(0) No marketing agreement or order uppllcnble 

to lh1lk nnd its prorlucts 1n nny marketing arcu sho.ll 
prohibit or In any tnanner limit, In the case 01 the 
products of milk, the marketIng In that area of any 
milk or product thereof produced In any produclton 
orea In the United stotes. 

(6) Other commodities; terms ond conditions or 
orders. 

In the co..se of fruits (including pecans nnd wal
nuts but not inclUding apples, other thAn apples pro
duced in the States or Washington. Oregon, and 
Idnho, rmd not includIng hults, other thnn oHves, for 
conning) and their products. tobacco nnd its products, 
vegetables (not hlc1udlng vegeta.bles. other thlln flS

pnrngU9. for cunning) nnd theIr products, soybeans 
and their products, hops, honeybees, and nuval stores 
n.s 'neluded In sections 01-99 of this title and 8tnnd~ 

ard. established therounder (includln; ronncd 01 

partially refined oleoresin), orders I~ued pursunnt 
to thls section shRlI contain ono or moro of the toIlO\\'~ 
Ing terms and conditio"", nnd (except "-' provided In 
subsection (7» no others. 

(A) Limiting, or providing methods tor the limita
tion or. the total Qunntlty or nny such contmodl~y or 
prodUct, or ot nny grnde. slzc. or qunllty thereof, pro .. 
duced durIng any specified perlod or periods. Which 
mny be mnrkcted in or trnnsported to any or nU mnr .. 
kets In the current of Interstate or torclgn commerce 
or so as directly to burden, obstruct, or affect tnt(!r~ 
Rtr;.te or foreign commerce In such commodity or 
product thereot. durlns a.ny specified period or 
periods by all handlers thereol. 

IB) Allotting, or providing mclhod. lor nllottlng, 
the amount of such commodlty or prClduct, or any 
grade. size, or quantity thereof, ,",'hleh cnch handler 
may purchflsc from or handlo on nehnU ot nny nnd 
all producers thereol. durlnR any specified perIod or 
perIods, under a unltorm rule based upon the amounts 
sold by such producers In such prior period as the 
Secretary determines to be representative, or upon 
the current quantIties available for snlE' 'w such pro~ 
dueers, or both, to the end that the total Quantity 
thereuf to be purchased or hnndled during nny specI .. 
fied period or periods shnn be apportioned eqUitably 
nmong producers. 

(C) Allotting, or providing methodo lor nllottlng, 
the nmount of £lny such commodity or product, Of 
nny grnde, size, or qUnlity thereol, which each hondlor 
may ffiFlrket 1n or trnnsport to any or un markets In 
the current of Interstute or foreign commerce or so 
as directly to burden, obstroct, or affect Interstate or 
foreign commerce in such commodity or product 
thcr~of. under a. uniform rule bnsed upon the r;,\nounts 
which each such handler has available fOi current 
shipment. or upon the amounts shipped by ent'h such 
handler In such prior period os the Secretary deter
mines to be representative, or both, to the cnd that 
the total qunntlty of such commodity or product, or 
any grade, size, or qunllty thereof, to be mnrketed In 
or trnnsported to nnyor aU markets In the curri!nt of 
interstate or foreign commerce or so [kS dIreotly to 
burden, obstruct, or nffect interstate or foreIgn corn .. 
mcrce In such commodity or product thereof, during 
nny specified period or periods sholl be CQultnbly 
ltpportJoned among aU of the handlers thereof. 

(0) Determining, or providing methods lor deter
mlnlng, the existence and extent of the surplus ot 
nny fiuch commodity or product. or of any grade, sIze, 
or QUaJ!ty thereof, nnd providing for the c mtrol and 
dlsposltlon of such surplus, and for equnllzlng the 
burden of such surplus elinJination or control amons 
the producers and handlers thereof. 

IE) Establishing, or providing for the establish
ment' of, reServc pools of any such commodity or 
product, or of finy grade, size, or qua11ty thereat, and 
providing lor Ihe equitable distribution of the net 
return derIved from the snle thereof among the 
persons beneficinlly Interested thcrein. 

(1) Terms common to aU orders. 
In the cose of the agricultural commQcHt1es and 

the products thereof specillen In subsection (2) orders 
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.holl cont.oJn onc or more ot the foHowlng tCI ms nnd 
condition, : 

CA) Prohibiting unfaIr methods of con!petlUon 
Bnd unfllir trade practice! In the hnndllna thereof. 

CO> Provh.llng: that (excl!pt. tor milk Bnd crcnm to 
be lioJd for consumption In fluid form) such com
modity or product thereof, or any gmdc. sl2.e, or 
QUllilly lhereol .hall be &Old by lhe handler. lhereol 
only at prices Illed by such handlers In the monner 
provided In Fouch order. 

ee} Provldl"a tor the sclcctlll1 by Ihe Secretary ot 
Asrlcullurc, or B method Cor the selection. of on 
Ill:ency or I\Hcnclcs and dcf]nlng their powers nnd 
dull c.'l, which sllnllincludc only the powers: 

W To administer such order In nccordance with 
IlB terms nnd provisions: 

(II) Tu mnke rules nnd reGulations La cficctuutc 
the tel'lflR and IJrovlslons of such order; 

(JII) To receive, Investigate, nnd !'eport to the Sec .. 
retary of Afll'icultUl'c com.plnlnts of violations of such 
order; nnd 

(Iv) To recommend to tho Sccretary of Agriculture 
amendments to liuch order. 

No person ncting os [l, member of on agency estab
lished pursuant to thIs IlRrngraph (e) ' hall be 
"eemed 10 be ocUng In nn omclnl capnclty, wilhln lh. 
meanIng oC secUon 610 <g) of thls tlt1e, unless such 
person receives compensnUon Cal' his personnl serv .. 
Ices Irorn lunds of the Unlled Stntes, 

(j) Incldent.1 to, nnd not Incon.,lslent wIth, the 
terms nnd conditions sfleclt1ed In SUbsections (5), 
(6), nnd (7) nnd necessary to errectuate the other 
provisions of such order. 

(8) Orders with mnrkcting ngrccmcnL. 
Except os provIded In subscct10n (0) ot this 5ec

tlon, no order Jssued llUrsunnt to this sec lion shnll 
become effective unUI the hnndlers (excluding coop
erottve associations of producers who nro not engnged 
In processing, distributing, 01' shipping the commod
I ty or product thereof covered by such order) of noL 
less than 60 PCI' centum of the volume of the com
modity or product thereat covered by such order 
whleh ls produced or marketed within the production 
01' marketing Gren defined In such orde!' hnve slancd 
n marketing agl'eement, entered Into pursuant to 
secUon 60Sb 01 this Wle, whIch rellUl.los lhe Imn
dling of such commodity 01' productln the same rnnn
ncr as such order, except thnt os to citrus fruits 
produced In any oren Ilfoduclng what is known os 
Calilornio citrus Irults no order Issued \lUrsuant to 
this .ub,ecllon (8) .hall become effectlv, until the 
handlers of not less thon 80 per centum ot the VOl
ume ot such commodity or product thereot covered 
by such order have Signed such n mnl'ketlng agree
ment: Provided. Thnt no order Issued pursuant to 
thb subsectlon shall be effective unless the SCcretory 
of Agriculture determines that the issuance of such 
order Is approved or favored: 

(A) By at leasl two-thirds of the producers who 
<except that ns to citrus trults produced In any area. 
producIng whnt Is known as CalIIornla cItrus fruIts 
sRld order must be npproved or !a.vored I.>y thr~
fourths of the producers). during n representative 
period determIned I.)y the Secretary. have been en
gaged, wlt,hln lhe production arc. specltlcd In such 

\lo 

nlarketing ogreement or order, In the production tor 
mnrkct of the commodity specified therein, or who. 
durIng such representative perJod, hnvc been engaged 
In the produdlon of such commodity for sale In the 
marketinG' orcn speclned In such mnrketlng ogree .. 
ment, Of order, or 

<B) By producers who, during such representative 
period, have produced for market at )cnst two-thirds 
oC the volume of such commodity produced tor mor .. 
ket. wlthln the production RreB speclllcd In such mar
kellng nsrecment. or order, or who, during such rep" 
resentatlve period, hnve produced at least two-thIrds 
of lhe volume of ouch commodIty .old wIthIn the 
markeLing oren specified In such marketIng agree .. 
ment or order. 

(9) Orders with or wilhultt roarkc.lIng ogrcCh\Cnt. 
Any order Issued pursu.nt to Ihls ,eeUon shall bo

come etrectlve In the event that, notwithstanding the 
refusal or fallufe of handlers (exclUding coopernUv6 
ns.'ioclatlons DC producers who nrc not engaged tn 
processing, distrIbutIng, or sl'lpplng lhe commodIty 
Or product thereat covered by such oruer) of more 
thnn 50 per centum of Ule volume of the commodIty 
or product thereol (except th.l .... 10 cllrus fruits 
pNduccd 1n Bny nrea prodUCing what Is known as 
CalifornIa cllru, Irult, saId per centum sl1.l1 be 80 
pcr centum) covered by such order which Is produced 
or mnrkctcd wlthln the prOduction or marketing orCa 
defined In such order to slim 0. marketing ngreement 
relntlng to such commodity or product thereof, on 
which D. hearing has been held, the Secretory ot Agrl. 
culture, wIth the approvnl at the President, deter
mines: 

(Al That the refusnl 01' Collure to slgtl a mnl'ket
ing agreement (upon which a henl'lng has been held) 
by the handlers (excluding cooperative nS!iOclations 
of producers who nre not engaged In processing, dis
trIbUting, or shIppIng the commodity or product 
thereot covered by such ordel') of mOre than 50 per 
centum of the volume of the commodIty or product 
thereof (except that as to cthus fruits produced In 
any Drell producing what 15 known ns CoHfornia. 
cltrus fruits said pcr cenl um sholl be 80 per centum) 
speetfied therein which Is produced or marketed 
withIn the prodUctIon or mnrketJng nren specified 
thereIn lends 10 prevent the effecluatlon 01 the de
clared policy 01 thIs !lUe wltl1 rcspect 10 SUCll com
mod1Ly or Pl'oduct, nnd 

(B) Th.t the Issunnce 01 sucl' order Is the only 
practical menns ot ndvancing the interests ot the 
producers of such commodity pursuant to the de
clared polley, nnd is approved or fnvorcd: 

(J) By at least two-thIrds of lhe pl'oducers (except 
that ns to eltrus Crults produced In any Bren produc~ 
Ing what Is known a, Call1omta cttrus frutts saId 
order must be npPl'oved or fnvored by three-fourths 
of the producers) who. during a representative perloct 
determined by the secretary. have becn engaged, 
wIthin the production Bren speclfled in such market .. 
1ng agrecment or order, In the production for marltet 
of the cCtmmodlty specified thcrcln, or who. during: 
such repl'esentatlve per1od, havc been cngaged In the 
pl'oduction oC such commodity [or snl0 In the mal'ket
lng oren specified In such marketing agreement, or 
order, Dr 
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policy of this chapter will be better achieved thereby (i) the com
modities of the same general class and used wholly or in part for 
the same purposes may be combined and treated as a single com
modity and (ii) the portion of an agricultural commodity devoted 
to or marketed for a particular use or combination of uses, may be 
treated as a separate agricultural commodity. All agricultural com
modities and products covered hereby shall be deemed specified 
herein for the purposes of subsections (6) and (7) of this section. 

(3) Notice and hearing. 
Whenever the Secretary of Agriculture has reason to believe 

that the issuance of an order will tend to effectuate the declared 
policy of this chapter with respect to any commodity or product 
thereof specified in subsection (2) of this section, he shall give due 
notice of and an opportunity for a hearing upon a proposed order. 

(4) Finding and issuance of order. 
After such notice and opportunity for hearing, the Secretary of 

Agriculture shall issue an order if he finds, and sets forth in such 
order, upon the evidence introduced at such hearing (in addition 
to such other findings as may be specifically required by this sec
tion) that the issuance of such order and all of the terms and con
ditions thereof will tend to effectuate the declared policy of this 
chapter with respect to such commodity. 

(5) Milk and its products; terms and conditions of orders. 
In the case of milk and its products, orders issued pursuant to 

this section shall contain one or more of the following terms and 
conditions, and (except as provided in subsection (7) of this sec
tion) no others: 

(A) Classifying milk in accordance with the form in which or 
the purpose for which it is used, and fixing, or providing a 
method for fixing, minimum prices for each such use classiflca
tion which all handlers shall pay, and the time when payments 
shall be made, for milk purchased from producers or associa
tions of producers. Such prices shall be uniform as to all han
dlers, subject only to adjustments for (1) volume, market, and 
production differentials customarily applied by the handlers 
subject to such order, (2) the -grade or quality of the milk pur
chased, and (3) the locations at which delivery of such milk, or 
any use classification thereof, is made to such handlers: 

(B) Providin,g: . 
(i) for the payment to all producers and associations of pro

ducers delivering milk to the same handler of uniform prices 
for all milk delivered by them: Provided, That, except in the 
case of orders covering milk products only, such provision is 
approved or favored by at least three-fourths of the producers 
who, during a representative period determined by the Secre
tary of Agriculture, have been engaged in the production for 
market of milk covered in such order or by producers who, 
during such representative period, have produced at' least 

If 
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three-fourths of the volume of such milk produced for market 
during such period; the approval required hereunder shall be 
separate and apart from any other approval or disapproval 
provided for by this section; or 

(ii) for the payment to all producers and associations of 
producers delivering milk to all handlers of uniform prices for 
all milk so delivered, irrespective of . the uses made of such 
milk by the individual handler to whom it is delivered; 

subject, in either case, only to adjustments for (a) volume, 
market, and production differentials customarily applied by the 
handlers subject to such order, (b) the grade or quality of the 
milk delivered, (c) the locations at which delivery of such milk 
is made, (d) a further adjustment to encourage seasonal adjust
ments in the production of milk through equitable apportion
ment of the total value of the milk purchased by any handler, 
or by all handlers, among producers on the basis of their market
ings of milk during a representative period of time, which need 
not be limited to one year; (e) a provision providing for the 
accumulation and disbursement of a fund to encourage seasonal 
adjustments in the proDuction of milk may be included in an 
order; and (f) a further adjustment, equitably to apportion the 
total value of milk purchased by all handlers among producers 
on the basis of their marketings of milk, which may be adjusted 
to reflect the utilization of producer milk by all handlers in any 
use classification or classifications, during a representative period 
of one to three years, which will be automatically updated each 
year. In the event a producer holding a base allocated under this 
clause (f) shall reduce his marketings, such reduction shall not 
adversely affect his history of production and marketing for the 
determination of future bases, or future updating of bases, ex
cept that an order may provide that, if a producer r educes his 
marketingS below his base allocation in anyone or more use 
classifications designated in the order, the amount of any such 
reduction shall be taken into account in determining future 
bases, or future updating of bases . Bases allocated to producers 
under this clause (f) may be transferable under an order on such 
terms and conditions, including those which will prevent bases 
taking on an unreasonable value, as are prescribed in the order 
by the Secretary of Agriculture. Provisions shall be made in the 
order for the allocation of bases under this clause (f)-

(i) for the alleviation of hardship and inequity among pro
ducers; and 

(ii) for providing bases for dairy farmers not delivering milk 
as producers under the order upon becoming producers under 
the order who did not produce milk during any part of the repre
sentative period and these new producers shall within ninety 
days after the first regular delivery oj milk at the price for the 
lowest use classification specified in such order be allocated a 
base which the Secretary determines proper after considering 
supply and demand conditions, the development of orderly and 
efficient marketing conditions and to the respective interests of 

\ '6 
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producers under the order, all other dairy farmers and the con
suming public. Producer bases so allocated shall for a period of 
not more than three years be reduced by not more than 20 per 
centum; and 

(iii) dairy farmers not delivering milk as producers under the 
order upon becoming producers under the order by reason of a 
plant to which they are making deliveries becoming a pool plant 
under the order, by amendment or otherwise, shall be provided 
bases with respect to milk delivered under the order based on 
their past deliveries of milk on the same basis as other producers 
under the order; and 

(iv) such order may include such additional provisions as the 
Secretary deems appropriate in regard to the reentry of pro
ducers who have previously discontinued their dairy farm enter
prise or transferred bases authorized under this clause (f) ; and 

(v) notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, dairy 
farmers not delivering milk as producers under the order, upon 
becoming producers under the order, shall within ninety days be 
provided with respect to milk delivered under the order, alloca
tions based on their past deliveries of milk during the represen
tative period from the production facilities from which they are 
delivering milk under the order on the same basis as producers 
under the order on the effective date of order provisions autho
rized under this clause (f) ; Provided, That bases shall be allo
cated only to a producer marketing milk from the production 
facilities from which he marketed milk during the representa
tive period, except that in no event shall such allocation of base 
exceed the amount of milk actually delivered under such order. 
The assignment of other source milk to various use classes 
shall be made without regard to whether an order contains pro
visions authorized under this clause (f). In the case of any pro
ducer who during any accounting period delivers a portion of 
his milk to persons not fully regulated by the order, provision 
shall be made for reducing the allocation of, or payment to be 
received by any such producer under this clause (f) to com
pensate for any marketings of milk to such other persons for 
such period or periods as necessary to insure equitable participa
tion in marketings among all producers. Notwithstanding the 
the provisions of subsection (12) of this section and the last 
sentence of subsection (19) of this section, order provisions 
under this clause (f) shall not be effective in any marketing 
order unless separately approved by producers in a referendum 
in which each individual producer shall have one vote and may 
be terminated separately whenever the Secretary makes a de
termination with respect to such provisions as is provided for 
the termination of an order in subsection (16) (B) of this sec
tion. Disapproval or termination of such order provisions shall 
not be considered disapproval of the order or of other terms of 
the order. 

(C) In order to accomplish the purposes set forth in para
graphs (A) and (B) of this subsection, providing a method for 
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MINOR CIVIL DIVIS!ONS IN THE STATE OF 
VERMONT -Continued 

RuHand city ................................ ................... .... . 
Rulland town ............... .................................. . 
Sherburne town ......................... , ............... . 
Shrewsbury town ...................................... '" 
Sudbury lown ..................................... . 
TinmoU'lh town ... , ............... " ...................... . 
WaUJnglord town ..................................... .. . 
Welistown .............................................. . 
West HaViln town .............. . 
West Rutland lown ....................................... . 

Freight 
zone (miles) 

221-225 
221-225 
226-23<> 
211-220 
221-225 
201-210 
201-210 
201-210 
201-210 
21'-220 

COUNlY IN THE STATE OF V IRGINIA 

Clalile ......... ......... .. ..... .. ···················· 1 251-250 

MINOR CIVIL DIVISIONS IN THE STATE OF WEST 
VIRGINIA 

8ERKElEY COUNTY 

Alden district ... 
Falling Waters district ........................ . 
Gerrardstown dlstricl ............... " ...... " ......... " .... . 
Hedge-svllle district ............ , ..... , .. 
~insburg dIstrict ........................... ................ . 
Mill Creek district .............................................. . 
Opequon dl5trict ... .. ............... .. 

JEFfERSON COUNTY 

Charles Town dIstrict ............................... ........ .. 
Harpars Ferry district ........................................ . 
Kablelown district ............................................ . 
MddJeway district ......... .. ............................... .. 
Sheperdstown district ...................................... .. 

241-250 
231-240 
251-200 
241-250 
241 - 250 
2SH260 
241-250 

241-250 
241-250 
251-260 
241-250 
241-250 

{26 FR 10859. Nov. 21. 1961. Redesignated at 26 
FR 12762. Dec. 30, 1961] 

PART l004-MILK IN THE MIDDLE 
ATlANTIC MARKETING AREA 

Subpart-Order Regulating Handling 

GENERAL PRoVISIONS 

Sec. 
1004.1 General provisions. 

DEFINITJONS 

1004.2 Middle Atlant ic marketing area. 
1004.3 Route disposItion. 
1004.4 Plant. 
1004.5-1004.6 (Reserved] 
1004.7 Pool plant. 
1004.8 Nonpool pla.nt. 
1004.9 Handler. 
1004.10 Producer-handler. 
1004.11 Dairy farmer. 
1004.12 Producer. 
1004.13 Producer mIlk. 
1004.14 Other souree milk. 
IOM.15 Fluid milk product. 
1004.16 Fluid cream product. 
1004.17 Filled milk . 
1004.18 Exempt milk. 

1004.19 Federat ion. 
1004.20 Cooperative association. 
1004.21 Product prices. 

Pt. 1004 

1004.22 Commercial food processing estab
li shment. 

HANDLER R EPORTS 

1004.30 Reports of receipts and utJlizatlon. 
1004.31 [Reserved) 
1004.32 Other reports. 

CLASSIFICAT ION OF MILK 

1004.40 Classes of utilization. 
1004.41 Shrinkage. 
1004.42 ClaSSification of transfers a.nd diver-

sions. 
1004.43 General classifica.tIon rules. 
1004.44 Classification of producer milk. 
1004,45 Market administrator's reports and 

announcements concerning classifica
tion . 

CLASS AND COMPONENT PRICES 

1004.50 Clas:; and component prices. 
1004.51 Basic formula prices. 
1004.52 Location differentials to handlers. 
1004 .53 Announcement of class prices and 

component prIces. 
1004.51 Equivalent prices or Indexes. 

DIFFERENTIAL POOL AND HANDLER 
OBLIGATIONS 

1004.60 Handler's value of milk for comput
ing uniform prices. 

1004.61 Computation of weIghted average 
differential price, weighted average dif
ferenttal price for base mIlk . and pro
ducer nonfat milk soUds price. 

1004.62 Computation of uniform price. 
1004.63 Announcement of weighted average 

differential price. weighted average dif
ferential price for base milk, nonfat milk 
solids price and producer nonfat milk 
solids price. 

PAYMENTS FOR MILK 

1004.70 Producer-settlement fund. 
1004.71 Payments to the producer-settle

ment fund. 
1004.72 Payments from the producer--settle

ment fund . 
1004.73 Value of producer rnllk. 
1004.74 Payments to producers and to coop

erattve associations. 
1004.75 Location dIfferentials to producers 

and on nonpool milk. 
1004.76 Payments by a handler operating a 

partially regulated distributing plant. 
1004.77 Adjustment of accounts. 
1004.78 Charges on overdue accounts. 
1004.79 Direct dellvery dtfferentlal. 
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§ 1004.86 

pursuant to § 1001.9(0). and milk trans
ferred in bulk from a pool plant owned 
and operated by a cooperative associa.
tion) and receipts of concentrated fluid 
milk products from unregulated supply 
plants and receipts of nonfluid milk 
products assigned to Class I use pursu
ant to §1001.43(e) and other source milk 
a.llocated to Class I pursuant to 
§ 1001.44(&)(8) and (3)(12) and the cor
responding step of § l004.44(b). except 
such other source rnilk tha.t 13 excluded 
from the computations ptITflUant to 
§1001.60(f) and (h); 

(b) Each handler in his capacity as 
the operator of a partially regulated 
distributing plant with respect to his 
route disposition in the marketing area 
in excess of his receipts of Class I milk 
from pool plants, cooperative associa
tions as handlers pursuant to § lOO1.9(b). 
and other order plants assigned to such 
disposition. 

[40 FR 18753. Avr. 30, 1S'75, as amended at 56 
FR 5337. Feb. 11. 1991; SO FR 61352. Dec. 3. 
1991; 56 FR 27783. May 11.1993] 

§ 1004.86 Deductions fol' marketing 
services. 

(a) Except a3 set forth in paragraph 
(b) of this section. each handler, mak
ing payments directly to producers for 
milk (other than milk of his own pro
duction) pursuant to § l004.74(a) shall 
deduct 5 cents per hundredweight or 
such lesser amount as the Secretary 
may prescribe and sha.ll pay such de
ductions to the market administrator 
on or before the 20th day after the end 
of the month. Such money shall be ex
pended by the market administra.to~~ to 
provide market information and to ver
ify or estabUsh the weights, samples 
and tests of milk of producers who are 
not receiving such service from a coop
erative association; and 

(b) In the case of producers for whom 
the Secretary determines a. cooperative 
association is actually performing the 
services set forth in paragraph (a) of 
this section, each handler shall make, 
in lieu of the deduction specified in 
paragraph (a) of this section, such de
ductions from the payments, to be made 
directly to such producer pursuant to 
§ 1004. 74(a) as are authorized by such 
producers on or before the 18th day 
after the end' of each month a.nd pay 

7 CFR Ch. X (1-1-95 Edition) 

such deductions to the cooperative ren
dering such services. 
(56 FR 6135-2, Dec:. 3, 1991] 

BASE-EXCESS PLAN 

§ 1004.90 Base milk. 
Base milk means milk received from a 

producer by a pool handler which is not 
in excess of such producer's daily base 
computed pursuant to §1001.92 multi
plied by the number of days in such 
month on which such producer's milk 
was so received: Provided. That with re
spect to any producer on every-other
day delivery. the day of nondelivery 
prior to a day of delivery. although 
such prior day is in the preceding 
month, shall be considered as a day of 
delivery for purposes of this paragraph. 

§ 1004.91 Excess milk. 
Excess milk means milk received from 

a producer by a pool handler which is 
in excess of base milk received from 
such producer during the month. 

§ 1004.92 Computation of base for each 
prod.ucer~ 

For each month of the year, the mar
ket administrator shaH compute, sub
ject to the rules set forth in § 1004.93, a 
base for each producer described in 
paragraphs (a) throug-h (e) of this sec
tion by dividing the applicable quan
tity of milk receipts specified in such 
paragraph by 153 (by 154 in the case of 
a producer on every-ather-day delivery 
schedule who delivered August 1) less 
the number of days. if any, during the 
applicable base-forming period of Au
gust through December for which it is 
shown that the day's production of 
milk of such producer was not received 
by a pool handler as described in the 
applicable paragraphs (a) through (e) of 
this section under which such produc
er's baee is computed: Provided, That in 
DO event shall the number of days used 
to compute a producer's base pursuant 
to this section be less than 120. 

(a) For any producer. except as pro
vided in paragr~phs (b) through (f) of 
this section, the quantity of milk re
ceipts shall be the total pounds of pro
ducer milk received by all pool han
dlers from such producer during the 
immediately preceding months of Au
gust through December. 
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(b) Except as provided In paragraph 
(0) of this sectioD, for any producer 
whose milk was received at a plant 
which first became a pool plant after 
the beginning of the preceding August
December period. which plant was a 
pool plant for e.t lee.st 120 de.ys during 
such period, the Quantity of milk re
ceipts to be used in the computation of 
such producer's base shall be the total 
pounds of milk received from such 
dairy farmer at such plant during the 
entire August-December period. 

(c) For any producer who on August 1 
was an Order 2 (New York-New Jersey) 
producer and who held such status in 
all or part of the 2 months of August 
and September and who otherwise was 
a producer only under this part for all 
of the remaining August through De
cember period. the Qua.ntity of milk re
ceipts shall be the total pounds of milk 
received from such dairy farmer by 
pool handlers under both orders 
throughout the August-December pe
riod. 

(d) For any producer whose milk was 
recei ved during the preceding August 
through December period at a plant 
which became a pool plant pursuant to 
§ 1004.7(&) during or afCer such August 
through December period, the quantiCy 
of milk receipts she.1I be the total 
pounds of milk received from such 
dairy farmer during such August-De
cember period by pool handlers as pro
ducer milk and at such plant as a 
nonpool plant. 

(e) [Reserve) 
(0 Any producer who made no quali

fying milk deliveries during the be.se
forming period of August through De
cember, or who relinquishes his estab-
Iished be.se pursuant to §1004.94, she.1I 
have a base renecting the percentage 
of his average dally deliveries of pro
ducer milk each month as set forth in 
the following te.ble. A new base Is 
earned on the be.sls of his milk deliv
eries during the subsequent August 
through December period. 

Percentage 
Month of produc· 

tior. as base 

Januaty and February ............ .......................... 60 
March through June ................ ~............... ......... 50 
JItoj .................................. ................................. 60 
Aug~ lhrough November .......................... _.... 70 
December ............................. .......................... 00 

§ 1004.93 

(40 FR 18753. Apr. 30. 19'75, as amended at 49 
FR 44987. Nov. 14. 1984; 56 FR 5337, Feb. 11, 
1991] 

§ 1004.93 Base rule •. 
The following rules she.lI e.pply In 

connection with the establishment of 
bases: 

(a) A be.se computed pursuant to 
paragre.phs (e.) through (e) of § 1004.92 
(except ... provided In pe.ragraph (I) of 
se.id secMon) shall be effective for the 
subsequent months of March through 
February, inclusive. 

(b) A base computed pursue.nt to 
paragraphs (a) through (e) of § 1004.92 
may be transferred only in its entirety 
to another dairy farmer a.nd only upon 
discontinuance of milk production be
cause of the entry into military service 
of the baseholder. 

(c) Base transfers shall be accom
plished only through wri tten applica
tion to the market administrator on 
forms prescribed by the market admin
istrator and she.1I be sill'lled by the 
base holder and by the person to whom 
such base is to be transferred: Provided, 
ThM if e. be.se 15 held jointly. except as 
provided In pare.gre.ph (e) of this sec
tion, the entire base only is transfer
able and only upon receipt of such a.p
plication signed by all joint holders. 

(d) If a producer operates more than 
ODe farm and milk is received from 
each at a pool plant or by a cooperative 
association in its capacity as a handler 
pursue.nt to § l004.9(b) or (c), he shall 
establish a. separate base with respect 
to producer milk delivered from each 
such farm : Provided, That if such farms 
and herds are combined into one dairy 
farm, the separate bases may be com
bined into one base subject to approva.l 
of the market administrator. 

(e) Only one base shall be a.lIoce.ted 
with respect to milk produced by one 
or more persons where a dairy farm is 
Jointly owned or operated: Provided, 
That In the ce.se of e. be.se established 
jointly, If e. copy of the partnership 
agreement setting forth as a percent
age of the total interest of the partners 
In the be.se Is flied with the market ad
ministrator before the end of the base
forming period, then upon termination 
of the partnership agreement each 
partner will be entiUed to hie ste.ted 
sha.re of the be.se to hold in his own 
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§ 1004.94 

right or to transfer in conformity with 
the provisions of paragraph (b) or (c) of 
this section (including transfer to a 
partnership of which he is a member). 
Such termination of par'tnership shall 
become effective as of the end of any 
month during which an application for 
such division of base signed by each 
member of such partnership is received 
by the market administrator. 

(f) Two or more producers with bases 
may combine such bases upon the for
mation of a bona fide pa.rtnership oper~ 
ating from one farm. Such a combina
tion sha.ll be considered a joint base 
under paragraph (e) of this section. 

(g) Subject to approval by the mar
ket administrator. the name of the 
baseholder may be changed to that of 
another member of the baseholder's 
immediate family but only under cir
cumstances where the base would be 
applicable to milk production from the 
same herd and on the same farm. 

§ 1004.94 Relinquishing a base. 
A producer holding an established 

base can, upon notificatIon to the mar~ 
ket administrator. :relinquish his esta.b
lished base and be paid pursuant to the 
provisions of §1004.92(f) beginning with 
the first day of the month in which 
such notification is reoeived by the 
market administrator and extending 
until March 1, next. 

§ 1004.95 Announcement of bBBe. 

On or before February 25 of each 
year 1 the market administrator shall 
notify each producer, the handler re
ceiving his milk and the cooperative 
association of which he is a member of 
the dally base established by such pro
ducer. 

PART IOOS-MILK IN THE 
CAROLINA MARKETING AREA 

Subpart-Order Regulating Handling 

GENERAL PRoVISIONS 

Sec. 
1005.1 General provisions. 

DEFINITIONS 

1005.2 Carollna marketing a.rea. 
1005.3 Route disposition. 
1005.4 Plant. 
1005.5 DIstributing plant. 
1005.6 Supply plant, 

1 CfR Ch. X (1-1-95 Edition) 

1005.7 Pool plant. 
1005.8 Nonpool plant. 
1005.9 Handler, 
1005.10 Producer-handler. 
1005.11 (Reserved] 
1005.12 Producer. 
1005.13 Producer mIlk. 
1005.14 Other source milk. 
1005.15 Fluid mIlk product. 
1005.16 Fluid cream product. 
1005.17 F1lled milk. 
lOOS.HI CooperatIve association, 
1005,19 Commercial food proceSSing estab

lishment. 
1005.20 Product prIces. 

HANDLER REPORTS 

1005.30 Reports Of receipts and utilization. 
1005.31 Payroll reports. 
1005.32 Other r-eports. 

CLASSIFICATION OF MILK 

1005.40 Classes of utl11zat1on. 
1005.41 ShrInkage. 
1005.42 Classification of transfers and diver-

sions. 
1005.43 General classification rules. 
1005.44 ClassificatIon of producer milk. 
1005.45 Market adminIstrator's reports and 

announcements concerning classifica
tion. 

CLASS PRICES 

1005,50 Class prices. 
1005.51 Basic formula price. 
1005.52 Ba.sic Class 11 formula price. 
1005,53 Plant location adjustments for han

dlers, 
1005.54 Announcement of ela.as prIces. 
1005.55 EquIvalent price. 

UNIFORM PRICE 

1005.60 Handler's value of milk for comput
Ing un1form prIce. 

1005.61 Computation of unlform price (in
cluding weighted a.verage price and uni
Conn prIces for base and eXcess mHk). 

1005,62 Announcement of uniform prIce and 
butterfar, differentIal, 

PAYMENTS FOR MILK 

1005.70 Producer-settlement fund. 
1005.71 Pa.yments to the producer-settle

ment [undo 
1005.72 Payments Cram the producer-settle

ment fund. 
1005.73 Payments to producers a.nd to coop

erative associattons. 
1005.74 Butterfat differentIaL 
1005.75 Plant location adjustments for pro

ducers and on non pool milk. 
1005.76 Payments by handler operating a 

partIally regulated distributIng plant. 
1005.77 Adjustment of accounts. 
1005.78 Charges 0"£1 overdue accounts. 
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shipm e nts shall be calculated by addi ng 
the tota l volum e of sh ipments for the 
seasons th ey d id sh ip red seedless 
grapefruit, divide by th e number of 
seasons, d ivide hlfther by 33. New 
handlers with no record of sh ipm en ts 
cou ld ship s ize 48 and 56 red seedless 
grapefruit as a percentage of total 
shipments equ al to the percentage 
applied to other h andlers' average week; 
once such han d le rs have recorded 
ship me nts, their average week sha ll be 
calcu lated as an average of tota l 
shipments for the weeks they have 
shipped red seedless grapefruit d urin g 
the current seaso ll . When used in the 
regulation of red seedless grapefruit, the 
te rm season me::l!lS th e weeks beginning 
the third Mouday in Septl>!mher and 
ending the first Sunday in the follow ing 
May. The term regulation period means 
the II weeks beginning the third 
Monday in September and ending the 
first Sund<JY in Del.:cmber of the current 
season. 

(b) When a size lim itati on restricts th e 
sh ipmeo t of a portion of sizes 48 and 56 
red seed less grapefrui t dur ing a 
particular week as provided in § 905 .52, 
the committee shall compute the 
quantity of sizes 48 and 56 red seedless 
grapefruit that may be shipp ed by each 
handler by multiplying the handler's 
calculated average week sh ipments of 
such grapefruit by the percentage 
established by regulation for red 
seedless grapefruit fo r that week. 

(c) The committee sh all not ify each 
handler of the q uanti ty ofs i:lc 48 and 56 
red scedless grapefruit su ch h an dler 
may handle during a particular week. 

(d) Durin g an y regulat ion week for 
w hich the Secreta ry ha s fixed the 
percentage of siz.es 48 and 56 red 
seedless grapefruit, any person who has 
received an allotment may h andle, in 
addition to their total allo tm ent 
av ai lablc, an amount of size 48 and 56 
red seed less gnl pefruit up to 10 percent 
greate r than their allotment. The 
quantity of the overshipment sh a ll be 
deducted from the handler 's allotment 
for the fo ll ow ing week. Overshipments 
w ill not be allowed during week II . [f 
the hand ler fails to lise his or her entire 
allotment, the under shipment is not 
carri ed forward to the fo llowing week. 

(e) Any hand ler may transfer or loan 
any or a ll of th e ir shippin g allotment 
(excluding the overshipment allowance) 
of size 48 and 56 red seedless grapefruit 
[0 any other handler. Each handler p arty 
to such transfer or loan sha ll promptly 
noti fy th e committee so the proper 
adj ustment ofrecords may be made . In 
each case , the committee shall confirm 
in writin g all su ch transact ions, pr ior to 
the following week. to the handlers 
in vo lved. The co mmittee may act on 

beha lf ofhand lc rs wanting to arrange 
allotment loan s or participa te in the 
tran sfer o f allotments. 

Da ted: Dece mber 24,1996. 

Robert C. Keeney, 

Director, Fruit alld Vegetable Divisioll . 

(FR Doc . 96-33268 Filed 12 - 30- 96; 8:45 am ] 
BILLING CeDE 341()"'{)2-P 

7 CFR Par!s 1004, 1005, 1007, 1011 , 
and 1046 

[OA-96-15] 

Mi lk in the Middle Atlantic, Carolina, 
Southeast, Tennessee Valley and 
Louisville-Lexington-Evansville 
Marketing Areas ; Termination of 
Certain Provisions of t he Ord er 

AGENCY; Agrkultliral Marketing Service, 
USDA. 
ACTION: Fi nal rule. 

SUMMARY: This d ocum ent termina tes th e 
base-excess pay ment pla n provisions of 
the Middle Atlantic , Caro lina , 
Southeast, Tennessee Valley, aod 
Lou isville-Lex ington -Evansv ille Federal 
milk marketing orders due to the 
expirat ion of legislative author ity to 
incorporate base-excess p lans in Federal 
milk marketing orders on December 3 1, 
1996. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: January 1, 1997. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Nicholas Memoli, Marketing Specialist, 
USDA/AMS/Dairy Division, Order 
Formulat ion Branch, Room 297 1, South 
Building, P.O. Box 96456, Washing ton , 
DC 20090-6456, (202) 690-1932, e-mail 
address 
NichoI8 s_X_Memol i@Usd8.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Dep3rtment is issuing this final rule in 
conformance with Executive Order 
t 2866. 

Th is fio,a} ru le ha s been reviewed 
und er Execut ive Order 12988, Civil 
Ju stice Reform. Th is wle is not intended 
to have a retroact ive e ffect. Thi s rule 
will not preem pi any state or local laws, 
regu lation s, or policies, unless they 
present an irreconcilable confl ic t with 
thi s rule. 

The Agricullura i Marketing 
Agreement Act of 1937, as amended (7 
U.S.c. 601-674), provides that 
admi n ist rat ive p roceed in gs must be 
exhausted before parties may file su it in 
COlirt. Undcr sec ti on 608c(l5 )(A) of the 
Act , any handler subject to an order may 
request mod ification or exemption fro m 
sll ch ord er by filing wi th th e Secre tary 
a petition Slatin g tha t th c order, any 
provision of lhe o rde r, or any ob ligation 
imposed in con nection with the order is 
not in accordance wi th the law. A 

handler is afforded the opportun ity fo r 
a h ea ring on the pet ition. After a 
hearing, the Secretary would ru le o n the 
petition. The Act provides that the 
district cour l of the Un ited States in any 
district in which the handler is an 
inhabitant, or has its principal place of 
business, has jurisdiction ill equity to 
review the Secretary's ruling on the 
petition, provided a bill in equity is 
filed not laler th an 20 days afler the da le 
o f the entry of the ruling. 

Smali llus io css Consideration 

In accordan ce wi th the Regu latory 
Flexibility Act (5 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), as 
amended, the Agr icu ltura l Marketing 
Service ha s considered the eco ll omic 
impact of th is action on small enti ties 
and believes that this rule could have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of sma I! entities. For 
the purpose of the Regu latory F lexibi l ity 
Act, a dairy farm is considered a "small 
business" ifi t has an annua l gross 
revenue of less than $500,000 . and a 
dairy prod ucts manufacturer is a "small 
business" if it ha s fewer than 500 
employees. For the pu rposes of 
d e termining which dairy fa rm s are 
"small bus inesses," the $500,000 per 
year criterion was used to establish a 
production guideline of 326,000 pounds 
per m onth. AlLhough th is guideline d oes 
not fac tor in additional monies that may 
be received by dairy producers, it 
shou ld be an inclusive standard for 
mos t "small" dairy farmer s. For 
purposes of determining a hand ler 's 
size, i f the p lant is part ofa larger 
company operating multip le plants that 
collec tively exceed the 500 employee 
limit, th e p lant will be considered a 
large business evcn if the local plant ha s 
fewer than 500 employees. 

This rule terminates the base-excess 
plan provisions offive Fedenll mi lk 
orders. Producers with earned base w ill 
no longer receive base prices as in the 
pas t, but will be paid at least the 
uniform price throughout the year for 
their hundredweight of milk. 

Under a b ase-excess paymen t plan, a 
producer is p aid a "base price" for 
"base milk" and an "e xcess price" for 
prod uction in excess of base mi lk. 
During the base-paying peri od ofa base
excess plan, base prices are higher than 
the uniform pr ices computed for those 
months , wh ile the excess prices are 
below th e uniform prices. Us ing a 
represe ntative period o f May 1996, the 
difference between the base and 
uniform prices in the five orders wa s 
not greater th an SO.26/c wt., while the 
differe nce be tween the uniform and 
excess prices ranged from $0.45 to 
$2.8 1/cw t. 
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The econOlll ic impact of the 
termination of base-excess plans is 
likely to be threefold. Fint, for those 
producers who have been most 
successful in shifting their herel's 
production from the spring to thc fall, 
there will be a reduction in toLal 
revenue. The loss in revenue would be 
determined by multiplying the 
producer's total hUlidredwcight oftnilk 
by the uniform price and subtracting 
that figure from the producer's base 
milk at the estimated base price phiS the 
excess milk at the estimated eXCeSS 

price. This calculation would have to be 
computed [or each month of the basc
paying period. On the other hand. for 
those producers who h,we made no 
effort to shift production from the spring 
to the fall, there is likely to be an 
economic windfall at the difference 
between the uniform price multiplied 
by their total productiun and what the 
producer's milk would have earned 
llsing base and excess prices. 

A second economic impact for 
prod ucers under Orders 5, 7, 11, and 46 
will he experienced by those producers 
who were planning to go out ofhusiness 
and sell their base at the end of the b(jse
building period, but before the start of 
the base-paying period. These proc1ucers 
will lose the amount ofmolley that they 
could have realized by selling their 
base. For example, during the 1995 
base-building period, 5500 producers 
earned base in the Southeast market. 
The average daily base for a single 
producer was 2,933 lbs. Based on the 
average price per pOllnd for base in 1995 
(S1.62Ilb. based on figures obtained 
from the Market Administrator's office), 
an average producer in the Southeast 
could have obtained $4,751.46 from the 
sale of such base in 1997. 

The final effect of the base-excess 
plan termination is impossible to 
measure in advance of the facts. Under 
the base <lnd excess plaos in Orders 5, 
7,11 and 46, dairy farmers who w~re 
not on a market during the base
building period are discouraged from 
pooling their milk on the market during 
the base-paying period because they 
would only receive the excess price for 
their milk. Vlithout a base and excess 
plan, however, there wouid be no sllch 
disincentive. Theoretically, therefore, it 
is possible that prodllcers who arc oot 
normally associated with these markets 
will become associated with them 
during the flush production months to 
take advantage ora price difference 
between these generally deficit, high 
Class I utilization markets and the 
producers' normal, lower utilization. 
lower-priced market. To what extent the 
attachment of this additional milk will 
lower the uiliform price in the 5 base-

excess plan markets canllot be 
dctermined at this time. 

Reg:.udkss of the possible econom k 
effects which may result from 
termination of seasonal base plans UrO:1 
small entities. there is no alternative to 
this termil12tion action since the 
underlying st at 1I tory au thority expires 
on December 31. 1996. 

In considering the impact of this 
action on small businesses, the 
termination of seasonal base plans will 
<llso cause a red uction in paperwork. 
Rase-cxcess plans generate a large 
volume of paperwork for the Market 
Admjnistra~()r's office, as well as for 
cooperative associations and handlers' 
with non-member supplies. Termination 
OfSllCh plans will place less ofa 
regulatory burden on those responsible 
for recordkeeping. administration, and 
co:npiLnce with these pro\isions. 

Statement of Consideration 

This order of term ination is i,-;Sll cd 
pursu:lllt to the provisions ofthe 
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act 
and of the orders regulating the 
handling of milk in the Middle Atlantic, 
Carolina, Southeast, Tenoessee Valley, 
:lI1d Lou is vllle-Lexington -Evan sville 
marketing areas. 

Tt is detenn ined that notice of 
proposed rulemaking and public 
procedure thereon is impracticable, 
unnecessary and contrary to the public 
interest. The expiration of authority to 
incorporate seasonal base plans in 
Federal milk marketing orders on 
December 31, 1996, necessitates the 
term in atio:1 of base-excess plan 
provisions. 

The l)epartment received several 
letters requesting that seasonal base 
plans be suspended, rather than 
terminated. While the Department 
considered s'.lspending the provisions, 
we concluded that an order provision 
cannot be suspended once the 
underlying legislative authority for th3t 
provision has expired. Nevertheless, 
should Congress pass f·\.ltme legislation 
authorizing seasonal base plans, it could 
provide for an expedited procedurc to 
reinstate the order provisions. 

After consideration of all relev~\llt 
material, and other available 
information, it is hereby found and 
determined that effective Janu<lry 1, 
1997. the proviSions of each of the 
orders specified below du nol tend to 
effectuate the declared policy of the Act: 

List of Subjects ill 7 CFR Parts 1004, 
1005,1007,1011, and 1046 

Milk marketing orders. 
For the reasons set forth in the 

preamble, 7 CFR Parts 1004, 1005, 1007, 
1011, and 1046 are amended as follows. 

zs 

1. The uuthority citation for 7 CFR 
Paris 1004, 1005, 1007, 1011, and 1046 
continues to read a" follows: 

Authority: 7 U.S.C. 601· 674. 

PART 1004-MILK IN THE MIDDLE 
ATLANTIC MARKETING AREA 

§ 1004.61 [Amended] 

2. In § 1004.61, paragraph (b) is 
removed and reserved, and the section 
heading and introductory text are 
revised to read as follows: 

§ 1004.61 Computation of weighted 
average dlfferenlial price and producer 
nonfat milk solids price. 

For each month the market 
administrator shall compute a 
"weighted average differential price" 
and a "producer nonfat milk solids 
price", as follows: 

* 
§ 1004.63 [Amended] 

3. In § 1004.63, the words "the 
weighted average differential price for 
base milk and" are removed, and the 
section heading is revised to read as 
follows: 

§ 1004.63 Announcement of weighted 
average differential price, nonfat milk solids 
price and producer nonfat milk solids price. 

* * 
§ 1004.73 [Amended] 

4. In § 1004.73, paragraph (a) 
introductory text is amended by 
removing the word "base", paragraph 
(a)(1) is amended by removing the 
phrase "for base milk computed 
pursuant to § 1004.61(b)" and the word 
"base", and paragraph (b) is removcd. 

§ 1004.75 [Amended] 

5.ln § 1004.75, paragraph (a), the 
words "for base milk computed 
pursuant to § 1004.61(b)" are removed. 

§§ 1 004.90, 1004.91, 1004.92, 1004.93, 
1004.94 and 1004.95 [Removed] 

6. § 1004.90 and the llndesignated 
ccntcrheading prcceding it. and 
§§ 1004.91 through 1004.95 arc 
removed. 

PART 1005-MILK IN THE CAROLINA 
MARKETING AREA 

§ 1005.32 [Amended] 

7. In § 1005.32, paragraph (a) is 
removed and reserved. 

§1005.61 [Amended] 

8. In § 1005.61, paragraph (a) 
introductory text is amended by 
removing the words "of June through 
January", paragraph (a)(6) is amended 
by removing the words "for the months 
oUune through Janu3ry", paragraph (b) 
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is removed , and the sect ion heading is 
revised to read as follows: 

§1005,61 Computat ion at uniform price 
(including weighted average price). , , , * 
§ 1 005.62 [Amended) 

9, In § 1005,62 paragraph (b) is 
revised to read as fo ll ows: 

§100S.62 Announcement of uniform price 
and butterfat differential. 

• * • 
(b) The 11th day after the end oreach 

month the uniform price pu rsuant to 
§1005.6 1 for such mon th. 

§ 1005,71 [Amended) 

10. ~l § 1005,71, paragraph (a)(2)(i), 
the letter "(s)" at the end of the word 
"price(s)" is removed. 

§1005,73 [Amended] 

11, In § 1005,73, poragraph (.)(2; 
introductory text is amended by 
re moving the letter "(S)":11 the end of 
the wo rd "price(s)" and the words "or 
base milk and excess milk", paragrap h 
(c)(2) is amended by removing th e word 
"appropri ate" and th e letter "(5)" at the 
end of the word "price(s)", paragraphs 
(d)(4) and (5) are amended by removing 
the letter "(5)" at th e end of the word 
"rate(s)" everywhere it ap pears, and 
para graph Cd)(3) is removed and 
reserved. 

§ 1005,74 [Amended) 

12. § 1005.74 is amended by removing 
the letter "(5)" at the eod of the word 
"pri ce(s)". 

§ 100S,75 [Amended) 

13 , In § 1005 .75, paragraph (a) is 
amended by removing th e words "an d 
the uniform price for base milk". 

§§ 1 005.90, 1005.91, 1005.92, 1005.93, and 
1005.94 [Removed] 

14 . § 1005.90 and the undesignated 
cenwrhcading preceding it, and 
§§ 1005.91 through 1005,94 are 
removed. 

PART 1007-MILK IN THE SOUTHEI'.sT 
MARKETING AREA 

§1 007,32 [Amended) 

I S. In § 1007.32, paragraph (a) is 
removed and rcserved. 

§ 1007.61 [Amended] 

16, ~, § 1007,61, paragraph (a) 
introductory text is amended by 
removing the words "of June through 
January", paragraph (a)(6) is amended 
by rem oving the words "for the months 
of June through January", paragraph (b) 
is removed, and the sect ion heading is 
rev ised to read as follows: 

§1007.61 Computation of uniform price 
(including weighted average price). 

* • • * • 
§1007.62 [Arnended] 

17. ~J § 1007.62, por"graph (b) is 
ame ll ded by removing the word 
"applicable" and the letter "(s)" at the 
end of the word "price(s)". 

§ 1007,71 [Amended] 

18, In § 1007,71, paragrap h (a)(2)(i) is 
amended by rt!moving the It!tler "(s)" at 
thc end of the word "price(s)". 

§ 1007.73 [Amended) 

19, In § 1007,73, paragraph (a)(1) is 
amended by removing the phrase "or if 
the producer had no estab l ished base 
upon which to rece ive paymen ts during 
the base paying months of February 
through M,y,", paragraph (a)(2) 
introductory text is am ended by 
removing the letter "(s)" at the end of 
the word "price(s)" and the words "or 
base milk and excess milk", paragraph 
(d)(2) is amended by removing the word 
"appropriate" and the lette r "(s)" at the 
cnd of the word "price(s)", paragraphs 
(0(4) and (5) are amended by removing 
th e letter "(s)" at the end of the word 
"ratc(s)" and thc word "(arc)" wherever 
tht! y appt!ar. and paragraph (0(3) is 
removed and reserved. 

§ 1007.74 [Amended ] 

20. In § 1007.74, the letter "s" at the 
end of the wo rd "prices" and the words 
"for base and excess milk" are rem oved. 

§ 1007,75 [Amended) 

2 1. In § 1007,75 , paragraph (a) is 
amended by removing the phrase "and 
the uniform price fo r ba se milk". 

§§ 1007,90, 1007,91 , 1007,92, 1007,93, and 
1007.94 [Removed) 

22. § 1007.90 and the undersigllated 
centerheading precedi ng it, and 
§§ 1007,9 1 through 1007,94 are 
rem oved. 

PART 1011-1II1ILK IN THE TENNESSEE 
VALLEY MARKETING AREA 

§101 1,32 [Amended] 

23, III § lOll ,32, paragraph (a) is 
removed and reserved. 

§101 1.61 [Amended] 

24, In § 1011.61, paragraph (a) 
introdu c to ry text is amended by 
removing the word s "of July through 
Pebnlary", paragr<lph (b) is removed, 
and the sec tion head ing is re vised to 
read as follows: 

§ 1011.61 Computation of uniform price 
(includ ing weighted average price) . , , • , 

§1011,62 [Amended] 

25, In §1011.62paragraph (b) is 
ame nded by removing the word 
"applicab le" and the le tt er "5" [It the 
end of the word "prices". 

§1011,71 [Amended) 

26. In § 10 11.71, paragraph (a)(2)(i) is 
amended by removing the letter "s" at 
the end of the word "prices". 

§1011,73 [Amended) 

27. In § 10 11.73, paragraph (a)(2) 
introductory text is amended by 
removing thc phrase "or base m ilk and 
excess milk" <lnd th e letter "(s)" at the 
end of th e word "price(s)", paragraph 
(c)(2) is amended by rem oving the word 
"appropriate" and the letter "(s)" at the 
end of the word " price(s)", paragraphs 
(d) (4) and (5) are amended by remov ing 
the letter "(s)" at the end of the word 
"rate(s)" wherever it appears, and 
paragraph (d )(3) is removed and 
reserved. 

§1011 .74 [Amended] 

28, In § 1011.74, the letter "(s)" at the 
end of the word " price(s)" is rem oved. 

§1011.75 [Amended] 

29, In § 1011.75, paragraph (a) is 
amended by removing the words "and 
the uniform price for base milk". 

§§101 1,90, 1011,91, 1011,92, 1011,93, and 
1011.94 (Removed] 

3D. § 1011.90 and the undesignated 
centerheadiog preceding it, and 
§§ 1011.91 through 101 1.94 are 
removed. 

PART 1 046-MILK IN THE 
LOUISVILLE·LEXINGTON-EVANSVILLE 
MARKETING AREA 

§ 1046,32 [Amended] 

3 1. In § 1046.32, paragraph (d) is 
rem oved an d rese rved. 

§ 1046,61 [Amended) 

32. In § 1046,6 1, pa ragraph (a) 
in troductory text is amended by 
removing the words "of Ju ly through 
February " , paragraph (b) is removed, 
and the sec tion heading is revised to 
read as follows: 

§ 1046.61 Computation of uniform price 
(Including weighted average price). 

* * • * , 
§ 1046.62 [Amended] 

33, In § 1046,62, paragraph (b) is 
amended by removing the word 
"app licab le" and the letter "(s)" at the 
end of the word "price(s)". 

§ 1046:11 [Amended] 

34. In § 1046.71, paragraph (a)(2)(i) is 
amended by removing the word 
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"applicable" and the letter "(s)" at the 
end of the word "price(s)". 

§ 1046.73 {Amended] 

35. In § 1046.73, the last s~ntencc in 
paragraph (a) is removed, paragrLlph (b) 
introductory tcx.t is amended by 
removing the lcller "(5)" at thc cnd of 
the word "prke(s)" 2.od the wurds "or 
base milk and exccss milk", paragraphs 
(d) (4) and (5) ar;;: amcnued by removing 
the lctter ''(s)'' at the end of the word 
"r'Jte(s)" everywhere it <lppeal's, and 
paragraph (d)(3) is removed and 
reserved. 

§1046.74 [Amended] 

36. In § 1046.74, the letter "(s)" at the 
cnd orthe word "price(s)" is remuved. 

§ 1045.75 (Amended1 

37. In § 1046.75, paragnph (a) is 
amended by removing the phrase "and 
the uniform price for base mille". 

§§ 1 046.90, 1046.91, 104·6,92, 1046.93, and 
1046.94 [Removed] 

38. § 1046.90 and the undesignated 
centerheading preceding it, and 
§§ 1046.91 through 1046.94 are 
removcd. 

Dated: December 23, 1996. 

Michael V. Dunn, 

A ssiHall t Secret(lI)" Marketill g and 
Regulatory Programs. 

[FR Doc. 96-33000 filed 12-30-96; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410-02-? 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Immigration and Naturalization Service 

8 CFR Par1242 

[INS. No. 1627-96] 

RIN 1115-AE69 

Administrative Deportation Procedures 
for Aliens Convicted of Aggravated 
Felonies Who Are Not Lawful 
Permanent Residents 

AGENCY: Immigration and Naturalizuliuil 
Service, Justice. 
ACTION: Pinal rule. 

SUMMARY: In accordance with s<.'!ction 
442(d) of the Antiterrorism and Effective 
Dcath Penalty Act of 1996 (AEDPA), this 
final rule adds a new paragraph to the 
administrative deportation procecdings 
regulation. The new paragraph explains 
how the Immigration and N<lluralization 
Service (Service) will conduct 
administrative deportation proceedir::gs 
without immigration court hearings for 
certain aliens convicted of aggravatcd 
felonies in light of two recent statutory 
changes. The Service is promulgating 

this final rule to comply \vith the 
statutory requirement that the Service 
pllhli~h 0.11 implementing regulation by 
J::lIluary 1, 1997. The final rule states 
that the Service 'NiH continue to process 
aliens under the current regulation until 
March 3, 1997, and will suspend 
administrative deportation proceedings 
from M<lrch 3,1997, 11ntil the effective 
date of the implementing regulations for 
the JIleg;:.lI Immigration Rdorm and 
Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: March 3, 1997. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Leonard C. Loveless, Detention and 
Deportation Officer, Immignltion nnd 
Naturalization Service, 425 I Street, 
NW., Wnshinglon, D.C 20536, 
Telephone (202) 514-2865. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATJON: Section 
130004(a) of the Violen t Crime Con trol 
and Law Enforcement Act of 1994. 
Puhlic Law 103-322, created a new 
section 242A(b) of the Act, 8 U.S.c. 
1252a(b), to provide for the deportLltion 
without an immigration court hearing of 
certain aliens con victed of aggravated 
felonies. On August 24, 1995, the 
Service published a final rule at 60 PR 
43954 to create 8 C.F.R. 242.25 that 
implemented section 242A(b) of the Act. 
Section 442 orthe Antiterrorism and 
Effective Death Penalty Act of 1996 
(AEDPA) modified section 242A(b) and 
required that the Attorney General 
publish implementing regulations by 
January 1, 1997, to tuk!.! dfect 60 days 
after public8tion. 

On September 30,1996, however, 
Congress passed the Illeg;}l Immigration 
Reform and Immigr3nt Responsibility 
Act of 1996 (IIRIRA), Public Law 104·-
208. Section 304(c) of the HRIRA, 
effective April 1, 1997, f1lrther amended 
<ldministrative deportation proceedings 
by nullifying some of the amcndments 
made by the AEDPA and by 
renumbering the statutory section from 
section 2<12A(b) of the Act to section 
21H(b). 

Till! AEDPA amendments would 
require significant changes in 
operational procedures and forms t113t 
arc not \vorthwhilc, given that those 
amendmeilLs will be effective only for 
approximately 1 month. For cxnmple, 
the AEDPA added the requirement that 
adrr.inistrative deportation proceedings 
he "conducted in, or translated for the 
alien into,:J language the alien 
understands." This provision would 
rcql!ire the Service to translatc all 
documents used in the proceedings, 
rather than only the form 1-851, Notice 
ofIn1.ent to Isslle Final Administrative 
Deportation Order. (Current Iransi<ltion 
and explanntion requirements arc set 
forth in 8 erR 242.25(b)(2)(iv». Since 

the IJR]R!\ has eliminated the statutory 
translation requirement, it would bc 
unduly hurdensome to implement this 
requirement for 1 month. 

Accordingly, us a policy matter, the 
Service has determined that these 
implementing regulations will simply 
nllilounce a suspension of the operntion 
of administrative deportation 
proceedings, which includes the 
issuance of both Form 1-851 and Form 
1-851 A, Fio al Administrative Order of 
Deportation, until the implementing 
regulations for the IIRIRA, under 
separate notice of proposed rulemaking, 
are effective. The Service will continue 
to process aliens under the current 
version 0[8 CFR 242.25 until March 3, 
1997, From that date until the IIRIRA 
amelldrnents to administrative 
deportation take effect, the Service will 
cease all ad ministrative deportation 
proceedings. During that period, aliens 
otherwise amenable to administrative 
deportation will be placed instead in 
regu lar deportation proceedings before 
an immigration judge. This change does 
not affect the enforceability of 
administrative deporU'\tion orders 
previously entered. 

The Service has determined that the 
publication of this rule as a final rule is 
based upon the "good cause" exceptions 
found at 5 U.S.c. 553(b)(3)(B). The 
Service has determined that public 
notice and comment on this rule is 
impracticable because of the January 1, 
1997, statutory deadline for publishing 
a final rule. In addition, public notice 
and comment is unnecessary because 
the final rule makes no change that 
affects an individual's rights. It simply 
continues until March 3, 1997, the 
existing rules governing administration 
deportation. On thnt date, the Service 
will suspend administrative deportation 
proceedings, and proceed under existing 
regulations governing regular 
deportation proceedings. Since there 
wil.l be public notice and comment on 
the IIRIRA amendments to 
administrative deportation proceedings, 
public notice and comment on this final 
rule is unnecessary. 

Regulatory Flexibility Act 

The Commissioner of the lmmigration 
und Naturalization Service, in 
3ccordance with the Regulatory 
rlcxihility Act (51J.S.t:. 605(b)), has 
reviewed this regulation and, by 
approving iI, certifies that this nlle \vill 
not have a significant economic impact 
on a substantial number of small entities 
bec<luse the affected parties are 
individual aliens who have been 
ordered deported from the United 
States. 



Summary of statements on Quota: 

8 "In 2014 Congress provided a necessary prerequisite for correcting this condition when it 
re-authorized the language in the 1996 Farm Bill allowing the USDA to promulgate a 
California FMMO while retaining the California state quota program." Exhibit 19, Page 
5, Written Testimony of Elvin Hollon. 

• "That Congressional authorization makes clear that a California FMMO will have all the 
benefits and characteristics of the other ten FMMO's, while maintaining the unique 
California system of sharing milk sales revenues through the state quota program." 
Exhibit 19, Page 5, Written Testimony of Elvin Hollon. 

• "The definition of the California marketing area follows directly from the language of the 
2014 farm bill (the Agricultural Act of2014) which specifically links the quota 
authorization to a petition fol' a marketing order for the 'state of California. '" Exhibit 
34, Page 4, Written Testimony of Tom Wegner. 

• "In fact, paramount to any consideration of a California federal milk marketing order 
(FMMO) was the assurance that the quota program would not in any way be diminished 
or affected. Congress recognized this and in the 2014 Farm Bill language dealing with 
the promulgation of an FMMO in California directed that the marketing order provisions 
allow for the continuation of the quota program in California." Exhibit 42, page 2, 
Written Testimony of Eric Erba. 

• "The language from Congress makes it clear that the quota program should have the 
right to exist within the framework of a FMMO." Exhibit 42, page 24, Written 
Testimony of Eric Erba. 

• "In fact, paramount to any consideration of a California federal milk marketing order 
(FMMO) was the assurance that the quota program would not in any way be diminished 
!>r affected. Congress recognized this and in the 2014 Farm Bill language dealing with 
the promulgation of a FMMO in California directed that the marketing order provisions 
allow for the continuation ofthe quota program in California." Exhibit 54, pages 6-7, 
Written Testimony of Lon Hatamiya, "The Economic Importance of the California Dairy 
Quota Program." 

• "In order to best 'recognize quota vallle,' the full economic value must be determined 
and maintained." Exhibit 54, page 7, Written Testimony of Lon Hatamiya, "The 
Economic Importance of the California Dairy Quota Program." 

• "So Congress knew what the system was and it authorized this hearing, and it authorized 
a Federal order that incorporates quota .. . " Opening Statement of Marvin Beshore, 
September 25, 2015, transcript page 767, lines 14- 16. 
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The Agricultural Act of 2014 and Prospects for the 
California Milk Pool Quota Market 

Daniel A . Sumner and Jisang Yu 

We find that the Agricultural Act of2014 has mixed effects on the market for California 
milk pool quota. First, the new Margin Protection Program (MPP) likely lowers the 
expected price of quota by increasing future expected dairy profitability. However, the 
MPP likely mitigates temporary declines in the price of quota by increasing liquidity 
during financial stress. The proposed federal milk marketing order for California would 
also have mixed effects on the price of quota. Higher minimum prices cause slightly 
lower farm profits and thereby raise quota prices. However, de-pooling would reduce the 
amount of milk eligible for the pool and shift down the demand for quota causing a lower 
price. Finally, by reducing the perceived quota policy risk, the fann bill contributed to the 
rise in the price of quota in 2014. 

Key words: Agricultural Act of2014, MPP, California milk marketing order, California 
dairy quota, farm bill, dairy policy 

After years of economic fluctuations U.S. dairy policy changed substantially with the 

Agricultural Act of2014. These policy changes may affect markets nationwide and 

globally. California dairy farms have recently faced even more economic turmoil than 

those in most of the rest of the United States. As a result, in addition to supporting 
changes to federal dairy policy, many producers, processors and others, have suggested 

changes in California state milk pricing regulations. 

California has had its own separate state milk marketing order since the 1930s. The 

California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) operates a classified price and 
revenue pooling program that, while similar in many ways to tbe federal milk marketing 

order (FMMO) system, also has significant differences. One difference is that a portion 

of the pooled revenue under the California order is distributed to dairy producers in 

proportion to the ownership of California milk pool quota. California and the FMMOs 

also differ in how they set minimum prices by end use class. California minimum prices 

have often been well below the federal minimums, especially for the non-fat milk 

Daniel A. Sumner is the Frank J. Buck Jr. professor in the Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, 
University of Cali fomi a at Davis, a member of Giannini Foundation and the director of the University of 
California Agricultural Issue Center. Jisang Yu is a Ph.D. candidate in the Department of Agricultural and 
Resource Economics, University of California at Davis and a graduate student researcher in the University of 
California Agriculturallssue Center. We extend thanks to the editor Mariu Bozic, Nina Anderson, and two 
anonymous referees. We also thank the dairy marketin~j,~,,c~ of the California Department of Food and 
Agriculture. ~\ to' . 
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component used in cheese production. This deviation in milk prices stimulated renewed 
interest in California shifting to the FMMO system. In response, the Agricultural Act of 
2014 specifically provides that California may join the FMMO system while maintaining 
some form of a California pool quota program. 

This paper focuses on how the Agricultural Act of2014 is likely to affect the market 
for and the value of California milk pool quota. The potential shift to the FMMO system 
is one influence on the quota market, but the removal of price supports and the adoption 
of the Margin Protection Program for Dairy Producers (MPP) also have the potential to 
influence the value of quota. 

It is important to understand at the outset that the California milk pool quota program 
is distinct from typical agriculture quota programs since the quota does not impose any 
production or marketing limits. Total quantity of the quota asset and the flow returns 
have been fixed since 1994 by the state. The quota is strictly a financial asset tbat 
provides fixed monthly flow returns to "quota" owners. The quota asset is freely tradable 
among dairy producers in California. 

About $13 million dollars, about 2% of California milk revenue, is distributed 
through the milk pool quota system each month. The capital value of this quota is 
currently about $1.1 billion. Thus dairy farmers have significant wealth and potential for 
financial losses when dairy policy changes in ways that may affect the quota market. 
Given the long history of the quota program and the stability of returns changes in quota 
returns or operations are highly controversial and major issues for farmers considering 
changes in the marketing order. 

The Agricultural Act of 2014 and California Federal Milk Marketing Order 

First consider tbe provision for California to join the federal marketing order system. 
Section 1410(d) of the Agricultural Act of2014 amends section 143(a) of the Federal 
Agricultural Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 by eliminating its time limitation of 
final amendments so that California can still be included in a separate FMMO even 
though the original deadline passed years ago. Section 143(a) of the 1996 Act states: 
"The order covering California shall have the right to re-blend and distribute order 
receipts to recognize quota value." This provision, which is now operative again, allows 
California to join FMMO and maintain a quota system of distributing milk pool revenue, 
but is silent on precisely how that might be done. 

Even though they are similar, there are complications in actually shifting from the 
California rules to the FMMO rules. In our analysis below, we highlight implications of 
two ditIerences between the California and FMMO systems that have been the focus of 
much discussion (Newton, Thraen, and Novakovic (20 14)). Most important are the 
differences in the milk pricing formulas themselves. Differences in rules regarding de-
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pooling, whicb means withdrawals from the pool of processing plants, can also bave 
significant implications. 

The regulated minimum prices oftbe solid-nat-fat component for milk entering 
FMMO Class III and California Class 4b (milk used for cbeese) have diverged widely in 
recent years with the California price much lower than the federal price. The value 

attributed to whey has been much lower in the California Class 4b price compared to tbat 
under the federal system. We sbow below tbat economic prospects for dairy investments 
have the potential to affect the market for quota, therefore higher milk prices in 
California under a federal order may be expected to affect the price of quota. 

Under the FMMO milk processing plants typically have marc flexibility to "de-pool" 
and "re-pool" than they have under the California milk marketing order. Under the 
federal system, plants processing dairy products such as cheese, dry milk powder or 
butter can be de-pooled and not be subject to the minimum prices of marketing order. 
Under prevailing quota rules only producers delivering to plants in the pool may 
witbdraw additional revenue from pool. Therefore, the potential for de-pooling under a 
FMMO for California would be likely to imply adjustments to which farms would own 
quota. 

Under tbe MPP a dairy producer receives indemnity wbenever the national all-milk 
price minus a national feed price index falls below that farm's selected coverage level. 
We do not yet know bow lucrative the MPP will be (Balagtas, Sumner, and Yu (2013), 
and Bozic et al. (2014)). However, tbe program is likely to increase expected profitability 
and the liquidity of dairy producers, due to subsidy and insurance aspects of the program. 

Statistics released by Farm Service Agency in January 2015 show 69% of California 
dairy fanns enrolled in the MPP and 35% oftbose wbo enrolled cbose to buy coverage 
above the minimum for 2015 (USDA FSA (2015)). The enrollment is high enough to 
potentially affect the demand for quota. We sbow bow changes in tbe long run expected 
profitability and the sbort run liquidity affect tbe demand for quota. 

Witb this background we turn to considering implications for the market for quota. 

The Capital Value of Farm Program Benefits 

Several studies have found high rates of return for Canadian milk quota, whicb limits tbe 
production or marketing of milk (Moschini and Meilke (1988), Barichello (1996), and 
Nogueira et al. (2012)). Capital value of quota depends on the flow of returns defined by 
fann programs, the risk of quota in tbe context of the portfolio of farm assets, and the 
policy default risk in the program. Barichello (1996) and Alston (1992) empbasize how 
studies of quota can shed light on capitalization of government program benefits in 

general. 
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Sumner and Wolf (1996) showed that unlike most otber quota programs, California 
milk pool quota does not limit milk production or marketing, but only determines an 
additional revenue flow and in that sense is a financial asset tradable among California 
dairy farms with no effective limit on productions or marketings. Since tbe quota asset is 
a tradable financial asset with fixed flow returns, it is also different from other infra
marginal payments that deter exit decisions affirms. Exit deterrence is very unlikely 
since most of dairy farmers including quota owners are above marginal level. And even 
for infra-marginal farmers, tbeir internal valuations of quota need to be a lot greater than 
tbe market price of quota to deter exit decisions since the quota asset is a tradable asset. 
Regarding exit deterrence and infra-marginal payments, de Gorter, Just, and Kropp 
(2008) provide an illustrative theoretical framework and empirical evidence on tbe old 
Milk Income Loss Contract program. 

Sumner and Wilson (2005) sbow tbat by having returns that are eitber not correlated 
witb or vary inversely with returns to farm investments, investment in quota lowers tbe 
variability of the typical portfolio of dairy farms in California and tbus, tbe producers pay 
extra for quota. The plausible alternative explanation of the high rate of return for dairy 
quota is policy default risk. Wilson and Sumner (2004) specify tbe price of quota as a 
function of expected flow return, liquidity of dairy farmers, and policy events, and fmd 
evidence supporting the importance of these explanators and of policy default risk. 

The Flow Return and Market Price of California Milk Pool Quota 

Buyers contribute revenue to the milk pool based on minimum prices for each end use 
class. Before that pooled revenue is distributed per unit of milk marketed, quota owners 
draw revenue from the peal for eacb unit of quota they own. Tbus, the weighted average 
(blend) price that farms receive per unit of milk is total pool revenue (after deducting 
some relatively small allowances) minus payment to quota owners over total quantity of 
milk supplied to the pool. 

Since 1994 the fiow return to dairy quota bas been fixed and so bas been 
(approximately) tbe quantity of quota. Tbe pool revenue, R, of a farm i tbat owns Q, 
pounds of pool quota is 

R, = PM, + FQ, 

where M, is tbe quantity of milk supplied to the pool and flow returns to quota, F, are 
only paid up to tbe amount of M, for farm i. In other words, farms cannot receive 
payments on more milk than tbey market througb tbe pool. Also, note that the payments 

32 



Sumner and Yu Farm Bill and California Dairy Quota 197 

are based on the SNF component of the quota milk. Tbe weighted average (blend) price, 
P, is defined as 

p = R -FQ 
M 

wbere R, Q, and M are the pool-wide totals oftbe terms defined above for individual 
farm, i, (Wilson and Sumner (2004)). 

The flow return per unit of quota has been fixed at $0.195 per pound of solid-non-fat 
(SNF) per day, which is approximately equivalent to the annual return of $7 1 per pound 
of SNF. However, the capital value of quota varies with the expected future capital gains, 
(including expectations about program changes), and the relevant discount rate applicable 
to future returns. Expected flow returns could differ from the historical return if the 
program provision changes. Determinants of this capital value are discussed in more 
detail in the next section. 

There is an active market in quota and prices of sales of quota are recorded each 
month by the CDF A. Several dozens of farms buy or sell quota each year, and the market 
is active every month. Figure I shows California milk pool quota prices per pound of 
SNF from January 1994 through September 2014. Prices of quota have been highly 
variable even tbougb the flow return itself has not changed. 
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Figure 1. The Merket Price of California Milk Pool Quota Vories Suhstantially from Month 
to Month 
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How Potential Policy Changes Affect the Market for Quota 

We characterize the individual willingness to pay for a unit of milk pool quota, with a 
simple net present value model: 

N, 

WTP = '\' F , L. (1 + ran 
n=O 

(1) 

where F is again tbe fixed flow return to quota, r, is the subjective discount rate of the 
individual i, and N, is the subjective time horizon oftbe quota program of the individual 
i. We treat expectation of future F as fixed and assign the changes in the quota demand to 

ri and Nt, 
The subjective discount ratc, r/; is an increasing function of the expected rate of return 

from alternative investments, 1fi , which represents the opportunity cost of investment in 
quota. For the dairy producers, the most relevant driver of n, is the expected rate of 
return to investments in dairy farming (cows, barns, equipment, etc,), which is a 
decreasing function of the rate of dairy investment, I, . As the farmer shifts capital from 
quota ownership to the investments in dairy farm assets he faces a declining rate of 
return, which limits the size of the farm at some stage. Dairy producers face upward 
sloping supply functions for access to capital, which indicates that It is a decreasing 
function of the quantity of quota, Q" that individual i owns. Increasing the investment in 
quota lowers investments in farm asseta and hence raises the rate of return from dairy 
farming and the subjective discount rate for owning quota. The higher long run expected 
rate of return to dairy farming, n" the higher the SUbjective discount rate and the lower 
the price of quota given fixed flow returns. 

The discount rate also depends on the farmer's liquidity at the time of decision about 
investment in quota which we denote as liquidity,. Liquidity indicates the producer's 

immediate access to capital including cash flow. We expect the higher the liquidity" the 
lower the subjective discount rate and the higher the price of quota. 

The third factor affecting the subjective discount rate is the risk premium a farmer 
assigns to quota, r isk premium,. The risk premium, which does not include policy 
default risk, indicates how investment in quota contributes to the variability of the 
portfolio of the dairy producer. We expect the less the quota investment contributes to the 
total variability of the farm investment portfolio, the more one would value the flow 
return from the quota investment. The less returns to quota are correlated with returns to 
dairy farm investments the more farmers would be willing to pay for quota. 

, Therefore, we express the subjective discount rate as 

r, = r(n,(I,(Q.» , liquidity" risk premiumD (2) 
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which is increasing in the amount of quota demand, Q,. Substituting (2) into (I), we 

denote the will ingness to pay for quota for the individual i is increasing in liquidity, and 
decreasing in TCl and risk premiuml' 

The time horizon, Nt , measures how long the individual i thinks the program will last 
in its current form. We represent a higher policy default risk, including expectations 
about negative changes in the flow return, or other program adjustments that lower the 
value of quota, as a smaller value of Nt . 

Since payment of quota revenue accompanies milk revenue from the pool, producers 
receive no revenue for quota in excess of the milk they market through the pool. That 
means the maximum aggregate demand for quota is total pool milk marketed in 

California, which we denote as Q. Consider the distribution of WT P, per unit of quota for 
an individual farm and across farms. We assign a willingness to pay for quota to each 

unit of milk marketed through the pool in California. The function [(x) defines the 
density of the quantity of milk with a willingness to pay of x for an associated unit of 
quota. Thus, the market demand for quota may be expressed as 

D(P) = r f(x)dx, 

where P is the market price of quota and D (P) is quantity of quota that elicits a 
willingness to pay greater than or equal to that price. 

Figure 2 shows the distribution of willingness to pay for quota. In Figure 2, the area 

under the density function is equal to Q. The quantity of milk changes from month to 
month, while the quantity of quota is essentially constant. The quantity of quota has 
recently been equivalent to about 20% of the milk marketed in the California pool. We 
illustrate in Figure 2 that the market price of quota is at approximately 80% quantile of 
the willingness to pay distribution, with area A in Figure 2 equal to the total quantity of 
quota in California. 

We use the framework of Figure 2 to explore how the Agricultural Act of2014 is 
likely to affect the demand for California milk pool quota and therefore the market price 
and capital value of quota. The Agricultural Act of 20 14 authorized the implementation 
of the MPP nationwide, whereas it only states the permission for California to join the 
FMMO system while maintaining the own milk pool quota program. 
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Figure 2. Distribution of the Willingness to Pay for California Milk POD) Quota 

Expected Changes in the Price of California Milk Pool Quota from MPP 

The MPP increases expected returns to dairy farm investments through the net subsidy 

element. To the extent tbat long run expected profit for the dairy operation increases due 
to the MPP, demand for quota falls. Willingness to pay for quota falls as dairy 

profitability, tr" tbe opportunity cost of capital for investments in quota, increases. 

Nicbolson and Stepbenson (2014) argue tbat tbe MPP may cause lower margins since 

dairy farms would not reduce production as mucb wben dairy margins trigger tbe MPP 
indenmity payments. However, even iftbe MPP results lower margins, producers 

perceive dairy farming as more profitable witb tbe MPP tban otherwise due to its subsidy 
element. That means the impact on quota market also follows. 

Through the insurance element, the MPP increases liquidity and access to capital in 

times of low dairy returns. The improvement of liquidity caused by the insurance element 
of the MPP has the opposite effect on the price of quota. With better access to liquidity, 

less quota is offered for sale in times of low returns from milk production. Dairy 

producers who would purchase quota but have a lack of liquidity and expensive credit 
will demand more quota under the MPP. Similarly, MPP reduces pressure to sell quota to 

raise capital when dairy cash flow is negative. In otber words, MPP increases liquidity, 
in equation (2), which in turn implies that dairy producers apply a lower discount rate on 
the future flow return from the quota investment and would therefore be willing to pay 

more for quota. We expect MPP to keep tbe price of quota (and other assets owned by 
dairy farms) from falling as mucb during periods when farmer liquidity is low, such as 

during periods oflaw margins, 
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A third effect of MPP follows from the role of quota in the farm portfolio. MPP may 
substitute for quota in producers' risk management plans. As Wilson and SUlnner (2005) 
discuss, the investments in quota may reduce risk of tbe full investment portfolio of dairy 
producers. MPP also reduces the risk in the portfolio of dairy producers by eliminating 
the lower tail of the milk to feed price margin distribution, wbicb suggests the potential 
substitution between quota and MPP. In this case, tbe introduction ofMPP increases tbe 
risk premium, in equation (2) and raises the subjective discount rate ri' The price of 
quota would therefore fall. 

In sum, introduction of MPP bas three distinct effects on tbe price of quota. First, 
improved liquidity from tbe insurance element is expected to keep the price of quota from 
falling especially in times of financial stress as observed in 2009 (Figure I). Second, any 
increase in the long run expected profitability of dairy farming would reduce tbe long 
term demand for and the average price of quota. And, third, tbe general risk management 
value ofthe MPP substitutes for quota and also reduces demand for quota. Empirical 
examination of the magnitude of tbese impacts is underway using 20 years of montbly 
data on quota, milk, and feed prices, and county quota quantities. 

Expected Cbanges in the Price of Quota from Including California in the Federal 
Milk Marketing Order System 

We consider the case ofa federal order for California tbat keeps many oftbe current 
features and continues to distribute pool revenue to quota owners who deliver to the pool. 
We focus on two specific changes. First we consider the increase in the average pool 
price tbat is the main motivation for considering a federal order. Second we consider the 
increase in availabi lity of de-pooling, whicb is an option that may become attractive to 
some proprietary processors in California. 

increase in Minimum Prices 

Establishing a FMMO for California would likely increase the regulated minimum milk 

prices received by California producers. If the increases in tbe minimum prices mean that 
the profitability in dairy farming increases, the price of quota should fall for the reasons 
outlined above. To summarize, if the increase in the minimum prices due to FMMO 
adoption implies an increase in the rate of return of investments in dairy farming, the 
increases in the minimum prices would increase 7r, in equation (2). If California dairy 

farmers expect the return from investments in dairy farm assets to be higher, given their 
finite access to capital, they would invest more in farm assets and less in quota. Or, as we 
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can see from equation (2), the willingness to pay for quota falls as 1f, increases and the 
demand for quota shifts inward. 

However, it is not clear whether higher regulated prices would be perceived by quota 
owners as increasing the profitability of dairy farming. Under current marketing order, 
the market for milk in California clears at prices sligbtly above the minimum prices, 
especially for Class 4b, where regulated minimums are most below their federal 
counterparts. In recent years in California larger over order premiums are mbre 
commonly paid by proprietary cheese plants than hy other plants. Given linkages across 
components and minimums across end use classes, determining the effects of raising 
minimum prices on revenue and profits is complicated, but a few simple considerations 
are helpful. If the higher rninimum prices are binding in the market, quantity of milk 
demanded falls and less milk is sold into that end use class. Since California producers 
almost surely face elastic long run demands for cheese (and milk used for cheese), 
increasing the minimum prices would reduce total revenue and producer surplus. In this 
context, we must be careful to consider how the market for milk clears when prices aTe 

set above market equilibrium. Of several potential options, one is for excess milk to be 
shipped at a loss out of the marketing order region and a second is for cooperatives or 
some other organization to limit access to the market with supply restrictions. 

P, 1---""
Pp _ A_ 

Po I---+-- ------'7<... 
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/ 

s 

Q, Quantity mar keted 
Figure 3. Increase in the Minimum Price of Milk and Industry Profit 
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Figure 3 illustrates a simple case of binding minimum prices. Before the higher 
minimum price, the market price is set where quantity demanded equals quantity supplied 
<at clearing price, Po}. If the demand elasticity facing milk from California is greater tban 
1.0, which is surely true because more than 90% of California milk is sold in national and 
global commodity markets, area A will be smaUer than area B, and the producers lose 
from the new binding minimum price P" 

Moreover, unlike a monopoly supplier, the marketing order cannot control the 
quantity produced by individual farmers, whicb means tbat an increase in minimum 
prices leads to excess supply and, as noted above, the welfare effects depend on how the 
excess supply is bandIed. Individual farmers may face a perceived expected price witb a 
probability of seUing at the minimum price less tban one. If we set the probability of milk 
seUing at the minimum as tbe ratio oftbe market demand at tbe minimum price over the 
market supply at the perceived price, tben tbe perceived expected price Pp satisfies 

p. = p D(Pmtn} 
p mIn s(pp) , 

where we set a price of zero for milk not sold at the minimum price. We can then derive 
tbe possible range of tbe market supply at the equilibrium as 

wbich clearly indicates the presence of excess supply. Extra losses occur from tbe excess 
supply Q, - Qd in figure 3. 

Under this example, California dairy farmers as a wbole may expect lower profit 
under an FMMO. Lower rates of return to dairy investments on the farm, ITi' would lower 

the subjective discount rate for the capital value of quota, rio and raise the willingness to 
pay for quota. In that case, the price of California milk pool quota would rise because 
long term prospects for dairy farming fall. 

De-pooling 

Under the current California marketing order, aU Grade A milk is subject to the minimum 
prices of tbe marketing order, so there is little incentive for a plant to leave the pool. 
Furthermore producers cannot receive quota bene.fits if their milk is delivered outside the 
pool. If de-pooling aUows a plant to avoid paying minimum prices, raising minimum 
prices creates incentive for plants in California to de-pool so that they could pay their 
milk suppliers directly rather than indirectly througb the pool. 
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Consider the potential effects of de-pooling under the assumption that milk supplied 
to de-pooled plants would not be eligible for quota returns. In that case, producers who 
wish to keep their quota would avoid delivering to de-pooled plants. Plants that wish to 
de-pool would need to offer incentives sufficient to compensate suppliers who own quota 
for selling their quota. In the context of our conceptual framework, the WT Pi would fall 

to zero if individual i decides to leave the pool. De-pooling would cause excess supply of 
quota in the market and the price of quota would fall . Those who previously valued quota 
more highly would need to find buyers who were unwilling to own additional quota at the 
prevailing price. Thus the price must fall to entice them to buy. Producers with quota may 
supply plants inside and outside the pool, so long as they supply to the pool a quantity not 
less than the amount of quota they own, but the same pressure on quota price applies. The 
price of quota fails with de-pooling, but the magnitude of the fall requires further data 
analysis. Data on the milk demanded by de-pooled plants and the milk produced by 
current quota owners who would shift to de-pooled plants are the key information to 
account for the magnitude of the fall in the price of quota. 

Expected Changes in tbe Price of Quota from Cbanges in Policy Default Risk 

Policy default risk represents the likelihood of a policy change that substantially lowers 
the return from policy-created assets. Sumner and Wilson (2005) conclude that the high 
rates of return to California milk pool quota could not be fully explained by high 
portfolio risk and default risk was a likely alternative. Wilson and Sumner (2004) provide 
empirical evidence supporting the importance of policy default risk for California milk 
pool quota. Nogueira et al. (2012) calculate the policy default risk for Canadian dairy 
quota and fmd the policy default risk increased until the Uruguay Round Agreement and 
decreased after the establishment of the World Trade Organization in 1994. 

In tbe context of equation (1), we express policy risk as a lower Ni , which is the 
perceived time horizon over which quota returns are expected to last. Clearly, the 
willingness to pay is increasing in N,. Therefore, a fall in N, would shift the demand for 
quota inward and the price of quota would fall. 

The provision in the Agricultural Act of2014 that allows California to join FMMO 
without eliminating the current quota system likely caused a fall in the policy default risk, 
because it seems to provide for continuing quota even with a shift to a federal order. 
California producers who thought a federal order might be likely and would make the 
quota program vulnerable would have less concern after the legislation was signed into 
law. The rise in the price of quota in the spring and summer of2014 is consistent with 
this hypothesis (Figure I). Of course, the rise in price of quota is also consistent with 
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temporarily high milk margins that created a temporary rise in liquidity without raising 

long run expectations of profitability. 

Conclusion and Further Research 

We have discussed on how policy changes in the Agricultural Act of2014 may affect the 
demand for California milk pool quota and the price of quota. The immediate change 

from the legislation was the authorization of the MPP. We expect the MPP to decrease 

the average price of quota in the long run, but lead to smaller declines in the price of 

quota in periods of financial stress. Another likely response to the legislation was a fan in 

perceived policy default risk, which may have caused a rise in the price of quota. Thus, 
the immediate change from the legislation itself would be to increase the price of quota. 

We have raised several issues concerning prospects for the price of quota under a 
transition to a federal milk marketing order for California. If California joins the FMMO 

system, minimum prices would likely rise. Contrary to some expectations, we suggest 

that higher pool minimums would lower the profitability of dairy farming in the long run 
and raise the demand for and price of quota. We show that de-pooling under a federal 

order for California would likely lower demand for and the price of quota. 
This paper has raised many questions about the market for California milk pool quota 

after the Agricultural Act of2014. One of the most interesting issues surrounding a 

proposed Federal order for Califomia would be the Federal order' s effect on the price of 

quota. This question affects the value of an asset owned by California dairy farms that is 
now worth about $1 .1 billion. Therefore, it is worthwhile to develop further empirical 

information on these questions, which is one ofthe topics of our current research using 

monthly and county data on quota prices and quantities along with relevant dairy market 

information. 
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Class I Formula Revisions 

Prior to providing my testimony regarding the fortification of fluid milk products, I 

would first like to make revisions to the Dairy Institute of California's hearing proposal. The _I 

/,(1..Y\Vo 

revisions would make adj ustments to the Class I price calculations as found in §\OSI.SO (a) (d) 

(d) Class I Fluid Carrier Price = (Class I Skim Price • 0.24)/87.5 

(a) Class I Price = (Butterfat Price per Pound * 3.5) + (Class I SNF Price per Pound * 9) + 
(Class I Fluid Carrier Price per Pound * 87.5) 

Fortification Credit Revision 

Proponents of Proposal 2 will also revise the fortification credit calculation currentl y 
/ 00 

found in §IOSI.60(6) for both Nonfat Dry Milk and Condensed Skim. The revised fort ification 

language will mirror current California statutory language. The Stabilization Plan language as it 

relates to condensed skim states the following: 

Each handler, using condensed market skim milk for fortifYing Class I products, may 

deduct for each pound of milk solids-not-fat in such condensed market skim milk a 

maximum charge of nine and eighty-seven hundredths cents ($0.0987). This deduction 

shall be allowed in calculating the gross pool obligation of such handler, pursuant to th e 

provisions of the Pooling Plan i 

Fortification of Fluid Milk in California 

As a result of California 's higher fluid milk standards (as compared to Federal Standard 

ofldentities), differences exist in raw milk costing compared to the Federal Order system. In the 

Federal Order system, per FDA, fluid milk standards have a minimum milk solids nonfat level of 

~ regardless offat content. In California the base fluid milk standards are set at 8.7% MSNF 

8.2 5 '''j., 



for whole, 10% MSNF for reduced fat milk, 11 % MSNF for low-fat milk and 9.0% MSNF for 

skim milk. The elevated level of skim required for reduced fat and low-fat milks in California 

fluid milks necessitates that Class 1 processors in the state fortify their milk, either with 

condensed skim or nonfat dry milk. 

Currently, in all Federal Orders, the Class I mover price in any given month is set by just 

two factors, skim and butterfat. In California however, there are three factors which are used to 

set Class 1 prices. These three factors are butterfat, solids nonfat and fluid carrier. The California 

Class I price splits the skim value into two different value streams, solids nonfat and fluid 

carrier. In order to insure equal raw product costing under CA fluid milk standards, a three factor 

Class I price is necessary. The goals in setting up a system of a three factor Class I pricing 

system is to make plants indifferent as to who they receive their milk from and to ensure the 

orderly movements of milk in the state. Those plants which receive higher solids milk will pay a 

higher price for milk coming into the plant compared to those plants with lower solids milk. The 

low test milk comes at a lower cost to those plants, allowing them to pay for a higher level of 

f011ification and not be uncompetitive with a plant receiving high test milk. 

At the onset of the initial discussion around the possibility of California Federal Order 

hearing, I began analyzing what the impact would be to Class I milk costing under a Federal 

Order system compared to current California pricing mechanisms. Of particular interest was the 

impact of fortification costing differences between the Federal Order and California. The process 

of calculating the cost to fortify milk in California is fairly straight forward. The additional solids 

used to fortify the fluid milk product are brought into the plant on a Class 2 basis. In the handler 

report however there is an adjustment made, be it an increase or decrease, to convert the Class 2 

skim cost offortification into a Class I price. At the end of the day, all solids used to 
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manufacture a Class 1 fluid milk product in California are priced at the Class 1 price. For those 

plants which use condensed skim, a $O.0987/Ib credit is applied for each pound of solids used to 

fortifY the fluid milk product. 

The Federal Orders fortification costing is handled noticeably different than CUlTent 

California costing. Federal Orders bring in milk solids nonfat used in fortification as a receipt 

into the plant and then allocates the vast majority of the skim as Class IV utilization. USDA then 

converts the receipts to a skim equivalent using set factors. The difference between the receipt 

factor volume and the utilization factor volume represents the volume increase in Class I volume 

due to fOltification. This increased Class I volume is what is better known as displacement. The 

full list offortification factors can be found in Table I in Exhibit H8. 
In consultation with Pacific Northwest Federal Order staff, I developed out a time series 

model to calculate the full per cwt Class I costs, factoring in the costs associated with the USDA 

fortification regulations. I will show the differences in per-gallon costs for 2% and I % milks as 

well as whole and skim milks for manufacturers with high (9 .2% SNF), low (8 .8% SNF) and 

standard test (actual CA SNF levels) milk using both Dairy Institute's 3 factor Class I price 

formula and the current Federal Order two factor Class I price formula. Both analyses will use 

the Dairy Institute's proposed pricing formulas and adjusted make allowances. I will illustrate 

just how much of an impact not having a three factor Class I formula has on a plants ability to 

remain competiti ve in the market. 

From a Dean Foods perspective, condensed skim is the preferred method to fortifY fluid 

milk products in California to meet the fluid standards. In my analysis I will focus solely on 

fortification costing using condensed skim. My analysis used what is called Pearson' s Square to 

arrive at the combination of market test skim milk and condensed skim to reach the required 
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MSNF level per the California fluid milk standards for both 2% and 1%. Pearson's Square is a 

mathematical fonnula which calculates what pounds of two different testing products (milk and 

condensed) are needed to arrive at a specified number of pounds at a specific skim test. 

To calculate the skim equivalent of the fortifying agent for a two factor pricing system, I 

multiplied the pounds of condensed skim needed to fortify a cwt of milk standardized to either 

2% or 1% milkfat by their respective USDA fortification factors. My analysis assumes a 

condensed skim solids nonfat percentage of33.5%. This level of solids nonfat in the fortifying 

agent, per USDA guidelines, equals a volume factor of 0.904 and a Class IV fortification factor 

of2.709. Multiplying the pounds of condensed needed to fortify 2% and I % milk by their 

respective factors provides the skim equivalent pounds which will then be used to calculate the 

cost offortification. Once the skim equivalent pounds of the fortifying agent are known I was 

then able to calculate the value of fortification. There are two separate calculations made in the 

fortification cost buildup. The first step is to multiply the skim equivalent pounds assigned to the 

volume factor by the per-pound Class I price (at a $2.1 O/cwt base differential level). Next, the 

skim equivalent pounds allocated to fortification is multiplied by the per-pound Class IV skim Q 

. 0+ E:Xh' bi t H V 
pnce. 

" The fortification and milk cost build up for milk at test can be found in Table2 . This 

same model discussed just now was then used to calculate milk and fortification costs for 

producer milk at 9.2% and 8.8% SNF levels to test how differences in tbe MSNF content of 

producer milk impacts raw product costing. Using the model just laid for a two factor Class I 

pricing system, I then calculated the milk cost in California with a three factor Class I pricing 

system. The only functional difference between the two factor and three factor model is that the 
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skim cost portion is broken into two separate cost categories, solids nonfat and fluid carrier. The 
,I c+ t )C.h,b,t 

three factor pricing calculation for California milk at test can be found in Exhibit~. 

Using the Class I pricing formula as laid out in the Dairy Institute hearing proposal and 

actual commodity prices from 2010 - 2014, I calculated per-gallon costs for whole, reduced fat, 

low-fat and skim milks. Also factored into the per-gallon cost build up was the fortification and 

displacement costs to fortify reduced fat and low-fat milks to meet the California fluid milk 

standards. A shrink factor of I % was assumed for all fat categories . The final piece of the total 

per-gallon cost buildup is the fortification credits. The total level of fortification credits are 

estimated using the Dairy Institute's proposal and are adjusted to reflect the solids nonfat content 

of the milk coming into the plant. Dairy Institute language would have provided the maximum 

allowed fortification credit throughout 2010 - 2014 of $0.0987 l ib of skim solids. The level of 

fortification credit was corrected to reflect the percentage of MSNF in producer milk, be it 8.8%, 

8.9% or 9.2%. 

The per-gallon cost differences of fluid milk products show notable differences under a 
+' o..c:..~o ·(' 

three factor Class I pricing system compared to ;P£ a two~ricing formula. The key difference is 

that while prices for reduced fat and low-fat milks are higher under a three factor fOIIDula than 

they would be under a two factor formula, the price gap between "high" test milk and " low" test 
d · &h,b,+ 1'-\8 

milk is much flatter. As Table 2 shows, a three factor Class I pricing formula levels the 

competitive playing field by significantly reducing the per-gallon price gap between a plant 

taking in high solids milk and a plant which takes in low solids milk. 

Under a two factor price formula the 2010-2014 per-gallon cost of reduced fat milk at a 

high test skim averaged $ 1.6171 while the low test skim averaged $1.6565, a difference of 

$0.0394 per gallon. That price difference averaged $0.0382/gallon for low-fat milk over that 
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same period. In comparison the 2010-2014 reduced fat per-gallon cost with high test skim milk 

under a 3 factor formula averaged $1.6815 while the low test skim mi lk per-gallon price 

averaged $1.68 I 0, a difference of only $0.0005 per gallon. Lowfat per-gallon costs for high and 

low test skim solids milk under a three factor pricing formula averaged $1.6234 and $1.6228, 

respectively, a difference of only $0.0006 per gallon. 

Given the nature of the Califomia fluid milk market the $0.0394 and $0.0382 per gallon 

price advantage enjoyed by plants taking in milk with high nonfat solids would represent a 

significant competitive price advantage over those plants which are taking in low nonfat solids 

mi lk. This per-gallon price gap would give an incentive to fluid processors to procure milk from 
,. hMe,. 

those farms which have a higher level of milk solids while at the same jettisoning those farms 

that are producing milk with lower solids levels. Shifting from using milk from Holstein herds to 

Jersey herds could potentially lead to disorderly marketing for no other reason than to take 

advantage of the two factor Class I pricing regulations. As my calculation shows, the competitive 

advantage enjoyed by a plant taking in high nonfat solids milk is significantly reduced in a Class 

I pricing system which splits the skim pricing into two separate components, nonfat solids and 

fluid carrier. It is also important to note that a three factor Class I pricing formula would 

represent the status quo for Class 1 in California. Those involved in the fluid milk industry in the 

state have a strong understanding and comfort level in a pricing formula which splits the value of 

skim into two separate components, solids nonfat and fluid carrier. The three factor Class I 

pricing formula, per my analysis, would actually lead to higher per-gallon costs for whole, 

reduced fat, lowfat and skim milks. Despite this, Dean feels that a three factor pricing formula is 

necessary in order to ensure orderly conditions in the Califomia Class I market. 
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i Stabilization and Marketing Plan for Market Milk, as Amended, for the Southern California Marketing Area. P.14. 
(https://www.cdfa.ca."ov/dai ry/pdf/hcaringsI20 15/S0 CAL STAB PLAN76.pdO. 
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EXHIBIT 

Revised Table 2 

Per-Gallon Costs Using 2 Factor Class 1 Price and 3 Factor Class I Price at 9.2% SNF Milk 

Per-Gallon Costs.l"/fQ .Fo rtifitation (2010 · 2014) - Condensed Skim Per-Gallon Costs w/FO & FC Fortification. (2010 - 2014) . Condensed Skim 

Whole Reduced Lowfat Skim Whole Reduced Lowfat Skim 

Mil k Costs $ 20.48 $ 17.16 $ 14.83 $ 14.18 Mi lk Costs $ 21.14 $ 18.25 $ 15.89 $ 14.54 

Fortification Cost (pe r cwt) $ - $ 0.82 $ 1.97 $ . Fortification Cost (per cwt) $ . $ 0.82 $ 1.97 $ -

Displaceme nt (per cwt ) $ - $ 0.34 $ 0.81 $ - Di splacement (pe r cwt) $ - $ 0.35 $ 0.84 $ · 
Raw Mil k Cost $ 20.48 $ 18.31 $ 17.62 $ 14.18 Raw Mi lk Cost $ 21.14 $ 19.41 $ 18.70 $ 14.54 

Shrink (1%) $ 0.17 $ 0.18 $ 0.19 $ 0.17 Shri nk (1%) $ 0.17 $ 0.18 $ 0. 19 $ 0.17 

Fortification Credit (per ga l) $ - $ (0.0055) $(0.0133) $ - Fortification Credit (per gal) $ - $(0.0055) $ (0.0133) $ · 
Total Mi lk Cost $ 20.65 $ 18.49 $ 17.81 $ 14.35 Total Mil k Cost $ 21.31 $ 19.58 $ 18.89 $ 14.71 

Per-Gallon Costs $ L7800 $ 1.5973 $ L5377 $L2AOO Per-Gallon Costs $ L8370 $L6925 $ L6321 $ L27U 

Per-Gallon Costs Usi ng 2 Factor Class I Price and 3 Factor Class I Price at Actua l SNF Mil k 

Per-Gallo" Costs l"/fO fpnifltatiol\. (2Ol!!=..Z014) - Cond~psed.Skim Per· Gallon Costs w/FO & F~Eprnfil;.tion (WO .J(14) - CondJ:nseq.5kim 

Whole Reduced Lowfat Skim Whole Reduced Lowfat Skim 

Milk Costs $ 20.08 $ 16.98 $ 14.66 $ 13.77 Milk Costs $ 20.83 $ 17.69 $ 15.35 $ 14.23 

Fortification Cost (per cwt) $ - $ 1.21 $ 2.36 $ - Fortification Cost (per cwt) $ - $ 1.21 $ 2.36 $ -

Displacement (per cwt) $ - $ 0.50 $ 0.97 $ - Displacement (per cwt) $ - $ 0.51 $ 1.00 $ -
Raw Milk Cost $ 20.08 $ 18.69 $ 17.99 $ 13.77 Raw Milk Cost $ 20.83 $ 19.41 $ 18.71 $ 14. 23 

Shri nk (1%) $ 0.17 $ 0. 18 $ 0.19 $ 0. 17 Sh ri nk (1%) $ 0.17 $ 0.18 $ 0.19 $ 0.17 

Fortification Credit (pe r gal ) $ . $ (0.0082) $(0.0161) $ - Forti fication Credit (per ga l) $ - $(0.0082) $ (0.0161) $ · 
Tota l Mil k Cost $ 20.25 $ 18.87 $ 18.18 $ 13.94 Total Milk Cost $ 21.00 $ 19.59 $ 18.90 $ 14.40 

Per-Gallon Costs $ 1.7456 $ 1.6275 $ 1.5671 $1.2043 Per· Gallon Costs $ L809B $ L6905 $ L6300 $ 1.2439 

Per-Gallon Costs Using 2 Facto r Class I Price and 3 Factor Class I Price at 8.8"/0 SNF Milk 

Per-Gallon Costs w/FO Fo rtification (2010 · 2014) . Condensed Skim Per-Gallon Costs w/FO & FC Fortificatio n (2010 - 2014) - Condensed Skim 

Whole Reduced Lowfat Skim Whole Reduced Lowfat Skim 

Milk Costs $ 19.97 $ 16.93 $ 14.62 $ 13.66 Milk Costs $ 20.74 $ 17.54 $ 15.21 $ 14.14 

Fortification Cost (pe r cwt) $ - $ 1.31 $ 2.46 $ - Fortification Cost (per cwt) $ - $ 1.31 $ 2.46 $ · 
Displacement (per cwt) $ - $ 0.54 $ 1.01 $ - Displacement (percwt) $ - $ 0.56 $ 1.05 $ -

Raw Milk Cost $ 19.97 $ 18.79 $ 18.08 $ 13.66 Raw Mi I k Cost $ 20.74 $ 19.42 $ 18.71 $ 14.14 

Sh rink (1%) $ 0.17 $ 0.18 $ 0.19 $ 0.17 Shrink (1%) $ 0.17 $ 0.18 $ 0.19 $ 0.17 

Fortification Credit (per gal) $ . $ (0.0089) $(0.0168) $ - Fortification Credit (per gal) $ - $(0.0089) $ (0.0168) $ -

Total Mi lk Cost $ 20.14 $ 18.97 $ 18.27 $ 13.83 Total Milk Cost $ 20.91 $ 19.60 $ 18.90 $ 14.31 

Per·Galion Costs $ 1.7362 $ 1.6356 $ 1.5749 $L1946 Per-Gallon Costs $ L8024 $ L6900 $ L629S $ L2365 
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CONENTRATED SKIM MILK WEIGHT CONVERSION TABLE 

% Total Solids in Butterfat Weight Product Skim Voillme Class IV 
the Mixtllre Test Pcr Gallon Eg. Factor Factor Fortification Factor 

Ovcr 19.5, but not over 20.5 0.11 9.03 2.190 .956 1.234 
Over 20.5, but not over 21.5 0.11 9.06 2.299 .951 1.348 
Over 21.5, bllt not over 22.5 0.12 9.10 2.408 .947 1.461 
Over 22.5, but not over 23.5 0.13 9.14 2.518 .943 1.575 
Over 23.5, but not over 24.5 0.13 9.18 2.627 .939 1.688 
Over 24.5, but not over 25.5 0.14 9.22 2.737 .935 1.802 
Over 25.5, but not over 26.5 0.14 9.26 2.846 .931 1.915 
Over 26.5, but not over 27.5 0.15 9.30 2.956 .927 2.029 
Over 27.5, but not over 28.5 0.15 9.34 3.065 .923 2.142 
Over 28.5, but not over 29.5 0.16 9.38 3.175 .920 2.255 
Over 29.5, but not over 30.5 0.16 9.42 3.284 .915 2.369 
Over 30.5, bllt not over 31.5 0.17 9.46 3.394 .912 2.482 
Over 31.5, bllt not over 32.5 0.18 9.50 3.503 .907 2.596 
Over 32.5, but not over 33.5 0.18 9.54 3.613 .904 2.709 
Over 33.5, bllt not over 34.5 0.19 9.58 3.722 .899 2.823 
Over 34.5, but not over 35.5 0.19 . 9.62 3.832 .896 2.936 
Over 35.5, bllt not over 36.5 0.20 9.67 3.941 .892 3.049 
Over 36.5, but not over 37.5 0.20 9.71 4.051 .888 3.163 
Over 37.5, hilt lIot over 38.5 0.21 9.75 4.160 .884 3.276 
Over 38.5, but not over 39.5 0.21 9.80 4.270 .880 3.390 
Over 39.5, bllt not over 40.5 0.22 9.84 4.379 .876 3.503 
Over 40.5, but lIot over 41.5 0.22 9.89 4.488 .871 3.617 
Over 41.5, bllt not over 42.5 0.23 9.93 4.598 .868 3.730 
Over 42.5, but not over 43.5 0.24 9.98 4.707 .863 3.844 
Over 43.5, bllt not over 44.5 0.24 10.02 4.817 .860 3.957 
Over 44.5, but not over 45.5 0.25 10.07 4.926 .856 4.070 
Over 45.5, bllt not over 46.5 0.25 10.12 5.036 .852 4.184 
Over 46.5, but not over 47.5 0.26 10.16 5.145 .848 4.297 
Over 47.5, but not over 48.5 0.26 10.21 5.255 .844 4.411 
Over 48.5, bllt not over 49.5 0.27 10.26 5.364 .840 4.524 
Over 49.5, but not over 50.5 0.27 10.31 5.474 .836 4.638 
Over 50.5, but not over 51.5 0.28 10.36 5.583 .832 4.751 
Ovcr 51.5, but not over 52.5 0.28 10.41 5.693 .828 4.865 
Ovcr 52.5, bllt not over 53.5 0.29 10.46 5.802 .824 4.978 
Over 53.5, but not over 54.5 0.30 10.51 5.912 .821 5.091 
Over 54.5, but not over 55.5 0.30 10.56 6.021 .816 5.205 
Over 55.5, but not over 56.5 0.31 10.61 6.131 .813 5.318 
Over 56.5, but not over 57.5 0.31 10.66 6.240 .808 5.432 
Over 57.5, but not over 58.5 0.32 10.72 6.350 .805 5.545 
Over 58.5, but not over 59.5 0.32 10.77 6.459 .800 5.659 
Over 59.5, but not over 60.5 0.33 10.82 6.569 .797 5.772 
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Per-Gallon Cost Sheets for High SNF, Actua l SNF and Low SNF Milk 

Per-Gallon Costs Using 2 Factor Class I Price and 3 Factor Class I Price at 9.ZO/o SNF Milk 

Per-Gallon Costs w/FO Fortification (2010 - 2014) - Condensed Skim Per-Gallon Costs w/FO & FC Fortification (2010 - 2014) - Condensed Skim 

Whole Reduced lawfat Skim Whole Reduced Lawtat Skim 

Milk Costs $ 20.69 $ 17.36 $ 15.03 $ 14.40 Milk Costs $ 2l.0s $ 18.10 $ 15.75 $ 14.45 

Fortification Cost (per cwt) $ - $ 0.84 $ 2.03 $ - Fortification Cost (per cwt) $ - $ 0.84 $ 2.03 $ -
Displacement (per cwtl $ $ 0.34 $ 0.82 $ - Displacement (per cwt) $ - $ 0.34 $ 0.83 $ -
Raw Mi lk Cost $ 20.69 $ 18.54 $ 17.88 $ 14.40 Raw Mi I k Cost $ 21.05 $ 19.28 $ 18.60 $ 14.45 

Shrink (1%) $ 0.17 $ 0.18 $ 0.19 $ 0.17 Shrink (1%) $ 0.17 $ 0.18 $ 0.19 $ 0.17 
Fortification Credit (per gal) $ - $ (0.0055) $(00133) $ - Forti fication Credit (per gal) $ - $(0.0055) $ (0.0133) $ -
Total Milk Cost $ 20.86 $ 18.71 $ 18.07 $ 14.56 Total Milk Cost $ 21.22 $ 19.46 $ 18.79 $ 14.62 
Per-Gallon Costs $ 1.7982 $ 1.6171 $ 1.5603 $1.2584 Per-Gallon Costs $ 1.8292 $ 1.6815 $ 1.6234 $ 1.2630 

Per-Gallon Costs Using 2 Factor Class I Price and 3 Factor Class I Price at Actual SNF Milk 

Per-Gallon Costs w/FO Fortification (2010 - 2014) - Condensed Skim Per-Gallon Costs w/FO & Fe Fortification (2010- 2014) - Condensed Skim 

Whole Reduced l awfat Skim Whole Reduced lowfat Skim 

Milk Costs $ 20.29 $ 17.18 $ 14.85 $ 13.97 Milk Costs $ 20.74 $ 17.55 $ 15.21 $ 14.14 

Fortification Cost (per cwt) $ - $ 1.24 $ 2.42 $ - Fortification Cost (pe r cwt) $ - $ 1.24 $ 2.42 $ -
Displacement (per cwt) $ $ 0.50 $ 0.98 $ - Displacement (per cwt ) $ - $ 0.51 $ 0.99 $ -
Raw Milk Cost $ 20.29 $ 18.92 $ 18.25 $ 13.97 Raw Milk Cost $ 20.74 $ 19.30 $ 18.62 $ 14.14 

Shrink (1%) $ 0.17 $ 0.18 $ 0.19 $ 0.17 Shrink (1%) $ 0.17 $ 0.18 $ 0.19 $ 0.17 

Fortification Credi t (per gal ) $ $ (0.0082) $(0.0161) $ - Fortification Credit (per gal) $ - $ (0.0082) $ (0.0161) $ 

Total Mil k Cost $ 20.45 $ 19.11 $ 18.45 $ 14.14 Total Milk Cost $ 20.91 $ 19.48 $ 18.82 $ 14.31 

Per-Gallon Costs $ 1.7632 $ 1.6482 $ 1.5905 $1.2220 Per-Gallon Costs $ 1.8025 $ 1.6810 $ 1.6229 $ 1.2363 

Per-Gallon Costs Using 2 Factor Class I Price and 3 Factor Class I Price at 8.8% SNF Milk 

Per-Gallon Costs w/FO Fortification (2010 - 2014) - Condensed Skim Pe r-Gallon Costs w/FO & FC Fortification (2010- 2014) - Condensed 5kim 

Whole Reduced lowfat Skim Whole Reduced Lowfat Skim 

Milk Costs $ 20.18 $ 17.13 $ 14.80 $ 13.86 Milk Costs $ 20.66 $ 17.41 $ 15.07 $ 14.06 

Forti fication Cost (per oot) $ - $ 1.35 $ 2.52 $ - Fortification Cost (per oot) $ - $ 1.35 $ 2.52 $ -
Displacement (per cwt) $ - $ 0.55 $ 1.02 $ - Displacement (percwt) $ $ 0.55 $ 1.03 $ -
Raw Mi lk Cost $ 20.18 $ 19.03 $ 18.35 $ 13.86 Raw Milk Cost $ 20.66 $ 19.31 $ 18.63 $ 14.06 

Shrink (1%) $ 0.17 $ 0.18 $ 0. 19 $ 0.17 Shrink (1%) $ 0.17 $ 0.18 $ 0.19 $ 0.17 

Fortification Credit (per gal) $ - $ (0.0089) $(0.0168) $ - Fortification Credit (per gal) $ $(0.0089) $ (O.Ol 68) $ -

Total Milk Cost $ 20.34 $ 19.21 $ 18.55 $ 14.03 Total Milk Cost $ 20.83 $ 19.49 $ 18.82 $ 14.22 

Pe r-G all on Costs $ 1.7S37 $ 1.6565 $ 1.5985 $1.2122 Per-Gallon Costs $ 1.7953 $ 1.6810 $ 1.6228 $ 1.2290 



A 

(per CDFA Milk Production datal 

883% 

8.83% 
8.84% 
8.84% 
8.81 % 

8.77% 

879% 

8 .84% 

8.85% 

8.92% 

SF · Farm 
Production 

B/1 

0 .0883 

0.9635 0.0883 

0 .9640 0.0884 

0.9644 0.0884 

0 .9648 0.0881 

0.9651 0.0877 

0.9646 0.0879 

0 .9639 0.0884 

0.9634 0 ,0885 

0 .9624 0 .0892 

0.9616 0.0890 

0 .9621 0 .0887 

0 .9626 0 .0886 

0 .9631 0.0884 

0 .9635 0 .0884 

0 .9636 0.0881 

0 .9643 0.0877 

0.9640 0.0880 

0.9637 0.0883 

0.9630 0.0888 

0 .9627 0.0888 

0 .9632 0.0887 

0 .9639 0.0884 

0.9638 0.0883 

0.9637 0 .0879 

0.9632 0 .0874 

0 .9629 0 .0883 

0 .9623 0 .0890 

0 .9616 0 .0896 
0 .9614 0 .0896 

'/D .1/(1·.02) 

Targets 

Skim SNF test of 

market m ilk 2% 
9 .2062% 10.2041% 

9 .1693% 10.2041% 

9 .1645% 10.2041% 

9.1701% 10.2041% 

9.1663% 10.2041% 
9.1314% 10.2041% 

9.0871% 10.2041% 

9.1126% 10.2041% 
9.1711% 10.2041% 

9 .1862% 10.2041% 

9.2685% 10.2041% 

9.2554% 

9 .2194% 10.2041% 

9.2042% 10.2041% 

9.1787% 10.2041% 

9.1749% 10.2041% 

9.1428% 10.2041% 

9.0947% 10.2041% 

9 .1286% 10.2041% 

9 .1626% 10.2041% 

10.204 1% 

10.2041% 

10,2041% 

9.2241% 10.2041% 

9.2089% 10.2041% 

9.1711% 10.2041% 

9.1617% 10.2041% 

9 .1211% 10.2041% 

9 .0739% 10.2041% 

9.1702% 10.2041% 

9 .2487% 10.2041 % 

9.3178% 10.2041% 

Pounds 

4.11 

4.25 

4.27 

4.25 

4.26 

4.40 

4.58 
4.48 

4 .25 

4.19 

4.12 

4.22 

4 .23 

4.36 

4.55 

4.41 

4.28 

4.04 

4 .10 

4.25 

4.28 

4.44 

4.63 

4.25 

J 

(10<>-1) 
l 

(l00·K) 

Pearson Square 1% 

Skim Pounds 

7.8-4 92.16 
7.98 

8.00 
7.98 
7.99 
8.12 
8.29 
8 .19 
7 .97 

7.92 

7.85 

7.95 

7.96 

8 .08 

8.26 

8.13 

8.01 

7,78 

7.39 

92.02 

92 .00 
92.02 

92.01 
91.88 

91.71 

91.81 
92 .03 

92 .08 

92.15 

92.05 

92.04 

91.92 

91 .74 

91.87 

91 .99 

92.22 

92.61 
7,34 92 .66 

7 .73 

7.77 

7.83 

7.97 

8.01 

8.16 

8.34 

7.98 

7.68 

7 .42 

92.27 

92 .23 
92.17 

92.03 

91 .99 

91.84 

91 .66 

92 .02 

92.32 

92.58 

N 0 p 

Je(1-.02) Ke(t_.OII L -(1-.01) 

2% 1% 

skim in (cnd In skim in 
product 

4.03 93 .97 
4.17 93.83 
4.19 93.81 
4.16 93.84 
4.18 93.82 
4.31 93.69 
4.48 93.52 
4.39 93.61 
4.16 93 .84 

93.90 

4.03 93.97 

4.13 93.87 

4.15 93.85 

4.27 93 .73 

4 .45 93.55 

4 .32 93.68 

4 .19 93 ,81 

3.97 94.03 

3.96 94 .04 

4.02 93 .98 

4.16 93.84 

4 .20 93.80 

4 .35 93.65 

4 .53 93.47 

4.16 93.84 

3.86 94.14 

3.59 94.41 
3.58 94 .42 

7.90 

7.92 
7.90 

7.91 
8.04 
8.21 

8.11 

7.89 
7.84 

7.53 

7.77 

7.87 

7.88 

8.00 

8 .18 

8 .05 

7.93 

7,70 

7.75 

7 .89 

7 .93 

8 .08 

8.26 

7.90 

7.60 

7.34 

7.33 



Costing at Actual Califo rnia Skim Test (2 Factor Formula ) 

• • C D , , G H I J K l M N 0 p 

('-C)/' ./, "D .,/('-.02) .• 1/('-.0.) 100i -!tf/( tI-.335) (.00-1) .00'('·HI/('·.335) (l00·K) 1·(1·.02) J·(I·.02) K·(I-.01) l·(I-.01) 

(per CDFA Milk Production data) Targets 'ie: on 5quare 2 % Pearson 5quare 1% 2% 1% 

M5NF - Farm SF - Farm % SNF in ewt Skim SNF test of Cond in skim in Cond ln skim in 
Production Production of Farm Milk % SNF market milk 2% . % Cond Pounds Skim Pounds Cond Pounds Ski m Pounds product product product product 

1an-13 8.94% 3.88% 0 .9612 0.0894 9.3009% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.73 96.27 7.48 92.52 3.66 94.34 7.41 91.59 
Feb·13 8.92% 3.80% 0.9620 0.0892 9.2723% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.85 96.15 7.59 92.41 3.77 94.23 7.51 91.49 
Mar-13 g.88% 373% 0.9627 0.0888 9.2241% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.04 95.96 7.77 92.23 3.96 94.04 7. 70 91.30 
Apr-13 8.88% 3.68% 0.9632 0.0888 9.2193% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.06 95.94 7.79 92.21 3.97 94.03 7.71 91.29 

May-13 8.86% 3.64% 0.9636 0.0886 9.1947% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.15 95.85 7.88 92 .12 4.07 93.93 7.81 91.19 
l un-13 8 .83% 3.63% 0.9637 0.0883 9.1626% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.28 95.72 8 .01 91.99 4.19 93.81 7.93 91 ,07 
Jul-13 8 .78% 3.61% 0.9639 0.0878 9.1088% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.49 95.51 8.21 91.79 4.40 93.60 8.13 90.87 

Aug-13 8.85% 3.64% 0.9636 0.0885 9.1843% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.19 95.81 7.92 92 .08 4.11 93.89 7.84 91.16 
Sep-13 8.88% 3.70% 0.9630 0.0888 9.2 212% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.05 95.95 7.78 92 .22 3.97 94.03 7.71 91.29 
Oct-13 899% 3.81% 0.9619 0.0899 9.3461% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.55 96.45 7.31 92.69 3.48 94 .52 7.23 91 .77 
Nov·13 9.03% 3.83% 0.9617 0.0903 9.3896% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.38 96.62 7.14 92.86 3.31 94.69 7.07 91 .93 
Dec-13 9.02% 3.86% 0.9614 0.0902 9.3822% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.41 96.59 7.17 92.83 3.34 94.66 7.10 91.90 
Jan-14 8.97% 3.81% 0.9619 0.0897 9.3253% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.64 96.36 7.39 92.61 3.56 94.44 7.31 91 .69 
Feb-14 8.93% 3.74% 0.9626 0.0893 9.2770% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.83 96.17 7.57 92.43 3.75 94.25 7.50 91.50 
Mar-14 8.93% 3.70% 0.9630 0.0893 9.2731% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.84 96.16 7.59 92.41 3.77 94.23 7.51 91 .49 
Apr-14 8.91% 366% 0.9634 0.0891 9.2485% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.94 96.06 7.68 92.32 3.86 94 .14 7.60 91.40 

May-14 8.89% 3.62% 0.9638 0.0889 9.2239% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.04 95 .96 7.77 92 .23 3.96 94.04 7.70 91.30 
Jun-14 8 .88% 3.59% 0.9641 0.0888 9.2107% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.09 95.91 7.82 92 .18 4.01 93.99 7.75 91.25 
Jul-14 8 .84% 3.59% 0.9641 0.0884 9.1692% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.25 95.75 7.98 92.02 4.17 93.83 7.90 91 .10 

Aug-14 8 .86% 361% 0.9639 0.0886 9.1918% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.16 95.84 7.90 92.10 4.08 93.9 2 7.82 91.18 
Sep-14 8 .87% 366% 0.9634 0.0887 9.2070% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.10 95.90 7.84 92.16 4.02 93.98 7.76 91.24 
Oct-14 8.96% 3.74% 0.9626 0.0896 9.3081% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.70 96.30 7.45 92.55 3.63 94.37 7.38 91.62 
Nov-14 9.01% 3.80% 0.9620 0.0901 9.3659% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.47 96.53 7.23 92.77 3.40 94.60 7.16 91.84 
Dec-14 8.99% 3.81% 0.9619 0.0899 9.3461% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.55 96.45 7.31 92.69 3.48 94.52 7.23 91.77 



Costi at Actual California Skim Test Factor 

Q R STU V w x y 

R*O 

Fortification I Skim Milk Class IV Skim Cost 

0.904 3.64 10.91 7.02 $ 11.70 $ 8.92 
0.904 3.77 11.29 7.14 $ 12.15 $ 7.92 
0.904 3.78 11.34 7.16 $ 10.75 $ 7.60 
0.904 3.76 11.28 7.14 $ 9.72 $ 8.27 

0.904 3.78 11 .32 7.15 $ 10.41 $ 9.44 
0.904 3.90 11.69 7.27 $ 11.49 $ 9.54 
0.904 4.05 12.15 7.42 $ 12.00 $ 9.23 
0.904 3.97 11.88 7.33 $ 11.38 $ 8.59 
0.904 3.76 11.27 7.14 21.39 $ 10.67 $ 8.43 
0.904 3.71 11.11 7.09 21.23 $ 10.50 $ 8 .69 
0.904 3.42 10.25 6.81 20.39 $ 10.86 $ 8.94 
0.904 3.36 10.08 6.75 20.23 $ 10.99 S 8.84 

0.904 3.47 10.39 6.85 20.53 $ 11.21 S 9.45 
0.904 3.59 10.77 6.97 20.89 S 11.46 $ 10.52 
0.904 3.65 10.93 7.02 21.05 $ 12.39 $ 11.60 
0.904 2.709 3.74 11.19 7.11 21.31 S 13.51 $ 12.26 

May-ll 0.904 2.709 3.75 11 .23 7.12 21.35 S 14.37 S 12 .65 
Jun-ll 0.904 2.709 3.86 11.57 7.23 S 14.70 S 13 .01 
Jul-ll 0 .904 2.709 4.03 12.07 7.39 S 15.06 S 12.69 

Aug-ll 0.904 2.709 3.91 11.72 7.28 S 15.42 S 12.31 
Sep-ll 0.904 2.709 3.79 11.36 7.17 S 15.36 $ 12 .04 
Oct-ll 0.904 2.709 3.59 10.75 6.97 S 14.16 S 11.75 
Nov-l 0.904 3.23 9.67 6.62 S 14.04 S 11.23 
Dec-l 0.904 3.18 9.52 6.57 13.56 10.94 



Q R S 

0.904 
0.904 

0.904 
0.904 2.709 
0.904 2.709 
0.904 2.709 
0.904 2.709 
0.904 2.709 
0.904 
0.904 

Nov- 0.904 
Oec-12 0.904 

Jan-13 0.904 
Feb-13 0.904 
Mar-13 0.904 
Apr-13 0.904 

May-13 0.904 
Jun-13 0.904 
Jul-13 0.904 

0.904 
0.904 
0.904 
0.904 
0.904 

at Actual California Skim Test Factor 
T u 

S*M 

Fortification 

3.37 10.11 
3.54 10.60 
3.58 10.72 
3.63 10.88 
3.76 11.27 
3.79 11.37 
3.94 11.79 
4.10 12.28 
3.76 11.28 
3.49 10.46 
3.25 9.73 
3.24 9.71 

3.31 9.91 
3.41 10.21 

3.58 10.72 

3.59 10.77 
3.68 11.03 
3.79 11.36 
3.98 11.92 
3.72 11.13 
3.59 10.75 

3.15 9.43 
2.99 8.97 
3.02 9.05 

V 

R*O S*O 
w 

Volume Fortification 

6.76 
6.92 

6.96 
7.01 

7.14 21.39 
7.17 21.48 

7.31 21.89 
7.46 22.37 

7.14 
6.87 
6.64 
6.63 

6.69 
6.79 
6.96 

6.97 
7.06 
7.17 
7.35 

7.09 
6.97 
6.54 
6.39 19.15 
6.42 19.23 

x y 

Class I Skim Milk Class IV Skim Cost 

$ 14.66 $ 10.71 

$ 13.00 $ 10.58 

$ 12.80 $ 10.15 

$ 12.27 $ 9.44 

S 12.09 S 8.58 
$ 12.08 S 8.11 

$ 12.23 S 8.75 

$ 12.31 S 9.46 

S 12.83 S 10.56 

S 13.73 S 11.33 

S 14.98 S 11.78 
$ 16.56 S 11.99 

S 14.93 $ 12.19 

S 14.33 $ 12.15 

$ 14.33 $ 11.84 

S 13 .95 $ 11.93 

S 13.77 $ 12.88 

S 14.97 $ 13.33 

$ 15.38 S 13.68 

$ 15.65 $ 14.06 

$ 16.14 $ 14.40 

$ 16.43 $ 14.65 

$ 16.74 $ 15.12 
$ 17.19 $ 15.70 



Costi at Actual California Skim Test (2 Factor Formula) 

Q R S u V W x y 

S· M R· O S· O 
Skim Equivalent of Fortifying Agent 

Fortification I Skim Milk Class IV Skim Cost 

Jan- 0.904 3.22 9.65 6.61 17.69 16.41 
0.904 3.39 10.16 6.78 $ 18.45 $ 16.80 
0.904 3.40 10.20 6.79 $ 18.85 $ 16.91 

0.904 3.49 10.46 6.87 $ 19.10 $ 16.28 
0.904 3.58 10.72 6.96 $ 19.08 $ 15 .01 
0.904 3.62 10.86 7.00 $ 17.11 $ 14.89 

0.904 3.77 11.29 7.14 $ 16.89 $ 14.88 
0.904 3.69 11.06 7.07 $ 17.11 $ 14.22 
0.904 3.64 10.90 7.01 21.02 $ 16.44 $ 11.40 
0.904 3.28 9.83 6.67 19.99 $ 14.65 $ 11.56 
0.904 3.08 9.22 6.47 19.39 $ 14.71 $ 10.67 
0.904 3.15 9.43 6.54 $ 17.13 $ 9.47 

- -- --------------



Costing at Actual California Skim Test (2 Factor Formula) 

z AA AB AC AD AE AF AG AH AI AJ AK 

Y'(U/lOO) X'(V/IOO) Y'(W/IOO) BF$/lb'Z AF+AG BF$/Ib'l AI+AJ 

Value of Fortification 

Fortification Volume Fortification Skim Butterfat Total Butterfat Total 

S 0.4258 S 0 .9728 S 0.8211 S 1.8759 S 11.00 S 3. 1618 S 14.16 S 10.67 $ 1.5809 S 12.26 

S 0.4578 S 0.8943 S 0.8678 S 1.6952 S 11.40 S 2.8050 S 14.21 S 11.07 S 1.4025 S 12.47 

S 0. 4068 S 0.8619 S 0.7696 S 1.6304 S 10.08 S 2.8900 S 12.97 S 9.79 S 1.4450 S 11.24 

S 0.3660 S 0.9330 S 0.6940 S 1.7694 S 9.12 S 3.0228 S 12.14 S 8.86 S 1.5114 S 10.37 

S 0 .3933 S 1.0688 S 0.7446 S 2.0234 S 9.77 S 3.1710 S 12.94 S 9.48 S 1.5855 S 11.07 

S 0.4481 S 1.1148 S 0.8354 S 2.0785 S 10.76 S 3.4180 S 14.18 S 10.45 S 1.7090 S 12.16 

S 0.4864 S 1.1211 S 0.8904 S 2.0523 S 11.22 S 3.3548 S 14.58 S 10.90 S 1.6774 S 12.57 

S 0.4512 S 1.0207 S 0 .8346 S 1.8879 S 10.65 S 3.7668 S 14.42 S 10.34 S 1.8834 S 12.23 

S 0.4014 S 0.9503 S 0 .7615 $ 1.8028 $ 10.01 $ 3.9964 $ 14.01 $ 9.72 S 1.9982 S 11.72 

S 0 .3894 $ 0.9658 $ 0.7440 $ 1.8451 $ 9.86 $ 4.7058 $ 14.57 S 9.57 $ 2.3529 $ 11.92 

S 0 .3715 $ 0.9164 $ 0.7391 S 1.8232 $ 10.23 S 4.8860 $ $ 9.93 $ 2.4430 $ 12.38 
0.8911 1.7882 10.36 12.39 

S 0.9817 S 1.9399 S 10.56 $ S 1408 $ 10.25 S 12.01 

$ 0.4117 $ 1.1326 S 0.7991 S 2.1981 S 10.78 $ 3.7876 S 14. 56 $ 10.46 S 1.8938 S 12.36 

S 0.4517 S 1.2673 $ 0.8703 $ 2.4417 $ 11.64 $ 4.6142 S 16.26 $ 11.30 S 2.3071 S 13.61 

S 0 .5046 $ 1.3722 $ 0 .9607 $ 2.6125 S 12.68 S 4.5036 $ 17.19 $ 12.31 $ 2.2518 S 14.56 

$ 0 .5386 $ 1.4209 $ 1.0237 $ 2.7005 $ 13.49 S 4.3840 $ 17.87 $ 13.09 $ 2.1920 $ 15.29 

S 0.5674 S 1.5049 S 1.0631 S 2.8196 S 13.78 $ 4.5270 $ 18.31 S 13.38 $ 2.2635 S 15.64 

S 0.6065 S 1.5314 $ 1.1136 $ 2.8119 S 14.09 $ 4.7410 $ 18.83 $ 13.68 S 2.3705 S 16.05 

S 0.6028 S 1.4421 S 1.1226 $ 2.6855 $ 14.44 $ 4.4862 S 18.93 $ 14.02 S 2.2431 $ 16.27 

$ 0.5823 $ 1.3678 $ 1.1006 $ 2.5852 S 14.41 $ 4.6220 $ 19.03 $ 13.99 S 2.3110 S 16.30 

$ 0.5079 1.2629 $ 0.9865 S 2.4530 $ 13.32 S 4.3898 S 17.70 S 12.93 $ 2.1949 S 15.12 

1.0861 $ 0 .9291 S 2.2271 S 13.26 $ 3.8228 $ 17.08 S 12.87 $ 1.9114 $ 14.78 

1.0415 2.1535 12.81 4.0252 S 16.84 $ 12.44 S 2.0126 $ 14.45 



at Actual California Skim Test (2 Factor Formula) 

z AA AB AC AD AE AF AG AH AI AJ AK 

Y' (U/100) X' (V/100) Y' (W/100) BF$/lb' 2 AF+AG BF$/Ib* l AI+AJ 

Fortification Volume Fortification Butterfat Total Butterfat Total 

$ 0.4946 $ 1.0828 $ 0.9910 $ 2.1696 $ 13.82 $ 3.4660 $ 17.29 $ 13.42 $ 1.7330 $ 15.15 

$ 0.4598 $ 1.1213 $ 0.8994 $ 2.1934 $ 12.23 $ 3.4210 $ 15.65 $ 11.88 $ 1.7105 $ 13.59 

$ 0.4578 $ 1.0878 $ 0.8905 $ 2.1160 $ 12.04 $ 3.2580 $ 15.30 $ 11.69 $ 1.6290 $ 13.32 

$ 0.4453 $ 1.0268 $ 0.8599 $ 1.9826 $ 11.53 S 3.0348 S 14.57 $ 11.20 $ 1.5174 $ 12.71 

S 0.4548 $ 0.9672 $ 0.8628 $ 1.8349 S 11.35 S 3.1136 S 14.46 $ 11.01 $ 1.5568 $ 12.57 

$ 0.4584 $ 0.9222 S 0.8660 S 1.7422 $ 11.33 $ 2.8428 $ 14.17 $ 11.00 $ 1.4214 $ 12.42 

$ 0.4813 $ 1.0319 $ 0.8935 $ 1.9156 $ 11.45 $ 2.9058 $ 14.36 S 11.12 $ 1.4529 $ 12.57 

$ 0.5046 $ 1.1620 $ 0.9188 $ 2.1160 $ 11.51 $ 3.2642 $ 14.77 $ 11.17 $ 1.6321 S 12.80 

S 0.4830 S 1.1913 $ 0.9160 $ 2.2593 $ 12.04 $ 3.6592 $ 15.70 $ 11.69 $ 1.8296 $ 13.52 

$ 0.4792 $ 1.1850 $ 0.9437 $ 2.3336 $ 12.93 S 3.9886 S 16.91 S 12.55 $ 1.9943 $ 14.54 

$ 0.4864 $ 1.1462 $ 0.9942 $ 2.3429 $ 14.14 $ 4.2212 $ 18.36 $ 13.73 $ 2.1106 $ 15.84 
$ 0.5366 $ 1.1642 $ 1.0980 $ 2.3823 $ 15.64 $ 4 .1396 $ 19.77 $ 15.18 $ 2.0698 $ 17.25 

$ 0.4937 S 1.2079 $ 0.9995 $ 2.4456 $ 14.09 $ 3.4774 $ 17.56 $ 13.68 $ 1.7387 $ 15.41 

$ 0.4882 $ 1.2405 $ 0.9733 $ 2.4731 13.50 S 3.2724 $ 16.78 $ 13.11 $ 1.6362 $ 14.75 

$ 0.5125 $ 1.2690 $ 0.9969 $ 2.4683 13.48 S 3.2998 $ 16.78 $ 13.08 $ 1.6499 $ 14.73 

$ 1.2846 $ 0.9727 $ 2.4929 13.12 $ 3.4248 $ 16.54 $ 12.73 $ 1.7124 $ 14.45 

$ 1.4201 $ 0.9717 S 2.7236 12.93 $ 3.5782 S 16.51 $ 12.56 $ 1.7891 S 14.35 

S 1.5144 $ 1.0726 $ 2.8622 14.04 $ 3.5870 $ 17.63 $ 13.63 $ 1.7935 $ 15.43 

$ 1.6308 $ 1.1299 $ 3.0118 14.40 $ 3.3476 $ 17.74 $ 13.98 $ 1.6738 S 15.65 

$ 1.5654 $ 1.1099 $ 2.9880 14.69 $ 3.1810 $ 17.87 $ 14.27 $ 1.5905 $ 15.86 

$ 1.5477 $ 1.1244 S 3.0062 15.18 S 3.0710 $ 18.25 $ 14.73 $ 1.5355 $ 16.27 

$ 1.3816 $ 1.0745 $ 2.8711 15.53 $ 2.9324 $ 18.46 $ 15.08 $ 1.4662 $ 16.54 

$ 1.3560 $ 1.0697 $ 2.8953 15.85 $ 3.3380 $ 19.19 $ 15.39 $ 1.6690 $ 17.06 
0.5190 $ 1.4205 1.1029 $ 3.0185 16.27 $ 3.1844 $ 19.46 $ 15.80 $ 1.5922 17.39 



at Actual California Skim Test 2 Factor Formula 
z AA AB AC AD AE AF AG AH AI AJ AK 

Y·(U/100) X·(V/100) Y· (W/100) BF$/lb· 2 AF+AG BF$/lb·1 AI+AJ 
Value of Fortification 

Fortification Volume Fortification Butterfat Total Butterfat Total 

$ 1.5837 $ 1.1695 $ 3.2511 $ 16.71 $ 3.5452 $ 20.25 $ 16.22 $ 1.7726 $ 17.99 

$ 0.6256 $ 1.7071 $ 1.2503 $ 3.4116 $ 17.39 $ 3.4320 $ 20.82 $ 16.88 $ 1.7160 $ 18.60 

$ 0.6417 $ 1.7251 $ 1.2799 $ 3.4406 $ 17.76 $ 4 .0466 $ 21.81 $ 17.25 S 2.0233 $ 19. 27 

$ 0.6667 $ 1.7030 $ 1.3129 $ 3.3534 S 17.98 $ 4.0058 S 21.99 $ 17.46 $ 2.0029 $ 19.46 
$ 0 .6825 $ 1.6089 $ 1.3275 $ 3.1294 17.94 $ 4.3450 $ 22.29 $ 17.42 $ 2.1725 $ 19.59 

S 0 .6200 $ 1.6168 $ 1.1981 $ 3.1245 16.08 $ 4.4582 $ 20.54 $ 15.61 $ 2.2291 $ 17.84 

$ 0.6365 $ 1.6803 $ 1.2065 $ 3.1851 15.85 $ 4.8626 $ 20.71 S 15.39 $ 2.4313 $ 17.82 

$ 0.6312 $ 1.5721 $ 1.2090 $ 3.0111 16.07 $ 5.2340 $ 21.30 $ 15.60 $ 2.6170 $ 18.22 

$ 0.5978 $ 1.2422 $ 1.1532 $ 2.3964 15.45 $ 5.4618 $ 20.91 $ 15.00 $ 2.7309 $ 17. 73 

$ 0.4807 $ 1.1366 $ 0.9772 $ 2.3106 13.83 $ 6.2690 $ 20.09 $ 13.42 $ 3.1345 $ 16.56 

$ 0.4526 $ 0 .9838 $ 0 .9520 $ 2.0693 13.92 $ 6.4302 $ 20.35 $ 13.51 $ 3.2151 $ 16.72 

0.8931 1.8559 16.19 17.91 

1.2417 $ 2.4181 13.30 $ $ 17.18 $ 12.91 $ 14.85 
1.4544 $ 2.8783 16.26 $ 4.7054 $ 20.97 $ 15.79 $ 18.14 

o 



Costing at Actual California Skim Test (3 Factor Formula) 
A B C 0 , , G H I J K l M N 0 P 

11-<1/1 B/l '/0 .1/11-.021 .11/11-.011 100·(F-G)/(f...33S) 1100-11 100'I'-HI/I'-.3351 1100-KI '·(1-.02) J·(1-.02) K·(1-.01) l·(1-.01) 

(per CDFA Milk Production data) Targets Pearsen Square 2 % Pearson Square 1 % 2% 1% 
% SNF in cwt Skim SNF test of Skim Skim Cend in skim in Cend in skim in 

MSNF - At Market SF - At Market of Farm Milk % SNF ma rket milk 2% 1% Cond Pound s Pounds Cond Pound s Pounds product product product product 
Jan-10 B.86% 3.76% 0.9624 0.0886 9.21% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.11 95.89 7.84 92.16 4.03 93.97 7.75 91.24 
Feb-lO 8.83% 3.70% 0.9630 0.0883 9.17% 10.2041% 11.11 11% 4.25 95.75 7.98 92.02 4.17 93.83 7.90 91.10 
Mar-lO 8 .83% 3.65% 0.9635 0.0883 9.16% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.27 95.73 B.OO 92.00 4.19 93.81 7.92 91.08 
Apr-10 8 .84% 3.60% 0.9640 0.0884 9.17% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.25 95.75 7.98 92.02 4.16 93.84 7.90 91.10 

May-10 8.84% 3.56% 0.9644 0.0884 9.17% 10.2041% 11.1 111% 4.26 95.74 7.99 92.01 4.18 93.82 7.91 91.09 
Jun-10 8.81% 3.52% 0.9648 0.0881 9.13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.40 95.60 8.12 91.88 4.31 93.69 8.04 90.96 
Jul-10 8.77% 3.49% 0.9651 0.0877 9.09% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.58 95.42 8.29 91.71 4.48 93.52 8.21 90.79 

Aug-10 8.79% 3.54% 0.9646 0.0879 9.11% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.48 95.52 8.19 91.81 4.39 93.61 8.11 90.89 
Sep-10 8.84% 3.61% 0.9639 0.0884 9.17% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.25 95.75 7.97 92.03 4.16 93.84 7.89 91.11 
Oct-10 8.85% 3.66% 0.9634 0.0885 9.19% 10.2041% 11 .111 1% 4.19 95.81 7.92 92.08 4.10 93.90 7.84 91.16 

Nov-lO 8.92% 3.76% 0.9624 0.0892 9.27% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.86 96.14 7.60 92.40 3.78 94.22 7.53 91.47 
Dec-lO 8.93% 3.82% 0 .9618 0.0893 9.28% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.80 96.20 7.54 92.46 3.72 94.28 7.47 91.53 
Jan-11 8.90% 3.84% 0.9616 0.0890 9.26% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.91 96.09 7.65 92.35 3.83 94.17 7.58 91.42 
Feb-n 8.87% 3.79% 0.9621 0.0887 9.22% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.06 95.94 7.79 92.21 3.97 94.03 7.71 91.29 
Mar-11 8.86% 3. 74% 0.9626 0.0886 9.20% 10.2041% 11.1 111% 4.12 95.88 7.85 92.15 4.03 93.97 7.77 91.23 
Apr-ll 8.84% 3.69% 0.9631 0.0884 9.18% 10.2041% 11 .1111% 4.22 95 .78 7.95 92.05 4.13 93.87 7.87 91.13 

May-ll 8.84% 3.65% 0.9635 0.0884 9.1 7% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.23 95.77 7.96 92.04 4.15 93.85 7.88 91.12 
Jun-ll 8.81% 3.64% 0 .9636 0.0881 9.14% 10. 2041 % 11.1111% 4.36 95.64 8.08 91.92 4.27 93 .73 8.00 91.00 
Ju j-l1 8.77% 3.57% 0.9643 0.0877 9.09% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.55 95.45 8.26 91.74 4.45 93.55 8.18 90.82 

Aug-11 8.80% 3.60% 0.9640 0.0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.41 95.59 8.13 91.87 4.32 93.68 8.05 90.95 
Sep-11 8.83% 3.63% 0.9637 0.0883 9.16% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.28 95.72 8.01 91.99 4.19 93.81 7.93 91.07 
Oct-l1 8.88% 3.70% 0 .9630 0.0888 9.22% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.05 95.95 7.78 92.22 3.97 94.03 7.71 91.29 
Nov-ll 8.97% 3.79% 0.9621 0.0897 9.32% 10. 2041% 11.1111% 3.64 96.36 7.39 92.61 3.57 94.43 7.32 91.68 
Dec-l! 8.98% 3.83% 0 .9617 0.0898 9.34% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.59 96.lll 7.34 92.66 3.51 94.49 7.27 91.73 
Jan-12 8.93% 3.79% 0 .9621 0.0893 9.28% 10.201l1 % 11.1111% 3.81 96.19 7.55 92.45 3.73 94.27 7.4B 91.52 
Feb-12 8.89% 3.74% 0.9626 0.0889 9.24% 10.2041 % 11.1111% 3.99 96.01 7.73 92.27 3.91 94.09 7.65 91.35 
Mar-12 8.88% 3.73% 0.9627 0.0888 9.22% 10.2041% 11.1111% ' .04 95.96 7.77 92.23 3.96 94.04 7.70 91.30 
Apr-12 8.87% 3.68% 0.9632 0.0887 9.21% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.10 95.90 7.83 92.17 4.02 93.98 7.75 91.25 

I May-12 8.81l% 3.61% 0.9639 0.0884 9.17% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.25 95.75 7.97 92.03 4.16 93.84 7.89 91.11 
Jun-12 8.83% 3.62% 0.9638 0.0883 9.16% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.28 95 .72 8.Dl 91.99 4.20 93.80 7.93 91.07 
Jul-12 8.79% 3.63% 0.9637 0.0879 9 .12% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.44 95.56 8.16 91.84 4.35 93.65 8.08 90.92 

Aug-12 8.74% 3.68% 0 .9632 0.0874 9.07% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.63 95.37 8.34 91.66 4.53 93.47 8.26 90.74 
Sep-12 8.83% 3.71% 0.9629 0.0883 9.17% 10.2041 % 11.1111% 4.25 95.75 7.98 92.02 4.16 93.84 7.90 91.10 
Oct-12 8.90% 3.77% 0.9623 0.0890 9.25% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.94 96.06 7.68 92.32 3.86 94.14 7.60 91.40 
Nov-12 8.96% 3.84% 0 .9616 0.0896 9.32% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.67 96.33 7.42 92.58 3.59 94.41 7.34 91.66 
Dec-12 8.96% 3.86% 0.9614 0.0896 9.32% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.66 96.34 7.41 92.59 3.58 94.42 7.33 91.67 

-



Costing at Act ual California Skim Test (3 Factor Formula ) 
A 8 C 0 E , G H I I K L M N 0 P 

(H)/l 8/1 E!O .1111·.02) .11111·.01) 100-(F-GI/(F-.33S} (IOO·I) IOO"{'·H)II'·.335) (IOO·O) 1-(1-.02) J-(1-.02) K-,l-.Ol) l·(1-.01) 

(per CDFA Milk Production datal Targets Pearson Square 2 % Pearson Square 1% '" ,% 

% SNF in cwt Skim SNF test of Skim Skim Cond in skim in Cond in skim In 

MSNF - At Market SF - At Market of Farm Milk %SNF market milk 2% '" Cend Pounds Pounds Cond Pounds Pounds product product prod uct product 

Jan-13 8.94% 3.88% 0 .9612 0.0894 9 .30% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.73 96.27 7.48 92.52 3.66 94.34 7.41 91.59 
Feb-13 8.92% 3.80% 0.9620 0.0892 9 .27% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.85 96.15 7.59 92.41 3.77 94.23 7.51 91.49 

Mar-13 8.88% 3.73% 0 .9627 0 .0888 9.22% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.04 95.96 7.77 92.23 3.96 94 .04 7.70 91 .30 
Apr-13 8.88% 3.68% 0.9632 0 .0888 9.22% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.06 95.94 7.79 92.21 3.97 94 .03 7.71 91.29 

May-13 8.86% 3.64% 0.9636 0.0886 9.19% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.15 95.85 7.88 92.12 4.07 93 .93 7.81 91 .19 
Jun-13 8.83% 3.63% 0 .9637 0 .0883 9 .16% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.28 95 .72 8.01 91 .99 4.19 93 .81 7.93 91 .07 
JuH 3 8.78% 3.61% 0.9639 0.0878 9 .11% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.49 95.51 8.21 91 .79 4.40 93 .60 8.13 90.87 

Aug-13 8.85% 3.64% 0.9636 0.0885 9.18% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.19 95.81 7.92 92.08 4.11 93.89 7.84 91.16 
Sep-13 8.88% 3.70% 0.9630 0 .0888 9.22% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.05 95.95 7.78 92.22 3.97 94.03 7.71 91.29 
Oct-13 8.99% 3.81% 0.9619 0.0899 9.35% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.55 96.45 7.31 92 .69 3.48 94.52 7.23 91.77 
Nov-13 9.03% 3.83% 0.9617 0.0903 9.39% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.38 96.62 7.14 92.86 3.31 94.69 7.07 91.93 
Oec-13 9.02% 3.86% 0.9614 0.0902 9.38% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.41 96.59 7.17 92 .83 3.34 94.66 7.10 91 .90 

Jan-14 8.97" 3.81% 0.9619 0.0897 9.33% 10.2041 % 11.1111" 3.64 96.36 7.39 92 .61 3.56 94.44 7.31 91.69 
Feb-14 8.93% 3.74% 0.9626 0 .0893 9.28% to.2041% 11.1111% 3.83 96.17 7.57 92.43 3.75 94.25 7.50 91.50 
Mar-14 8.93% 3.70% 0.9630 0.0893 9.27% 10.2041% 11 .1111% 3.84 96.16 7.59 92.41 3,77 94.23 7.51 91.49 

Apr-14 8.91% 3.66% 0 .9634 0 .0891 9.25% 10.2041% 11,1111% 3.94 96.06 7.68 92.32 3.86 94.14 7.60 91040 

May-14 8.89% 362% 0.9638 0.0889 9.22% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.04 95.96 7.77 92.23 3.96 94 .04 7.70 91.30 
Jun-14 8.88% 3.59% 0.9641 0 .0888 9.2 1% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.09 95.9 1 7.82 92.18 4.01 93 .99 7.75 91.25 
Jul-14 8.84% 3.59% 0,9641 0.0884 9.17% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.25 95.75 7.98 92 .02 4.17 93 .83 7.90 91.10 

Aug-14 8.86% 3.61% 0.9639 0.0886 9.19% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.16 95 .84 7.90 92 .10 4.08 93.92 7.82 91.1 8 

Sep-14 8.87% 3.66% 0.9634 0.0887 9.21" 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.10 95 .90 7.84 92.16 4.02 93.98 7.76 91.24 

Oct-14 8.96% 3.74% 0.9626 0.0896 9.31% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3.70 96.30 7.45 92.55 3.63 94.37 7.38 91.62 

Nov-14 9.01" 3.80% 0.9620 0.0901 9.37% 10.2041% 11.1111" 3.47 96 .53 7.23 92 .77 3.40 94.60 7.16 91.84 

Oe c-14 8.99% 3.81% 0.9619 0.0899 9.35% 10.2041% 11.1111% 3,55 96.45 7.31 92 .69 3.48 94.52 7.23 91.77 



Q R 5 T 

0.904 

0.904 

0 .904 

0.904 

0 .904 
0 .904 

0.904 

0 .904 

0 .904 

0 .904 
0 .904 

0.904 

0.904 
0.904 

0 .904 
0.904 

0 .904 

0 .904 

0.904 

0.904 

Sep- l 0.904 

0 .904 
0 .904 

0 .904 

at California Skim Test Factor Formula) 
u V 

Fortification Volume 

3.64 10.91 7.02 

3.77 11.29 7.14 

3.78 11.34 7.16 

3.76 11.28 7.14 

3.78 11.32 7.15 

3.90 11.69 7.27 

4.05 12.15 7.42 

3.97 11.88 7.33 

3.76 11.27 7.14 

3.71 11.11 7.09 
3.42 lO.25 6.81 

3.36 lO.08 6.75 

3.47 lO.39 6.85 

3.59 10.77 6.97 

3.65 10.93 7.02 
3.74 11.19 7.11 

3.75 11.23 7.12 

3.86 11.57 7.23 
4.03 12.07 7.39 

3.91 11.72 7.28 

3.79 11.36 7.17 

3.59 10.75 6.97 

3.23 9.67 6.62 

3.18 9 .52 6.57 

w x 

12.15 

10.75 

9.72 

10.41 

11.49 

12.00 

11.38 
10.67 

10.50 
lO.86 
lO.99 

11.21 

$ 11.46 

$ 12.39 

$ 13.51 

$ 14.37 

$ 14.70 

$ 15.06 

$ 15.42 

$ 15.36 

$ 14.16 

$ 14.04 

$ 13.56 

y 

(X · .76/9) 

Class I SNF 

$1.0260 

$0.9078 

$0.8208 

$0.8791 

$0.9703 

$1.0133 
$0.9610 

$0.90lO 

$0.8867 
$0.9171 
$0.9280 

$0.9677 

$1.0463 

$1.1408 

$1.2135 

$1.2413 
$1.2717 

$1.3021 

$1.2971 

$1.1957 

$1.1856 
$1.1451 

Z 

(X· .24/87.5) 

Fluid Carrier 

Cost 

0321 
$0.0333 

$0.0295 

$0.0267 

$0.0286 

$0.0315 

$0.0329 

$0.0312 

$0.0293 

$0.0288 
$0.0298 

$0.0301 

$0.0314 

$0.0340 

$0.0371 

$0.0394 

$0.0403 

$0.0413 

$0.0423 
$0.0421 

$0.0388 

$0.0385 
$0.0372 

AA AB 
AA/9 

Class IV Skim Class IV 

Cost SNF 

0.9907 

$ 7.92 $ 0.8801 

$ 7.60 $ 0.8447 

$ 8.27 $ 0.9193 

$ 9.44 $ 1.0492 

$ 9.54 $ 1.0602 

$ 9.23 $ 1.0251 

$ 8.59 $ 0.9539 

$ 8 .43 $ 0.9366 

$ 8.69 $ 0.9654 
$ 8.94 $ 0.9931 

$ 8.84 $ 0.9827 

1.0502 

$ 10.52 $ 1.1688 

$ 11.60 $ 1.2893 

$ 12.26 $ 1.3620 

$ 12.65 $ 1.4056 

$ 13.01 $ 1.4452 

$ 12.69 $ 1.4095 

$ 12.31 $ 1.3679 

$ 12 .04 $ 1.3382 

$ 11.75 $ 1.3055 

$ 11.23 $ 1.2474 
$ lO.94 $ 1.2156 



Costing at Actual California Skim Test (3 Factor 
Q R S T u v w 

ROM SOM ROO SOO 

Fortification Volume 

0 .904 3.37 10.11 6.76 
Feb-12 0.904 3.54 10.60 6.92 

Mar-12 0.904 3.58 10.72 6.96 
Apr-12 0.904 3.63 10.88 7.01 

May-12 0.904 3.76 11.27 7.14 
Jun-12 0.904 3.79 11.37 7.17 
Jul-12 0.904 3.94 11.79 7.31 

Aug-12 0 .904 4.10 12.28 7.46 

0 .904 3.76 11.28 7.14 

0 .904 3.49 10.46 6.87 

0 .904 3.25 9.73 6.64 

0.904 3.24 9.71 6.63 

0.904 3.31 9.91 6.69 

0.904 3.41 10.21 6. 79 $ 

0 .904 3.58 10.72 6.96 $ 

0 .904 3.59 10.77 6.97 $ 

0 .904 3.68 11.03 7.06 $ 

0 .904 3.79 11.36 7.17 $ 

0 .904 3.98 11.92 7.35 $ 

0.904 3.72 1113 7.09 $ 

0 .904 3.59 10.75 6.97 $ 

0.904 3.15 9.43 6.54 $ 

0.904 2.99 8.97 6.39 $ 

0 .904 3.02 9.05 6.42 $ 

ula) 
x 

Milk 

13.00 

12.80 

12.27 

12.09 

12.08 

12.23 

12.31 
12.83 

13.73 
14.98 

16.56 

14.93 

14.33 

14.33 

13.95 

13.77 
14.97 

15.38 

15.65 
16.14 

16.43 
16.74 

17.19 

y 

(xo.76/9) 

Class I SNF 

$1.0978 

$1.0809 

$1.0361 

$1.0209 

$1.0201 

$1.0328 

$1.0395 
$1.0834 

$1.1594 

$1.2650 
$1.3984 

$1.2101 

$1.2101 

$1. 1780 

$1.1628 

$1.2641 

$1 .2988 

$1.3216 
$1.3629 

$1.3874 
$1.4136 

$1.4516 

Z 

(xo.24/87.5) 

Fluid Carrier 

Cost 

$0.0402 

$0.0357 

$0.0351 

$0.0337 

$0.0332 

$0.0331 

$0.0335 

$0.0338 
$0.0352 

$0.0377 

$0.0411 
$0.0454 

$0.0393 
$0.0393 

$0.0383 

$0.0378 
$0.0411 

$00422 
$0.0429 

$0.0443 

$0.0451 
$0.0459 

$0.0471 

AA AB 
AA/9 

Class IV Skim Class IV 

Cost SNF 

1.1900 

$ $ 1.1751 

$ 10.15 $ 1.1274 

$ 9.44 $ 1.0486 

$ 8.58 $ 0.9533 

$ 8 .11 $ 0.9010 
$ 8 .75 $ 0.9724 
$ 9.46 $ 1.0515 

$ 10.56 $ 1.1728 

$ 11.33 $ 1.2587 
$ 11.78 $ 1.3089 

$ $ 1.3327 

1.3542 

$ 12.15 $ 1.3501 
$ 11.84 $ 1.3153 

$ 11.93 $ 1.3256 

$ 12.88 $ 1.4307 

$ 13.33 $ 1.4806 

$ 13.68 $ 1.5197 

$ 14.06 $ 1.5626 

$ 14.40 $ 1.6001 

$ 14.65 $ 1.6280 

$ 15.12 $ 1.6800 

$ 15.70 $ 1.7439 



Costing at Skim 
Q R s T u v 

Fortification Volume Fortification 

0.904 3.22 9.65 6.61 19.8 
0.904 3.39 10.16 6.78 20.3 $ 
0.904 3.40 10.20 6.79 $ 
0.904 3.49 10.46 6.87 $ 
0 .904 3.58 10.72 6.96 $ 
0 .904 3.62 10.86 7.00 $ 
0 .904 3.77 11.29 7.14 $ 
0 .904 3.69 11.06 7.07 $ 
0 .904 3.64 10.90 7.01 $ 
0 .904 3.28 9.83 6.67 $ 
0.904 3.08 9. 22 6.47 $ 
0.904 3.15 9.43 6.54 $ 

x 

18.45 
18.85 

19.10 

19.08 
17.11 

16.89 
17.11 

16.44 
14.65 

14.71 
17.13 

y 

(X*.76/9) 

Class I SNF 

1.4938 

$1.5580 

$1.5918 

$1.6129 

$1.6112 
$1.4448 

$1.4263 
$1.4448 

$l.3883 

$1. 2371 

$1.2422 
$1.4465 

z 
(X*.Z4/87.5) 

Fluid Carrier 

Cost 

$0.0485 

$0.0506 

$0.0517 

$0.0524 

$0.0523 
$0.0469 

$0.0463 

$0.0469 

$0.0451 

$0.0402 

$0.0403 

AA AS 

M/9 

Class IV Skim Class IV 

Cost SNF 

16.41 $ 1.8229 

$ 16.80 $ 1.8672 
$ 16.91 $ 1.8785 

$ 16.28 $ 1.8086 

$ 15.01 $ 1.6678 

$ 14 .89 $ 1.6544 

$ 14.88 $ 1.6528 
$ 14.22 $ 1.5805 

$ 11.40 $ 1.2668 

$ 11.56 $ 1.2848 

$ 10.67 $ 1.1860 
1.0526 



AC 

Jan-l 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

Costing at Actual California Skim Test (3 Factor Formula) 
AD AE AF 

T*Z*(1-.09) U*AB*.09 

Volume - FC Fortification 

0.3236 $ 0.1063 $ 0.9724 

0.3479 $ 0.1142 $ 0.8944 

0.3092 $ 0.1016 $ 0.8622 

0.2781 $ 0.0915 $ 0.9335 

0.2989 $ 0.0983 $ 1.0691 

0.3405 $ 0.1118 $ 1.1151 

0.3696 $ 0.1214 $ 1.1206 
0.3429 $ 0.1126 $ 1.0201 

0.3050 $ 0.1003 $ 0.9502 

0.2960 $ 0.0972 $ 0.9657 

0.2823 $ 0.0928 $ 0.9162 
0.2809 $ 0.0921 $ 0.8915 

0.2953 0.0968 0.9819 

0.3129 $ 0.1027 $ 1.1325 

0.3433 $ 0.1128 $ 1.2677 

0.3835 $ 0.1261 $ 1.3720 

0.4094 $ 0.1344 $ 1.4210 

0.4312 $ 0.1416 $ 1.5046 

0.4609 $ 0.1514 $ 1.5309 

0.4581 $ 0.1505 $ 1.4423 

0.4426 $ 0.1452 $ 1.3683 

0.3860 $ 0.1266 $ 1.2628 

0.3444 $ 0.1131 $ 1.0857 

0.3274 $ 0.1075 1.0415 

AG 

V*Y*.09 

Volume - SNF 

$ 0.6240 

$ 0.6596 

$ 0.5849 

$ 0.5274 

$ 0.5659 

$ 0.6349 

$ 0.6767 

$ 0.6343 

$ 0.5787 

$ 0.5654 

$ 0.5617 

$ 0.5638 

0.5836 

$ 0.6073 

$ 0.6614 

$ 0.7301 

$ 0.7780 

$ 0.8080 

$ 0.8463 

$ 0.8531 

$ 0.8365 

$ 0.7497 

$ 0.7061 

0.6770 

AH AI 

V*Z*(1-.09) W* AB* .09 

Volume - FC Fortification 

$ 0.2050 $ 1.8751 

$ 0.2164 $ 1.6954 

$ 0.1922 $ 1.6309 

$ 0.1735 $ 1.7702 

$ 0.1862 $ 2.0240 

$ 0.2084 $ 2.0789 

$ 0.2221 $ 2.0513 

$ 0.2082 $ 1.8868 

$ 0.1903 $ 1.8027 

$ 0.1857 $ 1.8448 

$ 0.1846 $ 1.8228 

$ 0.1849 $ 1.7890 

0.1914 1.9402 

$ 0.1992 $ 2.1980 

$ 0.2173 $ 2.4425 

$ 0.2401 $ 2.6120 

$ 0.2554 $ 2.7005 

$ 0.2652 $ 2.8189 

$ 0.2779 $ 2.8109 

$ 0.2802 $ 2.6858 

$ 0.2745 $ 2.5860 

$ 0.2460 $ 2.4529 

$ 0.2319 $ 2.2264 

0.2224 2.1536 



AC 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

Ju $ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

Nov-12 $ 
Dec-12 $ 
Jan-13 $ 
Feb-13 $ 
Mar-13 $ 
Apr-13 $ 

$ 
Jun-13 $ 

$ 
Aug-13 $ 
Sep-13 $ 

$ 
Nov-13 $ 

$ 

--.1 

Costing at Actual California Skim Test (3 Factor Formula) 
AD AE AF 

r *Z*(1-.09) U*AS* .09 

-SNF Volume - FC Fortification 

0.3759 $ 0.1234 $ 1.0828 

0.3494 $ 0.1149 $ 1.1209 

0.3479 $ 0.1142 $ 1.0875 

0.3385 $ 0.1113 $ 1.0265 
0.3456 $ 0.1136 $ 0.9671 

0.3484 $ 0.1143 $ 0.9221 

0.3658 $ 0.1200 $ 1.0321 

0.3835 $ 0.1261 $ 1.1624 

0.3671 $ 0.1206 $ 1.1908 

0 .3642 $ 0.1197 $ 1.1848 

0.3697 $ 0.1214 $ 1.1462 

0.4078 $ 0.1339 $ 1.1646 

0.3752 $ 0.1234 $ 1.2077 

0.3711 $ 0.1218 $ 1.2406 

0.3895 $ 0.1279 $ 1.2687 

0.3810 $ 0.1252 $ 1.2846 

0.3850 $ 0.1266 $ 1.4197 

0.4313 $ 0.1418 $ 1.5139 

0.4650 $ 0.1528 $ 1.6305 
0.4419 $ 0.1450 $ 1.5658 

0.4399 $ 0.1446 $ 1.5478 

0.3929 $ 0.1292 $ 1.3818 

0.3807 $ 0.1250 $ 1.3560 
0.3944 $ 0.1294 $ 1.4200 

AG 

V*Y*.09 

Volume - SNF 

$ 0.7532 

$ 0.6835 

$ 0.6768 

$ 0.6535 

$ 0.6557 

$ 0.6581 

$ 0.6791 

$ 0.6983 

$ 0.6961 

$ 0.7172 

$ 0.7556 

0.8345 

$ 0.7597 

$ 0.7397 

$ 0.7577 

$ 0.7393 

$ 0.7385 

$ 0.8152 

$ 0.8588 

$ 0.8435 

$ 0.8545 

$ 0.8166 

$ 0.8130 

$ 0.8382 

AH AI 

V*Z*(1-.09) W*AS*.09 

Volume - FC Fortification 

$ 0.2473 $ 2.1696 

$ 0.2248 $ 2.1926 

$ 0.2222 $ 2.1153 

$ 0.2149 $ 1.9820 

$ 0.2156 $ 1.8349 

$ 0.2159 $ 1.7419 

$ 0.2227 $ 1.9159 

$ 0.2296 $ 2.1168 

$ 0.2287 $ 2.2583 

$ 0.2358 $ 2.3332 

$ 0.2482 $ 2.3429 

0.2739 2.3831 

0.2498 2.4451 

$ 0.2429 $ 2.4732 

$ 0.2488 $ 2.4679 

$ 0.2430 $ 2.4930 

$ 0.2427 $ 2.7229 

$ 0.2680 $ 2.8612 

$ 0.2821 $ 3.0112 

$ 0.2769 $ 2.9887 

$ 0.2808 $ 3.0064 

$ 0.2684 $ 2.8715 

$ 0.2669 $ 2.8953 

$ 0.2750 $ 3.0176 



AC 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

Costing at Actual California Skim Test (3 Factor Formula) 
AE AF 

r*Z*(1-_09) U*AB* .09 

-5NF Volume - FC Fortification 

0.4330 $ 0.1421 $ 1.5833 

0.4755 $ 0.1561 $ 1.7076 

0.4877 $ 0.1602 $ 1.7248 

0.5067 $ 0.1665 $ 1.7028 

0.5187 $ 0.1702 $ 1.6090 

0.4712 $ 0.1546 $ 1.6167 

0.4837 $ 0.1588 $ 1.6797 
0.4797 $ 0.1575 $ 1.5726 

0.4543 $ 0.1492 $ 1.2424 

0.3653 $ 0.1200 $ 1.1369 

0.3440 $ 0.1128 $ 0.9842 

0.4097 $ 0.1346 $ 0.8934 

0.3835 0.1260 1.2417 
0.4525 $ 0.1486 $ 1.4544 

AG 

V*Y*.09 

Volume - 5NF 

$ 0.8888 

$ 0.9502 

$ 0.9727 

$ 0.9978 

$ 1.0089 

$ 0.9105 

$ 0.9169 

$ 0.9188 

$ 0.8765 

$ 0.7426 

$ 0.7235 

$ 0.8514 

0.7468 

$ 0.8966 

AH AI 

V*Z*(1-.09) W*AB*.09 

Volume - FC Fortification 

$ 0.2918 $ 3.2503 

$ 0.3l20 $ 3.4126 

$ 0.3194 $ 3.4399 

$ 0.3278 $ 3.3528 

$ 0.3311 $ 3.1295 

$ 0.2989 $ 3.1244 

$ 0.3010 $ 3.1841 

$ 0.3016 $ 3.0121 

$ 0.2879 $ 2.3967 

$ 0.2440 $ 2.3112 

$ 0.2373 $ 2.0701 

$ 0.2797 $ 1.8566 

0.2453 2.4180 

$ 0.2944 $ 2.8784 



AJ 

I 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

Jan-ll 
Feb-ll $ 

Mar-11 $ 
Apr-ll $ 

May-ll $ 
Jun-ll $ 
Jul-ll $ 

Aug-ll $ 
Sep-ll $ 

$ 
Nov-ll $ 

$ 

Costing at Actual California Skim Test (3 Factor Formula) 
AK 

ISNF 

8.55 

8.83 

7.80 

7.06 

7.56 

8.30 

8 .61 

8 .20 

7.75 

7.65 

8.01 

8.39 

9.05 

9 .83 

10.45 

10.64 

10.82 

11.13 

11.15 

10.37 

10.44 

10.10 

AL 

Z· N·(1-F) 

Fluid Carrier 

$ 2.7389 

$ 2.8381 

$ 2.5139 

$ 2.2757 

$ 2.4373 

$ 2.6816 

$ 2.7971 

$ 2.6546 

$ 2.4973 

$ 2.4558 

$ 2.5474 

$ 2.5743 

2.6233 

$ 2.6802 

$ 2.9008 

$ 3.1629 

$ 3.3586 

$ 3.4320 

$ 3.5121 

$ 3.6008 

$ 3.5874 

$ 3.3120 

$ 3.2966 

$ 3.1867 

AM AN 

BF$/lb· 2 AK+AL+AM 

Butterfat Total 

$ 3.1618 $ 14.45 

$ 2.8050 $ 14.47 

$ 2.8900 $ 13.21 

$ 3.0228 $ 12.36 

$ 3.1710 $ 13.17 

$ 3.4180 $ 14.40 

$ 3.3548 $ 14.76 

$ 3.7668 $ 14.62 

$ 3.9964 $ 14.25 

$ 4.7058 $ 14.81 

$ 4.8860 $ 15.44 
$ 4.6566 $ 15.35 

14.40 

$ 14.86 

$ 4.6142 $ 16.56 

$ 4.5036 $ 17.50 

$ 4.3840 $ 18.19 

$ 4.5270 $ 18.60 

$ 4 .7410 $ 19.07 

$ 4.4862 $ 19.22 

$ 4.6220 $ 19.36 

$ 4.3898 $ 18.07 

$ 3.8228 $ 17.56 

17.31 

AO 

ISNF 

$ 8.30 

$ 8.57 

$ 7.58 

$ 6.86 

$ 7.34 

$ 8.06 

$ 8.36 

$ 7.96 

$ 7.53 

$ 7.43 

$ 7.78 

$ 7.89 

8.01 

$ 8.14 

$ 8.79 

$ 9.54 

$ 10.15 

$ 10.33 

$ 10.50 

$ 10.81 

$ 10.82 

$ 10.07 

$ 10.13 

AP 

Z· P·(I-F) 

Fluid Carrier 

$ 2.6591 

$ 2.7554 

$ 2.4406 

$ 2.2094 

$ 2.3663 

$ 2.6035 

$ 2.7156 

$ 2.5773 

$ 2.4246 

$ 2.3843 

$ 2.4732 

$ 2.4993 

$ 2.5469 

$ 2.6021 

$ 2.8163 

$ 3.0707 

$ 3.2607 

$ 3.3320 

$ 3.4098 

$ 3.4959 

$ 3.4829 

$ 3.2156 

$ 3.2006 

3.0938 

AQ AR 
BF$/Ib· l AO+AP+AQ 

Butterfat Total 

$ 1.5809 $ 12.54 

$ 1.4025 $ 12.73 

$ 1.4450 $ 11.46 

$ 1.5114 $ 10.58 

$ 1.5855 $ 11.29 

$ 1.7090 $ 12.37 

$ 1.6774 $ 12.75 

$ 1.8834 $ 12.42 

$ 1.9982 $ 11.95 

$ 2.3529 $ 12.16 

$ 2.4430 $ 12.69 
$ 2.3283 $ 12.71 

$ 1.7631 $ 12.32 

$ 1.8938 $ 12.64 

$ 2.3071 $ 13.91 

$ 2.2518 $ 14.87 

$ 2.1920 $ 15.60 

$ 2.2635 $ 15.92 

$ 2.3705 $ 16.28 

$ 2.2431 $ 16.55 

$ 2.3110 $ 16.62 

$ 2.1949 $ 15.48 

$ 1.9114 $ 15.25 
2.0126 $ 14.92 



AJ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
S 

Jul-12 $ 
Aug-12 $ 

$ 
$ 
$ 

Costing at Actual California Skim Test (3 Factor Formula) 
AK 

10.83 

9.54 

9 .38 

8.97 

8 .79 

8.77 

8.82 

8.82 

9.32 

10.09 

10.50 

10.21 

10.04 

10.87 

11.07 

11.40 

11.82 

Al 

Z·N·(l-F) 

Fluid Carrier 

$ 3.4378 

$ 3.0487 

$ 2.9965 

$ 2.8756 

S 2.8297 

$ 2.8204 

$ 2.8510 

$ 2.8725 

$ 3.0001 

$ 3.2208 

$ 3.5186 

3.8870 

3.5083 

3.3599 

3.3550 

3.2692 

3.2241 

3.5022 

3.5901 

3.6579 

3.7815 

3.8644 

3.9382 

4.0402 

AM AN 

BF$!lb· 2 AK+Al+AM 

Butterfat Total 

$ 3.4660 $ 17.74 

$ 3.4210 $ 16.01 

$ 3.2580 $ 15.63 

$ 3.0348 $ 14.88 

S 3.1136 $ 14.73 

$ 2.8428 $ 14.43 

$ 2.9058 $ 14.58 

$ 3.2642 $ 14.95 

$ 3.6592 $ 15.98 

$ 3.9886 $ 17.30 

$ 4.2212 $ 18.87 

20.33 

18.05 

$ 3.2724 $ 17.21 

$ 3.2998 $ 17.15 

$ 3.4248 $ 16.91 

$ 3.5782 $ 16.84 

$ 3.5870 $ 17.95 

$ 3.3476 $ 18.01 

$ 3.1810 $ 18.24 

$ 3.0710 $ 18.67 

$ 2.9324 $ 19.05 

$ 3.3380 $ 19.84 

20.12 

$ 10.52 

$ 9.26 

$ 9.10 

$ 8.71 

S 8.53 

$ 8.51 

$ 8.56 

$ 8.56 

$ 9.05 

$ 9.80 

$ 10.80 

$ 11.95 

$ 10.27 

$ 10.19 

$ 9.91 

$ 9.75 

$ 10.55 

$ 10.75 

$ 11.06 

$ 11.47 

$ 11.90 

$ 12.20 

AP 

2·P·(1-F) 

Fluid Carrier 

$ 3.3377 

$ 2.9599 

$ 2.9092 

$ 2.7919 

S 2.7473 

$ 2.7383 

$ 2.7680 

$ 2.7888 

$ 2.9127 

$ 3.1270 

$ 3.4161 

$ 3.7738 

3.4061 

$ 3.2620 

$ 3.2573 

$ 3.1739 

$ 3 .1302 

$ 3.4002 

$ 3.4855 

$ 3.5514 

$ 3.6714 

$ 3.7518 

$ 3.8234 

3.9225 

AQ AR 

BF$!lb*l AO+AP+AQ 

Butterfat Total 

$ 1.7330 $ 15.59 

$ 1.7105 $ 13.93 

$ 1.6290 $ 13.64 

$ 1.5174 $ 13.02 

S 1.5568 S 12.83 

$ 1.4214 $ 12.67 

$ 1.4529 $ 12.79 

$ 1.6321 $ 12.98 

$ 1.8296 $ 13.79 

$ 1.9943 $ 14.92 

$ 2.1106 $ 16.33 
$ 2.0698 $ 17.79 

15.89 

$ 15.16 

$ 1.6499 $ 15.10 

$ 1.7124 $ 14.80 

$ 1.7891 $ 14.67 

$ 1.7935 $ 15.74 

$ 1.6738 $ 15.91 

$ 1.5905 $ 16.21 

$ 1.5355 $ 16.68 

$ 1.4662 $ 17.12 

$ 1.6690 $ 17.69 

18.03 



AJ AK 

13.16 

13.62 

13.91 

14.04 

13.98 

12.51 

12 .27 

12.47 

12.01 

10.87 

11.01 

10 - 2014 Avg 
14Avg $ 12.72 

N 

at Actual California Skim Test Factor 
AL 

Z"N"(1-F) 

AM AN 

BF$/lb"2 AK+AL+AM 

Value of M ilk 

Fluid Carrier Butterfat Total 

$ 4.1531 $ 3.5452 $ 20.85 

$ 4.3266 $ 3.4320 $ 21.38 

$ 4.4201 $ 4.0466 $ 22.38 

$ 4.4766 $ 4.0058 $ 22.52 

$ 4.4648 $ 4.3450 $ 22.79 

$ 4.0022 $ 4.4582 $ 20.97 

$ 3.9461 $ 4.8626 $ 21.08 

$ 3.9999 $ 5.2340 $ 21.71 

$ 3.8482 $ 5.4618 $ 21.32 

$ 3.4406 $ 6.2690 $ 20.58 

$ 3.4552 $ 6.4302 $ 20.89 

$ 4.0272 $ 4.3740 $ 21.18 

3.3113 17.55 

$ 4.0467 $ 21.47 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 

AO 

12.77 

13.23 

13.50 

13.63 

13.57 

12.14 

11.91 

12.11 

11.66 

10.55 

10.69 

12.41 

10.06 
12.35 

AP 

Z"P"(1-F) 

AQ AR 

BF$/lb"1 AO+AP+AQ 

Value of Milk 

Fluid Carrier Butterfat Total 

$ 4.0321 $ 1.7726 $ 18.58 

$ 4. 2006 $ 1.7160 $ 19.14 

$ 4.2914 $ 2.0233 $ 19.82 

$ 4.3462 $ 2.0029 $ 19.98 

$ 4 .3347 $ 2.1725 $ 20.08 

$ 3.8856 $ 2.2291 $ 18.26 

$ 3.8311 $ 2.4313 $ 18.18 

$ 3.8834 $ 2.6170 $ 18.61 

$ 3.7361 $ 2.7309 $ 18.13 

$ 3.3404 $ 3.1345 $ 17.03 

$ 3.3545 $ 3.2151 $ 17.25 

$ 3.9099 $ 2.1870 $ 18.50 

$ 3.2148 $ 1.9395 $ 15.21 

$ 3.9288 $ 2.3527 $ 18.63 



""osting at ::1 .£70 ""a ll o rOia ;)Klm I est \£ I"actor ormUia 

" 0 c 
II-CII~ 8/1' f/D 

-~ - " 
lOO:!i"';I¢ -.m, 1100-1" lOOOIF-H)~IF-.335) lIOO-K)' 1011_ .~2) JOII~02) KOII~.OI) LOII: OI, .1/11-.02) .11/11-.01) 

(per CDFA Milk Production dat a) 
f- q"""""F 

Targets Pearson 5quare 2 % Pearson 5Quare 1% 2% 1% 
MSNF - Farm SF - Farm % SNF in cwt Skim SN F test of (ondin skim In Condin skim in 
Production Prod uction of Farm Mi lk % SNF market m ilk 2% 1% Cond Pou nds Skim Pound s Cond Pounds Skim Pounds product product product product 

Jan-l0 9. 20% 3.76% 0.9624 0.0920 9.5594% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.69 97.31 6.48 93 .52 2.64 95.36 6,42 92 .58 
Feb-10 9. 20% 3.70% 0.9630 0.0920 9.5535% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.72 97.28 6.50 93.50 2.66 95.34 6.44 92.56 

Mar-10 9. 20% 3.65% 0.9635 0.0920 9.5485% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.74 97.26 6.52 93.48 2.68 95.32 6.46 92.54 
Apr-l0 9. 20% 3.60% 0.9640 0.0920 9.5436% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.76 97.24 6.54 93.46 2.70 95.30 6,48 92.52 

May-IO 9. 20% 3.56% 0.9644 0.0920 9.5396% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.77 97.23 6.56 93,44 2.72 95 .28 6,49 92.51 
Jun-l0 9.20% 3.52% 0.9648 0.0920 9.5357% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.79 97.21 6.57 93,43 2.73 95.27 6.51 92 .49 
Jul-10 9 20% 3.49% 0.9651 0.0920 9.5327% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.80 97.20 6.59 93.41 2.75 95.25 6.52 92.48 

Aug-IO 9.20% 3.54% 0.9646 0.0920 9.5376% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.78 97.22 6.57 93 .43 2.73 95.27 6.50 92.50 
Sep-10 9. 20% 361% 0.9639 0.0920 9.5446% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.75 97 .25 6.54 93 .46 2.70 95.30 6.47 92.53 
Oct-IO 9 20% 366% 0.9634 0.0920 9.5495% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.73 97 .27 6.52 93,48 2.68 95.32 6,45 92.55 
Nov-IO 9.20% 3.76% 0.9624 0.0920 9.5594% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.69 97 .31 6.48 93.52 2.64 95.36 6.42 92.58 
Dec-IO 9.20% 3.82% 0.9618 0.0920 9.5654% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.67 97 .33 6.46 93.54 2.62 95.38 6.39 92.61 
Jan-11 9.20% 3.84% 0.9616 0.0920 9.5674% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.66 97.34 6.45 93.55 2.61 95.39 6.39 92.61 
Feb-11 9.20% 3.79% 0.9621 0.0920 9.5624% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.68 97.32 6,47 93.53 2.63 95.37 6.41 92.59 
Meu-ll 9 .20% 3.74% 0.9626 0.0920 9.5574% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.70 97.30 6,49 93.51 2.65 95.35 6.42 92.58 
Apr-ll 9.20% 3.69% 0.9631 0.0920 9.5525% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.72 97.28 6.51 93,49 2.67 95.33 6.44 92.56 

May-11 9. 20% 3.65% 0.9635 0.0920 9.5485% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.74 97.26 6.52 93.48 2.68 95,32 6.46 92.54 
Jun-11 9.20% 3.64% 0.9636 0.0920 9.5475% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.74 97.26 6.53 93.47 2.69 95.31 6.46 92.54 
Jul·n 9.20% 3.57% 0.9643 0.0920 9.5406% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.77 97 .23 6.55 93 .45 2.71 95.29 6,49 92.51 

Aug-ll 9.20% 3.60% 0.9640 0.0920 9.5436% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.76 97 .24 6.54 93.46 2.70 95.30 6,48 92.52 
Sep-11 9. 20% 3.63% 0.9637 0.0920 9.5465% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.75 97.25 6.53 93,47 2.69 95.31 6.47 92.53 
Oct-11 9.20% 3.70% 0.9630 0.0920 9.5535% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.72 97.28 6.50 93.50 2.66 95.34 6.44 92.56 
Nov-ll 9.20% 3.79% 0.9621 0.0920 9.5624% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.68 97.32 6.47 93.53 2.63 95.37 6,41 92.59 
Dec-11 9.20% 383% 0.9617 0.0920 9.5664% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.66 97.34 6,45 93.55 2.61 95.39 6.39 92 .61 
Jan-12 9.20% 3.79% 0.9621 0.0920 9.5624% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.68 97.32 6.47 93.53 2,63 95.37 6.41 92.59 
Feb-12 9.20% 3.74% 0.9626 0.0920 9.5574% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.70 97.30 6.49 93.51 2.65 95.35 6.42 92.58 

Mar-12 9.20% 3.73% 0.9627 0.0920 9.5565% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.70 97.30 6.49 93.51 2.65 95.35 6.43 92.57 
Apr-12 9. 20% 3.68% 0.9632 0.0920 9.5515% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.72 97.28 6.51 93 .49 2.67 95.33 6.45 92 .55 

May-I2 9.20% 3.61% 0.9639 0.0920 9.5446% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.75 97 .25 6.54 93 .46 2.70 95.30 6.47 92 .53 
Jun-12 9.20% 3.62% 0.9638 0.0920 9.5455% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.75 97 .25 6.54 93.46 2.69 95.31 6.47 92 .53 
Jul-12 920% 363% 0.9637 0.0920 9.5465% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.75 97.25 6.53 93,47 2.69 95.31 6.47 92.53 

Aug-12 9.20% 3.68% 0.9632 0.0920 9.5515% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.72 97.28 6.51 93.49 2,67 95 .33 6.45 92.55 
Sep-12 9.20% 3.71% 0.9629 0.0920 9.5545% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.71 97.29 6.50 93.50 2,66 95 .34 6.44 92.56 
Oct-12 9.20% 3.77% 0.9623 0.0920 9.5604% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.69 97.31 6.48 93 .52 2.63 95 .37 6.41 92.59 
Nov-12 9.20% 3.84% 0.9616 0.0920 9.5674% 10.2041% 11 .1111% 2.66 97 .34 6.45 93.55 2.61 95.39 6.39 92.61 
Dec-12 9.20% 3.86% 0.9614 0.0920 9.5694% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.65 97 .35 6.44 93.56 2.60 95.40 6.38 92.62 



loostmg at ~ . .t70 loall' ornla !lKlm I est l.t actor ~ormUl3 
A • c 

{'-c)/~ 8/" -" .11,,;'.011 ,ooo¢,I'l!I¢,-.3351 1100-1/ ' 100·(F-H)~tF-.3351 {'OO-KI' IO{,_.~21 J.(1~021 KO{l~,O'1 L '{'~O'I E/D .1/(1-.021 

-;::t9"F 
(per CDFA Milk Production data) Targets Pearson Square 2 % Pearson Sq uare 1% 2% 1% 
M5NF - Fa rm SF - Farm % SNF in cwt Ski m SNF test of Cond in skim in Cond in skim in 
Production Production of Farm Milk % SNF market milk '" 1% Cond Pounds Skim Pounds Cond Pounds Skim Pounds product product product product 

Jan-13 920% 388% 0.9612 0.0920 9.5714% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.64 97 .36 6.43 93.57 2.59 95.41 6.37 92 .63 
Feb-13 9.20% 3.80% 0.9620 0.0920 9.5634% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.68 97.32 6.47 93.53 2.62 95.38 6.40 92.60 
Mar-13 920% 3.73% 0.9627 0.0920 9.5565% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.70 97.30 6.49 93.51 2.65 95.35 6.43 92.57 
Apr-13 9.20% 368% 0.9632 0.0920 9.5515% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.72 97.28 6.51 93.49 2.67 95.33 6.45 92.55 

May-l3 9.20% 3.64% 0.9636 0.0920 9.5475% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.74 97.26 6.53 93.47 2.69 95.31 6.46 92,54 
Jun-13 9.20% 3.63% 0.9637 0.0920 9,5465% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.75 97.25 6,53 93.47 2.69 95.31 6.47 92 .53 
Jul-13 9.20% 361% 0.9639 0.0920 9.5446% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.75 97.25 6.54 93.46 2.70 95.30 6.47 92.S3 

Aug-13 9.20% 3.64% 0.9636 0.0920 9.5475% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.74 97.26 6.53 93.47 2.69 95.31 6.46 92.54 
Sep-13 920% 370% 0.9630 0.0920 9.5535% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.72 97.28 6.50 93.50 2.66 95.34 6.44 92.56 
Oct-13 9.20% 3.81% 0.9619 0 ,0920 9.5644% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.67 97.33 6.46 93.54 2.62 95.38 6.40 92 .60 
Nov-13 9 ,20% 383% 0.9617 0.0920 9.5664% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.66 97.34 6.45 93.55 2.61 95.39 6.39 92.61 
Dec-13 9 ,20% 3,86% 0.9614 0.0920 9.5694% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.65 97.35 6.44 93.56 2.60 95.40 6.38 92.62 
Jan-14 9.20% 3.81% 0,9619 0.0920 9.5644% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.67 97.33 6.46 93.54 2.62 95.38 6.40 92 .60 
Feb-14 9.20% 3.74% 0.9626 0.0920 9.5574% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.70 97.30 6.49 93.51 2.65 95.35 6.42 92.58 
Mar-14 9.20% 3.70% 0.9630 0.0920 9.5535% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.72 97.28 6.50 93.50 2.66 95.34 6.44 92.56 
Apr-14 9.20% 3.66% 0.9634 0.0920 9.5495% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.73 97.27 6.52 93.48 2.68 95.32 6.45 92,55 

May-14 9.20% 362% 0.9638 0.0920 9.5455% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.75 97.25 6.54 93.46 2.69 95.31 6.47 92.53 
Jun-14 920% 3.59% 0.9641 0.0920 9.5426% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.76 97.24 6.55 93.45 2.71 95.29 6.48 92.52 
Jul-14 920% 3.59% 0.9641 0.0920 9.5426% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.76 97.24 6.55 93.45 2.71 95 .29 6.48 92.52 

Aug-14 9.20% 3.61% 0.9639 0.0920 9.5446% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.75 97.25 6.54 93.46 2.70 95.30 6.47 92.53 
Sep-14 9.20% 3.66% 0.9634 0.09 20 9.5495% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.73 97.27 6.52 93.48 2.68 95.32 6.45 92.5S 
Oct-14 9.20% 3.74% 0.9626 0.0920 9.5574% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.70 97.30 6.49 93.51 2.65 95.35 6.42 92.58 
Nov-14 9.20% 3.80% 0.9620 0.0920 9.5634% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.68 97.32 6.47 93.53 2.62 95.38 6.40 92 .60 
Dec-14 9.20% 3.81% 0.9619 0.0920 9.5644% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.67 97.33 6.46 93.54 2.62 95.38 6.40 92.60 



Q R 

Dec-

Jan-l 
Feb-ll 
Mar-ll 
Apr-ll 

May-ll 
Jun-ll 
Jul-ll 

Aug-ll 
Sep-ll 

Costing at 9.2% California Skim Test (2 Factor Formula) 
S 

Factor Fortification Factor 

0.904 
0.904 
0.904 
0.904 
0.904 
0.904 2.709 
0.904 2.709 
0.904 2.709 
0.904 2.709 
0.904 2.709 
0.904 2.709 
0.904 

0.904 
0.904 

0.904 
0.904 
0.904 
0.904 

0.904 
0.904 

0.904 
0.904 
0.904 
0.904 

T 

R*M 

2.39 
2.41 
2.42 
2.44 
2.46 
2.47 
2.48 
2.46 
2.44 
2.42 
2.39 
2.36 

2.36 
2.37 
2.39 
2.41 
2.42 
2.43 
2.45 
2.44 
2.43 

2.41 
2.37 
2.36 

u 
S*M 

Fortification 

7.15 
7.21 
7.27 
7.32 
7.36 
7.40 
7.44 
7.38 
7.31 
7.26 
7.15 
7.08 

7.06 
7.12 
7.17 
7.22 
7.27 
7.28 
7.35 
7.32 
7.29 
7.21 
7.12 
7.07 

V 

R*O 

5.80 
5.82 
5.84 

5.86 
5.87 
5.88 
5.89 
5.88 
5.85 
5.84 
5 .80 
5.78 

5.77 
5.79 
5.81 
5.82 
5.84 
5.84 
5.87 
5.86 
5.85 

5.82 
5.79 
5.78 

w 
S*O 

17.55 
17.59 
17.63 
17.66 
17.61 
17.54 
17.49 

17.35 
17.31 

x 

Class I Skim Milk 

$ 11.70 

$ 12.15 

$ 10.75 

$ 9.72 

$ 10.41 

$ 11.49 

$ 12 .00 

$ 11.38 

$ 10.67 

$ 10.50 

$ 10.86 
$ 10.99 

11.21 

$ 11.46 

$ 12.39 

$ 13.51 

$ 14.37 

$ 14.70 

$ 15.06 

$ 15.42 

$ 15.36 

$ 14.16 

$ 14.04 

$ 13.56 

y 

Class IV Skim Cost 

$ 8 .92 

$ 7.92 

$ 7.60 

$ 8.27 

$ 9.44 

$ 9.54 

$ 9.23 

$ 8.59 

$ 8.43 
$ 8.69 

S 8.94 
$ 8.84 

9.45 

$ 10.52 
$ 11.60 
$ 12.26 

$ 12.65 

$ 13.01 

$ 12 .69 

$ 12.31 

$ 12.04 

$ 11.75 

$ 11.23 

$ 10.94 



Costing at 9.2% California Skim Test (2 Factor 
Q R S U V W x y 

S'O 

I Skim Milk Class IV Skim Cost 

0.904 2.37 7.12 5.79 $ 14.66 $ 10.71 

0.904 2.39 7.17 5.81 $ 13.00 $ 10.58 
0.904 2.40 7.18 5.81 $ 12.80 $ 10.15 
0.904 2.41 7.23 5.83 $ 12.27 $ 9.44 
0.904 2.44 7.31 5.85 $ 12.09 $ 8.58 
0.904 2.44 7.30 5.85 $ 12.08 $ 8.11 
0.904 2.43 7.29 5.85 $ 12.23 $ 8.75 
0.904 2.41 7.23 5.83 $ 12.31 $ 9 .46 
0.904 2.40 7.20 5.82 $ 12.83 $ 10.56 
0.904 2.38 7.14 5.80 $ 13.73 $ 11.33 
0.904 2.36 7.06 5.77 $ 14.98 $ 11.78 
0.904 2.35 7.04 5.77 $ 16.56 $ 11.99 

0.904 2.34 7.02 5.76 $ 14.93 $ 12.19 
0.904 2.37 7.11 5.79 17.34 $ 14.33 $ 12.15 
0.904 2.40 7.18 5.81 17.41 $ 14.33 $ 11.84 
0.904 2.41 7.23 5.83 17.47 $ 13 .95 $ 11.93 
0.904 2.43 7.28 5.84 17.51 $ 13.77 $ 12.88 

J 0.904 2.43 7.29 5.85 17.52 $ 14.97 $ 13.33 
0.904 2.44 7.31 5.85 17. $ 15.38 $ 13.68 
0.904 2.43 7.28 5.84 $ 15.65 $ 14.06 
0.904 2.41 7.21 5.82 17. $ 16.14 $ 14.40 

Oct-13 0.904 2.37 7.09 5.78 $ 16.43 $ 14.65 
Nov-13 0.904 2.709 2.36 7.07 5.78 $ 16.74 $ 15.12 
Oec-13 0.904 2.709 2.35 7.04 5.77 17. $ 17.19 $ 15.70 



Costing at 9.2% California Skim Test (2 Factor Formula) 

Q R STU V W x y 

R*O S*O 

Factor Fortification Factor Fortification I Skim Milk Class IV Skim Cost 

0.904 2.709 2.37 7.09 17.69 16.41 
0.904 2.709 2.39 7.17 5.81 17.40 $ 18.45 $ 16.80 
0.904 2.709 2.41 7.21 5.82 17.44 $ 18.85 $ 16.91 
0.904 2.709 2.42 7.26 5.84 17.49 $ 19.10 $ 16.28 
0.904 2.709 2.44 7.30 5.85 17.53 $ 19.08 $ 15.01 
0.904 2.709 2.45 7.33 5.86 17.56 $ 17.11 $ 14.89 
0.904 2.709 2.45 7.33 5.86 $ 16.89 $ 14.88 
0.904 2.44 7.31 5.85 $ 17.11 $ 14.22 
0.904 2.42 7.26 5.84 $ 16.44 $ 11.40 
0.904 2.39 7.17 5.81 $ 14.65 $ 11.56 
0.904 2.37 7.11 5.79 $ 14.71 $ 10.67 
0.904 2.37 7.09 5.78 17.13 9.47 



at 9.2% California Skim Test Factor 

z AA AB AC AD AE AG AH AI AJ AK 

1100) Y·(U/100) X·(V/100) Y· (W/100) BF$/lb· 2 AF+AG BF$/lb· l AI+AJ 

Fortification Volume Fortification 

S 0.2791 S 0.6377 $ 0.6787 $ 1.5505 $ 11.16 $ 3.1618 $ $ 10.83 $ 
$ 0.2924 $ 0.5713 $ 0.7073 $ 1.3816 $ 11.58 $ 2.8050 $ $ 11.25 $ 
$ 0.2607 $ 0.5522 $ 0.6277 $ 1.3298 $ 10.25 $ 2.8900 $ 13.14 $ 9.95 $ 1.4450 $ 11.39 

$ 0 .2374 $ 0.6053 $ 0.5692 $ 1.4513 $ 9.26 $ 3.0228 $ 12.29 $ 8.99 $ 1.5114 $ 10.50 

$ 0 .2558 $ 0.6950 $ 0.6110 $ 1.6605 $ 9.92 $ 3.1710 $ 13.09 $ 9.63 $ 1.5855 $ 11.22 

$ 0 .2839 $ 0 .7064 $ 0.6760 $ 1.6820 $ 10.95 $ 3.4180 $ 14.36 $ 10.63 $ 1.7090 $ 12.34 

$ 0 .2978 $ 0 .6864 $ 0.7073 $ 1.6302 $ 11.43 $ 3.3548 $ 14.79 $ 11.10 $ 1.6774 $ 12.78 

$ 0 .2804 $ 0.6343 $ 0.6688 $ 1.5128 $ 10.84 $ 3.7668 $ 14.61 $ 10.53 $ 1.8834 $ 12.41 

S 0 .2602 S 0.6162 S 0.6245 S 1.4785 $ 10.17 S 3.9964 S 14.17 $ 9.87 $ 1.9982 $ 11.87 
S 0 .2542 S 0.6305 S 0 .6127 S 1.5196 $ 10.01 $ 4.7058 $ 14.71 $ 9 .72 S 2.3529 $ 12.07 
S 0 .2591 S 0.6391 S 0 .6299 $ 1.5540 S 10.36 S 4.8860 S 15.24 S 10.05 S 2.4430 S 12.50 
S 0 .2598 S 0.6262 $ 0.6352 $ 1.5311 S 10.48 $ 4.6566 S 15.14 $ 10.18 $ 2.3283 12.51 

$ 0.2642 $ 0.6674 S 0.6471 S 1.6348 $ 10.69 $ 3.5262 $ 14.22 $ 10.38 $ 1.7631 $ 12.15 
$ 0.2721 S 0.7487 $ 0.6636 $ 1.8253 $ 10.93 $ 3.7876 $ 14.72 $ 10.61 $ 1.8938 S 12.51 
$ 0 .2965 $ 0.8317 $ 0 .7196 $ 2.0188 $ 11.81 S 4.6142 $ 16.43 $ 11.47 $ 2.3071 S 13.78 
$ 0.3257 $ 0.8856 S 0.7869 S 2.1400 $ 12.88 $ 4.5036 $ 17.38 $ 12.50 $ 2.2518 $ 14.76 
$ 0 .3484 $ 0 .9192 $ 0.8390 $ 2.2133 $ 13.70 $ 4.3840 $ 18.08 $ 13.30 $ 2.1920 $ 15.49 
$ 0 .3570 $ 0.9467 $ 0.8588 $ 2.2777 Jun-ll S 14.01 S 4.5270 $ 18.54 $ 13.60 $ 2.2635 $ 15.87 
$ 0.3695 $ 0 .9329 $ 0.8835 $ 2. 2309 Jul-ll $ 14.35 $ 4.7410 $ 19.09 S 13.93 $ 2.3705 $ 16.30 
$ 0 .3767 $ 0.9011 $ 0.9030 $ 2.1602 Aug-ll $ 14.69 $ 4.4862 $ 19.18 $ 14.27 $ 2.2431 $ 16.51 
S 0.3735 S 0.8774 S 0.8979 $ 2.1091 $ 14.64 $ 4 .6220 $ 19.26 S 14.21 $ 2.3110 S 16.52 

S 0 .3408 S 0.8475 $ 0 .8243 S 2.0498 S 13.50 S 4.3898 S 17.89 $ 13.11 $ 2.1949 $ 15.30 
S 0.3334 S 0.7992 S 0 .8129 S 1.9485 S 13.39 S 3.8228 S 17.21 $ 13.00 $ 1.9114 S 14.91 
$ 0 .3201 S 0.7738 $ 0 .7833 $ 1.8937 $ 12.93 $ 4.0252 $ 16.96 $ 12.56 $ 2.0126 14.57 



at 9.2% California Skim Test Factor Form 

z AA AB AC AD AE AF AG AH AI AJ AK 

V*(U/1OO} X*(V/100} V*(W/1OO} BF$/lb*2 AF+AG BF$/Ib*l AI+AJ 

Value of Fortification Value of Milk Va lue of Milk 

Volume Fortification 

$ 0.7622 $ 0.8488 $ 1.8583 13.98 $ 3.4660 $ 17.45 13.57 $ 1.7330 $ 15.31 

$ 0.7586 $ 0.7550 $ 1.8413 12.40 $ 3.4210 $ 15.82 12.03 $ 1.7105 $ 13.75 

$ 0.7288 $ 0.7438 $ 1.7675 12.20 $ 3.2580 $ 15.46 11.85 $ 1.6290 $ 13.48 

$ 0.6829 $ 0 .7151 $ 1.6488 11.70 $ 3.0348 $ 14.73 11.36 $ 1.5174 $ 12.87 

$ 0.6271 $ 0.7076 $ 1.5048 11.52 $ 3.1136 $ 14.64 $ 11.19 $ 1.5568 $ 12.74 

$ 0.5919 $ 0 .7066 $ 1.4215 11.51 $ 2.8428 $ 14.36 $ 11.18 $ 1.4214 $ 12.60 
$ 0.2974 $ 0.6377 $ 0.7149 $ 1.5328 11.66 $ 2.9058 $ 14.56 $ 11.32 $ 1.4529 $ 12.77 
$ 0.2972 $ 0.6844 $ 0.7175 $ 1.6522 11.74 $ 3.2642 $ 15.00 $ 11.39 $ 1.6321 $ 13.03 
$ 0.3084 $ 0. 7606 $ 0.7464 $ 1.8411 12.23 $ 3.6592 $ 15.89 $ 11.88 $ 1.8296 $ 13.71 

$ 0.3270 $ 0.8087 $ 0.7959 $ 1.9683 13.09 $ 3.9886 $ 17.08 $ 12.71 $ 1.9943 $ 14.71 
$ 0.3531 $ 0.8320 $ 0.8648 $ 2.0378 14.29 $ 4.2212 $ 18.51 $ 13.87 $ 2.1106 $ 15.98 

0.8443 2.0717 15.80 $ 4.1396 19.94 $ 15.34 $ 2.0698 $ 17.41 

$ 0.8557 $ 2.1037 $ 14.24 $ 3.4774 $ 17.72 $ 13.83 $ 1.7387 $ 15.57 
$ 0.3398 $ 0.8633 $ 0 .8292 $ 2.1069 $ 13.67 $ 3.2724 $ 16.94 $ 13.27 $ 1.6362 $ 14.91 

$ 0.3434 $ 0.8502 $ 0.8327 $ 2.0618 $ 13.66 $ 3.2998 $ 16.96 $ 13.27 $ 1.6499 $ 14.92 

$ 0.3368 $ 0.8630 $ 0.8130 $ 2.0836 $ 13.30 $ 3.4248 $ 16.72 $ 12.91 $ 1.7124 $ 14.62 

$ 0.3344 $ 0 .9373 $ 0.8045 $ 2.2549 $ 13.12 $ 3.5782 $ 16.70 $ 12.74 $ 1.7891 $ 14.53 

$ 0.3641 $ 0 .9715 $ 0 .8751 $ 2.3351 $ 14.27 $ 3.5870 $ 17.85 $ 13.85 $ 1.7935 $ 15.65 

$ 0.3751 $ 0.9999 $ 0 .9001 $ 2.3992 $ 14.66 $ 3.3476 $ 18.01 $ 14.23 $ 1.6738 $ 15.90 

$ 0.3800 $ 1.0231 $ 0 .9143 $ 2.4615 $ 14.92 $ 3.1810 $ 18.10 $ 14.48 $ 1.5905 $ 16.07 

$ 0.3885 $ 1.0387 $ 0 .9396 $ 2.5121 $ 15.39 $ 3.0710 $ 18.46 $ 14.94 $ 1.5355 $ 16.47 

$ 0 .3890 $ 1.0394 $ 0.9502 $ 2.5389 Oct·13 $ 15.67 $ 2.9324 $ 18.60 $ 15.21 $ 1.4662 $ 16.68 

Nov-13 $ 0.3951 $ 1.0695 $ 0.9669 $ 2.6172 Nov-13 $ 15.97 $ 3.3380 $ 19.31 $ 15.50 $ 1.6690 $ 17.17 
$ 0 .4039 $ 1.1055 $ 0 .9911 $ 2.7127 $ 16.40 $ 3.1844 $ 19.58 $ 15.92 $ 1.5922 $ 17.51 



at 9.2% California Skim Test (2 Factor Formula) 

z AA AB AC AD AE AF AG AH AI AJ AK 

Y·(U/l00) X· (V/l00) Y· (W/l00) BF$/lb· 2 AF+AG BF$/Ib· l AI+AJ 

Value of Fortificat ion 

Volume Fortification 

$ 1.1643 $ 1.0230 $ 2.8439 $ 16.87 $ 3.5452 $ 20.42 $ 16.38 $ 1.7726 $ 18.15 

$ 1.2046 $ 1.0715 $ 2.9237 $ 17.59 $ 3.4320 $ 21 02 $ 1708 $ 1 7160 $ 18.80 

$ 12197 $ 10973 $ 2.9499 $ 17.97 $ 4.0466 $ 22.02 $ 17.45 $ 2.0233 $ 19.47 

$ 1.1812 $ 11145 $ 2.8468 $ 18.21 $ 4.0058 $ 22.21 $ 17.68 $ 2.0029 $ 19.68 

$ 10955 $ 1.1160 $ 2.6309 $ 18.18 $ 4.3450 $ 22.53 $ 17.65 $ 2.1725 $ 19.83 

$ 10915 $ 10026 $ 2.6145 $ 16.30 $ 4.4582 $ 20.76 $ 15.83 $ 2. 2291 $ 18.06 

$ 0.4132 $ 1.0908 $ 0 .989 7 $ 2.6128 $ 16.10 $ 4.8626 $ 20.96 $ 15.63 $ 2.4313 $ 18.06 

$ 0.4173 1.0393 $ 10014 2.4939 $ 16.31 $ 5.2340 $ 21 54 $ 15.83 $ 2.6170 $ 18.45 

$ 0 .3981 0.8271 $ 0.9593 1.9934 $ 15.67 $ 5.4618 $ 21 13 $ 15.21 $ 2.7309 $ 17.95 

$ 0.3505 0.8289 $ 0 .8508 2.0118 $ 13.97 $ 6.2690 $ 20.24 $ 13.56 $ 3.1345 $ 16.70 

0 .7582 $ 0.8512 1.8503 $ 14.03 $ 6.4302 $ 20.46 $ 13.62 $ 3.2151 $ 16.84 
0.6719 16412 $ 16.34 $ $ 20.71 $ 15.86 $ 2.1870 $ 18.05 

0.8374 2.0255 13.48 15.03 
1.0144 2.4511 16.46 18.34 



Costing at 9.2% California Skim Test (3 Factor Formula) 
A 6 C 0 E F G H I J K L M N 0 P 

)l-C)/1 B/l f/O .1111-.02) .11111-.01) l00')F-G)IIF-.335) )100-1) 100'{F-H)/(f-.33S) )l00-K) 1'(1-.02) J'(1-.02) K'(l-.Ol) l'(t-.Ol) 

(per COFA Milk Production data) Targets Pearson Square.2 % Pearson Sq uare 1% 2% 1% 

%SNF in cwt Skim SNF test of Skim Skim Cond in ski m in Cond in skim in 

MSNF - At Market BF - At Market of Farm Milk % SNF market milk 2% 1% (ond Pounds Pounds (ond Pounds Pounds product product product product 

Jan-tO 9 . .20% 3.76% 0.9624 0 .0920 9.56% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.69 97.31 6.48 93 .52 2.64 95.36 6.42 92.58 

Fe b-tO 9.20% 3.70% 0.9630 0.0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.72 97.28 6.50 93.50 2.66 95.34 6.44 92.56 
Mar-tO 9.20% 3.65% 0.9635 0 .0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.74 97.26 6.52 93 .48 2.68 95.32 6.46 92.54 

Apr-l0 9 . .20% 3.60% 0.9640 0 .0920 9.54% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.76 97 .24 6.S4 93 .46 2.70 95.30 6.48 92.52 

May-IO 9 . .20% 3.56% 0.9644 0 .0920 9.54% 10 . .2041% 11.1111% 2.77 97 .23 6.56 93.44 2.72 95.28 6.49 92.51 

Jun-l0 9.20% 3.52% 0.9648 0 .0920 9.54% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.79 97.21 6.57 93.43 2.73 95.27 6.51 92.49 
Jul-10 9.20% 3.49% 0.9651 0 .0920 9.53% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.80 97.20 6.59 93.41 2.75 95.25 6.52 92.48 

Aug-l0 9.20% 3.54% 0.9646 0.0920 9.54% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.78 97.22 6.57 93.43 2.73 95.27 6.50 92.50 
5ep-10 9.20% 3.61% 0.9639 0.0920 9.54% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.75 97.25 6.54 93.46 2.70 95.30 6 .47 92.53 
Oct-10 9.20% 3.66% 0.9634 0 .0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.73 97.27 6.52 93.48 2.68 95.32 6.45 92.55 
Nov-10 9.20% 3.76% 0.9624 0.0920 9.56% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.69 9 7.31 6.48 93.52 2.64 95.36 6.42 92.58 
Dec-10 9.20% 382% 0.9618 0.0920 9.57% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.67 97.33 6.46 93.54 2.62 95.38 6.39 92.61 

Jan·11 9.20% 3.84% 0.9616 0.0920 9.57% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.66 97.34 6.45 9 3.55 2.61 95.39 6.39 92.61 
Feb-11 9.20% 3.79% 0 .9621 0.0920 9.56% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.68 97.32 6.47 93.53 2.63 95 .37 6.41 92.59 
Mar-lt 9.20% 3.74% 0.9626 0.0920 9.56% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.70 97.30 6.49 93.51 2.65 95 .35 6.42 92.58 
Apr-n 9.20% 3.69% 0.9631 0 .0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.72 97.28 6.51 93.49 2.67 95.33 6.44 92.56 

May-ll 9.20% 3.65% 0.9635 0 .0920 9.55% 10.204]% 11.1111% 2.74 97.26 6.52 93.48 2.68 95.32 6.46 92.54 
Jun-ll 9.20% 3.64% 0.9636 0.0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.74 97.26 6.53 93.47 2.69 95,31 6.46 92.54 
Jul-11 9.20% 3.57% 0.9643 0 .0920 9.54% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.77 97.23 6.55 93.45 2.71 95.29 6.49 92.51 

Aug-ll 9.20"A. 3.60% 0.9640 0.0920 9.54% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.76 97 .24 6.54 93.46 2.70 95.30 6.48 92.52 
Sep-ll 9.20% 3.63% 0.9637 0.0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.75 97.25 6.53 93.47 2.69 95.31 6.47 92.53 
Oct-ll 9.20% 3.70% 0.9630 0.0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.72 97.28 6.50 93.50 2.66 95.34 6.44 92.56 
Nov-ll 9.20% 379% 0.9621 0 .0920 9.56% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.68 97.32 6.47 93.53 2.63 95.37 6.41 92.59 
Dec-U 9.20% 3.83% 0.9617 0 .0920 9.57% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.66 97.34 6.45 93.55 2.61 95.39 6.39 9.2.61 

Jan-12 9.20% 3.79% 0.9621 0 .0920 9.56% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.68 97.32 6.47 93.53 2.63 95.37 6.41 92.59 
Feb-12 9.20% 3.74% 0.9626 0.0920 9.56% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.70 97 .30 6.49 93.51 2.65 95.35 6.42 92.58 

Mar-12 9.20% 3.73% 0.9627 0.0920 9.56% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.70 97.30 6.49 93.51 2.65 95.35 6.43 92.57 
Apr-I2 9.20""" 3.68% 0.9632 0.0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.72 97.28 6.51 93.49 2.67 95.33 6.45 92.55 

May-ll 9.20% 3.61% 0.9639 0.0920 9.54% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2,75 97.25 6.54 93.46 2.70 95.30 6.47 92.53 
Jun-12 9.20"Ai 3.62% 0.9638 0.0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11,1111% 2,75 97.25 6.54 93.46 2.69 95.31 6.47 92.53 
Ju l-t2 9.20% 3.63% 0.9637 0.0920 9.55% 10,2041% 11.1111% 2.75 97.25 6.53 93.47 2.69 95 .31 6.47 92.53 

Aug-12 920% 368% 0.9632 0.0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.72 97.28 6.51 93.49 2.67 95.33 6.45 92.55 
Sep-l.2 9.20% 3.71% 0.9629 0 .0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.71 97.29 6.50 93.50 2.66 95.34 6.44 92.56 
Oct-12 9.20% 377% 0.9623 0 .0920 9.56% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.69 97.31 6.48 93.5 2 2.63 95.37 6.41 92 .59 
Nov-12 9.20% 3.84% 0.9616 0.0920 9.57% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.66 97 .34 6.45 93.55 2.61 95.39 6.39 92.61 

Dec-12 9.20% 3.86% 0.9614 0 .0920 9.57% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.65 97.35 6.44 93.56 2.60 95.40 6.38 92.62 



Costing at 9.2% California Skim Test (3 Factor Formula) 
A 8 C D • F G H I J K l M N 0 P 

(1-<)/1 8/1 '/D .1/(1·.021 .11/(hOl) 100'('-6)/('-.335) (100-1) l00' ('-HI/('-.335) (l00-K) 1·(1-.02) J·(I-.02) K·(I-.01) L·(I-.01) 

(per CD FA Milk Product ion data) Targets Pearson Square 2 % Pearson Squa re 1% 2% 1% 

% SNF in cwt Skim SNF test of Skim Skim Cond in skim in Cond in skim in 

MSNF - At Market BF - At Market of Farm Milk % SNF market milk 2% 1% Cond Pounds Pounds Cond Pounds Pounds produ ct product product product 

Jan-13 9.20% 3.88% 0.9612 0.0920 9.57% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.64 97.36 6.43 93.57 2.59 95.41 6.37 92.63 

Feb-13 9.20% 3.80% 0.9620 0.0920 9.56% 10.2041 % 11.1111% 2.68 97.32 6.47 93.53 2,62 95.38 6.40 92.60 

Mar-13 9.20% 3.73% 0.9627 0.0920 9.56% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.70 97.30 6.49 93 .51 2.65 95.35 6.43 92.57 

Apr-13 9.20% 3.68% 0.9632 0.0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.72 97.28 6.S1 93 .49 2,67 95,33 6.45 92.S5 

May-13 9.20% 364% 0.9636 0.0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11 ,1111% 2.74 97.26 6.53 93 .47 2.69 95.31 6.46 92.54 

Jun·13 920% 3.63% 0.9637 0.0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.75 97.25 6.53 93 .47 2.69 95 .31 6.47 92.53 

Jul-13 9 .20% 3.61% 0.9639 0.0920 9.54% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.75 97.25 6.54 93 .46 2.70 95.30 6.47 92.53 

Aug-13 9 .20% 3.64% 0.9636 0.0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.74 97.26 6.53 93 .47 2.69 95 .31 6.46 92.54 

Sep-13 9 .20% 3.70% 0.9630 0.0920 9.55% 10,2041% 11.1111% 2.72 97 .28 6.50 93.50 2.66 95.34 6.44 92.56 
Oct-13 9.20% 3.81% 0.9619 0,0920 9.56% 10,2041% 11.1111% 2.67 97.33 6.46 93.54 2.62 95.38 6.40 92.60 
Nov-13 9.20% 3.83% 0,9617 0.0920 9.57% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.66 97.34 6.45 93.55 2.61 95.39 6.39 92.61 
Oec-13 9.20% 3.86% 0.9614 0.0920 9.57% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.65 97.35 6.44 93.56 2.60 95.40 6.38 92.62 

Jan ·14 9.20% 381% 0.9619 0.0920 9.56% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.67 97 .33 6.46 93.54 2.62 95.38 6.40 92.60 
Feb-14 920% 3.74% 0.9626 0.0920 9.56% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.70 97.30 6.49 93 .51 2.65 95.35 6.42 92.58 
Mar-14 9.20% 3.70% 0.9630 0.0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.72 97 .28 6.50 93.50 2.66 95.34 6.44 92.56 
Apr·14 9.20% 3.66% 0.9634 0.0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.73 97.27 6.S2 93 .48 2.68 95.32 6.45 92.55 
'v1ay·14 9.20% 3.62% 0.9638 0.0920 9.55% 10.2041 % 11.1111% 2.75 97.25 6.54 93 .46 2.69 95 .31 6.47 92.53 
Jun·14 9.20% 3.59% 0.9641 0.0920 9.54% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.76 97 .24 6.55 93 .45 2.71 95 .29 6.48 92.52 
Jul-14 9.20% 3.59% 0.9641 0.0920 9.54% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.76 97.24 6.55 93 .45 2.71 95.29 6.48 92.52 

Aug-14 9.20% 3.61% 0,9639 0.0920 9.54% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.75 97 .25 6.54 93.46 2.70 95.30 6.47 92.53 
Sep-14 9.20% 3.66% 0,9634 0.0920 9.55% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.73 97 .27 6.52 93.48 2.68 95.32 6.45 92.55 
Oct-14 9.20% 3.74% 0,9626 0.0920 9.56% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.70 97 .30 6.49 93.51 2.65 95.35 6.42 92.58 
Nov-14 9.20% 3.80% 0.9620 0.0920 9.56% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2,68 97 .32 6.47 93.53 2.62 95.38 6.40 92.60 
Oec-14 920% 3.81% 0.9619 0.0920 9 ,56% 10.2041% 11.1111% 2.67 97.33 6.46 93.54 2.62 95.38 6.40 92.60 



Q R 5 

0.904 
0.904 

0.904 

0.904 

0.904 

0.904 

0.904 

0.904 

0 .904 

0.904 
0.904 
0 .904 

Jan-l 0.904 

0.904 

0.904 
0.904 

0.904 

0.904 2.709 

0.904 2.709 
0.904 2.709 

0.904 2.709 

0.904 

Nov-ll 0 .904 
Dec-ll 0.904 

Costing at 9.2% California Skim Test (3 Factor Formula) 
T u V 

R*M S*M R*O 

Fortification Volume 

2.39 7.15 5.80 

2.41 7.21 5.82 

2.42 7.27 5.84 

2.44 7.32 5.86 

2.46 7.36 5.87 

2.47 7.40 5.88 

2.48 7.44 5.89 

2.46 7.38 5.88 
2.44 7.31 5.85 

2.42 7.26 5.84 
2.39 7.15 5.80 
2.36 7.08 5.78 

2.36 7.06 5.77 

2.37 7.12 5.79 

2.39 7.17 5.81 
2.41 7.22 5.82 

2.42 7.27 5.84 

2.43 7.28 5.84 

2.45 7.35 5.87 
2.44 7.32 5.86 

2.43 7.29 5.85 

2.41 7.21 5.82 

2.37 7.12 5.79 
2.36 7.07 5.78 

w 
s*o 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
17.63 $ 
17.66 $ 
17.61 $ 
17.54 $ 

$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 

x 

Milk 

11.70 

12.15 

10.75 

9.72 

10.41 

11.49 
12.00 

11.38 
10.67 

10.50 
10.86 
10.99 

11.21 

11.46 

12.39 

13.51 

14.37 

14.70 
15.06 

15.42 

15.36 
14.16 

14.04 

13.56 

y 

(X*.76/9) 

Class I SNF 

$1.0260 
$0.9078 

$0.8208 

$0.8791 
$0.9703 

$1.0133 

$0.9610 
$0.9010 

$08867 
$0.9171 
$0.9280 

$0.9466 

$0.9677 

$1.0463 

$1.1408 

$1.2135 

$1.2413 
$1.2717 

$1.3021 

$1.2971 

$1.1957 
$1.1856 

1.1451 

Z 

(X*.24/87.5) 

Fluid Carrier 

Cost 

$0.0286 

$0.0315 

$0.0329 

$0.0312 
$0.0293 

$0.0288 
$0.0298 
$0.0301 

$0.0314 

$0.0340 

$0.0371 

$0.0394 

$0.0403 
$0.0413 

$0.0423 

$0.0421 

$0.0388 

$0.0385 

AA AS 

AA/9 

Class IV Skim Class IV 

Cost SNF 

0.9907 

$ 7.92 $ 0.8801 

$ 7.60 $ 0.8447 

$ 8 .27 $ 0.9193 

$ 9.44 $ 1.0492 

$ 9.54 $ 1.0602 

$ 9.23 $ 1.0251 

$ 8.59 $ 0.9539 

$ 8.43 $ 0.9366 

$ 8.69 $ 0.9654 

$ 8.94 $ 0.9931 
$ 8.84 $ 0.9827 

1.0502 

$ $ 1.1688 

$ 11.60 $ 1.2893 

$ 12.26 $ 1.3620 

$ 12.65 $ 1.4056 

$ 13.01 $ 1.4452 

$ 12.69 $ 1.4095 

$ 12.31 $ 1.3679 

$ 12.04 $ 1.3382 

$ 11.75 $ 1.3055 

$ $ 1.2474 

1.2156 



Q R S T x 

Fortification Volume Milk 

Jan-12 2.37 7.12 5.79 14.66 

Feb-12 0 .904 2.39 7.17 5.81 13.00 

0.904 2.40 7. 18 5.81 12.80 

0.904 2.41 7.23 5.83 12.27 

0.904 2.44 7.31 5.85 12.09 

0.904 2.44 7.30 5.85 12.08 

0.904 2.43 7.29 5.85 12.23 
0 .904 2.41 7.23 5.83 12.31 

0.904 2.40 7.20 5.82 12.83 

0.904 2.38 7. 14 5.80 13.73 
0.904 2.36 7.06 5.77 14.98 
0.904 2.35 7.04 5.77 16.56 

0.904 2.34 7.02 5.76 $ 14.93 

0.904 2.37 7.11 5.79 $ 14.33 

0 .904 2.40 7.18 5.81 $ 14.33 

0.904 2.41 7.23 5.83 $ 13.95 
0 .904 2.43 7.28 5.84 $ 13.77 
0.904 2.43 7.29 5.85 $ 14.97 

0.904 2.44 7.31 5.85 $ 15.38 
0.904 2.43 7.28 5.84 $ 15.65 

0.904 2.709 2.41 7.21 5.82 $ 16.14 

0 .904 2.709 2.37 7.09 5.78 $ 16.43 
0 .904 2.709 2.36 7.07 5.78 $ 16.74 

0.904 2.709 2.35 7.04 5.77 $ 17.19 

y 

(X·.76/9) 

Class I SNF 

$1.2380 

$1.0978 

$1.0809 

$1.0361 

$1.0209 

$1.0201 

$1.0328 
$1.0395 

$1.0834 

$1.1594 

$1.2650 
1.3984 

$1.2608 

$1.2101 

$1.2101 

$1.1780 

$1.1628 
$1.2641 

$1.2988 
$1.3216 

$1.3629 

$1.3874 
$1.4136 

$1.4516 

z 
(X·.24/87.5) 

Fluid Carrier 

Cost 

$0.0402 

$0.0357 

$0.0351 

$0.0337 

$0.0332 

$0.0331 

$0.0335 

$0.0338 
$0.0352 

$0.0377 

$0.0411 

$0.0410 

$0.0393 

$0.0393 

$0.0383 

$0.0378 
$0.0411 

$0.0422 
$0.0429 

$0.0443 

$0.0451 
$0.0459 

$0.0471 

AA AS 

AA/9 

Class IV Skim Class IV 

Cost SNF 

$ 10.71 $ 

$ 10.58 $ 1.1751 

$ 10.15 $ 1.1274 

$ 9.44 $ 1.0486 

$ 8.58 $ 0.9533 

$ 8.11 $ 0.9010 

$ 8.75 $ 0.9724 

$ 9.46 $ 1.0515 

$ 10.56 $ 1.1728 

$ 11.33 $ 1.2587 

$ $ 

$ $ 
$ 12.15 $ 1.3501 

$ 11.84 $ 1.3153 

$ 11.93 $ 1.3256 
$ 12.88 $ 1.4307 

$ 13.33 $ 1.4806 

$ 13.68 $ 1.5197 
$ 14.06 $ 1.5626 

$ 14.40 $ 1.6001 

$ 14.65 $ 1.6280 
$ 15.12 $ 1.6800 

$ 15.70 1. 7439 



Q R S 

Fortification Volume 

0.904 2.37 7.09 5.78 
0.904 2.39 7.17 5.81 
0.904 2.41 7.21 5.82 
0.904 2.42 7.26 5.84 
0.904 2.44 7.30 5.85 
0.904 2.45 7.33 5.86 
0.904 2.45 7.33 5.86 
0.904 2.44 7.31 5.85 
0.904 2.42 7.26 5.84 
0.904 2.39 7.17 5.81 
0.904 2.37 7.11 5.79 
0.904 2.709 2.37 7.09 5.78 

t- a'CUJlr Formula) 
x 

Fortification Milk 

17.33 

$ 18.45 

$ 18.85 

$ 19.10 

$ 19.08 

$ 17.11 

$ 16.89 

$ 17.11 

$ 16.44 

$ 14.65 

$ 14.71 

$ 17.13 

y 

(X*.76/9) 

Class 15NF 

$1.5580 

$1.5918 

$1.6129 

$1.6112 
$1.4448 

$1.4263 
$1.4448 

$1.3883 
$1.2371 

$1.2422 

$1.4465 

z 
(X*.24/87.5) 

Fluid Carrier 

Cost 

$0.0485 

$0.0506 
$0.0517 

$0.0524 

$0.0523 

$0.0469 
$0.0463 

$0.0469 

$0.0451 
$0.0402 

$0.0403 

$0.0470 

AA AB 
AA/9 

Class IV Skim Class IV 

Cost SNF 

$ 16.41 $ 1.8229 

$ 16.80 $ 1.8672 

$ 16.91 $ 1.8785 

$ 16.28 $ 1.8086 

$ 15.01 $ 1.6678 

$ 14.89 $ 1.6544 

$ 14.88 $ 1.6528 

$ 14.22 $ 1.5805 

$ 11.40 $ 1.2668 

$ 11.56 $ 1.2848 

$ 10.67 $ 1.1860 

$ 9.47 1.0526 



AC 

Jan-1 

Feb-l 

Mar-l 

Aug-ll 

Sep-ll 
Oct-ll 

Nov-ll 
Dec-ll 

at 9.2% California Skim Test 3 Factor Formula 
AE AF 

T*Z*(1·.09) U*AB*.09 

Volume - FC Fortification 

0.2121 0.0697 0.6374 

0.2223 $ 0.0729 $ 0.5713 

0.1981 $ 0.065 1 $ 0.5524 

0.1804 $ 0.0593 $ 0.6056 

0.1944 $ 0.0639 $ 0.6952 

0.2158 $ 0.0708 $ 0.7066 

0.2263 $ 0.0743 $ 0.6861 

0.2131 $ 0.0700 $ 0.6339 

0. 1978 $ 0.0650 $ 0.6161 

0.1932 $ 0.0635 $ 0.6304 

0. 1969 $ 0.0647 $ 0.6389 

0.1974 $ 0.0648 $ 0.6266 

0.2008 $ 0 .0658 $ 0.6676 

0.2068 $ 0.0679 $ 0.7486 

0.2253 $ 0.0740 $ 0.8320 

0.2475 $ 0.0814 $ 0.8855 

0.2648 $ 0.0869 $ 0.9192 

0.2713 $ 0.0891 $ 0.9465 

0.2808 $ 0.0922 $ 0.9326 

0.2862 $ 0.0940 $ 0.9011 

0.2839 $ 0.0932 $ 0.8777 

0.2590 $ 0.0850 $ 0.8475 

0.2534 $ 0.0832 $ 0.7989 

0.2433 $ 0.0799 $ 0.7739 

AG 
V*Y*.09 

Volume - SNF 

0.5158 

$ 0.5375 

$ 0.4770 

$ 0.4326 

$ 0.4644 

$ 0.5138 

$ 0.5375 

$ 0.5083 

$ 0.4746 

$ 0.4657 

$ 0.4788 

$ 0.4827 

$ 0.4918 

$ 0.5043 

$ 0.5469 

$ 0.5980 

$ 0.6377 

$ 0.6527 

$ 0.67 14 

$ 0.6863 

$ 0.6824 

$ 0.6265 

$ 0.6178 

$ 0.5953 

AH AI 

V*Z*(1·.09) W*AB* .09 

Volume - FC Fortificat ion 

0.1694 1.5499 

$ 0.1764 $ 1.3818 

$ 0.1567 $ 1.3302 

$ 0.1423 $ 1.4519 

$ 0.1528 $ 1.6610 

$ 0.1687 $ 1.6823 

$ 0.1765 $ 1.6295 

$ 0.1669 $ 1.5119 

$ 0.1560 $ 1.4784 

$ 0.1529 $ 1.5193 

$ 0.1573 $ 1.5536 

$ 0.1583 $ 1.5318 

$ 0.1613 $ 1.6351 

$ 0 .1654 $ 1.8252 

$ 0 .1797 $ 2.0194 

$ 0.1967 $ 2.1397 

$ 0.2093 $ 2.2134 

$ 0.2142 $ 2.2771 

$ 0.2205 $ 2.2301 

$ 0.2254 $ 2. 1604 

$ 0.2240 $ 2. 1098 

$ 0.2055 $ 2.0497 

$ 0.2029 $ 1.9480 

$ 0. 1955 $ 1.8937 



AC 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

Jun-13 $ 
Jul-13 $ 

Aug-13 $ 
Se $ 

$ 
$ 
$ 

LOStln!!' at 9.2% California Skim Test Factor Formul 
AD AE AF 

T*Z*(1-.09) U*AB*.09 

-SNF Volume - FC Fortification 

0.2646 $ 0.0869 $ 0.7622 

0.2364 $ 0.0777 $ 0.7583 

0.2331 $ 0.0765 $ 0.7286 

0.2251 $ 0.0740 $ 0.6827 

0.2241 $ 0.0737 $ 0.6271 

0.2236 $ 0.0734 $ 0.5918 

0.2261 $ 0.0741 $ 0.6378 

0.2259 $ 0.0743 $ 0.6846 

0.2343 $ 0.0770 $ 0.7602 

0.2485 $ 0.0817 $ 0.8086 

0.2683 $ 0.0881 $ 0.8320 
0.2957 $ 0.0971 $ 0.8446 

0.2658 $ 0.0874 $ 0.8556 

0.2582 $ 0.0848 $ 0.8634 

0.2610 $ 0.0857 $ 0.8500 

0.2559 $ 0.0841 $ 0.8631 

0.2541 $ 0.0835 $ 0.9370 

0 .2767 $ 0.0910 $ 0.9711 

0.2851 $ 0.0937 $ 0.9997 

0.2888 $ 0.0948 $ 1.0234 

0.2952 $ 0.0970 $ 1.0387 

0.2956 $ 0.0972 $ 1.0396 

0.3003 $ 0.0986 $ 1.0695 

0.3070 $ 0.1007 $ 1.1051 

AG 

V*Y*.09 

Volume - SNF 

$ 0.6451 

$ 0.5738 

$ 0.5653 

$ 0.5435 

$ 0.5377 

$ 0.5370 

$ 0.5434 

$ 0.5453 

$ 0.5673 

$ 0.6049 

$ 0.6572 

$ 0.7257 

$ 0.6535 

$ 0.6302 

$ 0.6329 

$ 0.6179 

$ 0.6114 

$ 0.6651 

$ 0.6841 

$ 0.6949 

$ 0.7141 

$ 0.7221 

$ 0.7349 

$ 0.7533 

AH AI 

V*Z*(1-.09) W*AB*.09 

Volume - FC Fortification 

$ 0.2118 $ 1.8583 

$ 0.1887 $ 1.8406 

$ 0.1856 $ 1.7669 

$ 0.1787 $ 1.6483 

$ 0.1768 $ 1.5047 

$ 0.1762 $ 1.4213 

$ 0.1782 $ 1.5331 

$ 0.1793 $ 1.6529 

$ 0.1864 $ 1.8402 

$ 0.1989 $ 1.9680 

$ 0.2159 $ 2.0379 

$ 0.2382 $ 2.0724 

$ 0.2149 $ 2.1033 

$ 0.2069 $ 2.1071 

$ 0.2078 $ 2.0614 

$ 0.2031 $ 2.0837 

$ 0.2010 $ 2.2543 

$ 0.2186 $ 2.3343 

$ 0.2247 $ 2.3988 

$ 0.2281 $ 2.4621 

$ 0.2347 $ 2.5122 

$ 0.2373 $ 2.5392 

$ 0 .2413 $ 2.6172 

$ 0.2471 $ 2.7118 



AC 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

2010 - 2014 Avg 
Avg $ 

at 9.2% California Skim Test Factor 
AE AF 

r *Z*(1· .09) U*AB*.09 

·SNF Volume· FC Fortification 

0.3183 $ 0.1045 $ 1.1640 

0.3355 $ 0 .1102 $ 1.2049 

0.3448 $ 0.1132 $ 1.2194 

0.3515 $ 0.1155 $ 1.1810 

0.3532 $ 0. 1159 $ 1.0955 

0.3181 $ 0.1044 $ 1.0915 

0.3140 $ 0.1031 $ 1.0904 

0.3172 $ 0.1041 $ 1.0397 

0.3025 $ 0.0994 $ 0.8272 

0.2664 $ 0.0875 $ 0 .8291 

0.2651 $ 0.0870 $ 0.7585 

0.308 2 $ 0.1013 $ 0.6721 

0.2586 0.0849 0.8373 
0.3162 $ 0.1038 $ 1.0144 

AG 
V*Y*.09 

Volume - SNF 

$ 0.7775 

$ 0.8143 

$ 0.8340 

$ 0.8470 

$ 0.8482 

$ 0.7619 

$ 0.7522 

$ 0.7610 

S 0.7291 

S 0.6466 

$ 0.6469 

$ 0.7529 

0.6255 
$ 0.7643 

AH AI 

V*Z*(1·.09) W*AB*.09 

Volume - FC Fortification 

$ 0 .2552 $ 2.8432 

$ 0.2674 $ 2.9246 

$ 0.2739 $ 2.9493 

$ 0.2782 $ 2.8463 

$ 0.2784 $ 2.6310 

S 0.2501 $ 2.6145 

$ 0.2469 S 2.6119 

$ 0.2498 $ 2.4947 

$ 0.2395 $ 1.9937 

$ 0.2125 $ 2.0124 

$ 0.2122 $ 1.8510 

$ 0.2473 $ 1.6418 

0.2054 2.0255 

$ 0.2509 $ 2.4512 



AJ 

$ 9.34 

$ 8.26 

$ 7.47 

$ 7.99 

$ 8.81 

$ 9.20 

$ 8.73 

$ 8.20 

$ 8.07 

$ 8.36 

$ 8.47 

$ 8.64 

$ 8.83 

$ 9.54 

$ 10.39 

$ 11.04 

$ 11.30 

$ 11.56 

$ 11.84 

$ 11.80 

$ 10.89 

$ 10.81 
Dec-ll $ 10.45 

at 9.2% California Skim Test 3 Factor Formula 
Al 

Z'N'CI-F) 

2.7685 

$ 2.8714 

$ 2.5434 

$ 2.3016 

$ 2.4651 

$ 2.7147 

$ 2.8351 

$ 2.6890 

$ 2.5258 

$ 2.4831 

$ 2.5701 

$ 2.5965 

$ 2.6484 

$ 2.7083 

$ 2.9322 

$ 3.1990 

$ 3.3969 

$ 3.4744 

$ 3.5599 

$ 3.6464 

$ 3.6295 

$ 3.3457 

$ 3.3207 

$ 3.2090 

AM AN 

BF$/lb*2 AK+Al+AM 

Butterfat Total 

14.94 

$ 15.02 

$ 2.8900 $ 13.70 

$ 3.0228 $ 12.79 

$ 3.1710 $ 13.63 

$ 3.4180 $ 14.95 

$ 3.3548 $ 15.39 

$ 3.7668 $ 15.19 

$ 3.9964 $ 14.72 

$ 4.7058 $ 15.26 

$ 4.8860 $ 15.82 

15.72 

14.81 

$ 15.32 

$ 4.6142 $ 17.08 

$ 4.5036 $ 18.09 

$ 4.3840 $ 18.83 

$ 4.5270 $ 19.30 

$ 4.7410 $ 19.86 

$ 4.4862 $ 19.97 

$ 4.6220 $ 20.05 

$ 4.3898 $ 18.63 

$ 3.8228 $ 17.96 

$ 4.0252 $ 17.68 

AO 

8.74 

$ 9.07 

$ 8.02 

$ 7.25 

$ 7.76 

$ 8.56 

$ 8.93 

$ 8.48 

$ 7.96 

$ 7.84 

$ 8.12 

$ 8.22 

$ 8.57 

$ 9.26 

$ 10.09 

$ 10.72 

$ 10.97 

$ 11.22 

$ 11.50 

$ 11.46 

$ 10.57 

$ 10.50 

AP 

Z*P'CI-F) 

Fluid Carrier 

$ 2.6878 

$ 2.7878 

$ 2.4693 

$ 2.2346 

$ 2.3933 

$ 2.6357 

$ 2.7526 

$ 2.6107 

$ 2.4523 

$ 2.4108 

$ 2.4952 

$ 2.5208 

2.5712 

$ 2.6295 

$ 2.8467 

$ 3.1058 

$ 3.2980 

$ 3.3732 

$ 3.4562 

$ 3.5402 

$ 3.5238 

$ 3.2482 

$ 3.2240 

3.1155 

AQ AR 

BF$/Ib*l AO+AP+AQ 

Butterfat Total 

$ 1.5809 $ 13.01 

$ 1.4025 $ 13.26 

$ 1.4450 $ 11.94 

$ 1.5114 $ 10.99 

$ 1.5855 $ 11.74 

$ 1.7090 $ 12.90 

$ 1.6774 $ 13.36 

$ 1.8834 $ 12.97 

$ 1.9982 $ 12.41 

$ 2.3529 $ 12.60 

$ 2.4430 $ 13.05 

$ 2.3283 $ 13.07 

1. 7631 12.72 

$ 1.8938 $ 13.09 

$ 2.3071 $ 14.41 

$ 2.2518 $ 15.44 

$ 2.1920 $ 16.21 

$ 2.2635 $ 16.60 

$ 2.3705 $ 17.05 

$ 2.2431 $ 17.28 

$ 2.3110 $ 17.29 

$ 2.1949 $ 16.02 

$ 1.9114 $ 15.63 

$ 2.0126 15.27 



AJ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

J $ 
$ 

$ 
$ 

Oct-13 $ 
$ 

Oec-13 $ 

Costi at 9.2% California Skim Test Factor Formula) 
AK 

10.00 

9.85 

9.43 

9.29 

9.28 

9.40 

9.47 

9.87 

10.57 

11.55 

11.03 

10.73 

10.58 

11.50 

11.81 

12.03 

12.41 

12.66 

12.90 

13.25 

Al 

Z*N*(l-F) 

AM AN 

BF$!lb*2 AK+Al+AM 

Value of Milk 

Fluid Carrier Butterfat Total 

$ 3.4674 $ 3.4660 $ 18.22 

$ 3.0788 $ 3.4210 $ 16.50 

$ 3.0269 $ 3.2580 $ 16.13 

$ 2.9058 $ 3.0348 $ 15.37 

$ 2.8620 $ 3.1136 $ 15.26 

$ 2.8535 $ 2.8428 $ 14.98 

$ 2.8881 $ 2.9058 $ 15.19 

$ 2.9144 $ 3.2642 $ 15.64 

$ 3.0354 $ 3.6592 $ 16.56 

$ 3.2515 $ 3.9886 $ 17.81 

$ 3.5455 $ 4.2212 $ 19.31 

$ 3.9167 $ 4.1396 $ 20.82 

3.5373 18.53 

$ 3.3898 $ 17.70 

$ 3.3891 $ 3.2998 $ 17.72 

$ 3.3024 $ 3.4248 $ 17.45 

$ 3.2589 $ 3.5782 $ 17.42 

$ 3.5433 $ 3.5870 $ 18.63 

$ 3.6379 $ 3.3476 $ 18.80 

$ 3.6986 $ 3.1810 $ 18.91 

$ 3.8200 $ 3.0710 $ 19.30 

$ 3.8903 $ 2.9324 $ 19.48 

$ 3.9595 $ 3.3380 $ 20.20 

$ 4 .0634 $ 3.1844 20.50 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

AO 

9.71 

9.56 

9. 16 

9.02 

9.01 

9.12 

9.19 

9.58 

10.26 

11.21 

12.39 

10.71 

10.41 

10.27 

11.17 

11.47 

11.68 

12.05 

12.29 

12.52 

12.87 

AP 

Z*P*(l-F} 

AQ AR 

BF$!lb*l AO+AP+AQ 

Value of Milk 

Fluid Carrier Butterfat Total 

$ 3.3664 $ 1.7330 $ 16.06 

$ 2.9891 $ 1.7105 $ 14.41 

$ 2.9388 $ 1.6290 $ 14.13 

$ 2.8 211 $ 1.5174 $ 13.50 

$ 2.7787 $ 1.5568 $ 13.35 

$ 2.7704 $ 1.4214 $ 13.20 

$ 2.8039 $ 1.4529 $ 13.38 

$ 2.8295 $ 1.6321 $ 13.65 

$ 2.9470 $ 1.8296 $ 14.36 

$ 3.1568 $ 1.9943 $ 15.41 

$ 3.4423 $ 2.1106 $ 16.76 

$ 3.8026 $ 2.0698 $ 18.27 

3.4343 16.35 

$ 3.2911 $ 15.64 

$ 3.2904 $ 1.6499 $ 15.65 

$ 3.2062 $ 1.7124 $ 15.33 

$ 3.1640 $ 1.7891 $ 15.23 

$ 3.4401 $ 1.7935 $ 16.40 

$ 3.5319 $ 1.6738 $ 16.68 

$ 3.5908 $ 1.5905 $ 16.86 

$ 3.7087 $ 1.5355 $ 17.30 

$ 3.7769 $ 1.4662 $ 17.53 

$ 3.8442 $ 1.6690 $ 18.04 

$ 3.9450 $ 1.5922 $ 18.40 



AJ 

J 

10 - 2014 Avg 
14Avg 

..r:: o 

AK 

$ 13.63 

$ 14.20 

$ 14.50 

$ 14.68 

$ 14.66 

$ 13.14 

$ 12.97 

$ 13.14 

$ 12.64 

$ 11.27 

$ 
$ 

$ 13.28 

at 9.2% California Skim Test Factor Formula) 
Al 

Z' N' (l-F) 

AM AN 

BF$/lb' 2 AK+Al+AM 
Value of M ilk 

Fluid Carrier Butterfat Total 

$ 4.1835 $ 3.5452 $ 21.36 

$ 4.3637 $ 3.4320 $ 21.99 

$ 4.4581 $ 4.0466 $ 23.00 

$ 4.5179 $ 4.0058 $ 23.21 

$ 4.5087 $ 4 .3450 $ 23.51 

$ 4.0428 $ 4.4582 $ 21.64 

$ 3.9911 $ 4.8626 $ 21.82 

$ 4.0431 $ 5.2340 $ 22.42 

$ 3.8885 $ 5.4618 $ 21.99 

$ 3.4668 $ 6.2690 $ 21.01 

$ 3.4761 $ 6.4302 $ 21.24 

$ 4.0541 $ 4.3740 $ 21.62 

3.3444 18.10 

$ 4.0829 $ 22.07 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

AO 

13.23 

13.78 

14.08 

14.25 

14.23 

12.76 

12.59 

12.76 

12.27 

10.95 

AP 

Z' P' (l-F) 

AQ AR 

BF$/lb' l AO+AP+AQ 
Value of Milk 

Fluid Carrier Butterfat Total 

$ 4.0617 $ 1.7726 $ 19.06 

$ 4.2366 $ 1.7160 $ 19.74 

$ 4.3282 $ 2.0233 $ 20.43 

$ 4.3863 $ 2.0029 $ 20.64 

$ 4.3774 $ 2.1725 $ 20.78 

$ 3.9250 $ 2.2291 $ 18.91 

$ 3.8748 $ 2.4313 $ 18.90 

$ 3.9253 $ 2.6170 $ 19.30 

$ 3.7752 $ 2.7309 $ 18.78 

$ 3.3659 $ 3.1345 $ 17.45 

$ 3.3749 $ 3.2151 $ 17.59 

$ 3.9361 18.93 

3.2470 15.75 
3.9639 19.21 



Costin g at 8.8% Californ ia Skim Test (2 Factor Formula) 

• B C D , F G H I J • L M N D P 

(l-C)/l Bil '/D .1/{1-.02) .11/(1· .01) lOOO{t llU{.t;;m) (100-1) 100-(F-H)/(F-.33S) (lOO-') /-(1·.02) J-(bOZ) K·(bOl) l -(1· .01) 

"- l1 (-
Pearson Square 1% 2% (per COfA Milk Prod uct ion data) Targets Pearson Square 2 % 1% 

MSNF · Farm SF · Farm % SNF in cwt Skim SNF test of (ond in skim in Cond in skim in 

Production Production of farm Milk % SNF market milk 2% 1% Cond Pounds Skim Pou nds Cond Pounds Skim Pou nds product product product product 

Jan-l0 8.80% 3.76% 0.9624 0.0880 9.1438% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.35 95.65 8.08 91.92 4.27 93.73 8.00 91.00 
Feb-l0 8.80% 3.70% 0.9630 0.0880 9.1381% 10.2041% 11 .1111% 4.38 95.62 8.10 91 .90 4.29 93.71 8 .02 90.98 

Mar-l 0 8.80% 365% 0.9635 0.0880 9.1334% 10.2041% 11 .1111% 4.39 95.61 8.12 91.88 4.31 93.69 8.04 90 .96 
Apr-l 0 8 .80% 3.60% 0.9640 0.0880 9.1286% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.41 95.59 8.13 91.87 4.32 93.68 8.05 90.95 

May-l0 8.80% 3.56% 0.9644 0.0880 9.1248% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.43 95.57 8 .15 91.85 4.34 93 .66 8.07 90 .93 
Jun-l 0 8.80% 3.52% 0.9648 0.0880 9.1211% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.44 95.56 8 .16 91.84 4.35 93.65 8.08 90.92 
Jul-l0 8.80% 349% 0.9651 0.0880 9.1182% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.45 95.55 8.17 91 .83 4.36 93.64 8.09 90.91 

Aug-l0 8.80% 3.54% 0.9646 0.0880 9.1230% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.44 95.56 8.16 91.84 4.35 93 .65 8 .07 90.93 
Sep-l0 8.80% 3.61% 0.9639 0.0880 9.1296% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.41 95.59 8.13 91 .87 4.32 93.68 8 .05 90.95 
Oct· lQ 8.80% 3.66% 0.9634 0.0880 9.1343% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.39 95.61 8.11 91 .89 4.30 93.70 8 .03 90.97 
Nov-lO 8.80% 3.76% 0.9624 0.0880 9.1438% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.35 95.65 8 .08 91 .92 4.27 93.73 8.00 91.00 
Dec-I O 880% 382% 0.9618 0.0880 9.1495% 10.2041% 11 .1111% 4.33 95.67 8 .06 91 .94 4.24 93.76 7.98 91.02 
Jan-11 8.80% 3.84% 0.9616 0.0880 9.1514% 10.2041% 11 .1111% 4.32 95.68 8 .05 91 .95 4.24 93.76 7.97 91.03 
Feb-ll B 80% 3.79% 0.9621 0.0880 9.1467% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.34 95.66 8 .07 91 .93 4.26 93.74 7.99 91.01 
M,u-ll 8.80% 3.74% 0.9626 0.0880 9.1419% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.36 95.64 8.08 91.92 4.27 93 .73 8 .00 9] .00 
Apr-ll 8.80% 3.69% 0.9631 0.0880 9.1372% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.38 95.62 8.10 91.90 4.29 93 .71 8 .02 90.98 

May-ll 8.80% 3.65% 0.9635 0.0880 9.1334% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.39 95.61 8 .12 91 .88 4.31 93 .69 8.04 90.96 
Jun·11 8.80% 3.64% 0.96 36 0.0880 9.1324% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.40 95 .60 8 .11 91 .88 4.3] 93 .69 8.04 90.96 
Ju l-11 880% 3.57% 0.9643 0.0880 9.1258% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.4 2 95.58 8.15 91 .85 4.34 93 .66 8.06 90.94 

Aug-11 8.80% 3.60% 0.9640 0.0880 9.1286% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.41 95.59 8.13 91 .87 4.32 93.68 8 .05 90.9S 
Sep-11 8.80% 3.63% 0.9637 0.0880 9.1315% 10.204 1% 11.1111% 4.40 95.60 8.12 91 .88 4.31 93.69 8 .04 90.96 
Oct-11 8.80% 3.70% 0.9630 0.0880 9.1381% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.38 95.62 8.]0 91 .90 4.29 93.71 8 .02 90.98 
Nov-l1 8.80% 3.79% 0.9621 0.0880 9.1467% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.34 95.66 8.07 91 .93 4.26 93.74 7.99 91.01 
Dec-11 880% 3.83% 0.9617 0.0880 9.1505% 10.204]% 11.1111% 4.33 95 .67 8.05 91.95 4.24 93.76 7.97 91 .03 
1an-12 880% 3.79% 0.9621 0.0880 9.1467% 10.204]% 11.1111% 4.34 95.66 8.07 91 .93 4.26 93.74 7.99 91.01 
feb-12 8.80% 3.74% 0.9626 0.0880 9.1419% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.36 95.64 8.08 91.92 4.27 93 .73 8.00 91.00 
Mar-12 8.80% 3.73% 0.9627 0.0880 9.1410% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.36 95.64 8.09 91.91 4.28 93.72 8.01 90 .99 
Apr-12 8.80% 3.68% 0.9632 0.0880 9.1362% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.38 95.62 8 .11 91.89 4.30 93 .70 8.02 90.98 

May-12 8.80% 361% 0.9639 0.0880 9.1296% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.41 95.59 8 .13 91.87 4.32 93.68 8.05 90.95 
Jun-12 8.80% 3.62% 0.9638 0.0880 9.1305% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.4] 95.59 8 .13 91.87 4.32 93.68 8.05 90.95 
Jul-12 8.80% 3.63% 0.9637 0.0880 9.1315% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.40 95 .60 8.12 91 .88 4.31 93 .69 8 .04 90.96 

Aug-12 8.80% 3.68% 0.9632 0.0880 9.1362% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.38 95.62 8.11 91.89 4.30 93 .70 8.02 90.98 
Sep-12 8 .80% 3.71% 0.9629 0.0880 9.1391% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.37 95 .63 8.10 91 .90 4.28 93.72 8 .01 90.99 
Oct·12 880% 3.77% 0.9623 0.0880 9.1448% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.35 95 .65 8.07 91.93 4.26 93.74 7.99 91.01 
Nov-12 8.80% 3.84% 0.961 6 0.0880 9.1514% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.32 95.68 8.05 91.95 4.24 93 .76 7.97 91.03 
Dec-12 8.80% 3.86% 0.9614 0.0880 9.1533% 10.2041% 11.]111% 4.32 95.68 8.04 91.96 4.23 93.77 7.96 91 .04 



Costing at 8.8% California Skim Test (2 Factor Formula) 
A 8 C 0 E , G H I J K l M N 0 P 

(l-Cl/l 8/1 '/0 .1/(1-.021 .11/(1-.011 100· (1111/(15-.335) (100-1) 100·(F·HI/('·.3351 (l00· KI 1· (1-.02) J· (1-.02) K· (1-.01) L· (1-.01) 

(per COFA Milk Production data) Targets 
"F4-"F 

Pearson Square 2 % Pearson Square 1% 2% 1% 

MSNF - Farm BF - Farm " SNF in cwt Skim SNF test of Cond in skim in (and in skim in 
Prod uction Production of Farm Milk % SNF market milk 2% '" (and Pounds Skim Pou nds (and Pounds Ski m Pounds product product product product 

J.m-ll 8 .80% 388% 0.9612 0.0880 9.1552% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.31 95.69 8.03 91.97 4.22 93.78 7.95 91 .05 
Feb-ll 8.80% 3.800,,6 0.9620 0.0880 9.1476% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.34 95 .66 8.06 91.94 4.25 93.75 7.98 91.02 

Mar-13 8 .80% 3.73% 0.9627 0.0880 9.1410% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.36 95. 64 8.09 91.91 4.28 93.72 8.01 90.99 
Apr·ll 8.80% 3.68% 0.9632 0.0880 9.1362% 10.2041% 11 .1111% 4.38 95.62 8.11 91.89 4.30 93.70 8.02 90 .98 

May-ll 8.80% 3.64% 0.9636 0.0880 9.1324% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.40 95.60 8.12 91.88 4.31 93,69 8.04 90 .96 
Jun-13 8.80% 3.63% 0.9637 0.0880 9.1315% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.40 95.60 8.12 91.88 4.31 93.69 8.04 90.96 
Ju l-ll 8.80% 3.61% 0.9639 0.0880 9.1296% 10.2041% 11 .1111% 4.41 95.59 8 .13 91.87 4.32 93.68 8.05 90.95 

Aug-ll 8.80% 3.64% 0.9636 0.0880 9.1324% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.40 95.60 8.12 91.88 4.31 93.69 8.04 90.96 
Sep-13 8 .80% 370% 0.9630 0.0880 9.1381% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.38 95.62 8.10 91.90 4.29 93.71 8.02 90.98 
Oct-13 8.80% 3.81% 0.9619 0.0880 9.1486% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.33 95.67 8.06 91.94 4.25 93.75 7.98 91.02 
Nov-13 880% 3.83% 0.9617 0.0880 9.1505% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.33 95.67 8.05 91.95 4.24 93.76 7.97 91.03 
Oec-13 880% 3.86% 0.9614 0.0880 9.1533% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.32 95.68 8.04 91.96 4.23 93.77 7.96 91.04 
Jan-14 8 .80% 3.81% 0.9619 0,0880 9.1 486% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.33 95.67 8.06 91.94 4.25 93.75 7.98 91.02 
Feb-14 8 .80% 3.74% 0.9626 0.0880 9.1419% 10,2041% 11.1111% 4.36 95.64 8.08 91 .92 4.27 93,73 8.00 91.00 

Mar-14 8.80% 3.70% 0.9630 0.0880 9.1381% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.38 95.62 8.10 91.90 4.29 93.71 8.02 90.98 
Apr-I4 8.80% 3.66% 0.9634 0.0880 9.1343% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.39 95 .61 8.11 91,89 4.30 93.70 8.03 90.97 

May-14 8.80% 3.62% 0.9638 0.0880 9.1305% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.41 95.59 8 .13 91.87 4.32 93.68 8.05 90.95 
Jun-14 880% 3.59% 0.9641 0.0880 9.1277% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.42 95.58 8.14 91.86 4.33 93.67 8 .06 90.94 
Jul-14 8 .80% 3.59% 0.9641 0.0880 9.1277% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.42 95.58 8.14 91.86 4.33 93 .67 8 .06 90.94 

Aug-14 880% 3.61% 0.9639 0.0880 9.1296% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.41 95.59 8.13 91.87 4.32 93 .68 8.05 90.95 
Sep-14 8 .80% 3.66% 0.9634 0.0880 9.1343% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.39 95.61 8.11 91.89 4.30 93.70 8.03 90.97 
Oct-14 8.80""(' 3 .74% 0.9626 0.0880 9.1419% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.36 95.64 8.08 91.92 4,27 93.73 8.00 91.00 
Nov-14 8.80% 3.80% 0.9620 0.0880 9.1476% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.34 95.66 8.06 91.94 4.25 93.75 7.98 91.02 
Dec-14 8 .80% 3.81% 0.9619 0.0880 9.1486% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.33 95.67 8.06 91.94 4.25 93.75 7.98 91.02 



Costing at 8.8% California Skim Test (2 Factor Formula) 

Q R STU V W x y 

R*O 5*0 

ume Factor Fortification Factor Fortification Volume Fortification I Skim Milk Class IV Skim Cost 

0.904 3.86 11.56 7.23 11.70 8.92 

0.904 3.88 11.62 7.25 21.72 $ 12.15 $ 7.92 

0.904 3.89 11.67 7.26 21.77 $ 10.75 $ 7.60 
0.904 3.91 11.72 7.28 21.82 $ 9.72 $ 8.27 
0.904 3.92 11.75 7.29 21.85 $ 10.41 $ 9.44 
0.904 3.94 11.79 7.31 21.89 $ 11.49 $ 9.54 
0.904 3.95 11.82 7.32 21.92 $ 12.00 $ 9.23 
0.904 3.93 11.77 7.30 21.87 $ 11.38 $ 8.59 
0.904 2.709 3.91 11.71 7.28 21.81 $ 10.67 $ 8.43 
0.904 2.709 3.89 11.66 7.26 $ 10.50 $ 8.69 
0.904 2.709 3.86 11.56 7.23 $ 10.86 $ 8 .94 
0 .904 2.709 3.84 11.50 7.21 $ 10.99 $ 8.84 

0.904 2.709 3.83 11.48 7.20 $ 11.21 $ 9.45 
0.904 2.709 3.85 11.53 7.22 $ 11.46 $ 10.52 

Mar-l 0.904 2.709 3.86 11.58 7.24 $ 12.39 $ 11.60 
Apr-ll 0.904 2.709 3.88 11.63 7.25 $ 13.51 $ 12.26 

May-ll 0.904 3.89 11.67 7.26 $ 14.37 $ 12.65 
Jun-ll 0.904 3.90 11.68 7.27 $ 14.70 $ 13 .01 
Jul-l 0.904 3.92 11.74 7.29 $ 15.06 $ l2.69 

0.904 3.91 11.72 7.28 $ 15.42 $ 12.31 
0.904 3.90 11.69 7.27 $ 15.36 $ 12.04 

0.904 3.88 11.62 7.25 $ 14.16 $ 11.75 
0.904 3.85 11.53 7.22 $ 14.04 $ 11.23 
0.904 3.83 11.49 7.21 $ 13.56 10.94 

-.I: 
\)l 



at 8.8% California Skim Test Factor 
Q R S T u V w x y 

R*M S*M 

Fortification Volume Fortification Class I Skim Milk Class IV Skim Cost 

0.904 11.53 7.22 21.63 $ 14.66 $ 10.71 
0.904 3.86 11.58 7.24 $ 13.00 $ 10.58 
0.904 3.87 11.59 7.24 $ 12.80 $ 10.15 
0.904 3.88 11.64 7.25 $ 12.27 $ 9.44 

0.904 3.91 11.71 7.28 $ 12.09 $ 8.58 
0.904 3.90 11.70 7.27 $ 12.08 $ 8.11 

0.904 3.90 11.69 7.27 $ 12.23 $ 8.75 

0.904 3.88 11.64 7.25 $ 12.31 $ 9.46 

0.904 2.709 3.87 11.61 7.24 21.71 $ 12.83 $ 10.56 
0.904 2.709 3.85 11.55 7.23 21.65 $ 13.73 $ 11.33 

0.904 2.709 3.83 11.48 7.20 21.59 $ 14.98 $ 11.78 
0.904 2.709 3.82 11.46 7.20 21.57 $ 16.56 $ 11.99 

0.904 2.709 3.82 11.44 7.19 21.55 14.93 12 .19 

0.904 2.709 3.84 11.52 7.22 21.62 $ 14.33 $ 12.15 

0.904 2.709 3.87 11.59 7.24 $ 14.33 $ 11.84 

0.904 2.709 3.88 11 .64 7.25 $ 13.95 $ 11.93 

0.904 2.709 3.90 11.68 7.27 $ 13 .77 $ 12.88 

0.904 2.709 3.90 11.69 7.27 $ 14.97 $ 13.33 

0.904 2.709 3.91 11.71 7.28 $ 15.38 $ 13.68 

0.904 3.90 11.68 7.27 $ 15.65 $ 14.06 

0.904 3.88 11.62 7.25 $ 16.14 $ 14.40 

0.904 3.84 11.51 7.21 $ 16.43 $ 14.65 

Nov-13 0.904 3.83 11.49 7.21 $ 16.74 $ 15.12 
Oec-13 0.904 3.82 11.46 7.20 $ 17.19 $ 15.70 

.J::. 

..J:, 



at 8.8% California Skim Test Factor 
Q R S T U v w x y 

S*M R*O S*O 

Fortification Volume Fortification I Skim Milk Class IV Skim Cost 

0.904 3.84 11.51 7.21 17.69 16.41 
0.904 3.86 11.58 7.24 $ 18.45 $ 16.80 
0.904 3.88 11.62 7.25 $ 18.85 $ 16.91 
0.904 3.89 11.66 7.26 $ 19.10 $ 16.28 
0.904 3.90 11.70 7.27 $ 19.08 $ 15.01 
0.904 3.91 11.72 7.28 21.83 $ 17.11 $ 14.89 
0.904 3.91 11.72 7.28 21.83 $ 16.89 $ 14.88 
0.904 3.91 11.71 7.28 21.81 $ 17.11 $ 14.22 
0.904 3.89 11.66 7.26 21.76 $ 16.44 $ 11.40 
0.904 3.86 11.58 7.24 21.68 $ 14.65 $ 11.56 
0.904 3.84 11.52 7.22 21.62 $ 14.71 $ 10.67 
0.904 3.84 11.51 7.21 21.61 $ 17.13 $ 9.47 



z AA AB AC AD AG AH Al AK 

Y"(U/lOO) X"(V/lOO) Y"(W/lOO) BF$/lb"2 AF+AG BF$/Ib"l AI+Al 

Value of Fortification 

Fortification Volume Fortification Butterfat Total Butterfat Total 

$ 0.4512 $ 1.0309 $ 0.8458 $ 1.9323 $ 10.97 $ 3.1618 $ 14.13 $ 10.65 $ 1.5809 $ 12.23 

$ 0.4710 $ 0 .9200 $ 0 .8806 $ 1.7202 $ 11.39 $ 2.8050 $ 14.19 $ 11.05 $ 1.4025 $ 12.46 

$ 0.4185 $ 0 .8866 $ 0.7809 $ 1.6544 $ 10.07 $ 2.8900 $ 12.96 $ 9 .78 $ 1.4450 $ 11.22 

$ 0 .3800 $ 0 .9688 $ 0 .7076 $ 1.8042 $ 9.11 $ 3.0228 $ 12.13 $ 8.84 $ 1.5114 $ 10.35 

$ 0 .4083 $ 1.1096 $ 0.7592 $ 2.0630 $ 9.75 $ 3.1710 $ 12.92 $ 9.47 $ 1.5855 $ 11.05 

$ 0.4522 $ 1.1251 $ 0.8394 $ 2.0885 $ 10.76 $ 3.4180 $ 14.18 $ 10.45 $ 1.7090 $ 12.16 

$ 0.4735 $ 1.0913 $ 0.8778 $ 2.0233 $ 11.24 $ 3.3548 $ 14.59 $ 10.91 $ 1.6774 $ 12.59 

$ 0.4471 1.0114 $ 0.8306 $ 1.8789 $ 10.66 $ 3.7668 $ 14.42 $ 10.35 $ 1.8834 $ 12.23 

$ 0 .4168 0 .9868 $ 0 .7764 $ 1.8383 $ 10.00 $ 3.9964 $ 13.99 $ 9.70 $ 1.9982 $ 11.70 

$ 0.4084 1.0129 $ 0 .7624 $ 1.8908 $ 9.84 $ 4.7058 $ 14.54 $ 9.55 $ 2.3529 $ 11.90 

1.0332 $ 0 .7850 $ 1.9366 $ 10.18 $ 4.8860 $ 15.07 $ 9.88 $ 2.4430 $ 12.33 
1.0164 0 .7923 $ 1.9098 $ 10.30 $ 4.6566 $ 14.96 $ 10.00 $ 2.3283 $ 12.33 

$ 0.4294 $ 1.0846 $ 0 .8075 $ 2.0398 $ 10.51 S 3.5262 S 14.04 S 10.20 S 1.7631 S 11.97 

S 0.4408 S 1.2127 $ 0.8273 $ 2.2758 S 10.74 S 3.7876 S 14.53 $ 10.43 S 1.8938 $ 12.32 

$ 0.4787 S 1.3429 S 0.8964 S 2.5151 S 11.61 $ 4.6142 $ 16.23 $ 11.27 $ 2.3071 S 13.58 

$ 0.5241 $ 1.4254 $ 0.9796 $ 2.6641 $ 12.66 $ 4.5036 S 17.16 $ 12.29 S 2.2518 S 14.54 

S 0.5594 $ 1.4757 S 1.0438 $ 2.7537 S 13.46 $ 4 .3840 $ 17.85 $ 13.07 $ 2.1920 S 15.26 

$ 0.5727 $ 1.5190 $ 1.0683 $ 2.8333 $ 13.77 S 4.5270 S 18.30 $ 13.37 S 2.2635 S 15.63 

S 0.5902 S 1.4904 $ 1.0978 $ 2.7721 $ 14.11 S 4.7410 S 18.85 $ 13.70 $ 2.3705 $ 16.07 

$ 0 .6028 $ 1.4421 $ 1.1226 $ 2.6855 S 14.44 $ 4.4862 $ 18.93 S 14.02 $ 2.2431 $ 16.27 

$ 0.5990 $ 1.4069 $ 1.1167 $ 2.6232 $ 14.39 $ 4.6220 $ 19.01 $ 13.97 S 2.3110 $ 16.28 

$ 0.5489 S 1.3649 $ 1.0263 $ 2.5521 Oct-11 $ 13.27 S 4.3898 $ 17.66 $ 12.88 $ 2.1949 $ 15.08 

Nov-11 $ 0.5401 $ 1.2945 S 1.0136 S 2.4294 Nov-11 $ 13.16 S 3.8228 S 16.98 $ $ 1.9114 $ 14.69 

1.2567 $ 0 .9772 $ 2.3625 $ 12.71 14.36 



Costing at 8.8% California Skim Test (2 Factor Formula) 

z AA AB AC AD AE AF AG AH 

V·(U/100) X·(V/100) V·(W/100) BF$/lb·2 AF+AG 

Value of Fortification 

Fortification Volume Fortification Butterfat Total 

Jan· $ 1.2346 $ 1.0583 $ 2.3170 $ 13.74 $ 3.4660 $ 17.21 

$ 0.5022 $ 1.2248 $ 0.9406 $ 2.2939 $ 12.18 $ 3.4210 $ 15.61 

$ 0.4949 $ 1.1760 $ 0.9265 $ 2.2017 $ 12.00 $ 3.2580 $ 15.25 

$ 0.4764 $ 1.0984 $ 0.8901 $ 2.0522 $ 11.50 $ 3.0348 $ 14.53 

$ 0.4722 $ 1.0043 $ 0.8798 $ 1.8710 $ 11.33 $ 3.1136 $ 14.44 

$ 0.4715 $ 0.9485 $ 0.8787 $ 1.7677 $ 11.32 $ 2.8428 $ 14.16 

$ 0.4769 $ 1.0225 $ 0.8892 $ 1.9064 $ 11.46 $ 2.9058 $ 14.36 

$ 0.4780 $ 1.1008 $ 0.8930 $ 2.0565 $ 11.54 $ 3.2642 $ 14.80 

$ 0.4969 $ 1.2256 S 0 .9295 $ 2.2926 $ 12.02 $ 3.6592 $ 15.68 

$ 0.5291 $ 1.3083 $ 0 .9921 $ 2.4533 $ 12.87 $ 3 .9886 $ 16.86 

$ 0.5738 $ 1.3521 $ 1.0790 S 2.5428 $ 14.05 $ 4.2212 $ 18.27 
$ 0.6332 $ 1.3738 $ 1.1918 $ 2.5858 $ 15.53 $ 4 .1396 $ 19.67 

$ 0.5699 $ 1.3943 $ 1.0735 $ 2.6266 $ 14.00 $ 3.4774 $ 17.48 

$ 0.5508 $ 1.3994 $ 1.0340 $ 2.6273 $ 13.43 $ 3.2724 $ 16.71 

$ 0.5541 $ 1.3719 $ 1.0373 $ 2.5682 $ 13.43 $ 3.2998 $ 16.73 

$ 0.5417 $ 1.3882 $ 1.0120 $ 2.5935 $ 13.07 $ 3.4248 $ 16.50 

$ 0.5365 $ 1.5038 $ 1.0007 $ 2.8050 $ 12.90 $ 3.5782 $ 16.48 

$ 0.5838 S 1.5577 $ 1.0884 $ 2.9042 $ 14.02 $ 3.5870 $ 17.61 

$ 0.6008 $ 1.6013 $1.1192 $ 2.9831 $ 14.41 $ 3.3476 $ 17.76 

$ 0.6098 $ 1.6416 $ 1.1373 $ 3.0619 $ 14.66 $ 3.1810 $ 17.84 

$ 0.6257 $ 1.6728 $ 1.1698 $ 3.1277 $ 15.13 $ 3.0710 $ 18.20 

S 0.6309 $ 1.6858 $ 1.1851 $ 3.1665 $ 15.40 $ 2.9324 S 18.34 

$ 0.6417 $ 1.7369 $ 1.2063 $ 3.2652 $ 15.70 $ 3.3380 $ 19.03 
$ 0.6573 $ 1.7989 $ 1.2371 S 3.3859 $ 16.12 S 3.1844 $ 19.30 

AI 

$ 13.34 

$ 11.83 

$ 11.65 

$ 11.16 

$ 11.00 

$ 10.99 

$ 11.12 

$ 11.20 

$ 11.67 

$ 12.50 

$ 13.64 

S 15.08 

$ 13.59 

$ 13.04 

$ 13.04 

$ 12.69 

$ 12.53 

$ 13.62 

$ 13.99 

$ 14.24 

S 14.68 

$ 14.95 

$ 15.24 

$ 15.65 

AJ 

BF$/Ib·l 

Butterfat 

$ 1.7330 

$ 1.7105 

$ 1.6290 

$ 1.5174 

$ 1.5568 

$ 1.4214 

$ 1.4529 

$ 1.6321 

$ 1.8296 

$ 1.9943 

$ 2.1106 

$ 1.7387 

$ 1.6362 

$ 1.6499 

$ 1.7124 

$ 1.7891 

$ 1.7935 

$ 1.6738 

$ 1.5905 

S 1.5355 

$ 1.4662 

$ 1.6690 

$ 1.5922 

AK 

Total 

$ 15.08 

$ 13.54 

$ 13.28 

$ 12.68 

$ 12.55 

$ 12.41 

$ 12.58 

$ 12.83 

$ 13.50 

$ 14.49 

$ 15.75 
17.15 

$ 15.33 

$ 14.68 

$ 14.69 

$ 14.40 

$ 14.31 

$ 15.41 

$ 15.66 

$ 15.83 

$ 16.22 

$ 16.42 

$ 16.91 

17.24 



Costing at 8.8% California Skim Test (2 Factor 

z AA AB AC AD AE AF AG AH AI AJ AK 

Y*(U/100) X*(V/100) Y*(W/100) BF$/lb*2 AF+AG BF$/lb*l AI+AJ 
Value of Fortification 

Fortification Volume Fortification Butterfat Total Butterfat Total 

$ 1.8884 $ 1.2759 $ 3.5469 $ 16.58 $ 3.5452 $ 20.13 $ 16.10 $ 1.7726 $ 17.87 

$ 1.9449 $ 1.3349 $ 3.6425 $ 17.29 $ 3.4320 $ 20.72 $ 16.79 $ 1.7160 $ 18.50 

$ 1.9643 $ 1.3663 $ 3.6729 $ 17.66 $ 4.0466 $ 21.71 $ 17.15 $ 2.0233 $ 19.17 

$ 1.8976 $ 1.3868 $ 3.5423 $ 17.90 $ 4.0058 $ 21.90 $ 17.37 $ 2.0029 $ 19.38 
$ 1.7555 $ 1.3878 $ 3.2717 $ 17.87 $ 4.3450 $ 22.22 $ 17.35 $ 2.1725 $ 19.53 

$ 1.7458 $ 1.2462 $ 3.2498 $ 16.03 $ 4.4582 $ 20.49 $ 15.56 $ 2.2291 $ 17.79 

$ 1. 7447 $ 1.2301 $ 3.2476 $ 15.82 $ 4.8626 $ 20.68 $ 15.36 $ 2.4313 $ 17.79 

$ 0.6683 $ 1.6645 $ 1.2451 $ 3.1009 $ 16.03 $ 5.2340 $ 21.26 $ 15.56 $ 2.6170 $ 18.18 
$ 0.6394 $ 1.3288 $ 1.1937 $ 2.4805 $ 15.40 $ 5.4618 $ 20.87 $ 14.96 $ 2.7309 $ 17.69 

$ 0.5660 $ 1.3383 $ 1.0600 $ 2.5064 $ 13.73 $ 6.2690 $ 20.00 $ 13.33 $ 3.1345 $ 16.47 

$ 0.5654 $ 1.2289 $ 1.0615 $ 2.3073 $ 13.79 $ 6.4302 $ 20.22 $ 13.39 $ 3.2151 $ 16.60 
$ 0.6578 $ 1.0898 $ 1.2355 $ 2.0469 $ 16.06 $ 4.3740 $ 20.43 $ 15.59 $ 2.1870 $ 17.78 

1.3487 2.5220 13.25 14.80 
1.6326 3.0513 16.18 18.06 



Costing at 8.8% California Skim Test (3 Factor Formula) 
A B C 0 , F G H I J K l M N 0 p 

Il-<}/l Bil '/0 .1/11·.O2} .11/11-.01} l00·(F-GIf(F-.335) (lOO-I) lOO·(F-HIf(F-.33S) (lOO-K) 1·(1-.02) J·(1-.02) K·,1-.01) L ·(1-.01) 

(per CDFA Milk Product ion data ) Targets Pearson Square 2 % Pearson Square 1% 2% 1% 

% SNF in cwt Skim SNF test of Skim Skim Cond in skim in Condin skim in 
MSNF - At Market BF - At Market of Farm Milk % SNF market mi lk 2% 1% Cond Pounds Pounds Cond Pounds Pounds product product product product 

Jan·IO 8.80% 3.76% 0.9624 0.0880 9,14% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.35 95 .65 8.08 91.92 4.27 93,73 8.00 91.00 
Feb-I O 8.80% 3.70% 0 ,9630 0.0880 9,14% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.38 95.62 8.10 91.90 4.29 93 .71 8.02 90.98 
Mar-IO 8.80% 3.65% 0 .9635 0.0880 9 .13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.39 95.61 8.12 91.88 4.31 93 .69 8.04 90.96 
Apr-10 8.80% 3.60% 0 .9640 0.0880 9,13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.41 95.59 8. 13 91.87 4.32 93.68 8.05 90.95 

MaV-1O 8.80% 3.56% 0 .9644 0.0880 9 .12% 10.2041 % 11.1111% 4.43 95.57 8.15 91.85 4.34 93.66 8.07 90.93 
Jun-10 8.80% 3.52% 0,9648 0.0880 9.12% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.44 95.56 8.16 91.84 4.35 93.65 8.08 90.92 
Jul· l 0 8.80% 3.49% 0.9651 0.0880 9.12% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.45 95.55 8.17 91 .83 4.36 93.64 8.09 90.91 

Aug-l 0 8.80% 3.54% 0.9646 0.0880 9 .12% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.44 95.56 8.16 91.84 4.35 93 .65 8.07 90.93 
Sep-l 0 8.80% 3.61% 0.9639 0.0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 11.41 95.59 8.13 91.87 4.32 93.68 8.05 90.95 
Oct-10 8.80% 3.66% 0 .9634 0.0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.39 95 .61 8.11 91.89 4.30 93,70 8.03 90.97 
Nov-l0 8.80% 3.76% 0,9624 0.0880 9. 111% 10.2041% 11,1111% 11.35 95.65 8.08 91.92 4.27 93.73 8.00 91.00 
Oec-I O 8.80% 3.82% 0.9618 0.0880 9.15% 10.2041% 11.1111% 11.33 95.67 8.06 91.94 4.24 93,76 7.98 91.02 
Jan-ll 8.80% 3.84% 0.9616 0.0880 9.15% 10.2041% 11.1111% 11.32 95.68 8.05 91,95 4.24 93,76 7.97 91.03 
Feb-ll 8.80% 3.79% 0.9621 0.0880 9.15% 10.2041% 11.1111% 11.34 95.66 8.07 91.93 4.26 93 .711 7.99 91.01 
Mar-lt 8.80% 3.74% 0.9626 0,0880 9.111% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.36 95.64 8.08 91.92 4.27 93.73 800 91.00 
Apr-11 8.80% 3.69% 0.9631 0,0880 9.14% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.38 95.62 8.10 91.90 4.29 93.71 8.02 90.98 

Mav-11 8.80% 3.65% 0.9635 0.0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.39 95 .61 8.12 91.88 4.31 93.69 8.04 90.96 
Jun-11 8.80% 3.64% 0.9636 0.0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11 .1111% 4.40 95.60 8.12 91.88 4 .31 93.69 8.04 90.96 
Jul-ll 8.80% 3.57% 0 .9643 0.0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.42 95.58 8.15 91,85 4.34 93 .66 8.06 90.94 

Aug-ll 8.80% 3.60% 0 .9640 0.0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.41 95.59 8.13 91.87 4.32 93.68 8.05 90.95 
Sep·ll 8.80% 3.63% 0 .9637 0.0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11 .1111% 4.40 95.60 8.12 91,88 4.31 93.69 8.04 90.96 
Oct-11 8.80% 3.70% 0 .9630 0.0880 9.14% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.38 95.62 8.10 91.90 4,29 93.71 8.02 90.98 
Nov-ll 8.80% 3.79% 0 .9621 0.0880 9.15% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.34 95 .66 8.07 91 .93 4.26 93.74 7.99 91.01 
Oec-ll 8.80% 3.83% 0.9617 0.0880 9.15% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.33 95.67 8.05 91.95 4.24 93.76 7.97 91.03 
Jan-lZ 8.80% 3.79% 0 .9621 0.0880 9.1 5% 10.2041 % 11.1111% 4.34 95.66 8.07 91,93 4.26 93.74 7.99 91.01 
Feb-12 8.80% 3.74% 0 .9626 0.0880 9,14% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.36 95 .64 8.08 91.92 4. 27 93.73 8.00 91 .00 
Mar-1Z 8.80% 3.73% 0 .9627 0.0880 9.14% 10.2041 % 11.1111% 4.36 95 .64 8.09 91 .91 4.28 93.72 8.01 90.99 
Apr-12 8.80% 3.68% 0.9632 0.0880 9 .14% 10.2041 % 11.1111% 4.38 95.62 8.11 91 .89 4.30 93 .70 8.02 90.98 

Mav-12 8 .80% 3.61% 0.9639 0.0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.41 95.59 8.13 91.87 4,32 93.68 8.05 90.95 
Jun-12 8.80% 3.62% 0 .9638 0.0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11,1111% 4.41 95.59 8.13 91.87 4.32 93.68 8.05 90.95 
Jul-12 8.80% 3.63% 0 .9637 0.0880 9 .13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.40 95.60 8.12 91.88 4.31 93.69 8.04 90.96 

Aug-12 8.80% 3.68% 0.9632 0.0880 9.14% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.38 95.62 8.11 91.89 4.30 93.70 8.02 90.98 
Sep-12 8.80% 3.71% 0.9629 0.0880 9.14% 10.2041% 11.1111% <1 .37 95.63 8.10 91.90 4.28 93.72 8.01 90.99 
Oct-IZ 8.80% 3.77% 0 .9623 0.0880 9.14% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.35 95 .65 8.07 91 .93 4.26 93,74 7.99 91.01 
Nov-12 8.80% 3.84% 0.9616 0.0880 9.15% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.32 95.68 8.05 91.95 4.24 93.76 7.97 91 .03 
Oec-lZ 8.80% 3.86% 0 .9614 0,0880 9.15% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.32 95.68 8.04 91.96 4.23 93.77 7.96 91.04 



Costing at 8.8% California Skim Test (3 Factor Formula) 
A B C D E F G H I J K l M N 0 • 

(H)/l Bit E/D .1/{1·.02) .11/{1-.01) lOO${F-G)/{F-.33S) (IOO-I) lOO'{ F-li )1IF-.335) (IOO-K) 1-(1-.02) J${I-.02) K$(l-.OI) l·(t-.Ol) 

(per CDFA Milk Production data) Targets Pearson Square 2 % Pearson Square 1% '" '" % SNF in cwt Skim SNF test of Skim Skim Cond in skim in Cond in skim in 
MSNF - At Market BF - At Market of Farm Milk % SNF market milk 2% '" Cond Pounds Pounds Cond Pounds Pounds product product product product 

Jan·13 8.80% 3.88% 0.9612 0.0880 9 .16% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.31 95.69 8.03 91 .97 4.22 93.78 7.95 91 .05 
Feb-13 8.80% 3.80% 0.9620 0 .0880 9.15% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.34 95.66 8 .06 91.94 4.25 93.75 7.98 91 .02 
Mar-U 8.80% 3.73% 0.9627 0 .0880 9 .14% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.36 95.64 8.09 91 .91 4.28 93 .72 8.01 90.99 
Apr-13 8.80% 3.68% 0.9632 0.0880 9 .14% 10,2041% 11.1111% 4.38 95.62 8.11 91.89 4.30 93.70 8.02 90.98 

May-13 8.80% 3.64% 0.9636 0.0880 9 .13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.40 95.60 8.12 91.88 4.31 93.69 8.04 90.96 
Jun-13 8.80% 3.63% 0.9637 0.0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.40 95.60 8.12 91.88 4.31 93.69 8.04 90.96 
Jul-13 8.80% 3.61% 0.9639 0.0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.41 95.59 8.13 91 .87 4 .32 93.68 8.05 90.95 

Aug-13 8.80% 3.64% 0.9636 0.0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.40 95.60 8.12 91.88 4.31 93.69 8.04 90.96 
Sep·13 8.80% 3.70% 0.9630 0.0880 9.14% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.38 95 .62 8.10 91.90 4.29 93.71 8.02 90.98 
Oct·13 8.80% 3.81% 0.9619 0.0880 9.15% 10.2041% 11 .1111% 4.33 95.67 8.06 91.94 4,25 93.75 7.98 91.02 

Nov-13 8.80% 3.83% 0.9617 0.0880 9.15% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.33 95.67 8.05 91.95 4.24 93 .76 7.97 91.03 
Oec-13 880% 3.86% 0.9614 0.0880 9.15% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.32 95.68 8.04 91 .96 4.23 93.77 7.96 91.04 
Jan·t4 8.80% 3.81% 0.9619 0.0880 9 .15% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.33 95.67 8.06 91 .94 4.25 93 .75 7.98 91.02 
Feb·14 8.80% 3.74% 0.9626 0.0880 9 .14% 10.204 1% 11.1111% 4.36 95 .64 8 .08 91 .92 4.27 93.73 8.00 91.00 
Mar-14 8.80% 3.70CJ<.. 0.9630 0.0880 9.14% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.38 95 .62 8.10 91.90 4.29 93.71 8.02 90.98 
Apr-14 8.80% 3.66% 0.9634 0.0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.39 95 .61 8.11 91.89 4.30 93.70 8.03 90.97 

May-14 8.80% 3.62% 0.9638 0.0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.41 95.59 8.13 91.87 4.32 93 .68 8.05 90.95 
Jun·14 8.80% 3.59% 0.9641 0.0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.42 95.58 8.14 91.86 4 .33 93.67 8.06 90.94 
Jul-t4 8.80% 3.59% 0.9641 0 .0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.42 95.58 8.14 91,86 4.33 93 .67 8.06 90.94 

Aug·14 8.80% 3.61% 0 .9639 0.0880 9.13% 10.2041 % 11.1 111% 4.41 95.59 8.13 91.87 4.32 93.68 8.05 90.95 
5ep·14 8.80% 3.66% 0.9634 0 .0880 9.13% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.39 95 .61 8.11 91 .89 4.30 93 .70 8.03 90.97 
Oct-t4 8.80% 3.74~ 0.9626 0.0880 9.14% 10.2041 % 11.1111% 4.36 95 .64 8.08 91 .92 4.27 93.73 8.00 91.00 
Nov-t4 8.80% 3.80% 0.9620 0.0880 9.15% 10.2041% 11. 1111% 4.34 95 .66 8.06 91.94 4.25 93.75 7.98 91.02 
Oec-t4 8.80% 3.81% 0.9619 0.0880 9.15% 10.2041% 11.1111% 4.33 95.67 8.06 91.94 4.25 93.75 7.98 91.02 



Costing at 8 .8% California Skim Test (3 Factor Formula) 
Q R S T u V w x 

Fortification Volume Milk 

0.904 3.86 11.56 7.23 
0.904 3.88 11.62 7.25 12.15 

0.904 3.89 11.67 7.26 10.75 

0.904 2.709 3.91 11.72 7.28 9.72 
0.904 2.709 3.92 11.75 7.29 10.41 

0.904 2.709 3.94 11.79 7.31 11.49 

0.904 2.709 3.95 11.82 7.32 12.00 
0.904 2.709 3.93 11.77 7.30 11.38 
0.904 3.91 11.71 7.28 10.67 
0.904 3.89 11.66 7.26 10.50 
0.904 3.86 11.56 7.23 10.86 
0 .904 3.84 11.50 7.21 10.99 

Jan-11 0.904 3.83 11.48 7.20 11.21 
Feb-11 0.904 3.85 11.53 7.22 11.46 

0.904 3.86 11.58 7.24 12.39 
0.904 3.88 11.63 7.25 13.51 
0.904 3.89 11.67 7.26 14.37 

0.904 3.90 11.68 7.27 14.70 
0 .904 3.92 11.74 7.29 15.06 
0.904 3.91 11.72 7.28 15.42 

0.904 3.90 11.69 7.27 15.36 
0 .904 3.88 11.62 7.25 14.16 

0.904 3.85 11.53 7.22 14.04 
0.904 3.83 11.49 7.21 13.56 

v z 
(X*.76/9) (X*.24/87.5) 

Fluid Carrier 

Class I SNF Cost 

$0.9880 $0.0321 

$1.0260 $0.0333 

$0.9078 $0.0295 

$0.8208 $0.0267 

$0.8791 $0.0286 

$0.9703 $0.0315 
$1.0133 $0.0329 

$0.9610 $0.0312 
$0.9010 $0.0293 
$0.8867 $0.Q288 

$0.9171 $0.0298 

$0.9466 $0.0307 

$0.9677 $0.0314 

$1.0463 $0.0340 
$1.1408 $0.0371 
$1.2 135 $0.0394 

$1.2413 $0.0403 
$1.2717 $0.0413 

$1.3021 $0.0423 

$1.2971 $0.0421 
$1.1957 $0.0388 

$1.1856 $0.0385 
1.1451 

AA AB 
AA/9 

Class IV Skim Class IV 

Cost SNF 

0.9907 

$ 7.92 $ 0.8801 

$ 7.60 $ 0.8447 

$ 8.27 $ 0.9193 

$ 9.44 $ 1.0492 

$ 9.54 $ 1.0602 

$ 9 .23 $ 1.0251 

$ 8.59 $ 0.9539 

$ 8.43 $ 0.9366 

$ 8.69 $ 0.9654 

$ 8 .94 $ 0.9931 

$ $ 0.9827 

1.0502 

$ 10.52 $ 1.1688 

$ 11.60 $ 1.2893 

$ 12.26 $ 1.3620 

$ 12.65 $ 1.4056 

$ 13.01 $ 1.4452 

$ 12.69 $ 1.4095 

$ 12.31 $ 1.3679 

$ 12.04 $ 1.3382 

$ 11.75 $ 1.3055 

$ 11.23 $ 1.2474 
1.2156 



8.8% California Skim Test (3 Factor Formula) 
Q R S u v w x 

R·O S·O 

Fortification Volume 

0.904 3.85 11.53 7.22 
0.904 3.86 11.58 7.24 

0 .904 3.87 11.59 7.24 12.80 
0 .904 3.88 11.64 7.25 12.27 
0.904 3.91 11.71 7.28 12.09 
0.904 3.90 11.70 7.27 12.08 
0.904 3.90 11.69 7.27 12.23 
0 .904 3.88 11.64 7.25 12.31 
0 .904 3.87 11.61 7.24 12.83 
0.904 3.85 11.55 7.23 13.73 
0.904 3.83 11.48 7.20 14.98 
0.904 2.709 3.82 11.46 7.20 16.56 

0.904 2.709 3.82 11.44 7.19 14.93 

0.904 2.709 3.84 11.52 7.22 $ 14.33 

0.904 2.709 3.87 11.59 7.24 $ 14.33 
0.904 3.88 11.64 7.25 $ 13.95 
0 .904 3.90 11.68 7.27 $ 13.77 

0 .904 3.90 11.69 7.27 $ 14.97 

0.904 3.91 11.71 7.28 $ 15.38 

0.904 3.90 11.68 7.27 $ 15.65 

0.904 3.88 11.62 7.25 $ 16.14 

0 .904 3.84 11.51 7.21 $ 16.43 

0 .904 3.83 11.49 7.21 $ 16.74 

0.904 3.82 11.46 7.20 21.57 $ 17.19 

y 

(X·.76/9) 

2380 

$1.0361 

$1.0209 

$1.0201 
$1.0328 

$1.0395 

$1.0834 

$1. 1594 

$1.2650 

$1.2101 
$1.2101 

$1.1780 
$1. 1628 

$1.2641 
$1. 2988 

$1.3216 

$1.3629 
$1.3874 

$1.4136 
$1.4516 

z 
(X·.24/87.5) 

Fluid Carrier 

Cost 

$0.0357 

$0.0351 

$0.0337 

$0.0332 

$0.0331 
$0.0335 

$0.0338 

$0.0352 

$0.0377 

$0.0411 

$0.0410 

$0.0393 
$0.0393 

$0.0383 
$0.0378 

$0.0411 
$0.0422 

$0.0429 

$0.0443 

$0.0451 

$0.0459 
$0.0471 

AA AS 

AA/9 

Class IV Ski m Class IV 

Cost SNF 

$ 10.71 $ 1.1900 

$ 10.58 $ 1.1751 

$ 10.15 $ 1.1274 

$ 9.44 $ 1.0486 

$ 8.58 $ 0.9533 
$ 8.11 $ 0.9010 
$ 8.75 $ 0.9724 

$ 9.46 $ 1.0515 

$ 10.56 $ 1.1728 

$ 11.33 $ 1.2587 

$ 11.78 $ 1.3089 
1.3327 

$ 12.19 $ 1.3542 

$ 12.15 $ 1.3501 

$ 11.84 $ 1.3153 

$ 11.93 $ 1.3256 
$ 12.88 $ 1.4307 

$ 13.33 $ 1.4806 
$ 13.68 $ 1.5197 

$ 14 .06 $ 1.5626 

$ 14.40 $ 1.6001 

$ 14.65 $ 1.6280 

$ 15.12 $ 1.6800 
$ 15.70 $ 1.7439 



Costing 8.8% California Skim Test (3 Factor Formula) 
Q R s T u v w x y Z 

S'o IX·.76/9) IX' .24/87.5) 

Fluid Carrier 

Fortification Volume Class I SNF Cost 

0.904 3.84 11.51 7.21 $ 1.4938 $0.0485 
0.904 3.86 11.58 7.24 $ 18.45 $1.5580 $0.0506 
0.904 3.88 11.62 7.25 $ 18.85 $1.5918 $0.0517 
0 .904 3.89 11.66 7.26 $ 19.10 $1.6129 $0.0524 

0 .904 3.90 11.70 7.27 $ 19.08 $1.6112 $0.0523 
0.904 3.91 11.72 7.28 $ 17.11 $1.4448 $0.0469 
0.904 3.91 11.72 7.28 $ 16.89 $1.4263 $0.0463 
0.904 3.91 11.71 7.28 $ 17.11 $1.4448 $0.0469 
0.904 3.89 11.66 7.26 $ 16.44 $1.3883 $0.0451 
0 .904 3.86 11.58 7.24 $ 14.65 $1.2371 $0.0402 
0 .904 3.84 11.52 7.22 $ 14.71 $1.2422 $0.0403 
0 .904 3.84 11.51 7.21 $ 17.13 $1.4465 $0.0470 

AA AB 
AA/9 

Class IV Skim Class IV 

Cost SNF 

$ 16.41 $ 1.8229 
$ 16.80 $ 1.8672 

$ 16.91 $ 1.8785 
$ 16.28 $ 1.8086 
$ 15.01 $ 1.6678 

$ 14.89 $ 1.6544 

$ 14.88 $ 1.6528 

$ 14.22 $ 1.5805 

$ 11.40 $ 1.2668 
$ 11.56 $ 1.2848 

$ 10.67 $ 1.1860 
1.0526 



AC 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
Mar-l $ 
Apr-l $ 

May-1 $ 
Jun-1 $ 
Jul-l $ 

Aug-1 $ 
Sep-l $ 

$ 
$ 
$ 

at 8.8% California Skim Test 3 Factor Formula 
AD AE AF 

T*Z*(1-.09) U*AB*.09 

Volume - FC Fortification 

0.3429 0.1127 1.0305 

0.3579 $ 0.1175 $ 0.9201 

0.3181 $ 0.1045 $ 0.8869 

0.2888 $ 0.0950 $ 0.9693 

0.3103 $ 0.1021 $ 1.1100 

0.3437 $ 0.1128 $ 1.1253 

0.3598 $ 0.1181 $ 1.0908 

0.3398 $ 0.1116 $ 1.0108 

0.3167 $ 0.1041 $ 0.9867 

0.3104 $ 0.1019 $ 1.0127 

0.3183 $ 0.1046 $ 1.0330 

0.3204 0.1051 $ 1.0169 

0.3263 0.1070 $ 1.0848 

0.3350 $ 0.1099 $ 1.2126 

0.3638 $ 0.1195 $ l.3433 

0.3983 $ 0.1310 $ 1.4251 

0.4252 $ 0.1396 $ 1.4758 

0.4353 $ 0.1429 $ 1.5186 

0.4486 $ 0.1473 $ 1.4899 

0.4581 $ 0.1505 $ 1.4423 

0.4552 $ 0.1494 $ 1.4074 

0.4172 $ 0 .1369 $ 1.3649 

0.4105 $ 0.1348 $ 1.2941 

0.3951 $ 0.1298 $ 1.2568 

AG 
V*Y*.09 

Volume - SNF 

0.6428 

$ 0.6693 

$ 0.5935 

$ 0.5378 

$ 0.5770 

$ 0.6380 

$ 0.6671 

$ 0.6313 

$ 0.5901 

$ 0.5794 

$ 0.5967 

$ 0.6021 

$ 0.6137 

$ 0.6287 

$ 0.6813 

$ 0.7445 

$ 0.7933 

$ 0.8119 

$ 0.8343 

$ 0.8531 

$ 0.8487 

$ 0.7800 

$ 0.7703 

$ 0.7427 

AH AI 

V*Z*(1-.09) W*AB* .09 

Volume - FC Fortification 

0.2112 1.9315 

$ 0.2196 $ 1.7204 

$ 0.1950 $ 1.6549 

$ 0.1769 $ 1.8050 

$ 0 .1898 $ 2.0636 

$ 0.2094 $ 2.0889 

$ 0 .2190 $ 2.0224 

$ 0.2072 $ 1.8778 

$ 0.1940 $ 1.8381 

$ 0 .1903 $ 1.8905 

$ 0.1960 $ 1.9362 

$ 0.1975 $ 1.9108 

$ 0.2012 $ 2.0402 

$ 0.2063 $ 2.2757 

$ 0.2239 $ 2.5159 

$ 0.2448 $ 2.6636 

$ 0.2604 $ 2.7537 

$ 0.2665 $ 2.8326 

$ 0.2740 $ 2.7711 

$ 0.2802 $ 2.6858 

$ 0.2785 $ 2.6240 

$ 0.2559 $ 2.5520 

$ 0.2529 $ 2.4287 

$ 0.2439 $ 2.3626 



AC 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

J $ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

Ja 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
Aug-13 $ 
Sep-13 $ 
Dct-13 $ 
Nov-13 $ 
Oec-13 $ 

Costing at 8.8% California Skim Test (3 Factor Formula) 
AE AF 

T"Z"(l-.09) U"AB".09 

-SNF Volume - FC Forti fication 

0.4286 $ 0.1407 $ 1.2346 

0.3817 $ 0.1255 $ 1.2243 

0.3761 $ 0.1235 $ 1.1757 

0.3621 $ 0.1191 $ 1.0981 

0.3589 $ 0.1180 $ 1.0043 

0.3583 $ 0.1176 $ 0.9484 

0.3625 $ 0.1189 $ 1.0227 

0.3633 $ 0.1194 $ 1.1012 

0.3777 $ 0.1241 $ 1.2251 

0.4021 $ 0.1322 $ 1.3081 

0.4361 $ 0.1433 $ 1.3521 
0.4812 $ 0.1580 $ 1.3743 

0.4331 0.1424 1.3940 

0.4186 $ 0.1375 $ 1.3995 

0.4211 $ 0.1383 $ 1.3716 

0.4117 $ 0.1353 $ 1.3882 

0.4077 $ 0.1340 $ 1.5034 

0.4436 $ 0.1458 $ 1.5571 

0.4566 $ 0.1500 $ 1.6010 

0.4634 $ 0.1521 $ 1.6420 
0.4755 $ 0.1563 $ 1.6729 

0.4795 $ 0.1576 $ 1.6861 

0.4877 $ 0.1601 $ 1.7369 
0.4995 $ 0.1639 $ 1.7983 

AG 

V"Y".09 

Volume - SNF 

$ 0.8044 

$ 0.7149 

$ 0.7042 

$ 0.6765 

$ 0.6686 

$ 0.6678 

$ 0.6758 

$ 0.6787 

$ 0.7064 

$ 0.7540 

$ 0.8201 

$ 0.9057 

0.8159 

$ 0.7859 

$ 0.7883 

$ 0.7691 

$ 0.7605 

$ 0.8271 

$ 0.8506 

$ 0.8644 

$ 0.8891 

$ 0.9006 

$ 0.9168 

$ 0.9402 

AH AI 

V"Z"(1-.09) W"AB".09 

Volume - FC Fortification 

$ 0.2641 $ 2.3170 

$ 0.2351 $ 2.2930 

$ 0.2312 $ 2.2009 

$ 0.2225 $ 2.0516 

$ 0.2198 $ 1.8709 

$ 0.2191 $ 1.7675 

$ 0.2216 $ 1.9067 

$ 0.2231 $ 2.0573 

$ 0.2321 $ 2.2916 

$ 0.2479 $ 2.4529 

$ 0.2694 $ 2.5428 

$ 0.2973 $ 2.5867 

$ 0.2683 $ 2.6261 

$ 0.2581 $ 2.6275 

$ 0.2589 $ 2.5677 

$ 0.2528 $ 2.5936 

$ 0.2500 $ 2.8041 

$ 0.2719 $ 2.9032 

$ 0.2794 $ 2.9825 

$ 0.2837 $ 3.0627 

$ 0.2922 $ 3.1279 

$ 0.2960 $ 3.1669 

$ 0.3010 $ 3.2652 

$ 0.3085 3.3848 



AC 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

Ju $ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

- 2014 Avg 

$ 

at 8.8% California Skim Test Factor Formula) 
AE AF 

T*Z*(1-.09) U*AB*.09 

-SNF Volume - FC Fortification 

0.5163 $ 0. 1695 $ 1.8879 

0.5417 $ 0.1779 $ 1.9455 

0.5553 $ 0.1824 $ 1.9639 
0.5646 $ 0. 1855 $ 1.8973 

0.5659 $ 0. 1857 $ 1.7555 

0.5088 $ 0.1670 $ 1.7458 

0 .5023 $ 0.1649 $ 1.7441 

0.5079 $ 0.1667 $ 1.6650 

0.4860 $ 0.1596 $ 1.3289 

0.4301 $ 0.1413 $ 1.3386 

0.4297 $ 0.1409 $ 1.2294 

0.4999 $ 0.1642 $ 1.0901 

0.4165 $ 0.1368 $ 1.3487 
0.5090 $ 0.1671 $ 1.6327 

AG 

V*Y*.09 

Volume - SNF 

$ 0. 9697 

$ 1.0145 

$ 1.0384 

$ 1.0540 

$ 1.0547 

$ 0 .9471 

$ 0.9349 

$ 0.9462 

$ 0.9072 

$ 0.8056 

$ 0.8067 

$ 0.9390 

$ 0.7789 

$ 0.9515 

AH AI 

V*Z*(1-.09) W*AB*.09 

Volume - FC Fortification 

$ 0.3183 $ 3.5461 

$ 0.3332 $ 3.6436 

$ 0.3410 $ 3.6721 

$ 0.3462 $ 3.5417 

$ 0.3462 $ 3.2717 

$ 0.3108 $ 3.2497 

$ 0 .3069 $ 3.2466 

$ 0.3106 $ 3.1018 

$ 0 .2980 $ 2.4807 

$ 0.2647 $ 2.5071 

$ 0.2646 $ 2.3081 

$ 0.3085 $ 2.0476 

$ 0.2558 $ 2.5219 

$ 0.3124 $ 3.0514 



AJ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

Jan-l $ 
$ 
$ 

Apr-ll $ 
$ 

Jun-ll $ 
Jul-ll $ 

Aug-ll $ 
Sep-ll $ 
Oct-ll $ 

$ 
$ 

Costing at 8.8% California Skim Test (3 Factor Formula) 
AK 

8.47 

8.79 

7.77 

7.02 

7.51 

8.29 

8.65 

8.21 

7.71 

7.59 

7.86 

7.96 

8. 12 

8.30 

8.97 

9.77 

10.38 

10.62 

10.87 

11.13 

11.10 

10.24 

10.17 
9.82 

Al 

Z"N"CI-F) 

AM AN 

BF$/lb"Z AK+Al+AM 

Value of M ilk 

Fluid Carrier Butterfat Total 

$ 2.7337 $ 3.1618 $ 14.36 

$ 2.8354 $ 2.8050 $ 14.43 

$ 2.5115 $ 2.8900 $ 13.17 

$ 2.2728 $ 3.0228 $ 12.31 

$ 2.4343 $ 3.1710 $ 13 .12 

$ 2.6808 $ 3.4180 $ 14.39 

$ 2.7997 $ 3.3548 $ 14.81 

$ 2.6554 $ 3.7668 $ 14.63 

$ 2.4942 $ 3.9964 S 14.20 

$ 2.4520 $ 4.7058 $ 14.75 

$ 2.5379 $ 4.8860 $ 15.28 

$ 2.5638 15.18 

$ 2.6151 14.26 

$ 2.6743 $ 3.7876 $ 14.76 

$ 2.8954 $ 4.6142 $ 16.47 

$ 3.1589 $ 4.5036 $ 17.43 

$ 3.3544 $ 4.3840 $ 18.12 

$ 3.4309 $ 4.5270 $ 18.58 

$ 3.5153 $ 4.7410 $ 19.13 

$ 3.6008 $ 4.4862 $ 19.22 

$ 3.5840 $ 4.6220 $ 19.30 

$ 3.3038 $ 4.3898 $ 17.93 

$ 3.2791 $ 3.8228 $ 17.27 

$ 3.1687 $ 4.0252 $ 17.02 

AO 

Class ISNF 

$ 8.22 

$ 8.53 

$ 7.54 

$ 6.81 

$ 7.29 

$ 8.05 

$ 8.40 

$ 7.97 

$ 7.48 

$ 7.37 

$ 7.63 

$ 8.06 

$ 8.70 

$ 9.48 

$ 10.08 

$ 10.31 

$ 10.55 

$ 10.81 

$ 10.77 

$ 9.94 

$ 9.87 

$ 9.54 

AP 

Z"P"(I-F) 

AQ AR 

BF$/Ib"l AO+AP+AQ 

Value of Milk 

Fluid Carrier Butterfat Total 

$ 2.6541 $ 1.5809 $ 12.46 

$ 2.7529 $ 1.4025 $ 12.69 

$ 2.4384 $ 1.4450 $ 11.43 

$ 2.2066 $ 1.5114 $ 10.53 

$ 2.3634 $ 1.5855 $ 11.24 

$ 2.6027 $ 1.7090 $ 12.36 

$ 2.7182 $ 1.6774 $ 12.80 

$ 2.5781 $ 1.8834 $ 12.43 

$ 2.4216 $ 1.9982 $ 11.90 

$ 2.3806 $ 2.3529 $ 12.10 

$ 2.4639 $ 2.4430 $ 12.54 

2.4892 12.55 

2.5389 12.19 

$ 2.5964 $ 12.55 

$ 2.8110 $ 2.3071 $ 13.82 

$ 3.0669 $ 2.25 18 $ 14.80 

$ 3.2567 $ 2.1920 $ 15.53 

$ 3.3310 $ 2.2635 $ 15.91 

$ 3.4129 $ 2.3705 $ 16.34 

$ 3.4959 $ 2.2431 $ 16.55 

$ 3.4796 $ 2.3 110 $ 16.56 

$ 3.2075 $ 2.1949 $ 15.34 

$ 3.1835 $ 1.9114 $ 14.96 

$ 3.0764 $ 2.0126 $ 14.63 



AJ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

Oct-12 $ 
Nov-12 $ 
Oec-12 $ 
Jan-13 $ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

Costi at 8.8% California Skim Test Factor Formula) 
AK 

10.62 

9.41 

9.26 

8.87 

8.73 

8.73 

8.84 

8.90 

9.28 

9.94 

10.85 

12.00 

10.82 

10.38 

10.37 

10.08 

9.95 

10.81 

11.11 

11.31 

11.67 

11.90 

12.13 

12.46 

Al 

Z'N'(l-F) 

AM AN 

BF$!lb'2 AK+Al+AM 

Value of Mil k 

Fluid Carrier Butterfat Total 

$ 3.4238 $ 3.4660 $ 17.51 

$ 3.0401 $ 3.4210 $ 15.87 

$ 2.9890 $ 3.2580 $ 15.51 

$ 2.8693 $ 3.0348 $ 14.77 

$ 2.8262 $ 3.1136 $ 14.67 

$ 2.8178 $ 2.8428 $ 14.39 

$ 2.8519 $ 2.9058 $ 14.59 

$ 2.8779 $ 3.2642 $ 15.04 

$ 2.9973 $ 3.6592 $ 15.94 

$ 3.2107 $ 3.9886 $ 17.14 

$ 3.5010 $ 4.2212 $ 18.58 

$ 3.8675 $ 4.1396 $ 20.01 

$ 3.4929 $ 3.4774 $ 17.79 

$ 3.3473 $ 3.2724 $ 17.00 

$ 3.3466 $ 3.2998 $ 17.01 

$ 3.2610 $ 3.4248 $ 16.77 

$ 3.2181 $ 3.5782 $ 16.75 

$ 3.4989 $ 3.5870 $ 17.90 

$ 3.5923 $ 3.3476 $ 18.05 

$ 3.6522 $ 3.1810 $ 18.14 

$ 3.7721 $ 3.0710 $ 18.51 

$ 3.8414 $ 2.9324 $ 18.67 

$ 3.9098 $ 3.3380 $ 19.38 

$ 4.0123 $ 3.1844 $ 19.66 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 
$ 

AO 

ISNF 

10.31 

9.13 

8.99 

8.61 

8.48 

8.47 

8.58 

8.64 

9.01 

9.65 

10.54 

11.65 

10.51 

10.08 

10.07 

9.79 

9.66 

10.50 

10.78 

10.98 

11.33 

11.55 

11.77 

12.10 

AP 

Z'P'(l-F) 

AQ AR 

BF$!lb'l AO+AP+AQ 
Value of Mi lk 

Fluid Carrier Butterfat Total 

$ 3.3241 $ 1.7330 $ 15.36 

$ 2.9516 $ 1.7105 $ 13.79 

$ 2.9019 $ 1.6290 $ 13.52 

$ 2.7858 $ 1.5174 $ 12.91 

$ 2.7439 $ 1.5568 $ 12.78 

$ 2.7357 $ 1.4214 $ 12.63 

$ 2.7688 $ 1.4529 $ 12 .80 

$ 2.7940 $ 1.6321 $ 13.07 

$ 2.9100 $ 1.8296 $ 13.75 

$ 3.1172 $ 1.9943 $ 14.76 

$ 3.3990 $ 2.1106 $ 16.05 
3.7549 17.48 

$ 3.3911 $ 1.7387 $ 15.64 

$ 3.2498 $ 1.6362 $ 14.96 

$ 3.2491 $ 1.6499 $ 14.96 

$ 3.1660 $ 1.7124 $ 14.67 

$ 3.1243 $ 1.7891 $ 14.57 

$ 3.3970 $ 1.7935 $ 15.69 

$ 3.4877 $ 1.6738 $ 15.95 

$ 3.5459 $ 1.5905 $ 16.11 

$ 3.6622 $ 1.5355 $ 16.53 

$ 3.7295 $ 1.4662 $ 16.75 

$ 3.7959 $ 1.6690 $ 17.24 

$ 3.8955 $ 1.5922 $ 17.58 



AJ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

2010 - 2014 Avg $ 
2014 $ 

Costi at 8.8% California Skim Test Factor 
AK 

ISNF 

12.81 

13.35 

13.63 

13.80 

13.78 

12.35 

12.19 

12.36 

11.88 

10.60 

10.65 

12.41 

10.23 
12.49 

AM AN Al 

Z'N"(l-F) BF$/lb"Z AK+Al+AM 

Value of Milk 

Fluid Carrier Butterfat Total 

$ 4.1310 $ 3.5452 $ 20.49 

$ 4.3090 $ 3.4320 $ 21 .09 

$ 4.4022 $ 4.0466 $ 22.08 

$ 4.4613 $ 4.0058 $ 22 .27 

$ 4.4522 $ 4.3450 $ 22.58 

$ 3.9922 $ 4.4582 $ 20.80 

$ 3.9411 $ 4.8626 $ 21.00 

$ 3.9924 $ 5.2340 $ 21.58 

$ 3.8398 $ 5.4618 $ 21.18 

$ 3.4234 $ 6.2690 $ 20.29 

$ 3.4325 $ 6.4302 $ 20.52 

$ 4.0032 20.78 

$ 3.3025 17.41 
$ 4.0317 $ 21.22 

AO 

$ 12.44 

$ 12.96 

$ 13.23 

$ 13.40 

$ 13.38 

$ 11.99 

$ 11.84 

$ 12.00 

$ 11.54 

$ 10.29 

$ 10.34 

$ 12.12 

AP 

Z"P'(l-F) 

AQ AR 
BF$/lb"l AO+AP+AQ 

Value of Milk 

Fluid Carrier Butterfat Total 

$ 4.0107 $ 1.7726 $ 18.22 

$ 4.1835 $ 1.7160 $ 18.86 

$ 4.2739 $ 2.0233 $ 19.53 

$ 4.3313 $ 2.0029 $ 19.74 

$ 4.3226 $ 2.1725 $ 19.88 

$ 3.8759 $ 2.2291 $ 18.10 

$ 3.8263 $ 2.4313 $ 18.10 

$ 3.8761 $ 2.6170 $ 18.49 

$ 3.7279 $ 2.7309 $ 17.99 

$ 3.3236 $ 3.1345 $ 16.75 

$ 3.3325 $ 3.2151 $ 16.89 

3.8866 18.12 

3.2063 15.07 
3.9143 18.39 



Fortification Credit Analysis 

2% 1% 
11.53 11.48 Gallons in CA cwt of milk 

8.67 8.71 Gallon Weight 

0.7499 0.7499 Lbs of solids per gallon in standard milk 

0.0835 0.1630 Lbs of Solids per gallon needed to fortify 

Base Condensed Allowance per gallon 

$ (0.0082) $ (0 .0161) ($0.0987/lb of solids) 
Total Fortification Allowance (credit) per cwt 

$ (0.10) $ (0.18) (2010-2014) 

Skim Milk Solids Calculation for Fortification 

% Skim in Producer Milk SNF Test of Market Milk 

8.88% 96.30% 9.22% 

2% Mi lk Skim 0.98 9.04% 

1% Mi lkSkim 0.99 9.13% 



Fortif ication Credit Analysis 

2% 1% 

11.53 11.48 Gallons in CA cwt of milk 

8.67 8.71 Gallon Weight 

0.7499 0.7499 Lbs of solids per ga llon in st andard milk 

0.0553 0.1343 Lbs of Solids per gallon needed to fortify 

Base Condensed Allowance per gallon 

$ (0.0055) $ (0.0133) ($0.0987 lib of solids) 
Total Fortif ication All owance (credit) per cwt 

$ (0.06) $ (0.15) (2010-2014) 

Skim Milk Solids Calculation for Fortification 

% Skim in Producer Milk SNF Test of Market Mi lk 

9.20% 96.30% 9.55% 

2% M ilk Skim 0.98 9.36% 

1% Mi lk Skim 0.99 9.46% 



Fortification Credit Analysis 

2% 1% 

11.53 11.48 Gallons in CA cwt of milk 

8.67 8.71 Gallon Weight 

0.7499 0.7499 Lbs of solids per gallon in standard milk 

0.0906 0.1701 Lbs of Solids per gallon needed to fortify 
Base Condensed Allowance per gallon 

$ (0 .0089) $ (0.0168) ($0.0987 lib of solids) 
Total Fortification Allowance (credit) per cwt 

$ (0.10) $ (0.19) (2010-2014) 

Skim Milk Solids Calculation for Fortification 

% Skim in Producer Milk SNF Test of Ma rket Mi lk 
8.80% 96.30% 9.14% 

2% Mil k Ski m 0.98 8.96% 

1% Mil k Skim 0.99 9.05% 



EXHIBIT 

Testimony of 

Linda Lopes, California Dairy Producer 

November 10, 2015 

My name is Linda Lopes and I am a dairy producer from Turlock, California 
where my husband and I own and operate a 500 cow dairy operation for 48 
years. We ship our milk to California Dairies, Inc. I currently serve as president 
of the California Dairy Women and a member of California Dairy Campaign, 
California Farmers Union, Progressive Agriculture Organization, the National 
Family Farm Coalition and California Milk Advisory Board. 

I greatly appreciate the opportunity to testify here today in strong support of 
the federal order proposal put forward by California Dairies, Inc., Dairy Farmers 
of America, Inc., and Land of Lakes. An important aspect of the proposal is to 
maintain our state quota system. I realize the proposal will not solve all the 
problems of the California dairy producer but it is a start. 

I do not claim to be an expert on milk pricing but I am in charge of the financial 
business of the dairy operation. This job has been very difficult. I have become 
an expert in balancing the check book and knowledgeable in the businesses 
income and expenses. I know that we are not covering cost of production. Our 
dairy has been on CDFA's cost study for over 20 years and I know the majority of 
the dairies have been losing money. 

In the past 15 years I have testified many times at California Department of 
Food and Agriculture in order to correct this bad situation only to be granted 
pennies or nothing. I had high hopes when Karen Ross was appointed Secretary 
of Ag. I thought she would be a change. She wasn't. She has been the biggest 
disappointment for California Dairy women. She has done nothing of 
significance for California dairymen. 

The California dairy business is at this moment disintegrating before our eyes. 
hear from many distressed dairy wives who say they cannot take this constant 
pressure much longer. Thousands of cows have been sold for beef. We have 
lost many dairies, many dairymen, and some committing suicide. The dairy 
industry in California has split many families. My husband and I have worked 



side by side to maintain our operation along with our son, our only child. When 
our son returned from Cal Poly he was excited to be back on the dairy. When he 
married in 1998 we made him a partner. He became the manager as we cut 
back on some of the physical work. He had a difficult time handling the stress of 
the business, the work and not covering the cost of production during the bad 
years. There have been more bad years than good years. On July 3, 2013 he left 
the business without notice. We had to give him a settlement for his 
partnership. Since he left, my husband and I had to step up. We've taken over 
his jobs. We have not seen our 2 grandchildren since Christmas. They loved 
the dairy. This has been the most difficult th'i.;'l?I've ever had to endure. He 
resents us for being in the dairy business which led him into the business. If the 
federal order had been in place we would have been paid at least a dollar more 
per hundreweight and things might have been different today for our family. 

I realize this hearing is not for the purpose of pricing milk, however, we have to 
have a more stable pricing system if we want the younger generation to 
continue the dairy industry. Today, many dairymen are changing to trees. Trees 
are a lot less work and a lot more money. I think the federal order will be the 
first step as it puts the California dairy farmers in line with other producers 
throughout the federal system. The cost of production must be part of the 
equation. The Margin Protection Program does nothing for us in California. 

In conclusion, it has been far too long that dairy producers in California have 
been at this disadvantage. We need to be on a level playing field. I urge you to 
adopt the cooperatives federal order proposal. 

I thank the United States Department of Agriculture for the opportunity to 
present this testimony today. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Good morning/afternoon, and thank you for allowing me to share my 

testimony with you today. My name is Anthony Gonsalves, and I am the President 

of Joe A. Gonsalves & Son, a lobbying firm specializing in the representation of 

clients before the California State Legislature. My dad, Joe A. Gonsalves, started 

the firm in 1975. 

I am here to testify in support of the California Producer Handlers 

Association's Proposal 3, seeking to recognize existing quota value in California, 

including the value of "regular" and "exempt" quota presently held by a class of 

producers commonly referred to as "Producer-Handlers" or "Producer

Distributors." While these terms are interchangeable in California, I will call them 

"Exempt Quota holders" for purposes of this testimony in order to differentiate 

them from the Producer-Handler definition used in federal orders and as proposed 

by both the Cooperatives and the Dairy Institute. 

I have witnessed behind-the-scenes the legislative efforts involving the 

Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act and related dairy and quota issues for the past 38 

years. The legislative history I will be testifying about today highlights that a class 

of quota called "Exempt Quota" held by the remaining four Exempt Quota holders 

has been an integral part of California 's quota system since its conception in 1967. 

JOE A. GONSALVES 

My dad, Joe A. Gonsalves, was a true exemplification of the fulfillment of the 

American dream. From the humblest beginnings in the farming region of the 

Imperial Valley, he and his immigrant parents settled in Artesia, where they began 



the first of several dairy farms. He ultimately operated his own successful dairy 

farm. Then, he was elected in 1958 to serve as a City Council member for the then

new City of Dairy Valley (now the City of Cerritos). He then served for two terms 

as Mayor until 1962, when he was elected to the California State Assembly. When 

he left to start his career in state office, his dad told him, "Joe, do something for the 

Dairy Farmers." And, indeed, from 1963 to 1966, that is exactly what he tried to 

do, though with little success. Finally, in 1967, he introduced Assembly Bill 

("AB") 910, the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act, which, after a series of amendments, 

became law on November 8, 1967. 

AB 910 - THE GONSALVES MILK POOLING ACT 

1. Background 

Prior to the enactment of AB 910, California dairy farmers were often at the 

mercy of the processors. Too frequently, dairy farmers would be given little notice 

of changes in the amount of milk the processors would be willing to accept, leaving 

such farmers with no place to send their milk product and placing them in weak 

bargaining positions to dispose of their perishable product. A number of milk 

pooling bills were introduced in the 1960s prior to AS 910, including another bill 

by my dad. These ultimately proved to be unsuccessful, however, because the dairy 

industry could not reach agreement upon how to achieve a pooling plan that would 

be acceptable to all sectors of the industry. Fmihermore, before the introduction of 

AB 910, the Dairy Institute, which of course sought to protect the interests of 

processors, had an "iron grip" on the Dairy and Livestock Committee. These 

factors often served as impediments to successful pooling legislation. 

2 



To overcome obstacles to the successful enactment of pooling legislation, my 

dad decided to enlist the help of his friend, Assembly Speaker Jesse Unruh, who 

ultimately changed the dynamics of the Assembly Dairy and Livestock Committee 

by merging it with the Assembly Agriculture Committee. The increased 

membership of the newly merged committee resulted in a decrease of the Dairy 

Institute's influence. This allowed my dad to push AB 910 through this first 

committee, in which his prior pooling bill previously stalled. 

My dad worked tirelessly for each vote and closely shepherded AB 910 

through the entire legislative process, including keeping in constant contact with the 

Governor and his administration to avoid the possibility of a gubernatorial veto. 

F or those of you who do not know, the Governor of California in 1967 was our 

former President, Ronald Reagan. On Thursday, July 27, 1967 at 11:40 a.m. the 

Governor signed AB 910 (the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act). It became law on 

November 8, 1967. I have a photograph of my dad and Governor Reagan the day 

he signed AB 910 into law. 

In light of the spirited debate and numerous compromises that resulted in 

amendments to AB 910, the bill represented a compromise and unity among all 

facets of the California dairy industry. Specifically, because a simple revenue 

pooling system as used under the federal milk marketing orders system would have 

imposed losses on farmers who held covenant Class I contracts, the Gonsalves Milk 

Pooling Act established the alternative "Quota System." Under California's Quota 

System, farmers who had a history of Class I contracts were assigned enough quota 

to ensure them the highest price for that pOliion of their milk that had previously 

been under contract. Other farmers who did not previously have Class 1 contracts 
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were assigned the rights to new quota that was created as Class 1 sales expanded, 

thereby opening the Class 1 market to those who may not otherwise been able to 

obtain Class 1 contracts (and Class 1 prices for their milk). A further balance was 

stricken to pass AB 910: the issuance of "Exempt Quota" to a class of producers 

who were producing raw milk that they processed themselves into a Class 1 

finished product. Rather than receiving Regular Quota, these producers were issued 

Exempt Quota as part of the Quota System. Exempt quota holders were vertically 

integrated farmers with simultaneous ownership of both production and processing 

facilities. Because of this, they were not subject to the same pressures of regular 

farmers who were often at the mercy of milk processors. Thus, much like the 

compromise that resulted in the allocation of Regular Quota, the Exempt Quota was 

issued to recognize the lack of financial assistance offered to them by pooling their 

milk. The Exempt Quota was issued as certificates of ownership to the producer 

entity, and the handler side, while it still had to report fully to the pool, received a 

deduction or credit for the volumes of Exempt Quota owned by its own producer. 

In addition to the provisions for Regular and Exempt Quota, the Gonsalves 

Milk Pooling Act required the Director to come up with a formula for a Pooling 

Plan and submit it in referendum to all eligible market milk producers for their 

approval or disapproval. The Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act was quite specific in 

certain permissive and restrictive provisions that the Pooling Plan must contain. 

After extensive research, revisions and testing, the committee and the department 

prepared a draft of the proposed Pooling Plan, which went to a public hearing held 

in several locations throughout the state of California, starting in February 1968. 
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Testimony at these hearings indicated the proposed Pooling Plan needed 

adjustments, and the hearings were continued until May 1968 when an amendment 

was presented. As a result of this hearing, the final proposed Pooling Plan was 

submitted to producers for vote on September 10, 1968. The votes were counted on 

November 8, 1968. Producers gave overwhelming approval to the Pooling Plan, far 

surpassing the required percentage for approval. 

II. Exempt Quota Provisions 

As I stated earlier, when the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act was implemented, 

the Quota System was established to include both Regular and Exempt Quota. In 

July 1969, there were 49 Exempt Quota holders. For milk falling within Exempt 

Quota, the Exempt Quota holders pay their farm business units the Class I price. 

The original Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act stated, however, that in the future 

any Class 1 sales Exempt Quota holders were able to acquire must have quota for 

those Class 1 sales, and instead of receiving the Class 1 price for that milk, the 

Exempt Quota holders would have to share those new Class 1 sales with the pool. 

That meant that although they sold Class 1 milk, they would receive a blend price 

for that mille This was part of the sacrifice that the Exempt Quota holders had to 

make in conceding to the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act, and part of the 

compensation that they gave up in order to receive their Exempt Quota. If they had 

not voted for the pooling act, they could have continued to grow their Class I 

market and continue to reap the benefits and higher payments for their increased 

Class I sales. By accepting the volume of Exempt Quota assigned to them, they 

gave up the opportunity for the higher sales. 
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It is very clear that from the very beginning the legislative intent was that the 

California producers holding Exempt Quota in 1967 would participate in the Quota 

System by receiving Exempt Quota assignments in proportion to their historical 

production. 

I have included as exhibits various documents supporting the above legislative 

history. I I believe it is clear in these documents that the legislative intent was that 

Exempt Quota holders be considered part of the Quota System and the foundation 

ofAB9IO. 

1977 AMENDMENT TO GONSALVES MILK POOLING ACT 

In 1977, AB 1110 was introduced by Assembly Member Bany Keene on 

behalf of the producers. AB 1110, as introduced, had a requirement forcing Exempt 

Quota holders to share all their Class 1 sales with the pool, essentially doing away 

with Exempt Quota. After much debate and negotiation, that proposal was 

removed. In its place was a provision allowing Exempt Quota holders to buy 

additional Exempt Quota, reaffirming the commitment to preserve the Exempt 

Quota as part of the Quota System. 

1 EXHIBIT A INDEX: 

1. ;\B 910 (Gonsalves) Chapter # 927. dated 07/27/67. Pages 5-6 outline the Producer-Handler provisions at ~ 6270X. 

2. Legislative Counsel of California. Question & Answer rc Milk Pooling #2387, by Kent L. DcChambcau, Principal Deputy, 

dated 07 !I21()7. This document discusses pooling generally. 

3. Senate Agriculture Committee Analysis, AB 910 (Gonsalves) as amended 07/21/67. Pages 6-7 discuss generally how 

Produccr-llandlL'rs arc treated under AB 910 (Gonsalves). 

4. 3 Photographs. 
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Specifically, in the Assembly Ways and Means Committee, AB 1110 was 

amended to provide for the Exempt Quota holders to increase their amount of 

Exempt Quota. In this committee, this amendment was adopted over the sponsors' 

and the author's objections. The Exempt Quota allowed under this amendment was 

part of an overall amendment to the Quota System, and the Exempt Quota acquired 

under this amendment was part of the California Quota System. 

During the discussion about the proposed amendment, there was some 

opposition from the dairy industry to allowing Exempt Quota holders to buy more 

Exempt Quota. Director Richard Rominger, from the Department of Food and 

Agriculture, wrote a letter calling for a meeting to help mediate the dairy industry'S 

differences. If they came to an agreement, AB 1110 would be able to move forward 

in the legislative process. 

After the meeting at the Department of Food and Agriculture, and after all 

parties involved in those discussion reached a compromise position, the dairy 

industry agreed to support AB 1110, which included the continued allowance of 

Exempt Quota. As you will see in Exhibit B-5, my dad composed a letter showing 

they had come to a consensus and AB 1110 was signed into law three months after 

the Rominger meeting. As with the initial enactment of the Gonsalves Milk 

Pooling Act, the Quota System discussions, negotiations and amendments always 

included the Exempt Quota. 

I have included as exhibits various documents demonstrating the legislature's 

intent with respect to the 1977 amendments. 2 

2 EXHIBIT B INDEX: 
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1993 AMENDMENT TO THE GONSALVES MILK POOLING ACT 

In 1993, Senator Dan McCorquodale introduced Senate Bill ("SB") 688. SB 

688 revised the milk pooling statutes to produce a fixed differential of $1.70 

between quota and overbase. SB 688 also increased the ability of producers 

holding Exempt Quota to capture the Class 1 price on more of their production 

through additional Exempt Quota purchases. 

My dad and I became involved in SB 688 when it was heard in a 

subCOlmnittee of Senate appropriations hearing bills that were on the suspense file. 

My dad presented an amendment, and it was accepted by the proponents and 

entered as an author 's amendment by Senator McCorquodale. SB 688 then went to 

the Agriculture Committee and through the rest of the legislative process with our 

complete support. 

This bill was overwhelmingly supported by all the legislative policy and fiscal 

committees, as well as both floors prior to the Governor 's signature. SB 688 

became law in 1993 because all of the dairy industry gave its support and was 

satisfied that AB 1285 would be introduced the following year. 

I. AB II 10 (Keene) Chapter # I 192, dated 10/0 1177. Pages 36-38 outline the Producer-Handler provisions, specifying use of 

the term to " Producer-Handler" at § 62708, limit ing transfer of ownership at § 62708.5, and allowing conversion of Regular 

Quota to Exempt Quota at § 62708.5. 

2. Legislat ive Analyst Analysis of AB 11 10 (Keene) as amended 05116177, dated 06110177. 

3. Letter frol11 Director Richard Rominger, Di rector of Cali fornia Department of Food and Agriculture, dated 06/29177, invit ing 

stakeholders (including my father) to a meeti ng to mediate the differences between stakeholders. 

4. Senate Agriculture and Water Committee Analysis, AB 1110 (Keene), as amended 8/01177, dated 08/02177. Pages 4-5, 

section 0 (operation outside the pool increase). 

5. Memo from Joe A. Gonsalves to Members of the Senate Finance Committee, dated 08/09177 (urging support , after the Food 

and Agriculture meeting, which indicated the industry had come to an agreement). 
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In 1994, Assembly Member Sal Cannella introduced AB 1285 to address the 

sunset clause contained in SB 688 (which was to expire January 1, 1995). That 

sunset clause, however, did not affect the additional Exempt Quota allowed to 

Producer-Handlers. 

I have included as exhibits to my testimony legislative documentation 

concerning SB 688 3 and AB 12854
. I believe my exhibits clearly show the 

legislature 's intent on including the Exempt Quota amendments. Through 

substantive amendments, negotiations, compromises and debates, the Quota System 

3 EX HI BIT C IND EX: 

I . SB 688 (McCorquodale) Chapter # 111 2, dated 1011 1/93. Pages 3-4, Producer-Handler provisions ongoing. 

2. SB 688 (McCorquodale) Legislative Counsel of Californ ia, Qucstion & Answer re: Milk: Stabi lization and Marketing Plans # 

32529 by Frances S. Dorb in, Deputy Legislative Counsel, dated 12/1 6/93. Producer-Handler provisions ongoing. 

3. SB 688 (McCorquodale) letter from Joe A. Gonsalves to Senator Dan McCorquodale re: requesting amend ments, dated 

OS/24/93. 

4. SB 688 (McCorquodale) Assembl y Agriculture Committee Analysis, dated 08/23/93. Page 2, considering the allowance of 

addi tional Exempt Quota a "minor technical amendment." 

5. SB 688 (McCorquodale) Senate Rules Committec Analysis, dated 11 /03/93. Page 3, explaining that new bill would permit 

Exempt Quota holders to treat exist ing quota and any quota subsequent ly purchased as "Exempt Quota." 

6. SB 688 (McCorquoda le) Senate Thi rd Reading Analys is, dated 10/24/94. Page 2, explaini ng SB 688 would a llow Producer

Handlers to "keep morc of thei r milk outside the milk poo ling system." 

4 EX HIBI T D INDEX: 

1. AB 1285 (Cannella) Chapter # 111 2, dated 1011 1/94 . 

2. AB 1285 (Cannella) Senate Agricul ture and Watcr Resources Hcaring Committee Analys is as amended 07/06/93 , dated 

07/ 13/93. Page 5, discussing the Producer-Handler provisions. 

3. AB 1285 (Cannella) Legislat ive Counse l of Ca lifornia, Question & Answer re: Milk Pooling Plans AB 1285 (Canne lla) # 

19990 by Frances S. Dorbin, Deputy Legisla tive Counsel, dated 06121194. Page 2, discussi ng the Producer-Hand ler 

provISions. 

4. AB 1285 (Cannella) Request for Signature Letter fro m Senate Republican Floor Leader Kenneth L. Maddy to Governor Peter 

Wi lson, dated 08126/94 . Page 2, confirming thal lhe Producer-Handler provis ion is not subject to sunset provisions ofS B 

688. 
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that included both Regular and Exempt Quota were yet again approved by the 

industry. 

ATTEMPTS TO ELIMINATE EXEMPT QUOTA FAILED 

In 1995, Senator David Kelley introduced SB 105. This bill was introduced 

on behalf of a co-op, otherwise known as "California Milk Producers." They were 

attempting to reverse what was already agreed upon previously in the SB 688 and 

AB 1285 package. SB 105 as introduced would have based the amount of Exempt 

Quota held by producers based upon 1978 figures . This bill was soundly defeated 

on the Senate floor on May 1, 1995 with a vote of Ayes 10 Noes 20. In order for it 

to pass, SB 105 needed 21 aye votes; it came up 11 short and was at a standstill. It 

was the legislative intent to preserve Exempt Quota as part of the Quota System. 

Shortly after the Senate floor vote and at the request of Exempt Quota holders, 

a meeting was called within the dairy industry. In an effort to have unity in the 

dairy industry, the Exempt Quota holders offered a compromise to cap their ability 

to purchase Exempt Quota and roll back the purchase date to March 1, 1995. After 

this date, the Exempt Quota volumes were frozen and producers could no longer 

acquire or purchase any further Exempt Quota. Any quota acquired after that date 

was acquired as Regular Quota. The Exempt Quota would naturally sunset or 

expire with the tables of consanguinity when the generational limitations were met. 

Since that date, the Quota System has continued to operate with Regular Quota and 

Exempt Quota, as well as the other pooling calculations for base and overbase 

production payments. 
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I have included as exhibits the legislative history on SB 105.5 

CONCLUSION 

Throughout the legislative history of the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act, the 

Quota System has had many aspects beyond the Regular Quota held by any 

producer. The entirety of the Quota System in California included both Regular 

Quota and Exempt Quota. Out-of-state milk was not subject to the pool in 

exchange for not receiving the benefits of the Quota System. Together, all of these 

aspects make up the Quota System since its inception in 1967. 

When the USDA considers the Quota System in California and the investment 

made by all quota holders, I respectfully request the investments of Exempt Quota 

holders be included in the Federal Milk Marketing Act for California and the 

overall aspects of the Quota System be preserve in its entirety. 

5 EXHIBIT E INDEX: 

I. SB 105 (Kelley) as introduced, repealing ~ 627GB.S orthe Food and Agricultural Codc, dated 01112/95. Page S, permitting 

Producer-Handler that has sold quota to deduct from pool contribution only quota purchased up to 1978, § 627mL5(c)(2). 

2. SB 105 (Kelley) as amended on May 4, 1995. Page 3, permitting Producer-Handler that has sold quota to deduct from pool 

contribution only quota purchased up to 1995, ~ 62708.5(c)(2). 

3. SB 105 (Kelley) Chapter # 174. dated 07/24/95. 

4. S8 105 (Kelley) Opposition Letter from Milk Producers Council to Senate Agriculture and Water Committee Chairman, 

dated 03/20/95. 

5. S8 105 (Kelley) Opposition Memo from Joc A. Gonsalves on behalf of California Producer Handlers Association to Senate 

Agriculture and Water Committee, dated 04/01/95. 

6. SB 105 (Kelley) Opposition Memo from Joe A. Gonsalves and Son 011 behalforCalifornia Producer Handlers Association to 

all Members of the Senate, dated 05/0 I 195. 

7. SB 105 (Kelley) Sel1ator l'loor Roll Call tililed 011 05/01/95 (Ayes 10. Noes 20); passed 011 05111/95 (Ayes 33. Noes I). 

s. Producer·- Distributor Outline, dated 1995. 
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I am available to answer questions concerning the Gonsalves Milk Pooling 

Act and/or the Exempt Quota that is outlined in California Food and Agricultural 

Code. 

12 



EXHIBIT 

! 15) 
BEFORE THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT \;,~ ___ ~ 

OF AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

In the Matter of Milk in California; 
Notice of Hearing on a Proposal to 
Establish a Federal Milk Marketing 
Order 

7 CFR Part 1051 

Docket No.: AO-15-0071; 

AMS-DA-14-0095 

Clovis, California, November 9,2015 

E~hibits to Testimony of Anthony Gonsalves 

In Support of Proposal 3 of the California Producer-Handler Association 

Proposal to Establish a Federal Milk Marketing Order for the 

State of California 



INDEX OF EXHIBITS 

EXHIBIT A . 

• ASSEMBLY BILL 910 (Gonsalves) - Chaptered by State, Chapter # 927, Statutes of 

1967. 

1. AB 910 (Gonsalves) Chapter # 927, dated 7/27/67. 

2. Legislative Counsel of California, Question & Answer re: Milk Pooling # 23877, by Kent 

L. DeCharnbeau, Principal Deputy, dated 07112/67. 

3. Senate Agriculture CoIIll1littee Analysis, AB 910 (Gonsalves) as amended 07121 /67. 

4. 3 Photographs. 

EXHIBITB. 

• ASSEMBLY BILL 1110 (Keene) - Chaptered by State, Chapter # 1119, Statutes of 

1977. 

1. AB 1110 (Keene) Chapter # 1192, dated 10/01/77 . 

2. Legislative Analysis of AB 1110 (Keene) as amended 05/16/77, dated 06110/77. 

3. Letter from Director of California Department of Food & Agriculture, R.E. Rominger to 

Joe A. Gonsalves, dated 06/29/77. 

4. Senate Agriculture & Water CoIIll1littee Analysis, AB 1110 (Keene) as amended 8/01/77, 

dated 08/02/77. 

5. Memo from Joe A. Gonsalves to Members of the Senate Finance CoIIll1littee, dated 

08/09/77. 



EXHIBIT C. 

• SENATE BILL 688 (McCorquodale) - Chaptered by State, Chapter # 1112, Statutes of 

1993. 

1. SB 688 (McCorquodale) Chapter # 1112, dated 10/11193. 

2. Legislative Counsel of California, Question & Answer re: Mille Stabilization and 

Marketing Plans # 32529, by Frances S. Dorbin, Deputy Legislative Counsel, dated 

12/16/93. 

3. Letter from Joe A. Gonsalves to Senator Dan McCorquodale, requesting amendments, 

dated OS/24/93. 

4. Assembly Agriculture Committee Analysis, SB 688 (McCorquodale) as amended 

08/16/93, dated 08/23/93. 

5. Senate Rules Committee Analysis, SB 688 (McCorquodale) as amended 08/16/93, dated 

11103/93. 

6. Senate Third Reading Analysis, SB 688 (McCorquodale) as amended 08/16/93, dated 

10/24/94. 

EXHIBITD. 

• ASSEMBLY BILL 1285 (Canella) - Chaptered by State, Chapter # 601, Statutes of 

1994. 

I. AB 1285 (Cannella) Chapter # 601, dated 09/16/94. 

2. Senate Agriculture & Water Committee Analysis, AB 1285 (Cannella) as amended 

07/06/93, dated 07/13/93. 
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3. Legislative Counsel of California, Question & Answer re: Milk Pooling Plans (AB 1285) 

# \9990, by Frances S. Dorbin, Deputy Legislative Counsel, dated 06121194. 

4. Request for Signature from Senate Republican Floor Leader, Kenneth L. Maddy to 

Governor, Peter Wilson, dated 08/26/94. 

EXHIBITE. 

• SENATE BILL 105 (Kelley) - Chaptered by State, Chapter # 174, Statutes of 1995. 

1. SB 105 (Kelley) as introduced, repealing and adding § 62708.5 of the Food & 

Agricultural Code, dated 01112/95 . 

2. SB 105 (Kelley) as amended 05/04/95. 

3. SB 105 (Kelley) Chapter # 174, dated 07124/95. 

4. Letter from Executive Director of Milk Producers Council, Bob Feenstra to Senate 

Agriculture & Water Committee Chairman, Jim Costa, opposing SB 105 (Kelley), dated 

03120/95. 

5. Memo from Joe and Anthony Gonsalves on behalf of the California Producer-Handler 

Association to Senate Agriculture & Water Committee, opposing SB 105 (Kelley) , dated 

04/01195. 

6. Memo from Joe and Anthony Gonsalves on behalf of the California Producer-Handler 

Association to all Members of the Senate, opposing SB 105 (Kelley), dated 05/01/95. 

7. SB 105 (Kelley) Senate Floor Roll Call (Ayes 33 Noes 1) Passed, dated 05/11/95. 

8. Producer - Distributor Exemption Outline, dated 1995. 
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EXHIBIT A-I 
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Assembly Bill No. 910 

CHAPTER 927 

An act to amend and renumb'er the heading of. Ohapter 3 
(coT1!mencing with Section 62801),. Pari 3., 'B"ivisi<J1" 21 of, 
to add Ohapter 3 (c"Ommencing ·with Section 62700) 10 PGrl 
3, Division 21 ·of, dnd to r.iJpeatArticle 16 (commencing with 
Secli6n 6;2271) of fJhapter 4, Par.t 3, Division 21 oil the 

I Agricultural &o1-e as propos~d £1/ Senate Bill iN o. 1, relating 
10 mil~"and maki1)g an ~ppropria~io1t. lh:erefor. 

[Approye,!1 EY G,o.Y!;lrnor Ju ly 27, 19,67. Filed with ~ 
. SccTcto.ry qt'. State July 27, lD67.) 

- . 
The people 0' the Slat. 0' OaliforniG do enact 'as follows: 

SECTION 1. Al:ticle 16 (colIlnie';cing "Citn. Section 6227.1) 
oJ' Cllapte. 2, Part "3, DiviSion 2:1 6£ the Agricultural Code, as 
'proposed by Senate Bill No.1, is rep~aled. 

'SEa. 2. The heading of ehapter 3 ~commencing iWi,th Sec· 
. tion 628"01)", Pait 3, Ll1",ision 21. of the A'grlctiltural CO-de 

as propose_d by Senate Bill No'. 1, IS amended and renumbered 
to read : 

CHAPTER 4. MARJ<ETlNG OF EDmLE NUTS 

SEC. 3. Chapy;r 3' (commencing with Section 62700~ 1s 
a.dded to '[lart 3, DwsioI> 21 of tlie kgricultural Gode as pro
posed by 'Senate Bill No. 'I., to read': , . 

CliAP'rER 3. EQUALIZATION POOLS 

62700. The production ani! distribution of fluid milk and 
fluid cream is hereby declared to be a business a:ffected with 
a public. interest', The provi1ions of tiii~ chapter are ~nacted 
in tbe exercise of ,tlie police ' powers of this state fpr the pur
po?e of protectihg the health and welfare of thc p eople of 
this state. 

62'7.01. It is bereby declared that fluid milk and fluid 
cream are necessar:y articles of food for human consumption j 

that tbe product,ion and maintenance of an adequate supply 
of bealthful milk of proper chemical and pbysic!'l content, 
i,ec from contamination, is vital to public bealth and welfare, 
and that the production, transportation, processing, storage, 
distribution and sale of fluid milk and fluid cream in tbe 
State of California is an industry, in whole and in part, 
afi'ectingpub'lic bealth and welfare; that unfair, unjust, de
structive and demoralizing trade practices have appeared 
within this industry and these practices constitute !' menace 
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to the health and welfare of tpe inhaBitants of t'his state by 
threatening the stability of this industr:J; and by. thereby. 
endangering the assurance to the p~opre of tbe State of Cali
fornia of the maintenance of an adequate supply of tlii. 
necessary commodity; tbat it is a poliq)!> of ibis state to pro
mote, foster and ehcourage the intelliEent productIon, and 
orderly IDl!I'keting of commodities necessat:y' to its citizens, 
including fluid milk ·and fluiCI cream, and to eliminate specu
lation, waste, improper marketing, unfair and desttuctive 
trade practices, and improper accounting for milk purchased 
from producers. 

62702. It is r ecognized by the I,egiSlaty.re that currently 
the powers. conferred ~poll tfie dire,ctor by Ghap.ter 2 (com
mencing with Section 61801) of. this part are inadequate to 
enable the dairy industry to correct eJOisting evils, dev.elop 
and maintain satisfactory marketing con:llitipns, and bring 
about ;and mliliitaiD. a reasonallle amount of stability and 
prosperity in the pr oauc§.on of fluia Jiilk ana 'fI~a cream; 
and that to accomplish these p,llrposes, and gar.bciilarLy to 
insuie to consumcrs witbin €\alifornia 'an ade-quate and con
tinuous supply of pure, ge.!!]>, and wHotesome J.Ililk at fair 
and. reasonable prices, including a reasonalile estimate of the 
additional supply wh'ich is needed to provide for normal fluc
tu~tions in production and in consumer demand for such 
pro.ducts, such powers must be supplemen1:ea by llie pow,er s 
conferred in this chapter upon the director to equalize gl:ad
ually the distribution of class 1 usage among tlie producers 
of this state, 

62703: 'In effectuating the purpofles of 
duction base and a pool quota shall lie 
producer pursuant to Sectiqn 62707, The 
bases and 'their functions shall be as 
plan formulated by tlie director 
this chapter. 

a Ilr o
each 

these 
Ilooling 

the proyiSions of 

. 62704. The dire'ct9r is authorized to develoll a Ilroposed 
pooling plan aud to designate the propos'ed areas in which the 
plan will be made effective, He sliail appoint fluid niilk pro
ducers, and repres~tatives of p'Toducers, to be the members 
and alternate members of a formUlation committee, reason
ably representative of all producers an_d areas to. be included 
in such proposed pooling plan, which com'illittee shall ad
vise with and assist the a",ector in the establfshment of the 
proposed pooling plan area and in ,tlie fbrmulation of the pro
posed pooling plan .. Su~ pooling plan s\iail include .11 aveas 
covered by stabilization and marketfug plans under Chaprel' 2 
(commencing witb Section 6180i) o.f this part e:;cept any rela
tive!y isoJnt.d region of the state may be excluded tbercfnom, 
if the director' after ~ public hearing finds that the inc1usion 
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of the region is not practical or in conformity with thc purposes 
of the pooliIig plan, or if he finds that the producers ill any 
such relatively isolated region do not deSire to be a part of 
either their own or one of the pools. ' . ' 

62705, After the director, with the adVlce and aS51stance of 
the formulation committee, has formulate? the proposed plan, 
which shall be within 90 days of the effective date of thiS chap
ter lie shall hold one or more public bearings in each proposed 
po~ling area to be affected by. the proposed plan for the pur
poses of consider.ing modiflcatlOn of t~e proposed bouudanes 
and formulating the pooling plan whICh Will best ,accomphsh 
the purpo.ses of this chapter. N~tice of such puhhc heanngs 
shall be given to each producer, lDcluding ,each member of co
operative marketing associations, who . ships flUl~ milk to a 
distrihu.tor and to e .. h distrib)ltor who receives flUld milk from 

I Rroaueer'!, The procedures Eor, the giving of notice and tbe co:,
ducting of such hearings shall be the same as those prOVided 10 
Article 13 (commencing with Sechon 62181) of Chapter 2. of 
this part for public hearings on stabilization and marketlDg 
plans. , h l' 

62706, The pooling plan shall prescnbe t e poo 109 area 
to be covered by each pooL Any such pooling area shall mean 
and include a large sales and consuming center together with 
all intermediate and secondary cities, towns and rur~l areas, 
wliicb depend upon and receive their fluid milk s,!pplies fro~ 
a common proaucing and supply area, and lDcluding the flUld 
milk producers who 'Produce fluid milk fo: such sal~~ and con
suming area, and includinll the flmd milk pr?CesslDg plants 
which receive, process or distIlbute the flmd milk supphes for 
such an area. 

In establishing pool areas the director shall take iuto con
. sideration the fact that some producers and processor~ may 
produce 'or process and distribute, r espectively, fluid IDllk for 
more th~n one pool area and therefore may qualify for inclu
sion and participation in more than one pool. Producers who 
so qualify for participation. in more than on~ pool shall be p~r
mitted to do so on the baSIS of the ,proportlOns of thelI ship
ments of fluid milk to each pool area. 

62707, The formulation committee shall make recommenda
tions to the director for inclusion in the pooling plan, and the 
director shall include in the pooling plan, the following: 

cal The establishment of one or more pools throughout the 
state, , . 

(b) The base period to be used by the direetor in determm
ing the production and class, 1 usage bases of each ~roducer 
directly affected by the pooling plan. Such base penod shall 
mean an historical period of fluid milk production for) and 
usage in, the pool area which the committee finds is reasonably 
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equita?le to ~ll producers directly affected by the poo1ing plan, 
and mil te:,d to eff~ctu~ta the declared purposes of tliis chap
ter, The h,stor"cal per-lOd shall not Include any production 
after iT anuary 1, 1:967. 

All to. a producer south and east of San GorgonlO Fass hiB 
productlOn base may at his option, be four times his produdtion 
m the months of December, 1965 and January and February 
1966. ' , 

If a producer, during an~ such liase period had a'valid 
contl'.a~~ .with a distribu:to~., or as .a member of' a coo'p~er,ati;ve 
asSOCIation had an allocatlOn, which provided that the dis
tnbutor or cooperat~ve ~oeio.tion was required to accept a 
larger amount of flUId milk from such producer than the pro
ducer actually produced during such period, on proof satisfac
tory to th~ dIrector of such contract or alloc~tion, the nroducer 
may, at h,S optI~n, have t~e amoun1t,spe<>ified in the contract 9r 
allocatlOn estabh~h~d as h,S productlOn base. 

(c) The establishment .of '\ class 1 usage for each producer 
which shall be the amount of his produc£io.u of fluiiJ. milk ac: 
counted i.or as class 1, and any, fluid milk sold for Use as class 
1 to a United States military inst!illat'lon but which "'as not 
accounted for as class 1. 

(d) The allocation to eaoh produc", ";thin any pool of a 
pool quota, which, initially, shall be 110 percent of that pro
ducerl~ class 1 usa,ge, ~s determined in subdiviSion (c). 
. (e) fhe determmatlOn 'of new class 1 usage and the alloca

tIon of !l0ol quota based tljereon in a manner consi'stent with 
effectuatmg the pur-poses of this chapter., 
• All producers who have. not reached the e!jualization point \ 
shall share m such alloC8t101). of pool quota on the basis of a 
formula whIch shall giv.e substantial weig)It tg eacn producer's 
productIOn base, but WhICh at 'th.e same time shall allocate a 
larger percentage to hardship cases anil lQ:W class 1 usage P"O
dqeers. 

Such allocations shall ·be made on tne hasis of each inaividual 
p.roclucer, with each cooperati:ve asso'eiation consider-ea as a 
smgl~ producer. The cooperative association_s of pI'OdUCeFs shall 
reassl~ any new quota to their own members subject to the 
prOVlSlODS of Section 62710. 

No alloc.tion shall be ma'de t.o"any producer ior any new 
pool.quota m excess of the ell]la:lization point as e'"l)ressed in 
subd,VISIon (c) of Section 62712. 

Annually, within not more than tWo months after August 
31 of each rear, the pool quota shall be adjusted to r eflect any 
such add,tlonal pool quota. It is intendea that such increase 
shall gener ally reflect the. incr-eased class 1 usage >yhich de
vel?ped dunng. the precedmg yea" adJusted for the director's 
estImate of class 1 requirements for the succeeding year, alIo-
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cated in the manner specified in the pool plan. There shall be I 
no downward adjustment of pool quota below the quota ini- ), 
tially established pursuant to this chapter. 

(f) The establishment of production bases and pool quotas 
for new fluid milk producers who wish to enter the pooling 
plan after the effective date of the plan. The recommendations 
of the committee shall be reasonably equitable to both such new 
producers and to participating producers and consistt:nt with 
effectuating t he purposes of this chapter. 

(g) The transfer of production bases and pool quotas from 
one fluid milk producer to another under conditions so de
signed as to prevent abuses in such transfers and to avoid the 
development of excessive values for sueh bases and quotas. 

(h) Any and all other matters nec"qsary and dcsiJ:able to 
effectuate the provisions of this chapter. 

The recommendations of the formulation committce and thc 
pooling plu.n may provide exceptions from the plan's general 
'IPplieation for individual eases of hardship. 

62707 ,5. 1£ a portion of the pool quota of any producer is 
t.rausfeI'fed. it shall carry with it the same quantity of produc
tion base, and the producer making a partial transfer or his 
pool quoia 'haU lose a percentage of his production base equal 
to the percentage or his pool quota which is so transferred. If , 
8. producer trnn~1trs his entire production base to one person, 
hiG entire ponl quot.a sh(lll also be transferred to tbp. recipient 
of the production br.se, and; if a pruduce.r transfers his entire 
pool quotA to ODI' percson, his entire prodllction base sh~·ll ' also 
lie transferred to the recipient of the pool quota . 

All trRnsters of production base and pool quotn ,hall 1,. 
record~d by the direct"" in a mflnner consistent with tho pur
poses of this chapter. Permanent records .han be maintaincd by 
the director of all transR{'.t.ions in either production base or pool 
quota. 

.Any pe1'80n who purchuaes or ot.herwise a(',quires a pro
ducer's business or a portion of a producer's business prior to 
tJlf" operative date of the pooling plan shall succeed to that 
same proportion of the producer's production base and pool 
quota. 

62708. "Produeer-distributor" for purposes of this chnpter 
is !l.D¥ person that is both a producer and a d:ist.rihutor of 
fluid milk or fluid cream. For the purposes of thj, chepeer " 
pl'oducer.dist.ributor is a producer in nny trallsaP..tion which 
involves the delivery of bulk fluid milk or bulk fluid C'i'cmu 
which was produced by him to n distributor, or any nonprofit 
cooperative association of producers and is a distributor in 
any transaction which involves the purchase by him of fluid 
milk or fluid cream: the pasteurization or packaging of fluid 
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milk or fluid cream, or the sale ·.or deliver y of packaged fluid 
milk or packaged fluid cream to :,n~ person. 

A producer-distributor, including parmerships or ' corpora
tions with common ownership', where the ownership of the pro
i1ucing entity is substantially proportionate to the ownership 
of the distributing entity, shall ha,,,e the option, 'at the Wne of 
tbe adoption of the initi1i.l ltooling plan und~r this ch.apter, to . 
have a production base and pool quota established as a part of 
the pooling plan prcivide'a.,for in this chapter;, or to elect to op
erate eutirely outside of the pool for woducerp~yment pur
p'oses. This· option is a:vailable only in such case. where the 
producer-distribut?r on a-anua"! I, 1.967, exercised comple:~ 
and exclUSIve control over, tne operatIOn and management of 
a plant at which he processes milk received Hom his O;\\lll milk 
production faCilities, except for purchases in bulk or 1>ackaged 
fluid milk, fluid skim milk or fluid creaID wJll'ch do not .exceed 
an annual average of 50 gallons per day or 5 percent of 
his total fiuid milk sales, wliichev,er is greater; and only in 
such case as the producer-distributor had r etail sales for ·its 
Own account of' not less than 66fr percent of its total clliss 
1 sales. • 

Any producer,distributor, as herein defined, electing to be
come a part of the pool shall have tli'e dght to deduct his 
entir.e pool quota from his own. class 1 sales before being 
reqUlrcd to account. to the .pool, in.espective of the fact that 
the average class 1 .us~g~ lin the popl for tnat mo;rth may be 
less than 100 percent of the p.oOl quota in that :(loal. 

Any producer-distributor electing, to !Je~xCluded from the 
pool may at any later time .he ad.W:-tted to. the pool, but with 
only the pl'oduction base and pool quota' to which he woUld 
have originally be~n eW:itl~d. 0; 4is eristilig production and 
class 1 usage at the time of sueh' admittance, wliicliever is 
less. . . 

62709. Producers who do not, in the months oj! Septem
b,er, Oct)?ber, and November. of· any year, market' tlie amount 
of fluid milk equal to their ;pool quot"J,. shJll lose the produc
tIOn base equal to the difference between the aver~ amount 
of mill, marketed and their pool guota. 

The provisions of this sectiQn shall not apply. to producers 
south and east of San ·G'orgonlo F.ass :or to woliucers on Del 
Norte, l!umboldt, and Siskiyou (;:ounties. The dir,ector may, 
waive tlie provisi.o~ of ihis section in any case rin which lie 
finds that productio_n was restr.i·cted by causes bey,ond the con
trol of the indiVidual producer .. 

6.2710. T·he production base and the pool quota for 'milk 
shil?P~d through. a cooperative association shall belon~ to the 
mdlVIdual producer hut shall lie assigned to the custody and 
control of the cooperative associa:tion and the production 
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base and pool quota may be transferred only in accordance 
with the ar-ticles of incorporation, bylaws, or m~rketmg agree
ments of such association. The Gooperative as~ociation sh.aU 
continue to be treated as a single producer, both for producer 
payment purposes and for pool settlement purposes .. 

62711. Each producer shall be paid. the hi~hest usage for 
that amount of his fluid milk productIOn whlCh IS equal to 
his pool quota and shall be paid tbe next hi~hest usag~ for the 
difference between his pool quota and hIS productIOn base 
under the production pool hereinafter designate~ and the 
low.est usage for all milk produced ill excess of hIS produc
tion base under the overpro.duction pool heremaft~r deSIg-
nated. . 1 d 

62712. (a) 'l'he dir~ctor may requi:e distributors, me u -
ing cooperative assomations. acting as d~trlbutors, to make re
ports at such -intervals and ill such det~il as. he finds necessary 
for the operation of the pool. In conJunctIOn WIth the P?ols 
authorized by this chapter, the duector may reqUIre d~strIbu.
tors to make payments into a settlement fund fo~' f1Uld mllk 
received and the director may prOVIde for the dIsbursement 
of moneys from the settlement fund in the course of admmIS
tering suo.h pools. The director may employ a pool manager to 
operate each pool and may permIt such· pool manager to em
ploy such other necessary perso~el and incu~ such expenses 
incidental to the operation of the pool as the dIrector finds are 
necessary. 

Distributors who- have a financial obli"ation to the pool 
r esulting frpm the operation of the poolwg piau shall pay 
sucli obligations to the pool manager each month as requested. 
All of such moneys shall be deposited in a bank or banks 
approved by tile director, and shall be paid out by the pool 
manager to distr.ibutors wp.o have pool cre,ruts ~esultmg f7"0m 
the operation of the pooling plan. All financlOI .operabons 
of each pool shall be audited by Department of AgrIculture at 
least once annually. The director may reqUlre dIstrIbutors to 
ma:ke such deductioDs from amounts due to producers as h.e 
finds are necessary to estab~ish a reserve fund to insure prompt 
payment to producers. . 

(b) The pool manager shall effectuate the purposes. of Sec
tion 62711 by designating the percentage of each prIce class 

. (Le., classes I, 2, and 3) to be paid within each pool settlement 
classification (Le., quota pool, productlOn pool, and ov~rpro
ductiou pool), and in so doing he shall allocate the highest 
usage available, first to the quota pool, next to the productIOn 
pool, and last to the overproduction pool. 

(c) All 'pool quotas initially determined pursuant to Sec
tion 62707, except as mQdified i>ursu.n~ to S~cb0I?- 62709, sbaU 
be recognized and shall not in any way be dimInIshed, and all 

/ . 
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quotas shall not hereaftar be increased beyond 95 percept of 
the individual's production base. ThiS 95 percent sllall be aesig' 
nated the" ~qualization point." 

(d) When the pool quota of every producer in .. pool bas 
reacbed the. equalization point any additional class i usage 
sball be ~pportloned among p'roducer-s of tbe adjacent> pool or 
pools selectcd by the direct'!>r as most appropriate for carrying 
out the purposes of thi~ chapter. 

62714. After the director bas esta15lisbed pools, eacb ruB
tributor shall report to the director l·be total production bases 
an\! total pool q.uotas of th~ producer~ that are shipping to the' 
distributor and the total rece!'pts and class 1, class 2, and 
class 3 lisage of the distributor 'and any other infQ.rmation 
determined QY tbe director as necessary to car-ry out the opera
tion of the pool 

62715. Any individual distributor purchasing milk from 
a producer shall continue to ha"e tbe rigbt to specif" quality 
requirements that are more str.ingent than standards sel by; 
public regulatoty or health autitodties, and to specify these 
standards in a contract with the produ'Cer., pr ovided that all 
contract quality requirements by the dI'striliui9r are iaentical 
as to all producers under contract with that dis.tributor. The 
distributor may reject mille for clas. 1 purposes if it fajh; to 
meet these specified st.andar~, nud may eon·iinue to rej,ect such 
milk continuously until it again meets these standar'ds . .A:n.y 
such rejected mille ·mus} be pickcd up seph"afely from all other 
milk, and the contract shall givc the producers the unqualified 
right to sell this rejected mille tl} oth"s, ln tbe event the reo 
jected mille is not sold or used fa), class 1 purnoses, the pro
ducer's pool quota shall be reducea b" an amonnt equal ,to the 
"mount of pool quota mille rejecje.d during tbe l'!eribd in ""hiob 
it is rejected. The producer's pool quota shall be restored to its 
full amount when 'all his P,roduction ' meets the specified 
standards. 
.' T~e qu;Uity standards specifi,ed shall be subject to review 
by ille duector, and the purported fail,urc o£ a producer t<> 
meet these standards sball be sUDject to impartial laborator.y 
t.ests or sllch other procedures as tHe director may find neces~ 
sary to'prev('nt abu.'3e . 

62716. Following the requir~d hearing, the director shall 
submit the pooling plnn to proa..ucers concerned for their ap· 
proval or ilisapproval in a statewide r efer end.um. 
. The approval o~ rusliPproval of individusl producers voting 
ln'this refer.endum shall be kept confidential. 

Eacb producer shall ha~e one vote and such "ote shall be 
individUlilly cast so that there will be no blpck ,voting. Thc 
dn-ector shan prep'are a hallot. Tbe ballot form shan be suli· 
stantiany as follows . 

" 

" 
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Ballot 
• 

Shall the proposed pooling plan be made effective j 
Y'es ________ No _______ _ 

T.he rurector may. reveal the names of producers whose votes 
have been r eceived to both proponents and opponents of the 
plan. 

The referendum shall be set for a period of 60 days, The 
director may at his own discretion or upon a proper showing, 
extend the referendum for· it period not to • .xceed 30 .~ays. . 

627,17. If the director finds that producers on a stateWld.
basis have assented in writing to the proposed pooling. plan 
submitted to them for assept, tbe director shall place the pro
posed p.ool plan into effect. The director shall find that pro· 
ducers have assentad to tbe plan if he finds on a statcWlde 
basis that, 

(a) Not less tban 51 percent of tbe total number of .ligible 
producers in the state shall have voted in the referendum; and 

(b) 65 percent or more of the total numbe!' of eligible 
producers wbo voted in tbe r eferendum wbo produced 51 per
cent or more of the total amount of fluid mille produced ill 
1966 in the state by all producers wbo voted in refercu(\nm 
appr.ove the plan; or 

(c) 51 Rercent or more of the total number of cligiblc ?rn· 
ducers who voted in the referendum who produced 65 perr,. 'nt 
or more of the total amount of fluid mille produced in Inr.6 
by all producers wbo voted in tbe referendum , dPPTo\" <il>' 
plan. . , 

If the plan is not approved ~ the director may resubmlt tne 
plan, or f:lubmit a new plan, at any time after siX months from 
the date t:he director annOU1lces the pool plan was not ap
yro"\Ted. . ' . 

The direcwr mav amcnd the plan, after nobce and pubhc 
.nearing bas been given in the same manner as is provided in 
Anicle 13 (commcnc~g with !;lection 62181) of Chapter 2 of 
this part for stabilization and marketing plans, jf he fiuds 
that the umendment i. necessary to effectuate the purposes of 
this cbapter/After the hearing. the director upon his own 
motion may make nonsubstantive amendments to the plan. The 
director m~y malee substantive amendments to the plan only if 
producers assent to the proposed amendments at a referendum 
conducted in the same manner and in tlle same number as pro· 
vid.ed for the r eferendum approving the pooling plan, 

The director may terminate the plan on a statcwide basis 
after notice and public hearing has been given in tbe same 
manner as is provided in Article 13 (commencing with Sec· 
tion 62181 ) of Chapter 2 of this part for stabilization and 
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marketing plans, if he. lin~: that th.e pl~ is no lo:,"ger in con
formity with the standards de~crlbed ill, 01> Will ,:ot tend 
to effectuate the 'plll'poses of, tlhs q!lapte~. Such hearlDg mar 
be held upon the motion of the director, and shall be h:l.a 
upon receipt of a petition Signed DYi p.!gducers l!epresentlng 
not less than·'25 p.ercent .of ·tlie total number .cif all producers 
and not. less than 25 percent of ilie total productlOn of all 
producers. ~ . . 

The director shall submit the ter-mination of the plan on a 
statewide basis-in, ~ referendum eonauct~a in th.~ same m~er 
as provided for initial aHproval of sucli phill if, after. noti~e 
and public hearing haS he.en given in the same manner as IS 

provided in Article 13 (commencin~ Willi Section ?2181,) of 
Chapter 2 of this mart .for stabih,ation and llDarketlI!g plans, 
he finds that a substantr.l questIon exIsts as to whether ~r not 
producers de~ire 0e p1an to. ~o:,-finue and S!'~n subDilt the 
plan for terminatIOn upon receIpt of ~ p~titlOn r equestmg 
termination si@ed by producers reHresentlDg not less than 
·25 percent of ilie total nuDiber of all prodllcers ana not less 
than 25 perc'lUt o~ the tot.al produc~on. of .all producers. The 
plan shall be ternilDatea if termlDati9.n IS favor ed by the s~e 
percentage of producers p~oducing the same amount of flUld 
milk as r equired to initiate the plAn. . . 

62718. The pools established shall be admuuster ed by the 
director. Each distr.ibutor sliali deduct from moneys owed 
producers and pay to the director ilie !!!A.ount necessary to 
cover the cost of administering t1ie.'jlool plan, ll.ut not to ex
ceed two cents ($0.02) per hunili'edweiglit of fluid in:ilk. 

The amount of such f~e shall be paia to the director on ?r 
before tbe 30th day follo:wing the Illst day of tbe month lD 
which such fluid 'milJi: o~ fluid cream W8jl rec~iyed. 

The director inay fix such fee at a lesser amount and may 
adjust such fee from time to t1me. \. 

In tbe event any diStributor fails to pay to the dIrector. the 
fee provided for in this section on 0]' before the date. sp~cified 
in this ·section the director may add to snch unllaill fee an 
amount not ex~eeding 10 percent of such unpaid fee to defr~y 
the cust of enforCing the collection of such unpaid fee. Tj).e 
distributor shall not be entitled to pass tbis p.enlil.J;Y on to the 
producer. . . . . . 

.All moneys r eFeived un"der th;t l:lroVlSIOns of t~ se~tion 
sball be deposited in the State Treasury to the cr edit of tbe 
Department of Agriculture Fund. ,. . 

62719. The direct!>I sh.all, from nommatlons submItted liy 
producers, appoint a review board co~posed of no less than 
12 members to advise Ihm in the adniliiistratlOn of the pool 
plan The director shall ap'point three members of the first 
board for a one-year term, fur:ee members ,for two·year terms, 
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three members for three-year terms, and three members for 
four-year tel·ms. Thereafter all appointments sba.ll be for a 
ter.m of four years and no member may be appointed to more 
than two four-year terms. Tbe board members shall be pro
duce~s ~nd not more than three may be producer-managers of 
aSSoClatlOns and not more than two shall be producer-distrib_ 
l1:tors. The board members shall give proportionate representa
tIOn to ~ll areas of the state, with due regard to tbe relative 
productIOn and usage of fluid milk in the various areas of the 
stete. Each member of tbe review board shall be paid not less 
than twenty-five dollars ($25) or more than thirty-five dollars 
($35) per day plus tr!'vel expenses, including expenses for 
lodgmg and meals, w1nch are incurred in the attendance at 
board m~etings or in conducting the business of the board. 
~ per diem and expenses heing subject to approval by tb~ director. 

62720. No .pooling plan formulated pursuant to this chap
!er shall restrIct tbe free movement of fluid milk and no pool_ 
~g I?lan sha~1 result in an unequal raw pr oduct cost between 
di~Ilbutors lD the same marketing areas. 

627.2~. No pooling plan shall control the production of 
limd. milk except lDsofar as may otherwise be specifically au-
tho=ed m thlS cbapter . ' 

62722: P ooling plans shall not apply to the production of 
goats mIlk or producer-distributors Who .produce and sell less 
than 200 gallo,": Sf t\uid milk used for class 1 purposes per day 
unless the:r specificall:y request entry into tbe pool at the time of 
tbe adoption of the initial pooling plan for tbat area Pro
duc .. rs of certified milk or guaranteed raw milk shall ha~e the 
optIon, at the tIme of the adoption of the initial pooling plan 
under th,S cbapte~, to be subject to such plan, and accordingly 
to have a productIOn base and pool quota established for such 
producer, or to be excluded from such plan 

. (a) Any sueb producer of less than 200 gallo~s of fluid 
milk per day, or any such producer of certified milk, or any 
such producer of guaranteed raw milk, electing to be excluded 
from ~uch plan, may at any later time be admitted to the pool, 
but wltb only the production base and pool quota to which he 
~ouid have orlgmally been entitled or his existing produotion 
and class 1 usage, whic·hever is less. 

(0) Any producer claiming eX~!Dptions from the provision 
of any po0l!tig pl~n by reason of tbe provisions of Section 
62708 or this .sectIOn, who loses his exemption by failure to 
meet the reqUIrements for exemptions set forth in tbose sec
tIOns shall automatically be deemed to bave applied for and 
become a part of a producer pool on September 1st following 
an)' year .ended A.ugus~ 31st during which the director deter
mlnes he IS no longer entitled to exemption, and his admittance 
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into such a pool shall be on the basis of the nroduction base and 
pool quota calculations as set for.th in those sectrons. 

62723. Unless the contelOt otherwise requites, tbe defini
tions contained in Chapter 2 ~.commencing with Section 61801) 
of tbis part govern the cOJlstruction of ·this, chap,ter, 

q2724. This chapter does not modify the proyjsions oll 
Cbapter 1 (commencing wi~h Sec.tion 61301) nor ·Chapt.er 2 
(commencing with Section 6180i7 Q.f tliis part, except as' may 
be necessary to effect the purposes of this cliapter: Id' necesSary 
to effect the purposes of tbis cRagter, the dire<\,tor, in establish
ing the minimum prices which shall be naid for iluid milk to 
producers, may establish m1nimum :producer .prices. almlicable 
at the producer's place of nrodu.ction. 

62725. The director is aufRorized to lise moneys in the 
Department ' of Agriculture Fluhd derived fr.om assessments 
and fees collected pursuant to pr.ovisionS of Chapter 2 (com
mencing with Section 61801) of this par.t, to the extent neces

. sari to defray the expenses incident to the foymulation and 
making effective the pooling plan pursuant to this challt~rl; 
provided, that as soon as . suffici~nt moneys 'are available bom 
fees collected pursuant to this chapter, all such amounts shall 
be repaid . 
• 627.26. The direetor is the instrumentality of this state for 
the purpose of administering and en£orcing the provisions of 
this chapter and t.o execute the legislative intent which is 
expressed in thi., chapter, and is 'hereb~ lIested with the ad
ministrativ~ authority which is aescribea in this chapter. Not
withstanding other laws to the contrar.y, in t'he event, a milk 
morketing order under the jnr\sdiction of the United States 
Department of Agriculture or other appropriate federal agency, 
is created by referendum or under the applicable lams and 
procedm'e,q I'elating thereto, in this' state or -in any geographical 
area '\vithin this state, the provision~ of this chapter or any 
ptn·t thereof which is in conflict with such federal order,. or 
whlch is lmnecessary or is a duplication thereof" shall be suS
pended in tbe gcographical area covered by • .nd duriI!g the 
existence of such federal order. Tohe' director shall take such 
steps and procedures as' are necessary to wind up an,d conruude 
,the .administration and cnforcemen...t of the p'roY1sions of this 
chapter, or any part thereof, prior. to the snsl?cnsion date. . 

62728. The director shall terminate any pooling Vl"ll in 
effect in any marketing area without notice or hel1ring at any 
time that there ceases to be a st.abilization and marketing plan 
in force and effect in such mar.-keting area, establishing mini
mum prices to l)e paid to 1>toducers, unless minimum prices 
payable by distributors to producers for fluid milk in such 
ID .. 'kcting area are subject to a federal. milk marketing agree· 
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ment or order which is Dot in conflict with, or in duplication 
of the pooling plan. . 

'62729. The director or his assistants, depulles, a!;ents, or 
other employees· are authorized to travel out·of-state m order 
to carry out th~ purposes of this ch~p.ter. . 

627-30. Any violation of any provlSlou of th,S chapter, or 
any r egulations adopted pursuant to th,S chapt,,: shall be 
punishable and shall have the same effect, as a Vlolatlon of 
Chapter 2' (commencing with Section 61801 ) of Part 3, of 
DiviSion 21. . 

62731. This chapter shall be known as the GonsaJves Milk 
Pooling Act. 

o 
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DE~UTIES 

You have asked several questions which we will 
state and consider separately. 

gUESTION NO, 1 

How would Assembly Bill No. 910, as amended in 
the Senate June 27, 1967, change existing provisions of 
law in the area of milk stabilization and marketing which 
govern contracts betlveen producers and distributors; 

OPINION A~D ANALYSIS NO, 1 

Chapter 2 (co~~encing with Section 61801) of 
Part 3 of Division 21 of the Agricultural Code* contains 
provisions relating to the stabilization and marketing 
of fluid milk and fluid cream and Section 62048 specifically 
relates to the requiremen~that a contract to purchase fluid 
mi.lk from a producer must contain. Section 620'f8 provides: 

"62048. Except as otherwise provided in 
Section 62050, the purchase of any fluid milk 
in excess of 200 gallons monthly from any 
producer unless a written contract, which 
complies with all of the requirements "\o]hich are 
prescribed by this section, has been entered into 
with such producer is an unfair practice. 

* All section reterences are to secU.ons of the 
Agricultural Code as proposed by Senate Bill No.1, 
or as proposed to be added to the proposed code by 
the bill under consideration. 



Honorable Joe A. Gonsalves - p. 2 - #23877 

"The contract shall include all of the 
follm'Jing: 

JJ (a) The 8mount of fluid milk \vhich is to 
be purch8sed for any period. 

"(b) Except as othenvise provided in th'.s 
subdivision, the minimum quantity of such milL 
which is to be paid for as class 1, if any is to 
be purchased for class 1 purposes. The quantity 
shall be stated in pounds of milk, pounds of milk 
fat, or gallons of milk, unless the price which 
is to be paid for such class 1 milk is established 
separately for tile milk fat and skim milk which is 
contained in such milk. If it is, the quantity 
which is to be paid for as class 1 shall be stated 
in pounds of milk, pounds of milk fat, or gallons 
of milk, or both in pounds of milk fat and pounds 
of skim milk separately. 

"In any marketing area where an equalization 
pool is a part of a stabilization and marketing 
plan, such contract need not specify the quantity 
of milk to be paid for as class 1. 

"The minimum quantity of milk which is to be 
paid for as class 1 shall be not less than 70 
percent of the total quantity provided in the 
contract to be purchased at a milk products plant, 
and not less than 60 percent of the total quantity 
of milk fat, or the total quantity of skim milk 
components, but not necessarily both, provided in 
the contract to be purchased at a country plant, 
as defined by the director in stabilization and 
marketing plans. 

"Cc) The price to be paid for all milk which 
is received. 

"Cd) The date and method of payment for such 
fluid milk, which shall be that payment shall be 
made for approximately one-half of the milk 
delivered in any calendar month not later than the 
first day of the next following month and the re
mainder not later than the 15th day of that month. 

"Ce) The charges for transportation if hauled 
by the distributor. 

"Cf) A proviso that no milk which is received 
within the total quantity provided by the contract 
to be purchased for any period shall be paid for 
at less than the minimum price for fluid milk that 
is used for class 2. 
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"The contract may contain such other 
provisions as are not in conflict with this 
chapter. A signed copy of such contract shall 
be filed by the distributor with the director 
"ithin five days from the date of its execution." 

A.B. 910 very generally provides for the develop
ment of an equalization milk pooling plan with the establish
ing of base periods, production and usage bases for each 
producer, and pool quota for each producer. Each producer 
will be paid the highest usage for that amount of his fluid 
milk production ,vhich is equal to his pool quota and shall 
be paid the next highest usage for the difference between 
his pool quota and his production base, and the lowest 
usage for all milk produced in excess of his production base 
(proposed added Sec. 62711). 

Until such time as the pooling plan is developed, 
we of course cannot determine what exact effect its provi
sions will have on existing provisions governing contracts. 

Section 62724, proposed to be added by A.B. 910, 
does provide: 

"62724. This chapter does not modify the 
provisions of Chapter 1 (corrLmencing with Section 
61301) nor Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 
61801) of this part, except as may be necessary 
to effect the purposes of this chapter. If 
necessary to effect the purposes of this chapter, 
the director, in establishing the minimum prices 
which shall be paid for fluid milk to producers, 
may establish minimum producer prices applicable 
at the producer's place of production." 

As quoted above, subdivision (b) of Section 62043 
very generally requires every contract of this nature to 
contain a statement of the minimum quantity of milk to be 
paid for as class 1 and specifies a percentage of the milk 
\Vhich shall be paid for as class 1. Such provision might 
\VeIl have to be modified to meet the provisions of a pooling 
plan designed to carry out the payment provisions of proposed 
Section 62711. Since Section 62048 is contained in the 
Chapter 2 mentioned in proposed Section 62724, the effect of 
Section 6272<, I<couid be to modify Section 62048 "as may be 
ncccssary to effect tbe purposes" of the pooling plan provi
Sl.ons. 
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Depending on the actual provisions finally con
tained in the pooling plan, there may be other provisions 
of Chapter 2 which would have to be mudified to effect 
the purpuses of the pooling plan. Hrniever, the necessity 
for such modification and the extent thereof could only be 
determined after the plan is finally forl"l1ulated. 

QUE~:r:IQ~NO~ 

How does Assembly Bill No. 910 differ in this 
regard from Assembly Bill No. 2029 or Senate Bill No. 569? 

OPINION A~~ ANALYSIS NO.2 

Assembly Bill No. 2029, as amended in the Assembly 
May 22, 1967, very generally provides for an equalization 
pool plan as part of any stabilization and marketing plan 
(proposed added Sec. 62271). This bill would amend Section 
620/1·8 (quoted above) to revise the second paragraph of 
subdivision (b), which presently provides: 

"In any marketing area where an equalization 
pool is a part of a stabilization and marketing 
plan, such contract need not specify the quantity 
of milk to be paid for as class 1." 

This provision 1vould be changed to read: 

"In any marketing area where an equalization 
pool plan is a part of a stabilization and market
ing plan, such contract shall not specify a quantity 
of milk in excess of any production base issued to 
the producer under the equalization pool plan." 

Also, A.B. 2029 would add a subdivisj_on (d) of pro
posed Section 62272, to provide that an equalization pool plan 
may contain provisions for: 

"Cd) The suspension of the provisions of 
subdivisions (a) and (b) of Section 62048, and 
of any optional provision in contracts provided 
for in Section 62048, to the extent that such 
provisions are in direct and substantial conflict 
with the contract requirements for participation 
of producers in the equalization pool plan." 

Thus, A.B. 2029 differs from A.B. 910, in this 
regard, in that A.B. 2029 makes a specific designation of 
the contract provisions subject to modification. 

However, since under A.B. 2029 the precise 
modifications are only as provided in the plan, no 
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determination of the exact effect of these provisions 
can be made in absence of such plan. Likewise, the exact 
differences or similarities between a plan under A.B. 910 
and A.B. 2029 cannot be determined in absence of a proposed 
plan under A.B. 910. 

As to S.B. 569, which also provides for the 
fonnulation and es tabUshing of equalization pooling plans, 
proposed added Section 62294 would provide: 

"62294. Upon the effective date of this 
article, any other provisions of this chapter 
which are inconsistent with or contrary to the 
provisions of this article shall be deemed to be 
superseded by the provisions of this article." 

The chapter referred to is the chapter of present 
law governing such contracts. Thus, S.B. 569 provides for 
superseding of inconsistent contract provisions. Similar 
to A.B. 910, it does so in general terms, unlike A.B. 2029 
which more specifically designates the provisions which 
may be superseded. However, again, as with A.B. 910 and 
A.B. 2029, the exact effect of these provisions cannot 
be determined in absence of a proposed plan. 

It should also be noted that S.B. 569 contains 
a specific provision for the superseding of provisions of 
existing contracts, as distinguished from existing pro
visions of la<" governing contracts, which are contrary to 
or in conflict with the provisions of a pooling plan 
(proposed added Sec. 62293). Neither A.B. 910 or A.B. 
2029 contains such a specific provision. 

QUESTION NO o 3 

Assuming a pooling plan under A.B. 910 is in 
effect for two or three years and is then tenninated, 
what is the status of a contract edtered into prior to 
the pooling plan which had a tenn beyond the date of such 
termination? 

OPINION AND ANALYSIS NO.3 

We find no provision in A.B. 910 which would 
annul or void any pre-existing contract. Even assuming 
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that under the provisions of a given pooling plan certain 
or all provisions of a given contract might, in order for 
the plan to operate, be inoperative or unenforceable, we 
find no provi sion \·Jhich \wuld annul such provi sions. There
fore, although they mjght be inoperative while the plan is 
in effect, in our opinion OD termination of the plan they 
would then be as operative and enforceable as before the 
plan was instituted, C\ssuming no action had been taken by 
the parties to the contract to modify or otherwise change 
it to reflect the changed situation under the pooling plan. 

KLD:dn 

Very truly yours, 

George H. Hurphy 
Legislative Counsel 

.. - /!-- 'C , " ? .. - tI t 
." ''.----- .//. ";/,, //,.:" _ I] / 

By h/;1/; J htl;(f/i/;' --Cd !---
Kent L. DeChambeau 
Principal Deputy 

Two copies to Honorable Carley V. Porter and 
Honorable Stephen P. Teale, pursuant to Joint Rule 34. 
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Assembly Bill No. 1110 

CHAPTER 1192. 

[Approved by GOv.emQr ~pt~ber 3Q. 1m-, Filed with. 
, Secrebu,y of\<State Obto~ 1; 1?"f.V1 . 

LE£ISL>\TINE G1@I'JNSEL'S ElIJI:EST . 

AB UlO, K'eene. Mill<@ Q <lai1o/, Broduets: marketing.:' !'looling, 
(1) ;fh'e existmg la w, gener.aJ1y, un<ler (ile Iluiil ntilk anti cream 

stabiJization and marketing p..li.0'1sions, pr.ovides{er ilie}Feg).llati.on of 
maFRetihg'o( fluid m~and f1ui,fueream 'b,y the director anll~in~ludes 
the authorization for the director Ie pr.escri1;>e the minimum ppC?es 
to be paid by disrnbutors for fluid, mille or, cream and minimum 
whell'sale ,pribe~ for flUid m'lUl; ,ar fluid cream, 

ToRis bill would, ~er-J! generaIl¥" revise and restate ilie existing 
provi'sions, with substanftv.e (!hange~\ and do lin of tile follbwjng:

.(aj Redefine the term "marketmfllk" far !1!ur.PQses;.ofthe Milk and 
.' Milk,'Products <A,ct. 

. (b) Delete the provisions auther,izing the dire~tor to ~stal;;JlShl and 
regulate minimum wholesllle p'fices of!l1uid milk or £Iuia cream, but 

. ,!-uihdrize telI\porary minimum prices under specified conditions 
and J,llake various r!"latea dj'anges. 

(!O) Req)Jire.tl\e'd\,Tector fo estllbl'ish minimum grices to be paid by 
, handle .. , as defined, for ffi'arket 'ntilk and market cream, as defID.W 

for purgoses of su~ proVisions, to gwiilucers ,in established market
ing areas, authorize, the director to su~enq, and requ'ire him to 
terminate, minimum retail Hric~s in effect 'in an~ mar ketil}g aTe~ as 
specifie<'j, arid exdulle f1avored,nllIk proilucts Or mar.kethalf-and-'half 
whi9h is ultra-pasteurized I!'nd packaged ill he~metically sealed .con-
taint;rs from the provisions designaahg c1ass,l milk wider such provi-. . . 
sions, 

('iI) Reyjse the proviSions pe~ignat:i'1g the,factors to be cOl)sidered 
in establishing minimum prices af markebil:lilk to:t3e paid bx handlers 
to p·t!odtlc~rs anil the provioiol1s autl\or.iZing the establi,romi,nt of 

, prices for compone nts of mark:e.t .injlk in respe.ctiYe classes of milk. 
(eJ Authorize the director to establish different minimum prices 

to be paid by handlers to producers depending on certain spooified 

' 2 1110 20 14 
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conditions in any marketipg area. 
(f) Authorize any stabiliz~tion and marketing plan to Rrovide fQr 

minimum charges for various services .performed or. renaered by a 
nonprofit cooperativ.e association respecting class 1 market riillk sold 
or delivered to anpther handler. 

(g) Make various modifieations in the unfair practices provisions 
applicable to dismlmtors. 

(h) Delete the provi~ions authorizing the director to appoint a 
local advisory board for ,any mar-keting 'area to assist and advise him 
in matters relating to milk stabilization and marketing proviSions. 

(i) Delete the provisions requiring the payment of class 2 milk 
prices, as prescribl'rl, to producers for milk used for the pU11?ose of 
freezing and holding in cold storage. , 

(j) Delete t:jl.e provisions Rr.oviding for 'distributors' licenses. 
(k) Revise the provisions establishing bond req\liFements for dis

tributors who purchase marke~ milk, and reYise t;Ile provisions estab
lishing the' pro.cedure for recovering; claims on such bonds. 

(I) Delete the provisions establishing designated fe,es and rate of 
assessments that distributors who Rurchase or handle fluid milk or' 
fluid. cream are reqllired to· pay to the :direct"r. mar.keting of milk 
and other dairy products to pay a designated fee to the <lire,ctor, on 
all milk fat contained in the ice cream milo and ic"" mill< miot which 
is manufactured by him. . 

(2) The Gonsalves Milk Pooling Ac} prQYides for the establish
ment of a pooling plan for fluid milk, inCludiqg provisions for estab
lishment of pool quota for producers and for \Iualifying as !i 
producer-distributor, for purposes of oRerating Qutside the pe,el. 

This bill would requir.e the Director of Food and Agtjcwture en 
July I, 1918, to issue new PQol quota to bring specified holders of 
quota of that date to the' eq)Jalization point on Both the fat and 
solids-not-fat components of quo~a. Subseq,uent toJuly I, 1978, ilie 
director woul<;l be. r.equired ~o allocate new class I usage according 
to a .specified formula including allocation of 40% of such usage to 
producers who are equal to or abov.e the equalization Roint. 

This bill w.ould change the designation ITom RIOducer-distributor 
to produc,er-handler and would revise the conditions under which . 
producer-handlers who originally elected to ope"t;, outslqe of the 
pool to allow up to 25%, rather th,an 5%, of milk sold to be purchased 
from others, except that any purchases exceeding S!J'o of such sliles 
are required to be from peol sources, and to allow SO%, rather than 
66% %, to be for retail sales for its oWn account. It would authorize 
a producer-handler or producer of goats milk to I;>e excluded fijem 
the plan if daily sales are less than SIlO, rather than 200, gallons for 
class I purposes and 'providE> that any producer-baridler electing to 
become a part of the pool shall have the right to various prescribed 
deductions, applicable to such producer-handler, from its own class 
I sales, rather than the right to deduct the amolint of such quota at 
the time of such election from his own class I sales, before being 
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reqlilied to account to the pool. It would allow any pr,oducer-handler 
who qualifies under such Rr.Dvisions.for exclusion fr9f!l the pool, and 
is s.o excluded, to'ele.et during designated period.of any year· to enter 
the pool subject to design,l!ted provlsions. This bill w.ould also provide 
for allpcalion <if: a pool quota to' any producer'haridler who qualifies, 
for- exclusion from the PQol and who later. enters the pool. 

, Gl} Proviae that there shall be no reimbu~sement pursuant to 
Section 223'1 of the Revenue and Taxation Gode nor shall there be 
an ,appropriation made oy this bill for a specified reason. 

AppFopriation: yes. 

The people oF-the State 'of C;Uifornfs do eIlact as follows: 

SEGI1I@N L Section {l2510 of'the Fo.od and.Agriqultural Code is 
amended, to read: 

325'10. "Market mil\<" m~.ns rniJ!i which conforms' to the standards 
whicll are pr.ovideo in· Chapter- 2 ('commencing with Section 357S1) , 
Part 2, of this diVision. Market milk inch"des components and 
deri¥atives of market milk, Mar-l1~t milk I,llay be supplied to the 
consumer in'the fluid state or may a;Jso be·utilized in the manufacture 
of millo pr-o(iucts. . 

SEe. 2. Seetion 61306 of the Fooa and Agricultural Code is 
amendetl to ,r.ead: , ' 

61306. "EHstributor" means anY,perspn, that purchases or h,,!,dles 
mar.li:et milk, m:ar-ket cr-eam, or any tlairy product ,for processing, 
manUfacture, O,r. sale. It includes Br-okers ~d agents and the 
nonprofit coepe~ativ.e associations describ.ed in Article 2 
(eemmencing with Secti(;ln 61{lS'L) of this chapter in the transactions 
in which such article pr,evioes that tlie associations are distributors. 
It also include'S any perse!! who relnllar-ly operates mol:iile vehicl~s on 
routes pre(ie.minantly, {or shle~ of maYket milk, market cream, or 
dairy products 01). such routes to whollls.ale custof!lers, or directly to 
consumers at tIIeir homes. It does not, however, include any of the 
following: ' , 

(aj Any retail stor!, or wholesale customer wbich is not actively 
and directly engaged in manufilcfuring, processing, or packaging 
milk, cre"m, or any dairy Rroduct. 

(l:i:) A:ny p.oduce~ fllat deliYers milk or cream only to a distributor 
or manUfacturer. A retail store or a wholesale customer is a 
"distributor" only as to rniIl<, cream, or any dair.y prodtlct that is 
actively ana directly processed, manufactured or Packaged by such 
retail store or wholesale customer. ' 

.SEC. 2.S. Article 8 (co~encing with Secti.on 61501) of Chapter 
1 of Part 3 of Division 21 of the Eood Agricultur;ll Code is repealed. 

SEG. 3. Article J.l (commencmg wi't)j Section 61581) is added to 
ChaRter 1 ef Part3 of Division 21 of tbe Food and kgricultural Ccide, 
to read: 
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Article 11. Temporary Pricing Authority 

61581. The LegiSlature hereby finds and declares: 
(a) Since 1937, the dire ctor has established mfnimum wholesale 

and minimum retail prices fOF pacKage'd milk under the provisions 
of Chapter 2 (commencing with Secti.on 61801) of this part. 

(b) ' The provisions of. tl\is a"ticle are infended to effectuate the 
purposes stated in Article 3 ("commencing with Se,ction 61341) of t1Us 
chapter; to provide an orderly transition in ,the dairy industry from 
a long period of publ·jC estaDlishment of minimum wholesale lind 
minimum retail PLic;,s for packaged milk to a period where prkes for 
such milk will be determine-'d by open competition subject to tn:e 
provisions of this chapter; and to· prevent (he d~velop,:nent of 
monopoly and destructive a.ade practice.s. 

61582. Th<: director may, after investigation and public hearing, 
find and deterl,Iline that within one or ' more sales areas as to 
pack~ged utilk, severe mal)ket dis,ruption exists 'l'nich ll~e"ents 
effectuation of the purposes '!J1d policies of this chapter and which 
tends to foster monopoly :and oth~r destructive rr.ade practices. In 
the event of such finding, the director may, for a temporary per.iO'd 
of'90 days, declare in effect minimum wllolesale or minimum retail 
prices, or both, for. packaged rriilk, and eMonce such minimum prices 
in the manner, provided in Article 10 ~commenc.ing with Section 
61571) of·this chapter.. The director may 'ell'tend such 9O-day period, 
after public hearing, by one .OJ more successive 9O-aay p.eriods. 

61583. The director, in establishing any minimum wh"6lesale or 
minimum retail prices, or both, for packaged market milk under tnis 
articl'e shall· take into consid'eration the purposes and policies of fhis 
chapter and 9f Chapter 2 (commencing with S,ection 61801) of this 

. part, and such evidence of reasonaDle and necessary CQsts ofl1andling 
of packaged milk by . ilistributors~ retail stores and wholesale 
customers as is introduced before tile director at public hearings held 
under thiS article. . 

6'1584. For the pur-poses of this article: 
(a) "Minimum wholesale prices" means Hie prices at which 

packaged milk shall be sold by distributors 'to wl10lesale customers' 
(b) "Minimum retail prices" m~ans the prices at whidh ,pacKagea 

milk shall be sold by distributors and retail stores to consumers. 
SEC. 4. Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 6.1801,) of Part 3 

of Division 21 of the Food and Agricultural .Gode is repealed. 
SEC. 5. Chapter 2 (commencing wi'th Section 6}801) is added to 

Part 3 of Division 21 of the Eood and i\.gricu\tunil Code, to read: . 

CHAPTER 2 . STABILIZATION AND MARKETIN.G OF MARK'ET MILK . . . . 

Article 1. Legislative Declarations 

61801. The. production and distributio!l of market milk· and the 

:- .5- . Ch. 1192 

disseminatio.n of accurate, scientifi~ information as to the i~port~ce 
of marKet mlil< 'and other dairy, pro,duds in the maintenance of a high 
level of public' nealth, is hel'e~y. declared to be ,a business affected: 
willi a pUDlic interest The proyisions of·thiS chapter are enacted in 
tire exercise of .police powers o'f thiS. ~tate for the purpose of 
protecting the l1ealth and welfye o( the peQ.ple 9f this state. 

618q~. ;r1Jl: beglSlature hereoy- declares all of the follOWing: 
(a) Market milk is a necessary article of food for human . 

consUmlltion. . 
(\5 ) . iThe pr.oduct~on and maint~nanc!, ot an adequate s~I?plY .of 

healthfll-l marke~ rrulk of;p-r.op~r cl)emical and physical content, free 
from centaminalien, is vitaho the llublic health and welfare, and the 
producJion, ~~SpO~fation, .proc~ssing, storag~. distribution, or sale 
of marKet milk m tlii~ state lS an mdustr,y affecting 'the public \:lealth 
an_d welfare, 

~ c) Unfa1r" unJust, destffictiye, and deJ!1Qralizing trade practices 
have been carrieD on:, are Il,OW. Deing c!,r.tieo on, and because 'Of the 
per.ima6ie guallty of milk, the nature 6f milk production, the varying 
seasonal producQoIJ,,'!J1d <!e.m~Iltl factors,and other'eco'n'omic factors ' 
affecting the mill< industr-¥,:, tlie potential, exists for the resumption 
and fOtth~rance of such practices", i-I' the abs~nce of regulation, in the 
pr.oduc.ti<il1, mar.ketiilg, salE\, :Pkocessing, or distribution of market 
milk wrucl! constitute a constant menace tO' the nealth 'and welfare 
"f the inhabitant.s of this· s.tate· "'18 tepd to. Iln!'iermine sanitary 
reg)llanons anti standarils of.content and pll!:ity, however effectually 
S)lcli s"'1lJ:a'),; reguJ'a~ons may. D,e enfor.ce'd. ' 

· (iI~ Health reIDilS:.~ons alone are- insufficient . to prevent 
di~turllances in tDe nillI< industry wruch threaten to destroy and 
S¢Rously iml'lair tlfe future supplY of ml!l'ket milk, and to safeguard 
the consUT!ling public from .future, inadequacy of a supply' of this 
necessar~ commodily,·, ., " . . . 

(e) It \~ ille policy of this state to promote, foster, and enCOll-rage 
the intelligent production and orderly marketing of commodities 
neces§:u:y 'to its cJfizens, in~luding market··milk, and to eliminate 
speculation, waste, impr.~per marKeting, imf~r,and destructive trade 
gractices, and imprel3,er accounting for market milk purchased from 
pr.0ducers: '. '. 

(fj It is recoS!1ized by tlie Legislature that' the econ<;>mic factors 
conce"nin& the pFoduction, mar.l!;eting, sale, processing and 
distribqtion of mar.ket milK in 'Clalffornia may De affected by the 
nationlil market for milk. for manufacturing purposes: 

(Ig:) It is recognized by, the begislature that in recent ):'ears the 
s'lppJ y of manUfacturing milk in California, as defined .in Section 
321259, nas consistently d'eclined and conti!lues to decline, and that 
fuar,ket milk' has virtually supplanted ' manufacturing milk for . 
manufacturing purposes in thintat.e, and that it is therefore in the 
publiC'iriter~st to conform the·pr-icing standards governing minimum 
producer pr.icesJor market milk established under this chapter to 
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cur.rent economic conditions. 
61803. It is recDgnized by the Legjslature that cDnditiDns within the 

milk industr-y Df thi. state ·ar-e such that it is necessary. to. establish 
marketing areas wherein different prices and regulations are 
necessary, and fDr that pur-pDse ,the directDr shall have the 
administrative authDrity, with such additiDnal duties as are herein 
prescribed, after investigatiDn and public hearing, to. prescr-ibe such 
marketing areas and mDdif¥ the same when advisable Dr necessar,y. .. 

61804. The fDregDing statements in this article Df facts, PD\t'c.y, and 
applicatiDn of this chapter are hereby declar.ed a matter. Dflegislative 
determination. . ~ 

61805. The purpDses Df this chapter are to do. all Df tire follDwiJ}g: 
(a) Provide funds for admiriistr~tiDn anel enfDrcement Df t!:iis 

chapter ,. by assessments to be piu1l by producers and handlers Df. 
market milk in the manner prescribed in this chaptep. 

(b ) AutbDrize and enable the dir.ectDF to. prllscr-ibe marketing 
areas ·and t o. determine. minimum prices to. be paid to. producers by 
handlers fDr market milk wnich are necessary due to. v.~g factors 
of cost} Df productiDn, health regulatiDns, t~anspDrtatiDn and Dther 
factDrs in such · marketing areas Df t!:iis state. In fleter.rnining 
minimum prices to. be paid prDducers by·handler-s, the directDr shall 
endeaVDr under like cDnditio.ns to. acllieve unifDrmity Df CDSt to. 
handlers. fDr mar-ket milk withll aijy marketing ar"a; pm\'ided, 
hDwever, that no. minimum pr:i'ces established Dr Cl'etermined unGer 
the prDvisiDns Df. this chapter shall De invalid because unifDrmity<Df 
CDSt to handlers fDr market milk in anY markeb-ng area is nDt 
achieved as a result Df the minimum prDducer prices so. established . 
Dr determined. . 

(c) AuthDrize and enable the directDr to' fDrmulate stabilizatiDn 
and marketing plans subject to' tile limitatipns prescribed in this 
chapter with respect to' tire cDntents Df such stabilizatiDn and 
mar-keting plans and to· deglare such plans,in·effect fDr any mar-keting· 
area. 

(d) Enable the dairy industry, with the aid'Df the state, to. CDrrect 
existing evils, develDp .and mainjain satisfactDry rn.arketing 
conditiDns, and !iring abDut and maintain a r.easDna.ble amDunt Df 
stability and prDSPerity in the productiDn and marketing Df mar-ket 
milk and prDvide means fDr .carrying on essential educatiDnal 
activities. . . 

...... /· .. 61806. It.is the intent of the Legislature that the pDwers cDnferred 
~n this chapter shall be liberally cDnstrued. 

61807. NDthing in this chapter- per-mits Df authDrizes the 
develDpment Df cDnditiDns Df mDnDpllly in the prDductiDn Df market 
milk. In the establishment Df the ter-ms and conditiDns under which 
market milk shall be purchased frDm prDduc.ers, such terms and 
conditions shall be those which will,. in the several localities and 
markets Df the state, and under ¢e varying conditions Df prDductiDn, 
insure an adequate and cDntinuous supply Df pure, fresh, whDleserIie 
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market miJlc to. CDnSUmer.s of the market milk at fair and 'reasonable 
prices. 

61808. The Legislature hereby declar-es that this chapter is 
intended to. ~ormulate a cDmpFehensive scheme fDr the regulation Df 
mar.keting milk. ' If, -!lowever, any prDvision Df, Dr additiDn Dr 
amendmen~ to', this chapter" e~heF as origipally enacted in 1935 at 
the.5Ist Regular SessiDn,Df the <1:allfDlnia Legi'slature, or as amended, . 
add;"d t.o, recodified, Dr 'reenacted at any subsequent sessiDn of the 
CalifDrnia 1:egislature, shD.ul1l be held to' be uncDnstitutional, the 
uncDnstitutionalit¥ of such prDvisiDn dDes nDt affect any other 
prDvisiDn of thi~ cllap.!er. . . 

61808.5. {a) Gn Dr, oefore Mar-ch I, 19;1:S, the directDr shall repDrt 
to the L.egislature 'his prop.osed prece'dural regulatiDns to' assure a 
fair-, open, effective, and e"Peditious participation Df all interested 
parties in the estllbllshment of p'~ces for -milk. . . 

(.1>,) Gn Dr h¢fqFe1J\;pril1, 1915; the <!ir,ectDr shall adopt.prDcedural 
reg),!lations for tlle suBmissiDn and cDnsiaeration Df petitiDns and fDr 

the cDnd~ct De hearings. 
(c) @n D. befere January. 1, 19'19, after cDnsultatiDn with 

interested C.Dnsumer and ip.dustr.y, r.epresentaJiyes, the director shall 
r.epoFt to' tl:ie Legislature such evaluatiDn IU)d recDmmendatiDns to' 
the ldegislature as 1\~.inay'deveIDp fDl',furtheF eVDlution, refinement, 
c1arifi~a:tRm, and impro\'emen~ 0.£ tlle mechanism Dr procedures for 

. est@lisillng milk prices. Tl'le Dbject Df his proposals' shall be to' 
m~ize, tp tfie extent feasible, public cDmprehensiDn Df the 
pricing prDcess conshtent witfi the 9t1}er purpDses Df this chapter: 

§l800. If any article, sectieD, subdivision, sentence, clause, or 
pnrase Df any, prDvisiDn Df tills chapter is for any reason held' to' be 
uncons,titutlona\, such decisien d.oes nDt affect the validity Df the 
rema:'ining prDv.iSibns Df this cMpter . . The Legislature hereby 
dedares that it .wDuld have enacted each artic.!e, section, suodivisiDn, 
sentencej cl,mse, Dr phrase Dftllls'cliapter iFTespecti'<e Df the fact that 
Drre.Dr,rnore other articles, sectiDns, subdivisions, sentences, clauses, 
Dr yllrases is (leclared uncDnstitutiDnal. '. . 

. 6tSro . . The prDvisions Df Chapter 1 (commencing with Section 
61301,) and Chl\p,ter 3 (commencmg with Section 62700) of this part 
shall be liQerally. cDnst'tued as being complementary Df, and 
supplemental to' ; the provisiDns bf·this cllapter:The prD.visiDns Df this 
chapter and Df Chapter 1· ~CD=encing with SectiDn 61301} and 
Chapter 3 (commencing with ,SectiDn 627(0) shall be liberally 
cpnstrued as <;Dnstituting a single cDmprehensive scheme fDr the 
r,eguIatiDn 'Of the productiDn; handling, rustribution, and marketing 
Df:marKet milk; prqViaed, bOYle'<eTl, tnat each such chapter., and each 
pr-ov.isien,-aFticle,.se-cpen, sundi"'i.sion, ~enterice, clause, ~d phrase of 
eacn such chapter is se"eraJ,le, ana if Dlle of such .chapters Dr any 
p:mvision, article, secti0I!, su}:X:liyision, sentence, clause qr phrase of, 
Dr. in, .any Dne Df such cIl:apters is fer any reasDn held vDid, invalid Dr 
uncDllstitutiDnal, such decisiDn shall nDt affect the vali<\ity Df the 
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other such chapter, or any of its provisions, aitic1es, sections, 
subdivisions, sentences., clause or phrases~ 

61al1. No provision of this chapter., or of any stabilization and · 
marketing plan formulated by the director pursuant to this chapter, 
is any limitation upon the right of 9.l.lY handler or !,>roducer-handler 
inCluding. any nonprofit cooperative association pf pJ:oducers "!bich 
association is also a handler, by reason of. the fORn or nature of the 
·legal entity. unaer which such handler conducts business, to sell or 
handle market milk, or any· dairy pr-oductcat prices or 1.lpon terms and . 
conditions according to, and withln, th",several.methodSlofhandlihg, 
at or subject to whlch the market milk or dairy product lawfully may 
be spld or handled by any other hapdler. 

Thls section does not make lawful or permit the payment by any 
such handler to a producer for, maFket. milk of pri9E:S less than the 

. minimum prices prescribed in the applicable stabilization and 
marketing .plan. . . . 

61812. Neither the. repeal o( former ehapter 2 of thls part, the 
reenactment of this chapter nor the 9.JIlendment of any provi~ion of 
this chapter shall have the effect of terminating or invalidating any . 
-stabilization and marketing plan, incl)ldin-g provisions thereunder 
regarding minimum prices to be !,>aid producers for market milk, 
established by the director pursuant to thls clia!'>ter or former 
Chapter 2 prior to the effective date of such repeal, enactment or 
amendment. The director sljall,however, establish minimum prices 
pursuant to the-provisions of suc~·-repe~, enactment er, amendffient 
at the earliest practicable d·ate after the effective date of such 
amendment. 

Article 2. Definitipns 

61821. Unless the context otherwise requires, the definitions in this 
article govern the construction bf this chapter. 

61822. "Board" means any advisory board created as authorized in 
this chapter . . _ . 

61823. "Bulk market milk" means mar.ket milk whlch has not been 
pasteurized or packaged in bottles, eartons, diSp'enser canst 'QT other 
consumer packages, and is handled or delivered, in bulk, in tanks, 
cans, or other bulk containers. . 

61824. "Consumer" means any person that purchases market milk, 
or any dairy produCt for consumption. 

61825. "Dairy product" or "milk produCt" includes any product 
manufactured from milk or any denvative or product of milk. 

61826. "Hindler" means any person who, as owner, agent, broker, . 
or intermediary, either directly or indirectly, r-eceives, purchases, or 
otherwise acquires ownership, possession, or control of market milk 
in unprocessed or bulk form from a producer., a producer-handler, or 
another handler .£or the purpose of manufacture, processing, sale', or 
other handling, regardless of whether such market milk is profluced _ 
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within or outside this state. 
6182~. "Market cream" means CFeam, as q~fined in this code, and· 

any comDination of cream and milk, or an,>, fluid product of milk or 
cream sold uIlder any trade name whatsoever, which complies with 
all df the following requirements: . . . 

(~) Is not packaged in heFme'tfcally, sealed conEainers. 
(b ) Confor,ms to tbe h~al,\?h ~d sanitary regulations of the place 

where it is sold Of dis!,>osed of fm: human consu\fiption. . 
61828. "Market mill<" has the meaning of. that term as defined in 

Section 32510. Unless the context otherwise indicates, the . term 
. "market · rriilk" include} mark~S cream, the components and 
der-ivafives .0J m~rk~t milk, ,and dairy p-roduc.ts manufactured-from . 
market rriilk or, its com!,>onents and derivatives. . . 

61829. "Market slOm .milk; ' means skim milk, as defined in this . 
c0de iliat' is i:IeFived from market milk and conforms to the health 
a~d ~anitary re~lations of the Rlace where soJd or di~posed of for . 
human consunu~tion. . . ' . ' '. 

_ 61830. "Mark.eting '!.r.ea"'is ary "ea )"ithin this state declared to be 
, .su,ch in the manner. That i~ .pr,esc"ibec;l in- this chaRter. 

6;'83L. "Milk" has tile meaning of that term as defined in Section 
~1. . ' ., 

6'1831:";. "Milk used,for- manufaeturing,putpOSes" means all milk 
used f'or 'tllose products defined in P.art'3 (con;unencing with Section 
366(1) of. m¥islqn 15. . . ' 

.6183.2. "Mill< Rlant" .~eans .an)' place, structure, or building where 
handler rece;"'es market milk. . ; 

61833. "B_ackaged mar.Ket milk" . Or "packaged rpacket cream" 
means maFket>milk or mar.ket cream respectively, which' is packaged 
in cartbrls, D0ttles, ~ispense_r cru;is; or other consumer packages, for 
sale to wh01esale 'customers, or. ·consumers. 

61834. "Person'''! means allY individual, firm, ' corpor.ation, ' 
. pantnership, tr:ust, incot:porat~d ' or' unincorporate d .association, 

nonprofit cooper-alive asso"Ciahon, nonprofit corporation, or any 
other business unit or organization. 

61835. "Broc_essing" ¢eans reeeiving, pasteurizing, and packaging 
market milk. It inclu'CIes the rpanufacturing of milk products from 
market milk. . . . 

61836. "Producer" means any person thal' produces market milk 
from five or more cows in confer-mily with the applicable health 

. r~gulations of tlie place in which it is sold, and whose bulk ·market 
milk is r_eceiyed, acguired, .or handled . ~y ·any h~ndler or any 
nonprofit asseciation of pr,oqucefS. It includes the .!lonproflt 
cooperative associations describes in Article 3 (commencing with 
Section 6187:J) of this chapter jn toe transactions in whlch sucb 
article provides that the associa.tions are producers. 

61837. "Producer-handler" means any .person that is both a
pr.oduc.er and a !'iandler ef m"",kH milk. For the purposes of this 
cha!'>ter II produ~e"'handlec iS,a producer in any transaction which 
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involves the sale or delivery of bulk market milk which was produced 
by him to a handler or to an)' nonrrofit cooperative asso.dation Of 
producers, and is a handler in any transaction which involves tile 
purchase, acquisition or · r·eceipt by him of market milk, the 
pasteurization or packaging of market milk, or the sale or delivery 
of packaged market milk to any person. . 

61838. "Stabilization and marketing plan" means any plan 
formulated and made effective bl' the director within the legislative 
standards provided by this chapter. It includes, among other. things, 
the establishing. of prices to be paid by liandleT8lfor any or all of the 
various classes of maFket milk. 

.. 61839. "Wholesale customer" means. any pers.on thitt b.!!ys milk, 
cream, or any dair.y product &om a handler. or·from a·8istrioutor, as 
defined in Section 61306, for resale to consumers. 

. Article 3. ,Nonprofit Cooperative "'ssoeiations 

·61871. For the pur.poses of this chapter., a nonprofit coolleralive 
association organized and exij;tiilg under Ch~pter 1 (commencing 
with Section 54001) of Division 20, that acts for producers, in~luffii\g 
members and any 'nonmembers of the association, to whom it 
accounts on a patronage basis, is a producer in any of the following 
transactions: 

(a) Any transaction ;""hich involves)ts receipt Qr handling of bulk 
niarket. milk produced or delivereo oy such PlCoducers. 

(b) Any transaction which involves the sale or deHvery of bulk 
market milk to any pro.ducer., lianiller, or manufacturer., or other 
nonprofit cooperative association of producers. 

(c). ·The receipt by it of payment for bulk market milk, packaged 
market milk, or any other product of market milk produced or 
delivered by such produceFs. . 

(d) Any transac.tion in c.onnectiQn with accounting to such 
producers for the· proceeds deriveo &om the sale or marketing of 
bulk market milk, packaged mar·ket milk, or any other product of 
market milk .produced or deliv.ereej ,by sU5'h produce!s. 

61872. For the purp.oses of this cliapter, a nonprofit cooperative 
association organized and existing 'under Chapter 1 (commencing 
with Section 540(1) of Division 20, that acts for producers, including 
members and any nonmembers of the assoeiation, to whom it 
accounts on a patronage basis, is a handler in any. tFansaction which 
involves the receipt by it of market milk from any person other than 
a producer to whom it accounts on a patronage basis and in any 
transaction which involves the pasteurization of bulk marke.t milk or 
th~ packaging of it in bottles, cartons, di!Renser cans, OF other 
consumer packMes, or the sale or delivery of-packageo mark'lt milk. 

61873. A nonprofit cooperative association accounts to produ'cers 
on a patronage basis when it accoUI)ts to each producer for his share 
of the net proceeds der.i.ved from the marketing operatibns of the· 
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association, according to quantity and quiIitX of market milk· 
rurnish7d to the asso.9iation for marketing and according· to any 
marketing pools and quotas estaBlished by the association. . . 

Article 4. AOministration 

61891. The director sh'!li enforc.., t»e provisions of this chapter and 
of anY stabiliz'l.tion and marketilig plan initiated pursuant to the 
pro~sions of this chapter. The dfrectonhall adopt those regulations 
neeessary for ilie RrQper admiriistration .and enforcement of the 
gr6v,isions of this chapter. _ .. .• 

61892-. The director shall ha,ve and may exercise any .or all the 
p,o.wers c.onfet;red By ilie G,o"ernment Gode upon the head of a 
department of'the state wiili respect to hearings and investigations 
unller. this chapter., . 

o 61893. The afrector is ilie inStrumentality of this state for the 
purpose of administ.el'ing and enfor.cing,the provisions ofthis chapter · 
ana to execute the legisIafiy,e Intent expressed in this chapter, and 
is hereby veste<l witli t1re administrative a.uthority described in this 
chapter. l)Iotwlthste,noing o~! laws. to th:e contrary., in the event a 
milk marKeting orili:>r under tn'e jUFis<iiction of the United States 
Oepartment of Agr.i.eulrure or ether appropriat.e federat agency, is 
created py referendum or under the applicable.]a'!'is and procedures 
relating thereto, in iliis state 9r 'in any geographic!!1 are~ within this 
state, the provisions of th~ ch'lpter or any part thereof which is in 
c;onflict with such federal orde1', or which is unnecessary or is ·a 
dup,lication thereof" sl,>all Be suspended in the .!l!,ographical area 
covered qy an~ dUring the existence of such federal order. The 
director. Shallljike,sucn,step.s and procedures as are necessary to wind 
up and c.onclilde the aruninistration and enforcement of the 
provisions oHms chapter, or any part thereof, for the period prior to· 
ilie suspeo'sion date. . 

6t89!!) Eor tne pU11'oses of. enforcing the pmvisions of this chapter, 
tl;>e director may investigate apy and aU transactions, between 
prg.ducex;:; and handlersJ between !lonp,rofit cooperative associations 
and producers, amoflg handlers or ll'etween handlers and Wholesale 
C,llstemez:s, betwe'en hancllers ana consumer-s, or between. wholesale ' 
customers and cons\1mers. For that purpose, the director shall have 
access to, and may enter at ~ reasonable liours, any place where 
m~ket niilk IS ti..,ifig stored, bottled, or manufactured, Where market 
m:ilk ar aJ;lY market milk product is being bought, sold, or handled, 
01' wher.e ilie bopks, papers, records or documents which relate to 
such transactions ar~ kept. He may inspect' and copy such books, 
papers,records, or documentS' ih any p,lace within the state. . 

61895. TIle director mal' req].lire the registration of producers .. 
61896. The dlrector may fOFffi);!late any stabilization and marketing 

plan as prescribed in this chapter and declare it'effective after public · 
hear.i.ng and .reasonable noticel!)Y mail or otherwise to all producers, 
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handlers, and consumer organizations who have filed requests with 
the director or the Director of Consumer Affairs. . '. 

61897. A full anc:\ accurate record of business or acts performed, or, 
.of testimony taken, by the dir.ector pursuant to this chap~er 'shall be 
kept and placed on file in the office of the director. 

61898. In addition ta the campilatian of infarmation which pertains 
ta market milk from the reports requined' by this chapter, the 
directar shall collect; assemble, 'campile; and distribute s~anstical . 
data relative ta market rriilk, ather milk and milk praducts, .. and such 
ather ' infarmatian as may relate ta the dairy indus~ and the 
prov.isions of this chapter. . . . . . 

. 61899: Any order of the director made pursuant to thIS chapter 
whiCh substantially affects the rights of,any, interes.ted party may,be 
reviewed by any court of competent jurisdictien. A~y such action 
shall be commenced within 30 days after the effective date .of the 
.order complained .of, or within 30 days ,after the injuriaus effect 

. camplained .of becames reasanably apparent .. 
61900. The director rna)' canfer, . enter mto agreements, .or 

o.therwise arrange with tl.\e .constit;uted authorities .of this state, ot~er 
stateS, aT agencies oJ the Uruted States with respect t~ pl~ ~.liich . 
relate ta the stabilizatian·and disqiQut,ion ofmarke.t-mllJ<wltnm this 

. state or as between this state ana other sfates or the United Stat~s, ' 
'and may exercise his powers p~rsuant to this chapter to effectuate 
and enforce such plans. " . 

61901. All money received by-the director pursuant to thlscliapter 
shall be pa.id monthly into the State Treasury to the cred,t of the 
Department of Agriculture Fupd. . . . 

61902. If the director determines that 1t IS gr9bable that one or 
more f;ctors or co.nditions which affect prices of market milk ha.ve 
changed on a relatively unifo~m basis thro~'pho.ut two .or more 
marketing areas, he may consalldate the heanngs on the ffi.!ltter of 
price changes for such areas. Na price change sliall be made as a 
result .of such· a cansalidated-hearing unle.ss the amount of the change 
.or the resulting prices are uniform throughout the areas which are 
affected: ' .. ' . '. 

61903. Any person wha has testified under oath at.a l1ublic,near-mg 
held by the direc.tor pursuant to this.chapter.may, WlthmlO calelldar 
days following the closing date .of th"" pubhc h·El.aI'lIlg, file wl~h the 
d.irector a written pastheaFing brief in amplificatlOn, explanation, or 
withdrawal of such testimony. One copy .of the brief shal.1 be filed' . 
with the director at his .office in Sacramento. A second copy of the 
brief shall be filed in the r~gional milk stabilization office of the 
director nearest ta the location at which the public hearirig was held. 
Any such posthearing brief shall be made available by the dir,:,ctar 
ta any interested persan far inspectian: Ex.cept as herem I1TOvlded, 
the directar in farmulating any stablhzaban and marketing III an, 
pursuant to tnis chapter, fallowiI\g a public hearing, ~hall n~t accellt 
.or cansider any posthearing 'brief. Nathing in this secban shall 
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'rel'l.!llr.e the director ta prepare, or to 'make available, any· verbatim 
transcript .or ather recard .or sUIj1mary .of the hearing within the . 
10·calendar·day .peFiad ·r.efe)lTed ·ta in this section; provided, 
h~owe:ver, ~at any {Ie:r.batim tr.anscript. or o~he.r record or summary 
af'the heaFing prepa,ed fOF .or Iwtl)e director shall'be made ava.ilable 
ta aIlliititerested garlY for inspectian at the .office .of the directar in 
Sacramenta and, upon >~asanable rEiquest, at"the regianal .office .of . 
the d.il'ector nearest tire lacatian 'at which the public hearing was 

. held. . .' 
61904 .. Any, pravisians . of a stabilizatian and marketing plan 

formulate,q, establisliell, 0> r.ejected by th!, director pursuant ta this 
ch~pter, shalJ'be a.ceQffip'an.i!'d. by written s.tafeme;'ts, which shall be 

,made Rviilab1e 0)1 the diFectar ta any interested persan upon 
r,equest, 'stating in substance the c,ansideratibns u'pon which such 
p13.11!'?raYisians ana minimum prices are based, .or upan which such 
pravisians aRd prices were rejected . 

Article 5. Classes of Mar~ket Milk 

61931. Market milk may, he classified far the purpases .of this 
chapter .s: prOvided in tills a.ticle. . 

61932. Class 1 comprises: 
(a) Any market milk, market skim milk, half,and,half, or 

cancentrated milk that is supplied to cansumers in the fluid state, 
with the exception .of tHe fallowing: 

(1) Any cambinatian· .of mUket milk or ffiarket skim milk which 
is st!'rillzeti and pa>kaged in heFmetically se:tled canta.iners. 

(2) My flaya>ed milk praduct or market l1alf,.and·half which is 
ulrr.a,p'ast"mriied antl ,p'a<lka'getl in hermetfcilly se'aled .containers. 

(B) My market half·anll.hajf wHich is pacKaged in presterilized 
eanta.iners un\!eF as\,pti'c cam!itions ta l!leet the marketing 
requirements for such pr9ducts jn sta.t~ ather ' than this state; 
pravided, hawever., that nathing in lliis paragraph shall autharize the 
sale within this state of a:nX milk llratluct as a sterilized praduct unless 
such praducl meets the standarqs and requirements far sterilized 
produ~ts cantained in DivisiQn 1~5 .(cam>:nencing with Sectian 32501) . 

(p.) Any market mifk, market s)dm milk, or 'market cream which 
is us~d in any a~herl I.n.ilk I'!rodl,lct, or praducts resembling milk 
praducts, in which the use of market 'milk .or any companents .or 
derivatiyes 9£ market m1lk is requirec!. by, . or pursuant ta, the 
prmdsions .of this cade, except any such praduct defined in SeCtian 
61933 as elass 2.. . 

(c) 'Ally market milk, 'mark!,t ~kim milk, ma,rket cream, market 
milK fat, .or· TIlarket milk salids .nat fat which is used in the 
standardizing .or far.tify'ing .of any· milk praduct whiclr is defined in 
this section' as Class i-

Ld)' Any marloet mill<, market skim milk, or market cream which 
is used in any Ilraduct not .otherwise clasSified, which is required by 
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any regulations adopted by the director pursuant to Article 2 
(commencing with Section,36631) , Chapter I, Part 3 of Division 15 
to be made from market milk or any components or der-ivatives of 
market milk. 

(e) Any market milk, market skim milk, market cream, mar-ket 
milk fat or market milk. solids not fat used in any filled product or 
imitation milk product, when the product imitated or resemDled, is 
defined in this section as class 1. . . 

61933. Class 2 comprises any market milk, market sk;'-;' milk, or 
. market cream used in the manufacture 'of market cream, 
homogenized m:3trketl cream, s_o~ cream, sour Cl'e~~ dressing, 
uncreamed, creamed .. or partihlly creamed cottage cheese, and 
buttermilk. Glass 2 also comprises any -market milk, market skim 
milk, or market cream used in the manufactur-e of any product 
defined in paragraph (1), (2), or (3) of. subdivision (a) of Section 
61932 or for which a dejinition anq standard is prescrioed,in Division 
15 .( commencing with-Section 32501) ; except any such preduct which . 
is included in class I, class 3, or class 4. ' 

61934. Class 3 comprises all market milk,. Market skim milk, or 
market cream used in tne manufacture of frozen dair.-y products. 

61935. Class 4 compr.ises all market milk, mark.et skim milk, or 
market cream, used in the manufacture of-butter, cheese other tljan 
cottage cheese, dried milk, dried skim milk, nonfat dry milk solias, 
defatted milk solids, dried butte.rmUk, and all market milk, markeJ 
skim milk, or market c.eam wnich is supp'lied to consumers as 
condensed milk, condensed skim milk, evapoFated skim ' milk; . 
evaporated cream or· clotted cream, or evaporated milk, or any 
product for which. no definition and ' standards ar-e pr.escribed in 
Division 15 (commencing With Secfion 32501), exc'lpt the products 
defined in garagraph (2.) of subdivision (a) of Section 61932. 

61936. If -the director establishes a temporary definition and 
standards for any new milk pro'duct pursuant to Article 2 
(commencing with Section 3663.1), Chapter I, Part 3 of Division 15, 
he shall assign such new product to that class. under this article w.hich 
includes the most ·nearly comparable product as determined by the 
director. 

61937. Market milk, market skim milk, or marKet cream, utilized 
in bulk by handlers as condensed milk, condensed skim Il!ilk, 
evaporated skim milk, evaporated cre'!Ill or clotted cream, or 
evaporated milk, shall be assigned by the director to the classification 
of ultimate usage of such market milk, market skim milk, or market 
cream. 

Article 6. Marketing Areas 

61961-. The director shall designate marketing ar-eas which he 
deems· necessary or advisable to effectuate ilie pUTP.0ses of tHis 

-<;.hllPt!lr. 'IIld in which hI' finds tlJ.e conditi9ns affecting .th 
~=.-
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pr~duction; handling, and 's'a1e , of . !"arket . m,ilk. are reasonably 
uniform: " 

61962. The dir~ctor ~ay. 'lftaDlish ~dditio\l,\rareas, or modify areas 
preViously estaehshed, ifhe·Be.ems tile establishment or modification 
of such areas neeessary 01; e:'dvisable ,tQ effectuate the purposes of this 
chapter. . 

61~63. If the direct'!l' finos., after ~ public hearing in and for each. 
particular marketifjg area under consideration for consolidation that 
conditions of groduction and handling are reasona'bly tUiiform ;,;, two 
or more sue'll markefuig a.eas in wruch stabilization arid marketing 
plans 'are in..eifect, he may consolld'ate <the areas. • 

Ar-ticle 7. Eormation and A:dQption of Stabiliz~tion and M~~keting 
, . ·Plans . . . 

61991. Excegt as otherwise provideCl in Section 61992 the director 
sJ:iall, prior to the' fqi:mulation of a stabilization and m';iketing plan 
for marl,<et milk,for. any rnai'keting area, conduct a public hearing in ' 
the area for ilie lU'FP.ose of detE,lrmining whether or not the 
formulation of a staoilizat:!on and marketing plan for market mHk for 
such area is oesired by.·proClucers "(hose major interest in the ~arket 
milk Dusiness is in the production of market milk for the marketing 
area and. that both: ' . . 

<a) Rep"esent n9\ less fl'ian 65 percent 'of the total number ' of 
pm.ducers whp'se major inte1Cest in the market milk business is in' the 
production of,marKet inilk for the matketiug area. 

(b) Pneduee not less thaIl 65 percent of Ilie total volume ' of the 
marK.et milk;Il"~a.uc,ed for tile'marketing area by !Iii s~ch producers. 

61992; />i, li:eanng Ileed~e~, how.ever, . be held if a petition 
r~questing a stabiliz!'tien and marketin:g glan is presented to the 
d1re~tor by th.e produ.cers wnose major. interest iD. the ' market milk 
business is in· the production of mar-ket milk· for the marketing area 
anp that both: ' 

(a» Represent 'not less than 65 percellt of the total number of 
producers whpse major inter.est"in the market milk business is in the 
pro~uction of market milk for the marketing area. 

(b) Produce not. less than 65 percent of the total volume of-the 
mar~et milk produceiMor·the marketing area by all such producers: 
" 61993, If. the director finas that a stabilization and marketing plan. 
lS necessary to accomplish the gur.poses ef. this chapter he shall 
(ormwate a stabilization anffmarketing li:I.anfor market mil'k.for such 
area ~a i~§ue a notice of pulllic hearing upon the plan which is 
fOFffiulate'"d to ill producer-s and banillers of ' record with the 
d.epartment that .may be sUDject to Ilie pro\<isi.ons of such ·plan. 
61~ .. Tl:'ie notice of ~he hear.ing rna)! be effected by mail, or by 

publication p'wsuant to,Section 6062 of the <:;"vemment Code in the 
area .. which ~s "de§ig!lated. It shall sj:tecif¥ the time an.d plac"e of such 
hearmg, w)ti.cli shall not Be prior te 15 day.s from the mailing, or from 
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thEl final publication of such notice. If no aaily, newspaper of general 
circulation is published in the area wnich is designated, publication 
pursuant to Section 6066 of the Government Code shall be 
considered proper pl.lblicanen of notice. 

61995. At tile hearing, interested parties'shall.be heard and records 
kept of the 'proceedings of such hearing for determination by tne ' 

. director whe.tner the plan proposed will accomlilish the purposes of 
this chapter, . . 

6199.6. If, after the publi9 hear-ing, the director deterl'l}ines that the 
proposed plan will tl'nd to accomplish the purposes lof this ehapter 
within the standards which are pLescrib.~d in it, he shall issue an 
order to all producers and handlers of record with the depar.tment 
and subject to the provisions .of 'such plan, declaring such. plan in 
effect within 45 da~s from th~ date of such hearing; Rr.ovided, 
however, -that after a consolidated he.aring. held p'ursuant to Section 
61902, the director shall decla:re such' plan in effect within 62 days 
from the date.of such he!lI!ing, The ,diFector shall announ£e any ofder 
under this section at"le(lS! 10 clllendRl' days prior to the effective date 
of such plan. 

61997. A handler that is subject to tile proyisions of any stabiliza,~bn 
and marketing plan shall not purchase milk hom any producer that 
does not comply witn tliis chapter and such:Rlan. . . . 

61998. No stabilization or marketing plan shall contain Rrovisions 
the purposes of which we · to estaolish limitations upon tne 
production of market milk. . 

AI:ticle 8. Amendment and Termination of Stabilization and 
Marketing Plans 

62031. The director may amend OF teTn,inafe anY stabili"ation and · 
marketiI:1g plan, after notice and Rublic heaFing as pr.escabed in 
Article 7 (commeneing with Secl'ionBi991) of tllis'chapter, ;fhe fin'ds 
that such plan is. no longer in .co.;Uor.mity with tile standardS which 
are prescribed in, or will not tend to effectuate the Ilurgoses of.; ibis 
chapter. Any order under this artide amending or terminatinge any' 
stabilization,and marketing plan shall be subject to the provisions of 
Section' 61996. 

62032.' A hearing on the amend!Iient or termination of a 
stabilization and marKeting Illan may be held ull-0n the motion of the 
director ane! shall be held up'on receipt of a gentian which is signed 
by producers, or by the board of ' di·rectors of an)' nonpFofit 
agricultural cooperative marketing association "'nich is authorized 
by its members to so petition, Such petition s!lall represent not less 
than 5~ percent of the total number of all producers'and not less than 
55. percent of the total preduction' of all groducers tnat ar.e eligil:ile 
to petition the direCtor .for the formulation of such a plan. 

• 
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Arncle 9'. Establishment 6f Minimum Prices and Provisions of . 
. ' . Stao.ilization and Mar~e.ting Plans 

62~.i. Eaeh stabilization and " ma;keting plan shall contain 
pro""s,ons fOr Q.ronibiting pro,ducers and handle!s from engaging in 
theunlaw.ful fra,de practices apglioable t.o·them that are set forth in 
Arbcle 10 (commen~ing ~ith Section 62091) of this chapter. . 

6206.2, Eacll stabilIzatIOn and .marketil'g . plan shall contain 
p.r~VlSlOns whereby the director establishes minimum prices to be 
paId b)' handler-s to Qro'ciucers for market milk in the various· classes. 
Tile directoJ shall establish sucn prices by deSignating them in the 
I'llan, or by adaptmg :netlio,d,eor formulas in the plan whereby such 
p~ces can~be deter~m.ed, or any c'()mbina~ion of the foregoing. If the 
d,rector directly deSIgnates price, in th.\l'p'lan, such prices shall be in 
r.easonable and s,al!n~_ecorromic relation,llip with the value of milk 
used for man1,!facrurmg purposes. If the direc.tor adopts methods or 
for-mulas m tile p.lan for' desiwation of prices, such methods or 
formulas shall 1>,e reasonably calculated t6 resUlt in prices which are . 
m ,~rea~onable and so~~ ec~n0mic' r.elations)lip with the value of 
mUK ljsea for manufactunng purposes. . . . 

In .. esta?lisl'ling such p.rices, the director shall .take into 
c,onsloeI:.'!,tiqn any rele\(anf; economic factor-s, including, but not ' 
liritited to the folloWing: . . 

J a') ~he re~onal;)leness. and economic sO.undness of market milk 
Ilr;ces m relatian to ~he, costs df producing .and marketing m~rket 
milk f~r :. all . purposes, mcludmg manu[actUl;ing purposes'. In 
determmmg such costs, ,the director shall consider the cost of 
management and a reasonaDIe r!,rurn on rrecessary capital 
m",estffient. . . 

(b) That· prices establish~d pursuant to thi~ section shall insure an 
adeq\late and contInuous supply, in relation to demand of pure 
fresh, w1\olesor:"" .. maEkef rriilk for all ' purposes 'including 
manufaCturin.g J)urposes, at prices to conSUl)lers which, when 
con~ldered ":'Itll re~ey.anJ economic ,rifeFia, .i'ie fair and reasonable. 

(c) 'Dhat the pnces established by the ainictor for the various 
class~s or-. mRl'ket milk Ilear a reasonable and sounP. economic 
relations!ll!> to each other. 

In, establisl'iing ~ch prices, tne director shall also ;ake into 
conslderati~n all ~Re pUTP..oses~·p.dlicies, and standards contained in 
S~c..f!bl1!i, 61801., 61802, 61805, Qf806, 61807, 6207,:!, ?I'd 62078. 
"~])ili'zjjtSii6u'nbJec.t to the p;miisioris Qf Sections '62075 and 62076, each 
" , anti mar.kel'ing plan shall contain provisions whereby 
t1i):~ . dIrector .. shan IlroY.i1le methodS for ' .tl1e estab1ishment of 
mInImum pr.lces for mar-liet ffi1lk received within a marketing area 
nr.g!!.Tdl'lli' ~f whethElr such mill< is suDsequently .sold or distributed 
WIthin or WIthout sU,ch marketipg area within tile jurisdiction of this 
st~te,. "'1.d may can:faifi such proYisions whether ' or ';ot such market 
mIlk IS ~ubsequeIit1l" 'lOld or distfibuted outside the jurisdiction of this 

_____ • __ ~~ __________ ..::...:.. __ n ~1.. "rw> 
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state. 62068, Each st.bilizatioi\ and marketing plan 'may ' contain ' 
62064. Each stabilization and marketing p'lan shaIl provide all of p'rovisions which authorize an}{ handler that purchases market milk 

the following: under contract from any . producer t6 pool such market milk for 
(a) For the establishment of prices for ma.ket milk, whether or not pro<tucer payment pUrPoses in accordance with such contracts 

such market milk is subsequently sold or distributed in another inespective of whethe~ such market milk is actu:i.Jly and physically 
marketing area within this state where a stabilization and marketing recelVed at the same milk products plant or diverted, in accordance 
plan is in effect. with such plan. Such p'rovisio,ns may do any of the folloWing: 

(b) That, if area of ~sage-pri?ing is in effect, producers shallbe paid (aJ Frovlde that m .. ket mIl\< that is received from producers by 
not less than the mmunum pnces est.ollsned for the marketing area zni!l< products plants unde. the same ownership, may be pooled for 
wherein such market milk is ulfunately sold or distributed.. purpo~es of paym'ent to Rroaucers, , 

(c) That, if area of usage pricing ,is 'in effect and such mar.ket mill< (b) ~:o~ide that if a handler po.ols market milk, as .provided in 
is subsequently sold or distr.ibutecl-in,any place Wiillin thejurisdict'ion subdf~lSlOn ta'): the .handler shall allocate;' among all producers that 
of thiS sta.te where no stabilization and marketing plan is in effect, parft.clp!!,te 1o' the class ' 1 usage, transportation savings which are 
such market milk shall be paid by the handler to the prog.ucer at not applicable to market mill<, not actually transported between the . 
less than the average of prices which are paid by hanqlers, whose plant of first r-eceipt ana one or !'lore other plants subject to the pool, 
plants are located ;"ithin such area, to producers for mar-ket milk. If, a':ld us!,d for class 1'"':ld ma~ pay to producers ~hipping market milk 
however, no plants are located within such area, the price which shall dlfec~y to a plant subject to the pool a price for usage of such market. 
be paid by the handl!';r to the pr-oducer shall not be less tll/m the rml~ fOr class 1, which price repr~sents the average of minimum 
average of pIjces which' are paid by handle.s to Rrooucers,for market pt0duc~r .Rrice, payabJe DY tfiat particular plant for such class 1 
milk, at the plants in the n,earest marketing areas adjacent to the area usag$\" '., . . 
where such market milk is sold or rustriouteo, as established by the 62009. 'f,he director rna}' .establish 'minimum prices to· be paid by 
stabilization and mat-keting plans in effe'ct in sucli adjacent · handlers to producer-handlers for milk noJ used by . the purchasing 
marketing areas. handler'as class 1 milk. SUCh' provisions may provide that such milk 

62065. No amendment of this article ter.minates or invalidates any if use~ in classes oth,:r .fuan class 1. by tb~ purchasing handler may 
provision of any stabilization and marketing plan which has been be H",a for aJ t.he rmrum\lm pr-lCes estaplished by the director for 
establisned by the director prior to the effective date of such such other us~ge but which sliall-not be less than the prices as found 
amendment. Each sud> plan shall, however, be brought into by the director to be paitl, by rj)anufaduring .milk plants ' in or 
conformity with su.ch amendment at ilie earliest practicable da:te ildjajlent to,. the'ar.ea which ~se Innk for sin:iilru: purposes. Such prices 
after the effective date of such amendment. shall r.emam 10 elfect only 'for the period· during which as 

62066. Notwithstanding any other. provi.sion of this code to the deter.mi'iled by the Ciirector., there is a surplus of producer-handIer 
contrary, the director, in establisning minimum prie.es to oe pard oy, mills. ' ~ 
handlers to producers, fo. market nUlk iiI' any marketing area, may 61!,010: Each stabilization anil.mar.keting plan. may' further provide 
establish, as. the applicaole minimum prices, those prices applicable _ for m!ll<lmum charges fa.!' fllmt llrocessing and trilIlsportation service 
within the marketing area of ultimate usage of such market milk, ,m the market milk Cir maDket .. milk components which are 
those prices applic'lble within the mar-keting area where the plant of tr~a!)SIlor.ted to the 'ar-ea where soUl The stabilization and marketing' 
first receipt of such market milk is located, those prices ap'plicable in "Ian ':lay .en~er-a:te the apl'1lic;able maximum charges, and may 
the marketing area where the producers place of production is estabhsh mdlVltiual chJll'ges 'for each fupction enumerated. In ' 
located, or any of the "Dove or any combination of the aboY-e. esta13lishing any s;uch maXimum charges for 'such transpor tation' 

62067. Each stabilization and ' mar.keting plan ma..y contain servlC~ d,e director. sha,ll base such maximum charges upon the 
provisions which require hanillers to report to each producer room r~tes which ar;e charged for. actual or nea~onably similar servi ces by 
whom mar.ket milk is secured all of the following: hIghway carB'lrs, as ilie ·term "highway carriers" is defined in 

(a) The volume of market milk received fram such producer in Section 85'11 of the Fuolic Utilities Code. 
pounds of milk. 6'2fiiI. Eaen stabilization anil marketing pia!) may provide for 

(b) The inilk fat, .solids-not,fat, of other· component tests of sncB mmlffi_Uffi charges for·the ", .. ious·services performed or rendered by 
milk. a nonprofit cooperative associa!;i:o'n ig "espect to class 1 market milk 

(c) The amo\jnt of mar-ket milk in paunas of milk fat, solids,rlOt-fat sold or dE)li\(ered ' to another 'handler. Mandler services include 
or other components llaia for in fhe sa"eral cla'Sses or pools. eOID.ROnent ~es~ng for llayment pur-poses, quality control, producer 

(d) The prices paid for the various ellisses ~ot each month. lla)(wll, weIghing ana Sampling of bulk market milk. . Each 

------~----------~---
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stabiliZlltion and m"rketing plan may also include, but not be limited 
to, minimum charges for the handling of intermittent or irreglliar 
deliveries of market milk and plant standloy services. The 
stabilization and marketing plan may enumerate applicable 
minImum charges and establish individual charges for each s,ervice 
enumerated or, in the alternalive, the director may tlstalolish one or 
more minimum charges covering one or mor-e of the separ,ate 
handler services. 

62072. In establishing minitp.um h.andler service charges under 
Section 62011, the rurector shall take into consideration all r-elevant 
factors, including, but not limited to, the following: . 

(a) The reasonably necessaFY costs of proMiding such ser>(ices, 
including overhead, as deter.mineo by impartial cost surveys, 
examination of books and "ecor-ds, or poth, 'of sU,ch p,ortions af ~hose 
handlers within the marketil,lg are'a as are reasonably.deteFmine-d b.y 
the rurector to be sufficientlx representative 'to indicate such costs of 
'all reasonably efficient handlers within such maFketing. area. 

(b) The relationship of the esta15lisI,men~, of such minimum 
charges to the achievement ana maintenance of the prper-ly 
marketing of marllet milk and to tl\e effectuation of the purposes of 
this chapter. 

62073. If any contract between a handler and a producer for the 
. purchase of. any marliet milk provide's that the charges for the 
hauling of it shall be paid, in IWhole or in pa"t, IW the producer, and 
such hauling is done by the handler either directly or ~rough an 
agent'or by any person that contracts with, or is designated by, such 
handler for such hauling,. the director may, and upon the written 
request of the producer 'or the wr·itten request of any' associatio!). 
representing the producer shall, im;estigllte th!? rates, terms, and 
conditions which are involved ill such haiilirtg.in order to deter,mine 
whether such rates, terms and conditions are in compliance with 
Section 62070. 

If the cllrector deter-mines that such rates, terms, and conditions 
are not in complJanc.e with Sectio.n 62070, he shall determine, within 
the standards whicp areprescri15ed in Section 62010, the maximum 
charges on account of such hauling that will comply witll Section 
62070 with respect t9 s!,ch purchase of market milk. . 

62074. If the dir-ector establishes a stabi\if:ation and marketing 
plan for market miik, the ruFector shall establish minimum prices to 
be paid by handlers for maFket cream, mar-ket sKim milk, or milk fat, 
or market skim milk comp.onents of sucn market milk. 

62075. The director shall e~tablish the minimum prices to be Raid 
by handlers to producer-sJor class I usage of market milk upon a milk 
fat solids·not·fat or the subcomp.onents thereot and fluid carrier 
ba;is. In establishing· the minimum prices for classes of market milk 
other than class I, separate pFices may be establisheD for anyone or 
more of the following: 
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(b) The selids·noHat or subcomponents thereof contained in such 
milk. 

(c 1 The fillid C<!lntained in such milk. 
(d) Any combinaHon of the milk fat, the solids-not·fat or 

subcomp,ments thereof, or the fluid contained in such milk. 
62076. 11\ estaillishing pr:ices to be paid 'by handlers to producers 

for class 2, class 3 or class 4 market milk, the director inay take into 
consider-ati9n an)' releyant economic factors, including. but ' not 
lirriited to, the {;lnowing: . 

.~a) The relative market v.alue of the various products yielded from ' 
such mar-Ke~ mJlk. . " . 

(,b) 'Fhe marKe~ pr-ice of other mill< which may be used for the 
same PlJ."P.oses that are set for-tn:i" such respective classes. ,', 

(e) "File value of milk used for manufacturing purposes giving 
consid.er.ation to any relev.ant ifactoFS includihg, but not limited to, 
pr.oduct pr.ices, llFoduc,t y.jeld:s, and manUfacturing costs of the lowest 
cl~ of usage of m'lIlufacture'd progucts. ' . . . 

62Q711. A han'dler sl}all ' not pay anx ·p!-oducer less than the 
~pl'licable price ,estaBlished for the usage to whiCh the market triilk, 
purchased from him is, apgl!ed pur-suan! to ~ccounting procedures 
estaBli'sned oy the ili .. ector. If the mar-ket milk·is not applied to any 
pU"P.ose set,forlli in )\.rticle 5 ~"ommeDcin:g With Section 61931), then 
a handler sqall net pay any producer less than the price .established . 
unoer tile applicaBle stabilization and :mar¥eting plan for class 4 
usage. '. . 

6207.8. Aill handler-s who receive market milk within this state 
shall be oBligated ' to pay rninirl,lum pr.gducer pFices established 
unpeF tbis chapter 'regardless of. the area of origin of s",ch milk, 
wh_ether- inside er outsiOle the jurisdich0n of!the State of California . . 

Ar-ticle ~O. UnlawfUl 11r.ade Pr.actices 

62091. The urilawful trade p.actices described in this article apply 
to. eve!,>, handler wheilier or not a. stabilization and.marketing plan 
is in effect in tile area in which the hanarer is licensed or carries on 
his business. ThiS artie\e applies to transaciions conducted,. 'either 
d1rec~ly or indirE\~tly, b.etw.een producers and h",1dlers. 

62092. 'Fhe payment, allowance, or acceptance of any secret rebate, 
secret re~d, or unearned aiscount by any person, whether in the 
fo.rm of money or oTherwise, is an unlawful trade practice. . 

62093. The giving of any milk, cream, dairy lll'oduct, service, or 
article of any land, except to a bona fi.de charity, for the 'Plll'pose of 
secur.ing or li.etairiing tlle tp.aikel milk b!'sif\ess.of any customer is an 
uillawful tr-ad.e practice. . 

(a) The milk fat, contain.ed in such milk. 

62094. lPhe' payment, gift, or the offer or promise of any payment 
or gift, of monex or o.ther thing of value, directly or incllrectly, or 
througj:! an)' agent 'or oili'er irliermeruary, to any person with the 
pu"pose or. design of intiucing,sucli p.erson to become or remain the 

_~ __ ~ _ _ _ .li-. __ ~..... '. . 
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wholesale customer of .any handler is an unlawful trade practice. 
62095. The paym.ent, gift~ or the offer or promise of any payment 

or gift, of money or other thing of value by .my perso~, directly or 
indirectly or through any ~gent or other mtermedlary, to' any 
handler or producer, or the ,!cceptan~e by any handler or producer 
ohuch payment or gift or thing of value,;s an unlawful trade prac,tice 

. if it is for .my of the follOwing: . 
(a) For the purpose ofinducing a handler orpropucer"to enter irito 

a new .contract, or to renew. extend, or modify an existing contract, 
for the purchase of market milk by a handler from a producer. 

. (l:i) As a condition upon which a handler will enter into a new 
contract, or renew, e~tend, pr modify an existing con~act for ,the 
purchase of market milk from .. ' .producer. . . 

,(c) For the purpose of enabling a.handler to pay to a producer, or· 
a producer to receive from a handler., less than tlie minimum class 
usage prices established by the 'dlrector to be paId DY handlers to 
producers for marke~ milk. '. 

62095.1. The payment by a handler, either directly or indit'e.ctly., of 
less than the ' minimum producer Ilrice established JtIlder tire 
applicable stabilization and marketing' plan adopted pursuant to this 
chapter, is an unlawful tr~de practice. 

62096. Except as otherwise prOVided in Section'62098, the purchase 
of any market milk in exc~ss of 200 gallons monthly from any 
producer unless a written controact, which co~plies with all of the 
.requirements which are prescf.lbed l,y th",section, has been e~ter.ed 
into with such producer is an unlawful trade practice. The contract 
shall include all of the' following: 

(a) Th~ amount of market milk which is to be purchased for ·any 

period. "d d' h' bdi" th ., um (b) Except as otherWIse prOVI e m t ISSU VISIOn, e mm~ 
quantity of such market milk which is to be paid for as class I, if any. 
is to be purchased for class 1 purposes. The quantity shall be stated 
in pounds of market "!Jlilk, pounds of marJ<et ffillk fat, or gallons of 
market milk unless the pFice which is to be paid for. auch, class 1 . 
.market milk'is established separately for the market milk fat and 
market skim milk contained in such market milk.· Ifit is, the Cj)lanti!Y 
to' be paid for as class· 1 shall De s~ated in pounds o~ market milk, 
pourids of market milk fat, or gallons of. market milk, or. both .m 
pounds of. market milk · fat and pounds of market skim milk 
separately. . , 

Tone minimum· quantity of m~rket;milk to be paid for asdass ~ Shall 
not be 'less than 70 percent of the total quantity p.,oVlde.si m the 
contract to be purchased at a milk products p'\an-t,. and not less than 
60 percent of the total quantity of market milk fat, or the total 
quantity of Illarket slOim milk co.mponents, but not.necessarlly both; 
provided in the' conaact to be purchased at a country plant, as 
defined by the dire.ctor in stabilization and mar.ke.t plans. 

(c) The price to be paid for all market milk received. 
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(.d) The,date and method o£ pa~ment for such market milk, which 
shall be thafl'ayment shall be made for approxim~tely one-half of the 
market,milk deliv.er.ed.in any calendar month not later than the first . 
day cifthe next, following month and me remainder not later than the 
15th day of that month. . 

(e) The charges for tr!lI\spor.tation if hauled by 'the handler . 
(£) A, pFQviso that no market" milk reeeived within .the total 

quantity provided QY the contract to . be purchased for any period 
shall be Raid fOF at less than the minimum'price for market milk used 
for class 2 . 

The. contracJ may contain such o,rtJ,er prbvisions as .are not in 
confli"ct with this ehapter, A· signed copy of such contract shall be 
filed b tile llanaler with the direetor wi~hin five days from the date 
of its execu.tion, . 

Subdi\iisions (.b). (d), and (f) sBaJI not be applicable if an 
equaJizatiQ.n go,"l, as provided for under Chapter 3 (commencing 
with Section 627(0) is i.n effe~~ffor the area in which the purchase of 
the market milk ·OCCUFS. 

62091. 'Ehe production of, mar1!;et milk in excess of amounts 
pro.,,;ded to bl' ~chased under contracts executed pursuant to 
Section'6209&slaan loe voluntar,y-on the part of the producer and shall 
not De a condition, oral or writf'en, 'of' execution or renewal of any 
such c~ontraet . 

62098. Section 62096 does net ap,ply, to,the purchase of market milk 
w.fiich is necess3:!o/ to meet an unanticipatee ·iiicrease in demand aT. 
an unanti€lpateo shortage in the sl!Pply of a l}andler if both: 

(a). 'the quantitY. of ' maFke~ milk so ;purchased from anyone 
pFoducer does not exceed 1,000 gallons in anyone month. 

(,Bj 1/ comll!'ete recoFd of all such purchases. is kept·by the handler 
and tlie price paid for such milk by..the handler is not less,than the 
p,ric.\, whtch IS estaoliSbeCl in the applicable stabilization and 
marKeti'l'l¥ plan for, the usage to wliich such milk is applied. 

62099. '"he P.iJYffierit bX a handler to any producer, including any 
nonp'r~ru: coop'erati~e)ass0dation actii\g as a producer, or the receipt 
by a produc!lr,-includingtany. nonprofit coqperative association acting 
as a p,roilucer, fFOni a handle. of a tesser price for any market milk, 
distFibuted to any person, incl,!ding any agency of federal, state, Or 
loeal goyernment for less than tlie miriimwn prices established by 
the rurectar to be paiiiby handle" to pr.oducers for market milk for 
the marketing area is an UrllaWfuI trade Eractice. 

69;100, The failure' of an)' fiandle. to pay for rparket milk delivered 
to rum at me runE; and in the manner. specifieti in the contract with 
the PlCopucer is an unlaWful made' l'lraetice. ., 

62101. iFhe I!lFoviSions of trus,article alll!lly' .egardless of the form in 
wruch market mill< is repei'led oy the handler,-and regardless of the 
area of oFigin of such maT-Ket milk. . 
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Article 11. Sales to the United States 

62121. The .director may require th'!.t each person that submits a 
bid for the sale to ap agency of the United States government of 
market milk or any milk product which utilizes class 1 market milk 
shall file with the director, at the same time such bid is submitted, 
a complete copy of such bid and the following certification: 

"The undersigned certifies that in sales by the undersigned to 
agencies of the United ~tates Government., purSU'!Jlt to the attached 
bid, for market milk or milk products util.izing class 1 market milk, 
as such class 1 market milk is defiJled in Chapter 2 (commenping 
with Section 61801), Part 3, Divisio.ri 21 of the Food and Agricultural' 
Code, the undersig'.'ed is camp-lying with all California statutes and 
regulatio'.'s pertaining to the estahlishment and enforc·emen.t by the 
Director of Food and Agriculture of minimum prices to 15e paid 
·pro.duclm for such class 1 market milk." '. . 

All· bids and certifications fil.eq pursuant to ·tfus section shall be 
confidential and shall not be divulged except when. necessary for. the 
pl'Oper determination of QI)Y court proceeding or hearing belofe ~he 
director. 

Article 12. Handlers' Licenses 

62141. The licenses provided for in this article are requiJ:ed<f9r each 
handler. For the purposes of this article, each subsidiary milk plant 
or branch milk plant-, whether under .one O'!"l1eFship or no,!, shall be 
considered as an individual handler. ' 

62142: Eor the. purposes of this artiele. "handler" shall include 
any person defined as a handler under Section 61826 or any l1ers.on 
defined . as a distributor )lnder Section 61306 that purchases or 
handles market milk or market cream for processing, manufactme> 
or sale. 

. 62143. A handler shall not de.al in marke~ milk unless such hanmer 
. first obtains a·licenSe from ~he director for each milk plant owned or 

operated by the handler. The lie.ense provided for in this artiple is in 
addition to 'any license w,hich is fequired by Qivision 15 
(commencing with Section 32501)" or by any law or ordinance of any 
county or municjpality of this state. 

Notwithstanding the provisions 'of Section 61832; "milk 8lant" as 
used in this article, means any place, structure, or building where a 
handler receives market milk and weighs, tests, standardizes, 
pasteurizes, homogenizes, separates, bottles or packages such milk. 
"Milk plant" does not indude a I1lace, str.uctUre, or' b'lilding w.rueh 
is used for the purpose of receiving, weighing, or testing milk to lle 
diverted or. delivered to a.licensed milk giant of the handle., 

62144. Applications for the license ·pwvi8ed by this article shall 
be made on forms prescribed by the director, shall be accompanied 
by an application fee of three dollars ($3), an<:i shall state Ute name 
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and address of the applicant an? such details as to the nature of the 
applicant's business as tlie director may ,equire. Such applicant shall 
further satisfy the director of his or ·its character, responsibility, arid 
good faith in seeKing to carry on 'the business stated in the 
agplication. . . 

62145. Lipenses shall be issued for a period of 12 months from the 
first day of each year or for the remainder of the calendar year from 
the date of issuance. Application far renewal of .. license for the 
following yea. by a lic~hsee, tog~tl]er with the ' application fee of 
three dollars ($3), shall be made pri6ito-the expiration 'date of the 
license he1d. 1f it is not ~o made"the applicant shall pay an additional 
sum egual to roo percent of tl\e al'!l1lication fee befdre such .license 
sliall be issued. . 

. 621it6; The' director. may refuse to grant 'or renew any license if he 
is satisfied that my applicait~, 'or"any person connected with the 
~l'lfllicant, either direetly, or 'indiFectly has violated any of the 
following: " . 

(a) Thjs ehagter or- 'any stabilization and marketing plan or other 
regulatiop adqpted under this1·chapJer. .. .. . 
. ~b) The unia",ful traae practj.c.es provisio:lS set forth in ArtiCle 5 
(commencing with Se~tiqn 61371) of Chapter 1 of this part: . 

(c) Cha!?ter 3 (c.ommenCing With Se:ction '62700) or any poolmg 
plan .established t!1ereunder~ . 

6214'7. The director may aiso, r.efuse to grant or 'renew any .. license 
to.a banGler if lie is satisfied tIlabthe handler has failed to pay for any 
market milk delivered to fiim at -th,e time and in the manner ' 
specifie.!:l in .the conti'aot wfth the producer.' 1 

62148. The I'roceedingS'to determine,whetl]er. or not the director 
sliall refuse to grant '{)r renew a 'licens!' shall be conducted in 
accordanc",wiffi GhaIlter 5 (commencing with Section 115(0), Part 
1 -I?livision 3 ':JJltle,2 ot the G.o,"ernment Code, and the director s\lall 
hav.e all o~ th~ .l1owers gr.atired in such challter. . ' 

62149. 'Une decision max include .an ~rder refusing- to !P'ant or 
ttenew the license 3p'pliea for, or affixi~g such other con9itional and 
probatibnar¥ oraers as may 1';e proper for the enforcement of any of 
the following: 

'(a) 'Ihis cihal'ter o~ an!, ·st.aQilization and marketing I?lan 
forJl1wA)'ed IWPsuant to tliis chapter. . . 

(1'» ''I'he W1;lawfi11 trade praetice~ provisiqris set forth in Article 4 
(commenemg with Sec,tiori 613~l') of Qlhapter 1 bf this part. 

t«) Anx regul:@on duly adoIlted by the director . pursuant to 
Section 61891. . 

62150~ After any deCision in filVoi bf the issuance or renewal of a 
license whicll inc1uaeS-any co'.'di~ional or probationary-orders, if the . 
l1erson to w!lom ille license is issued does not comply with anY such· 
oftd~rsJ the director may susp~nd or revoke the license in accordance 
with the I1rocedure pr0Yided in Sections 62151, 62152, 62153, 62154, 
and 62155. 

~ J' 
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62151. The director may revoke or suspend, as the case may 
require, any license which is issued pursuant to this chapter, if he is 
satisfied that any licensee or any person who is connected with the . 
licensee has violated any provision of any of the following: 

(a) This chapter or any stabilization and marketing plan which is 
formulated pursuant to ihe provisions of this chapter. 

(b) Any regulation which is ad.opted by the director pursuant to 
Section 61891. . . 

(c) The unlawful trade practices pr.ovisions set fQrth in Article 4 
(commencing with Section 61371) of e::hapter 1. 

(d)' Chapter 3 (commencing wjth Section 62700) or any pooling 
plan adopted thereunder. 

The proceedings shall be conducted in accordance witl) Ghapter 
5 (commencing With Section 11500)., Part 1, Division 3, Title 2 of the 
Government Code, and the director shall have all the powers which 
are granted. in such chapter. . 

62152. The direct~>r may also revoke or suspend any license of. a 
bandier if he is saiisfied that the handler has not paid for any m'arket 
milk delivered to him at the time and in the manner specified in the 
contract with the producer. 

62153. The decision may indude an order revoking Gr suspending 
the license held by the licensee, or affixing such other conditional 
and probationary 'orders-as may be pr.oger for tlie enfarcement of this 
chapter or any pravision of any sJabilization, and matJseting plan 
farmulated pursuant ta the pro¥isians .of tlili chapter .or of any 
regulatian·adapted by the director pursuan~ to Sectian 6189,1. 

62154. After any decisian, which includes any condjtion.'il -or 
probationar:y orders, if. the respond'ent daes nO.t com pIX with any 
such orders, the director may suspend or revoke .tlle license in 
accordance with the procedure which is proY{tled<in this article. 

62155. Whenever the director is satisfied, either by investigatien'Qt 
after a hearing, that a handler is unab.1e to pay.foF any market milk 
purchased from any'pr.oducer, and is further satisfied that ·to per-mit' 
the haneller to contil\ue to Bprchase and receive any market milk 
from producers would be likely to cause serio.us and irreparable loss 
to producer,creditors and other producers, the dil'eg,tor may· 
thereupon and for-thwith shor,ten the time fer hear.i'lll . thit is 
pr.ovided for in Chapter 5 ~commencing with Section 115j)O) "Part 1, 
Dh.ision 3, Title 2 of the-Gover"",!"nt Code, an.d thereupon.ma~'issue 
an order ta show cause wliy tile license of suph handl'er should not 
be forthwith suspended or revoked. The time of notice of tlie liearing 
shall not, howeve~, be less than five days. At such hearing the haneller 
that is proceeded against shall be ordeFed to show cause why the 
license should nbt be suspended or rev.oked, or c.ontinued under such 
conditions and provisi.ons, if anY., as the director may COnsider just 
and proper and ' for the protection of the best interests of the 
pr.oducer.,creditors and pr.oducers ,from whom the handleF has been 
and is receiving any matket milk. Following such hearing, the 
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deCision of the director shall become effective at his ' discretion. 
The hearing, in' the case of suc.h emergency, may be called upon 

written' notice whieb is,seryed personally or by mail 'on the handler 
that is inveh,ed. It may be. held at the nearest .office of .the director 
or at suc\! place as may 'be most"convenient'in the 'discretion .of the 
director for the' attendance of all of the .parties that an~ involved. 

Ar,tic!e 13. Handlers' Bonds 

62181. Tn.e bonas pr6vided f9r in this article are re,!uired for each 
haneller-. For the purposes of (his article, each subsidiary lnilk plant 
or.·15Fanch mill< plant·, wl-iether'under one .ownership or not, shall be 
considered as an individual h'andler. 

62182. Every hanelleT Defore purc\!asing any market milk from a 
prtiduC,er shall exeeute' and deliver to the director a surety bond, 
executeg by the ap.plicap.t as Iirincipal and by a surety company 
qualifil'd and autllor.ized to 'do business in this state as surety. The 
minimum amount'bf'tne bond shall 'be oased upon the average daily 
quantity of m¥ke~ milk ll~.chased. qy the handler during any 
calendar moutll during a license yea~. . 

The mihlmum amOUnt of the bond 'slillil be as follows: 
~a) ®ne thol!,sand dollars l~$1,OOO,) (or any haneller \bat purchases 

an aveFage dailx guantit'· of. maFKe~ ~ of less than 100 g;allons. v") 'El<)'0 thousana. Q.ollars ($2,000) ,[0.& any handler that put:chases 
an ·ave"age daily quantity of .at- least tOO gallons 'but less than 200 
~~ . .. " .'. 
. (C.1 Th.ee thousand dellars ~$3,OOO) forlany haneller that purchases 
an average <laily quantity of .at least 200 g'!llons but less. than 300 
gallons. . ' . . 

(d') Five thousand dollars (§5:000) fOF any han~er that purchases 
an average daily quanfity o~ ·300 gallons or more. . 

621.83. 'If: any, haneller ~o inCt;~ases fiis purchases of market milk 
during tile license' year- tha~ such purchases exceed the amount for 
which tile Randier is bon8.ed, S\l~1l lialld!er shall forthwith post such 
addftionai \;ond as may be require<l to comply with this article. 

621&1. The· bonds reguired by Sections 62182 and 62183 shall be ' 
up-on a form approved by. tile director, and shall~be conditioned 'upon 
the payment ·in the manner tliat is required by this chapter, of all 
~mounts due to .p),oducers for .m81'ket .milk purchased by such 
licensee or applicant dUFiog tile license year. It shall be to the state 
in favor' of ev.ery I>roduc"{ of maFket milk. . 

62185. If a handter .fa1ls to pay any producer or producers for 
maFket niilk in tile manner that is "required by this chapter, the 
director shall p;oceed ' for,thwith ·'to . ascertain . the names and 
addr-esses . of all the pro'ducers that the haneller has failed to pay, 
together with the amounts due 'and owing to them and each of them 
Il)l su~h hantller, anti shill requ~st~all such producers to·fIle a verified 
statement of thei. respecuve.claims with the.di:ector. The producer 
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need only verify ' that he is owed an 'amount by the handler. The 
actual amount in such case may be ascertained by the director. 

62186. After determining tire claims of such pr.oducers, the director 
shall bring an action on the bond on behalf of such producers. 

Any producer not satisfied with the amount of such producer's 
claim as determined by the director, or with the ratio such 
producer's daim bears· to all claims against the boml as determined 
by the director, may intervene in such an action so that the COHect 
amount of his claim and the ratio it bears to ·all the daims may be 
adjudicated. . 

62187. Upon any action being commenced upon the bond, ·the 
director lOay require the filjng of .a ne.w bone! in such amount as 
determined by the dkector as will be suffic.ient to satisfy claims for 
payment of producers thereafter supplj!ing market milk to such 
handler, a,nd immediately upon a recovery in any, sucli action upon 
such bond, the. failure of a handler to have filed' a new bond within 
10 days after notice fro)Xl the director constitutes g;ounds for ~he 
revocation or ·suspension of tne license of such hantller. , 

62188. If recovery UPOn the oontl is not sufficient to pa)' ail of th.e 
claims as finally determined and adjudged 0)' the court, ~ny sud, 
amount recovered shall be tlivided pro rata among the 
pToducer-crediteTs. 

62189. The failure of any handler that pur.chases lIi.rket milk from 
producers tOlexecute ani! deliver the 00",1 as Jlrovided an.tl r.eguireil 
in this article is a violation Qf this cnapter. The failure of any such 
handler to post any additiona.! bond as ma~ b1' reguireed to comply 
with .any provision of this cliapter 'is also a violation of trus e1iapter. 

62190. Fayments bx·a Ila,nedler to a p '-oducer, for the,purposes'of,any 
action on a handler's b'ond or bonds fO'r any year or y.ears, Shall De 
credited first to interesr, and then to princiIla:1 due, owing, and 
unpaid. Amounts to be appJiee. to principal shall be aplllietl 'first to 
the amount due for the most re'cen,! deJiveries and then successively, 
in descending .order, to the amounts due to the next mos~ r.ecent 
deliveries. 

Article 14. Adroirilstrative Eees 

62211 . Every handler subject to tire provisions, of any st~bilization 
and marke ting plan, including a pr,oducer-handler., shall tleiauct as an 
assessment from payments matle to prodl.lcers for 'market milk, 
includiI.\g the handler's own llr,oeducti.on, the sum of ·6ne· and 
six, tenths cents ($0.016) per Iiunai:eaweight of market mill<. 

The amount of the assessm1'l)ts so de.ducteCl shall be paid to the 
director on or pefore the 45th day following the last day of theanonth 
during which such market milk was receiveg. 

Every handler subject to tbe provisiOns of ~ny stabilization and 
marketing plan that Rurchases Or handles m"r-ket milk nom 
producers, including the banedler:s own production, if any, shallllay 

i , , 

, 
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a fee 6f eight-tenths of one cent ($0.008) per hundredweight of. 
market milk. 

The amount of such fee shall be paid to the director on or ·before 
the 45th da)! following ~Ile last day of the month in which such market 
milk w~ receivetl. 

62212. The' ditectQr may fi,)< the rates of assessments or' fees 
required by' Section &2211 at lesser .amounts, and may adjust s)lch 
r.ate.s of assess;ments 01= £e.~s f'F0m time ,to time,-wl.lenever he finds that 
the '!,ost of administer-ing the pr\?visions of' this chapter can be 
edefr.a~ed from revenues <ler;.veo fro!!! sucl) lower rates, provided 
that the rate of assessments deducted from payments to producers 
fBr mar.ket milk, in<!lutling ilie ha:ndle",'s own production, and the 
rate offees paied by, handlers sJiall'at; all times be in the ratio .of two 
to one. 

62213. Any assessment or Fe!, or_.!'i):her of them' payable purs\,ant 
to any provisIon of tli'is ar~ide is a ,debt of the person by whom such 
assessme,nt or feE> I)r either of theql is payal1le, and shall be due and 
llay,lI11le to the <lirector ugoli the -date set forth in·Section 62211'. If 
suel; Rerson does 'not pay suqli assessment 6r fee or either of them 
upon iRe reqUired date, tfie director may file. a complaint against 
such person in a state court of competent jurisdictien 'for the 
collectian of such a:ssessn'J:ent or fee I)r either of them. 

If '~'y sudh p'e~son edoes .not pax 0 the dire-;'tor the assessments or 
fees 1)[ either of thein pmvi<led for in tI1is apticle, on or before the 
date specified in S,ection /j,2211, tile direc.tor may add to such unpaid 
assessments or fees',," eitller 6£ them an amount not exceeding 10 
per,cent of suc)1 unRaid assessment or fees or either of them to defray 
the cost of enforcing tbe collection· of such unpaid assessments or fees 
01' either of them. . ~ . 

Article Ip. ~~ports and Sta,tistics 

. 622U. All handle .. shall make and file witfi the director at least 
0l)ce each month sucn r'lpoFts as ~he directQr may require to enal)le 
him to er.i'force ):he p"ovlsions o~ tl\is cliallfer. 

62242. Eyery fiandler tfiat purchase.s market n;lilk shall make and 
keell for Qne y.;ar la corre.ct "eeoro ",hicn s)lo~s. in detail all 'of the . 
folloM!ing with r.eference to the' handling! . sale, or storage of such 
marRet milk,: . , . 

. (~) Tile name and adedress of the seller. 
(5) ll.h!' edate the,market @llk was recei.ved. 

• (c) The amount of market milJ( received. 
(<II) :rhe offfeial tests o'fHlie market milk' purchased . 
(e.) The usage of the marKet milk. . . 
(f.) Eviilence of pay,rnent for. the market milk purchased. 
,(,/;,) Such further records as the director ,inay require. 
622l!G. <'\.n)' recor.a or report ma:::de to the director pursuant to the 

provisions of this .r.ticle is confidential and shall not be divulged, 
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except if necessary for th~ proper determination of any court 
proceedings or hearing ·before. the director. 

ArtiCle 16. Testing, Weighi~g,an~ Sampling 

62271. The director shall supervise the milk fat and milk solids not 
fat testing and the weighing and sampling of market milk delivered: 
to · handlers. . . . 

62272. The director may allocate.fiom the funds which are i:lerived 
pursuant to .Article 14 (commencing with Section 622ill of this 
chapter such sum for any fisc"l y.ea., not exceeding ninety-five 
thousand dollars ($95,000) which shill be used exclusively for the 
supervision and checking .the corr-ectness of the milk f~t, milk solids 
not fat, and bacteriological tests and the weighing and sampling of 
all market milk deliver.ed to J,andlefS 'in accor.dance willi tWe 
stabilization and marketing plans established pursuant tQ the 
provisions of this division. 

Article 17. Local and Regional Producer Advisory Boar-ds 

" 

62301. Except as otherwise previded' in .Section 62303, the pirector 
may, if he deems .such boatd necessary or advisallle, appoint: 
. (al A local advisory board for a\lY marketing are"a established as t 
presoribed in this chapter to assist anti advise fum in. matters which 
pertain 'to the production and marketing of ma.ket milk or to tl\'e 
operation of a stabili'zati<in and marketing plan. 
. (b). A regional advisory hoard, ·if ~e i:leems such board necessary 

or advisable to represent seyer.al matketing areas adjacent to each 
other and wherein production conditions and costs are reasonably 
uniform. ". . 

62302. Except as othenvise provided in Se9tion 62303, the dir,ector 
shall appoint: 

(a) A local adviSOrY board', if a majority of the producers 
individually, or through any nonllrofit agricultur,al cooller-ative 
marketing association which is authorized. by its members to so 
petitiOn, reqllest the establishment of suen board. 

(b ) A.regional advisory board, if in each m.arketing area wnich is 
involved a majority of producers that supply such marketing areas 
individually, or through any nonprofit agricultural cooperative r 
marketing association which is authorized by its member-s to so 
petition, requests that such a boar-d be established. 

62303. The director shall not ~sta.bli.sh any, local,or regional ad"isory " 

No regional advisory board shall be set up to include imy 
marketing area which on.September 7, 1955, was operating under a 
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local ad"isory~board, unless by petition as provided for in this article 
or tlifougn puplic hearing, pr,odlicer.s of such marketing area request 
tbat they. be :r:epr.esenteil by a regiopal advisory board. . 

62304. If the dir-ector reeeille,s a qualified lletition for a local 
advisory board, he may investigate the pos.sibility of- establishing a 

. regiona1 advisor)! board cover.in the maFketing area from which the 
petition was received and tile a.!!ja~ent maFketing areas, by holding 
one Or more public.lfear.ingsJor ~he pmpose of establishing whether 
or not a majoriw of lilreducer-' supplyiilg the marketing areas 
gropesed to De 'included in such·r.egioil desire such regional advisory 
l5oard .. 

623J'!.5, A. local ad\tisory boar-d estaljlished pursuant to this article 
snhll consiS~ of se,ven mem§ers w_ho· sp.ill be pr.<iducers, that supply 
marRe.t nillR to hlie par-.ticular marReting area. /I. rl'!gional advisory 
board may cpnsist of any number.o£mem..ber:S\whp are'producers that 
sllill?ly mar.ket milk to any of. the marReting areas in the region, but 
shall consist ovnot less than one member from ~ach such marketing 
area in the :regien. 

:Flie tepIIl pFoffice of, each membei of. a regional adviSOry 
local adviSoi'y board snidl. be two y.ears. 

director may ",e"l.oYe any. m.ember from a, local or a 
regi<iniil ad.viSor,9 beard1f he finll" after a nearing, that such member 
is gJ,lilw of nQru.l'asan£e OF malfl'!asance in office. 

62308. Tlie dir.ector mal! allPoint a member to. fill any vacancy on 
a toca! or a r.'lgi<ipal adllisor), Doal-d, 

62309. Each r.e~.onal aayisor>~ board and each local advisory board 
ni!iy.meet in reg)llar session eac!). )'llontil, and each member' shall be 
allowed .~enlo/ lt0llars ~$20l Rer diem and mileage at the ' rate of 
fifteen ~erJ.ts '($0,15:) Rer mile to), atteWing such regular 'meetings, 
and any other. meeting or conference which is called or authorized 
by the director ~tliin or outsia.e of tl'ie boundar-ies of this stat",. 

62310, Any regional or local ai:lvisol)Y Doard !ll~y, with th~ previous 
~llpro)lal of :tile dire.ctor, ell\ploy such ·personnel as may be necessary 
in the per.foiman·ce of its <\u,!ies and' shall ,.:dopt regulations for its 
conduct EJach such board shall submit a budget of its expenses to the 
director for his agprollal. 

The fimi:ls to be us!,i:I for the maintenance of each such board shall 
Ile paid·from the pr@ceedsofassessmenJs and licenses which are paid 
to the lIir.ecto.r unner iIle'lltan af anY area which is represented upon 
verified 'ilairns. that are pr-ese~te>l by the board to the director. A 
tegional or local a8:liisory hoard shall no,t incur any e~penses except 
those for- ger aiem anp mileage, unless ~he 'exp'enses are approved by . 
thEll directar, . 

623>11. Regional and loc~ adviSor,y boards ,\:lall review with the 
, ilirector the mellie.Os wHich ar-e [9 be used in aetermiping producer 

costs, anid aid the 1\irector in tlie selection of the le.vel of production. 
w.rneh is necesSary te:> meet 11\1" !E.eguirements of Section 62062 with ' 
respect to pratl.licer price milfimums. 

. board pursuant to this article if he finds that the assessments or fee. i 
which are collected Pllrsuant to Nrticle 14 ('commencing wi'th I 
Section 62211) of . this chapter- from tne ma.keting ar-ea are I 
insufficient to' cover the1costs of-such local or regional advisor.y boara. 

--'--'------
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62312; For purposes of developing uniformity of administration as 
between marketing areas in which prod'ucer advisory boar-ds have 
been appointed: the ' directof. shall 'call together r~presentatives of 
regional and local advisor,y boards rr.om time to time to aovise him 
as to the relationships in producer costs among the mar-keling areas, 
and may deSignate such representatives 'as the statewide committee 
of producer advisoTtY boards. -

62313. It is hereby declared, ' as. a matJer of legislamve 
determination, that producers of market rp.i.lR appointed to the 
regional advisory boards pursuant t", this article are intended to 
represent and further the inferest of . a par.ticular agFictiltural 
industry concerned, and that such representaHon and fut.ther.ance is 
intended to serve the public interest. A:ccordipgly, tile Uigislarore 
finds that, with respect to persbns who 'are appointed to such 
advisory boards, the panticular industry concerned is tantamount to; 
and constitutes, the puhlic genefally within the meaning of Section 
87103 of the Governrrlent Code. . 

Article ,~8. Actions and Eenalties 

62401. The· violation of any provision of this chapter., .or of any 
provision of any stabilization and marketing plan, o.r of any 
regulatiop adopted' urlder this chapter, is a misdemeanor which is 
punishable by a fine of not less than one' hundreil dollars ($ lOQ) and 
not exceeding one thousand dollars ~$l,ooo), or by impri~onm.ent in 
a county jail 'not exc'C'Cding six l1\onths, or by both such fine and 
imprisonment. The amount of penalty which is assessetl pursuant to 
this section on each count of violation.shall be based upon the nature 
of the violation and the seFiousness of the effect of such violation 
upon effectuation of the purppses and' provisions of this chapter. 

62402. Any person that violates any provision of this chapter, any 
provision of any stabiliz~tion and marKeting plan, or any regulation 
adopted under this chapter, is liable Civilly in an amount not less than 
one hun.dred dollars (Sl00) and not to exceed one thousand dollars 
($1,000) for each ard eveey violation. Such. penalty is to bMecovered 
by the director in any .court of cO.mpetent jurisdiction. The amount 
of penalty. which is assessed pursuant to this section on each count 
of violation shall be based upon the nature of the violalion and the 
seriousness of the effect of sMeh vio'lation upon effectuation of the 
purposes and provisions of this;chaptel". Any sum wnich is r.eco~ered 
under this section shall be deposited in the State 'l'reasury to the 
credit of tlieDepartment 'of Agriculture Fund. 

62403. The direc,tor may bFing an' action to.enjoin the v,iolation, or 
the threatened vi.oration, of any pr.0vision of this cHapter, any 
provision of any stabilization and marketing plan, or any regulation 
~dopted under .this· cha.pter in the super-ior cOl\rt in the county in 
~hich such vi'olation o~curs or is ~bout. to oceur. TheFe may, be 
,mjoined,in one proceeding any number of defendants alleged to oe . . 
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. wiolating the' same pFovisions, orders, or regulations, although their 
properties, inter.esB, 'residences, or places of busll\Bss may be in 
sever-a1 counties ane) the \dQlations separ;>.te and' distinct. Any 
proceeding whJoh is brought pur-suant to this section shall 'be 
gov.emed in all Qtlier fespeds ay the provisions pf Chapter 3· 
(commencing with Section 525)" Title 7, Part 2 of the Code of Civil 
Procedur.e. ' . . 

SEC). 6. Section 62'102.1 is added to the Food and Agricultllral 
eode, to reao: . ' . 

62702.1. It is recQgnized bM the Legislature' that the provisions for 
e(lualizalion of us~ges among p,J0ducers and.entry of new .producers 
contain' eo in the Gonsalves' 1ffilR, Pooling.1I.ct, as orjginally enacted, 
and the poolin'g !llan adopt~o thereunder., tended to achieve the 
Qurposes sf tflaJ ast; however;, the provisions' for more rapid 
equalization and 1!oditiot1,al new enit¥ would more rapidly and 
effectively achieve· the. purposes of this chapter. . 

It is also r.e~ognized that some holders . of pool quota . and 
producti?n base,inlHa:llj(iissued un?,er. the,Go~sal~es Milk Pooling Act 
ha\1e walted for se,\1eFal l(ear.s for equalization, ·and that equal,zed 
!lr0OUCeFS . have f.or a nwnber of years not shared in any of the ' 
b.enefits of new. quot~ creafij'a· by, '!;ew usage. . . . 

It is IUr.th;el" recognized th~t i~ is necessary to promote and to 
aHempt to assure more rapia equalization, of the holders of pool 
q).lota issued substj'('l).lent to the initial allpcation of production bases 
and pool guota gU':,S.l"qt to t!'(is challter, and to provide for a program. 
fOf entJW and fOF 'egualizatron o. new. producers. 

It is the pur-pose of the amendments to this chapter to l'rovide a 
reasonable and equitable .mechanism to permit more accelerated 
eqjlalization, to equaliZe the holoeFs of pool quota and production 
hase initially issue"d unde. the Gons?Jves Milk Fooling Act and who 
are not lIet equalize<i, '!11O to legislatively. iliac ate in a fair and 
reasonable manner, a· sha~e of new ,pool quota crea.ted by new usage 
to. existing pool quill,a holders .who ar~ ,not equalized, to new 
pfoducers, and to equalized pool qyota holders who have not shared 
in the benefits of the growth 6f new usage since the original . 
enaelment of the Gonslllves'Milk Pooling Act?ind 'the . poolirig plan 
tllereundo"r. . . . . ' ' . 

SEt:. 1. Secti:on 62'l05 of the Food and Agricultural Code is 
amenoea to' Fead; . 

62705. )\ffter th!> i\ir.ectoF, wiln the '1aVice and assistance of the 
formulation committee, has 'Formulated the proposed plan, wlUch 

. 'shall be withln 90 days of tlle effective date of this chapter, he shall 
holo! one 0r more public. hear.ings in ea'ell proposed pooling area to 
be af(e.cte8 ax the pr.opes.ed !lIan (or the P,ll"poses of considering 
modifieatlon of$e prop,osed bOUl'lllani'es ano formulating the pooling· 
plan ,¥hieh ~1l'bes.t aceomRlish the'Burposes oflhis chapter. Notice 
ef such puolic hearings sh,dl be given to each pioducer, including ' 
ea:ch member of co.operalive mar-keting ass.oriations, who ships fluio 
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milk ·to a distributor and to each distributor who rec.ei¥es fluid milk 
from producers. The procedures for the giving of notice and the 
conducting of such heariI1gs shall be the s.~me .~ those prqvioeo in 
Chapter 2 (commencing with S.ection 61801) of this part for public 
hearings on stabilization and m:u!seting !'llans, 
• SEC. 8. Sectipn 6T1rn of !'he Food 'and Agriculture eode is 
amended to read: 

. 62707. The formulation committee shall make recommendatioris 
to the director for inclusion in the pooling plan, anil the director shall . 
include in the pooling pl8.I\, the follOwing: 

(a) The establishment of one or more pools throughout the state. 
(b) The base period to be,used ircdeter)'Ilining the production and 

cll'Ss 1 usage bases of each produc!"r directly affected by the \looling 
plan. Such ba,'ie period. shall, at the producers option, be,his fluid milK 
production and usage in the pool area during the calendar )(ear.1967. 
on an average paily basis or his'groduction and usage in the pool.ar.ea 
during the last six months of 1966 .on an average daily baSis. . 
. As to a producer south and eas,t of San Gorgonio Rass, ,his 

production base may at his option, b.e four times his production'in the 
months of Dec.ember, 1966; and Januar~ and Feoruarr" . 1967. 

If a producer, during an~ such base, period, had a valid contract 
·with a distributor, or as a lJl.ember oJ a co,operati'ie association had 
an allocation, which grovided that the distributor or cooperafive 
association was reqlired to accept a la,ger'amount of.flujd .milk, from 
such producer than the pr.oducer actually gro<iuced $luring such 

'period, on graof satisfactory to the director of such conttaet or 
allocation, the producer may, at his option, have t1ie amqWlt 
specified in the contract or allocation established as his pl'oduction 
base. , 

(c) The estabiishment of a dass 1 usage for each producer, which 
shall be the amount df his production. of fllid Iriill< accounted for. as 
class 1, .an.d any fluid milk sold for use as class 1 to a Uni\$ld ~mtes 
military installation bu.! which was not accounted for as class l. 

(<\) The allocatiqn ' to e_ach producer within 'any Jilool .of a pool ' 
quota, wl;Uch, initially., shall be 110 percent of that producer's Class 1 
usage, as determined 'in subdivisipn (c·) of this section. 

(e) The cletermination of new class t usage aHd the allocation of 
pool quota based thereon in a manner consistent wit1\. effectuatig.g 
the purposes of this chapter. 

All producers who have not reached the equalization point shall 
share in such allocation of pool .guota on the basis of a formula which 
shall give substantial weiglit to each pr0ducer's producfion base, out . 
which at the same time shall allocate a lar.ger percentage to liardship 
cases and low class 1 usage pFoducers. 

Such allocations shall be made on th'e basis of each individual 
producer, With each co.ope.atilre associatibn considered as a single 
producer. The coopep.atd'><e aS$<!ciafions 0£ pr,o'ducers shall reassign 
any new quota to their own members subject to the pFovisians of 

1 
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Seclion 62'110. . , . 
An.nually, within nN niar.e 'than four. '!loilths after August 31 of 

eaeh year, the 'pool quota: sh~ll be adjuste<i by each component to 
reflect any, such additional pool ~uota.' It is i.ntended· that such 
increase shall generally reflect the (nareased class' 1 usage which 
<ieveloped duEing the pIece-olin'g ye"" adjusted for the director's 
estimate of class 1 requirements for the succe",ding year, allocated in 
the m.anners!'lecified in tlie po.ol pJal'. 'Phere shall be no downward 

'adjpstrnent of pool .quota 'below the quota' initially established 
pursuant" to this chapter. . . 

(of,) The establishm.ent of productiOn bases·and pool quotas for new 
flui<I milk pren'!.cers ~ho Wish to enter the' pooling plan after the 
e£rective date· of the plan. The recommemlations of the committee 
shall lie reasonably' eqlitable to both such new producers and to 
Rarticipatlng producers and consistent 'with effectuating the 
pur-poses of this chapter-. . .' 

(g) Tohe tfa,!sfer of production bases and pool" quotas from one 
fluid milk prosucer to anoiher und,er conditions so designed as to 
prevent a!;Juses iIi s].lch transfer-s.and to alioid the development of 
excessi",e values for such bases and quotas. '. . .. 

(h ) Any. ¥,d all other IJ1atters necessary and desir.able to 
effectuate. tlie prbv.isions of thIS ohapter, . . 

'Phe recommendations· of the formulation ' committee and the 
pooling Nlan may· provide ·exc'el'1tions from the plan's !ieneral 
aP.l'llic,~tion for inilhddual Cases of hardshIp.. . . ' 
. 'SEQ. 9. Section 62701.1 is adued to ille Food and Agnculture 

0ode, tp read: • . 
~2:f01.1. (aJ 'Fhe director, on July 1, .1978, shall is~ue new pool 

quota suffi.cienf to brins-<all holder-s of production base,and pool quota 
as of That illite (excluding anll Ilroduc;tibn base'and pool 'quota Issued 
pursuaQt 'to subdivision If) of Section. 62707·), to the equalization 
!loint botll all the fat and the S"oUdsmot·fat co.mponents. 

(0) Su1>sequent to JUly 1, 197.8, allaiJoc.ations of.new class I usage 
deter-mined under subdivision (e.) ofSeetion 62707, shall be made as " . follows: . 

(1) For.\)! percept to Ilraducers whose total p·roduction .base. and 
p'ool 'W0ta are 1>elow t~e eHuaIization. point, . to be allo.cated 
according to provisions adopted by the OlFector m the apphcable 
pooling Rlan~ . , . ' 

~21 For-ty per-cent to preduceFS whose total prod,uctlOn base and 
poel quo.ta are e'lu~l to or aboye the'. equahzaho,: pomt, such 
allocation to each such producer to be in the same ratIO to the total 
allocati'On unaer this subdiii,sion as · t~at· producer:', total holdings of 
quota bears t9 the total quota holdings of all equalized producers; 

(3? The 'remaining 2(l p<:rcent shall be utilized for newproducer 
allocations under sueilivision (fj Of Section 62707, accordmg to the 
pro'o<isions iri the then applicable pooling' plan: .. . ' .. .. 

The. ter,ms "total proc,\uction and pool quota . and total quota 
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shall ' for the purposes of this 'subdivision, incl~de allocations of 
production base and pool'qllota issued pursuant to subdivision (f) of 
Section 62707. 

SEC. 10. Section 62708 of the Food and Agricultural Gode is 
repealed. 

SEC. 11. S~ction 62708 is added to the . Food and Agricultural ' 
Code, to read: " , 

62708. "Producer,handler" for purposes of this chapter is any 
person that is both a producer and a. handler of fluid milk 'or ·.fluid 
cream. For tlle purposes of this challter, a prod-;'cer-handler is a 
producer in any transaction which involves the deliv.ery of bulk fluit! 

. milk or bulk fluid cream Which was produced by him to a handler, 
or any nonprofit cooperative association of prOducers and is a I 
handler in ' anY transaction which involves the .purchase by him ot t 

fluid milk or fluid cream, the pasteurization or packaging of fluid ' 
. milk or fluid cream, or. the ,ale or delivery of packaged fluid milk or t 
packaged fluid cream to any person. . ' 

A producer-handler, includin'g partnerships or co~.porations with 
common ownership, where the ownership of'the producing entity is 
substantially pr,oportionate to the lOwnership of the handling. entity, \ 

, shall have the option, at the,fun:e of tile adopti:on of the1initial pooling 
plan under this chapter; to h'ave a prod,l.\ction q!'Se ana pool quota 
established as a part of the pooling plan provided for 'in this ch~pter, 
or to elect to operate en,ti.rely outside of t!>e pool for pnx!ucer 
payment purposes. Thi,s option is available only in sUch cases wnere 
the producer-handler on Januany 1-, 1968, exercised complete ant! 
exclusive control over the operation ana management of a plant a,t 
which he processes milk received from hiS own ,milk I2roauetion f 
facilities, except Jor llut,ch~ses in bulk or packaged fluid milk, f.iuia 
skim milk or. fluid· cream which do not exceed an annu'al average of 
50 gallons per.'day or 5 percent of Ills tolai fluid milk sale,s, whichever 
is greater, ' and only in such case as the producer-llantller haa retail 

. sales for its own acco\IPt of !lot l,ess t~ 66% percent of ifs'total class 
1 sales. 

Any producer-handler electing to' be excluded from the pool may 
at any later time be admitted to the pool, but with only the 
productior base ana pool quota to which he would have originally 
been entitl",d or his 'aver~ge daily production and class 1 usage during 
the 12 'months precedihg his enh'¥ into the pool, whicliever' is less. 

SEC. 12. Section 62708.1 is added to the Food and Agricultural 
Code, to read: 

62708.1. Any producer-handler who qualified and elected an 
exemption under Section 62708 and continued eligil>ility for suel; 
exemption by complying with the requirements of that section shall 
be entitled after January 1, 1978, to continue' such, exemption 
provided that sucn producer-handler maintains retail sales for his 
own accoilnt of not less than 50 percent of his total 'Class 1 sales and 
his purchases do not exceed 25 percent of his total fluid milk sales, 

Ch. 1192 

except that any purchases. exceeding 5 percent of such sales shall be 
From pool sources, . 

tiny llfOduceF-nandler qualifYirlg foi' and electing an exemption 
under Section 62708, and maintaining<such exemption under ·Section · 
62'iQB and this section, may, after January 1, 1978, elect during the 
61-day period of August 1 through September 30 of any year to obtain 
a llfOduction case and l'1001 quota under Section 62708 and enter the 
pool subject to the option provision of Section 62708.5. 

SEC. 13. Section 62708.5 of the Food and Agri.cultural Code is: 
r,epl'alea, . . 

SEQ;. l~. Section 62~08.5 is added to the Fqod and Agricultural 
€lode, to r!'lad: ' . .. 

52-7OS.p. A producer~hanaler for the purposes of this chapter shall 
also include, as a separate,and.distinct categor.y of producer-handlers, 
any llwducer. and any handler who purchases Or handles fluid milk 
or fluicl cream p"oauced ey ~uch proil\f<:er if they meet the 
r.equirement that all oj the owner-ship _of the handler and all of the 
o~nership of the prdduC'er is ·owned by the s,arne person.or persons · 
anid their 'owner$hip in the p.educer or .handllor is at least 95 percent 
idenpeal fOF each p.erson w.ith their. own!'rship in the handler or 
llroducer. Such q,wnership sl'l~U not 'exceeg 10 individual persons or 
0"tneFS of equitabte. intereSt in a partnership, c.orporation,.()r o.ther 
legally 'COtlstl~utea business· assoGiatib.n. 

:Fne o~eFSl1ip req)Jii'ed. oy tnis section may ' be through a 
partnef.Sllip, cor-lloTation ,or >other legally .constituted business 
association so long as tlie entities are owneJi by the same person or . 
peJ;Sqns, apt! tnere is at leasJ 95-percent· identity of ownership for 
each llerson witli tl'leir owner-slii]:l iIi t'he;Banllier or proc!ucer. For the 
PJlqrJses of"iliis secJion a "persoIi~ or : 'peFSons" includes the,spouse, 
or allier persons of lineal consaIJguinity ohlle ·first Or second degree 
OF ~dllateFal con5a!lg~ity ,to the fourth degree ~ ,defined in the 
Pr~ate Gode, and inelr ~ouses, and inClu~es an adopted chil.d the 
same as a natur,al child and kin<fr!>d of tQ:ll' half blood equalJy with 
tl'lose 6f the wnole blooe of tl1e' owner and ownerships by persons so . 
retatea Shall be considered.siI\gle owner.sliip by one person. For the 
pUFpOSes of this se.etlon, llrQperty lliedged or hypothecated 'iIi any 
manner to o.thers shall oe consiClered "owned" so long as equitable 
own.er.ship w.,ito management · an~ conffol remain with . the 
p'r.o,ducer-handler-. . 

®wnership as p,rovided in this,sectio!' shall have eJeisted at the lime 
of tlj,e base period selecteifoy the prod)lc~r tinder Section 62707 and 
at all other times therel(fter. 

Any such llroducer-Clismbutor shall h~ve the option withip 90 days 
of the enactment of tnis seetion at tlle 1969 Regular Session: ' 

~~) 'Fo join and operate wliolly within such pool, or 
(b) 'TIo nave its entire Original ]:lroduction base and pool quota 

de,te.rmined during fhe base lleriod it selecte·d.as a producer pursuant. 
to SeCtion 627JJ7., esfablished as a part of'such pooling plan, and, 
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nevertheless elect to operate· entirely outside 'of 'the pool to the 
exte"nt of provisions of this section. . I 

Any producer-handler who. qualifies under this section and elects 
to operate outside the pool, to the extent of the authonty granted, 
shall have the right to make deductions as follows from its own class 
1 sales, excluding sales to a handl~r, whether in bulk or packaged, 
before being required to account to the p.ool: 

(1) If it has not sqld production base and 11001 quota subsequent 

(

to February 9, 197'\, it may deduct its original quota, and quota 
. purchased prior to January 1, 1978, plus a daily deduction of 150 

pounds' milk fat and 375 pounds solids not fat . 
(.2) If it has sold production base and pool quota subsequent to 

February 9, 1977, i~may onlY'deductits original pool quota, and qudta . 
purchased prior to January 1, 1978. 

(3) The dedUCtiOns. from class 1 sales authorized pursuant to this 
section may be made irrespective of the fact that the average class 
1 usage .in the pool for that mantI) may be 'less than LOO percent. of 
the pool quota in th.at 'pooL . 

Any production subject to this section fr.om the prod,,:cer,h~dler 
. selecting this 0p.tion shall not have the .. ght to partiClllate ~ tbe . 
. quota pool 'irrespective df tbe fact tnat tbe ·p.oducer'h~aler a,d not 
sell allof the quota as class I, and will' participate in eitber the base 
pool or the overbase pool depending upon whether the ' to~al 
production b;>se of the producer is sufficient to cover ilie milk 
delivered in excess of the class I usage exempted hereunde~, 
otherwise the production.in.excess of the exempt producer-nandler s 
own ,class I sales as herein defmed shall' be accounted for as o~erbase 

m~e fact that a prodl)cer-ha.ndler qualifies .;. to one ' of i~s milk 
. production operations under this section. d~es not pr,event ,t from 
.operating on. an entirely separate nonqu~'f¥mg 1;>aslS (and tberefore 
subject to p06ling) at other mill<, production fac,lities: and w~th .oilier 
nonq>lalifying persons at such other ,milk production facihties. A 
producer-handler can neither buy nor ~ell po~l quota a,:,d ti'lIlsfer 
therewith the option granted under til,s ruvlSlon but th,S shall ~ot 
prev'ent him frQm .purchasing or selling pool quota or production 
base as otherwise provided in this chapter. . 

If at any time ownership as define~ in this section, ceas~s, th~ 
producer-handler shall no longer be eligible for the· opti.om In this 
section and shall account to the pool as a separate handler and shall 
be entitled to reentry into pro.ducer participation in the pool on the 
; ame basis' as a producer-handler may under the last paragraph 'of 
Section 62708. . 

SEC. 15. Section 62712 of the Food and Agricultural Code is 
amended to read:' . 

62712. (a) . 1'l:!e director may require handlers, inc\urung 
cooperative associatiom acting as handlers, to make reports at such 
intervalS and in such detail as he finds necessary for the operation of 
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the pool. In conjunction with the pool, authorized by this chapter, 
tlie dIrector may require handlers to make paymen ts into a 
settlement fund for fluiOmilk received and the rurector may proVide 
£er. tne disbursement of moneys. from the settlement fund in the 
cO\lrse of admil).is!eFing such pools. The rurector may employ a pool 
manager to operate each l"ool and may l"ermit such pool manager to 
emgloy such other necessary personnel and incur such expenses 
incidental to the olleration of the pool as the rurector finds are 
necessary. • 

Handle,s who have a financial obligation to the pool resulting from 
the operation of the poo!ill.g plan shall pay such obligations to 'the 
pool manager eaen monfli as iequ~te_d. All of such moneys shall be . 
del"Psited in a bank or banks apl"roved by the director, and shall be 
paid out by tlie pool manager to handlers who have pool credits 
resulting from the operatibn· o£ the pooling plan. All financial 
oper-anons of each pool shall be audited by the Department of 
Aro;i"cultur.e at leait once annually. The director 'may require' 
haniller' to make such deductions from amounts due to producers as 
he finds are nec'essar,y' to establish a reserve fund to insure prompt 
p.ayment to pro.duoe... . . 

tBl ;r1fie. pool man~ger .shall effectuate the purposes of Section 
62'1'11 by designating We l".er.eentage of ea:ch price class (Le., classes 
1, ~, 3, and class '41 to lii.e gaid wit~in each pool settlement 
dlasSificati"lll (i.e, quota pool, prolluction pool,and overproduction 
~ool), and in so doing he shall o,lloc:ite the highest usag!' available, 
first to the q!,ota pool, next to the production pool, and last to the 
oyer-production pool. ' . ' . 

M Allll'lOol 'luotas inifially deter-mined p'ursuant to 'Section 62707, 
except as moaifiedl"uts>laot ·o,S<;c\ion 62709: shall be rec~gnized and 
shall not in any way lie "liminishea. . . 

SEG. 16. Section 62'711 at the Food and Agricultural Code is 
amende'cl to read: . 

62717. ff the rurector finds that producer.s on a statewide basis 
h.\(e assented in writing to tne l"roposed pooling plan submitted to 
tFiem for assent:the Elirector shrul place the proposed pool plan into 
effe.ct. The direetor shall find that l"roducers have assented to the 
pl ... n if he fi(1,ds> on '" sl"atew.ide basis .\nat: 

(~) Not less than 51 l"'ercent of the total number of eligible 
pr",ailcers in the stlite snail have v'oted in the referendum; and 

(.hI Sixly-fi.ve percent or more of the total number of eligible 
pwducers who voted in the referendtlm who produced 51 percent 
or mOFe dahe totaL amount of fluid milk produced in the state during 
tne cruendar month next preceding the man th of the 
commencement of the referendum period by all pradu.cers who 
voted in referendum app'rove the pla:n; or . 

«(£) Fifty-one percent .or more of the total number of eligible 
produoer.s who .voted in the referendum who produced 65 percent 
or mo.e,ofthe total amount·of flui<;l milk pr.oduced in the state during 
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the calendar ' month next preceding the month of the 
commencement of the referendum period by all producers who 
voted in the referendum. approve the plan. 

If the plan is not apgroyed. tbe director may resubmit the pian, or 
submIt a·new plan, at any time .aIter six months from the date the 
director announces the pool plan was not approved. 

The direct~lr may amend the plan, after .notice and public he:uing 
has been given in ·the same manner as is provided in Chapter 2 
(commencing with Section 6~801 ) of this part for stabilization and 

. TI)arketing pl"1lS, if he finds that the amendment is necessary to 
effech,late the PurP9Ses of .this chapter. After the hearing, the 
dIrector . upon his. own motion may ma'ke nonsubstantiye 
amendments to' the Plan. The director may make substantive 
amendments tp the plap only if producers assent to the proposed 
amendments at.. referendum coqducted,in the same marmer and in 
the same number as provided (or. the referendum ap.l"r.oving the 
pooling plan. . 

The director may terminate th~ plan on a statewide basis after. 
. notice and public hearing has'lieen giv~n , in ' the same m:anner as is 

provided in Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 61801') of trus part 
for stabilization and marketing plans, if he finds tbat the plan is no 
longer in confor.mity·with the standal'ru descriDed in, or Will nO.t tend 
to effectuate the purposes of, this 'chapter. Such hearing may be neld 
upon the motion, of the director, and shall be held upon receiIlt of 
• petition sjgned by producers reIlresenting not less than 25 percent 
,of the total number of all producers and not less than 25 per-cent of 
the total production of all pr.oducers. ' 

The director shall submit the terminaticin of the plan on a 
statewide basis in a referendum conducted in the same' manner as ' 
provided for initial approv.al of such plan if, after notice and public 
hearing has·been given'in the same manner as is Jilrovided in Chapter 
2 (commencing with Section 61801) of chis part for staoilization and 
marketing plans, ,he finds that a substantial question exists as to 
whether or not producers desire the plan to continue and shall 
submit the plan for termination upon receipt of a petition requesting 
termination signed by produ.cers representing not, less than, '25 
percent of the total number of all producers and not less than 25 
percent of the total productign of all producers. The plan shall be 
terminated if termination is ' favered by the same percentage of 
producers producing the same amount of fluid' milk as required to 
initiate the plan. . , 

SEGI7. Section 62719 of the. Food and Agricultural CO'de is 
amended to read: ' ," 
, 62719. The director , shall, from nominations submitted by 

producers, appoint a review bOaId composed of n.o less than 12 
members to advise him in tli.e afuninistration of the pool plan. The 
director shall appoint three members of the first board for a one·year 
term, tliree members for !wo,year terms, three member.< for 

j 
, " , , 
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th,re.e·year tetms .. a,I;>:d,.\hree members for four·year terms.'Thereafter 
all apPl'intments shall be for a term or' four years and no member 
may be 'appointed to more ' than two four·year terms. The board ' 
members shan be producers and not more than three may be 
producer' mana:gers of associations and not more than two shall be 
producer.h~ndters. The board me mbers shaH give proportionate 

. re!,rese~t~tion 1..0 all areas of the srate, with·.due regard to tbe relative 
Rrodliction and usage QNluid rtiilk in the various areas of the state. 
Each ' memoer of the revie'i\'. board shall ,be paid not less than 
twenty-Eve dqHars ($25) o.r more than thlrty,five dollars ($35) per 
day plus tta:oel expen~es, includih& expenses, for loq,ging and meals, 
.,..,hlCh a.re mcurreo In the attendance at board meetings or in 
co,:,dUCting the busmess of the b,oarQ.; all per diem ' and expenses , 
bemg sUDJect to approval by the di~ector. 

SEC,. I .8. Section 627·22 ,of' the Rood and Agricultural Code is 
reRea:Jed. ' . ' . , 

SEC. 19. Section 62'7·22 is' added to the Food and Agricultural 
Code, to;.read: ' 

62'7·22, Peoling 'plans shall not apply to the production of 'goats 
milK OF producer·handle!:;! who produce and sell less than 500,gallons 
of-fluiti rtiilk usell for. etass I p\ll'poses per day UIueSS they specifically 
r.eguest enCr.~ into the Ilool at tl\e time of the ,adoption of the iniiial 
pooling plan 'far that area. Producers of certified milk or guaran't.eed 
Faw fniJJ< snaH have the o.ption, at the fune of the adoption of the 
initial,1?0.ciling Illan unileI>this'chapter., to be subject to such plan, and 
accordmgIy to have a '\lr.oduction base and pool quota established for 
such Rr'oducer, 'lr to be excluded, frem"such plan. 

(a) Any such produc'er of less than 500 gallons of fluid inilk per 
da.y, or any such producer of cer.tified milk, Or any such producer of 
guaranteed raw milk, electing to be excluded from such plan, may 
at an:x later time be admitted to the pool, but with only the 
proQW'tion base and pool quota to which he would have originally 
been entitled or nis existing pFoduction and average daily class ' I 
usage dur.mg the 12 months pI:eceding his entry into the pool, 
whlcrrever IS less. 

(b~ Any producer claiming exe~ptions from the provi;ion of any 
,poohng plan by r.eason of the provisions of Secti9n 62708, 62708.1, or 
this section, who loses his exemption by failure to meet the 
requirements £or exemptions set forth in those sections shall 
automatically be oeemea to have applied for and become' a part of 
a ptOau~er. 'po~l on Sep:ember 1st follOwing any year ended August 
31st.dunng which the>dl,rector determines he is no longer entitled to 
exemption, ana his admittance into such a pool shall be on the basis 
of the produ,ction Base and pool quota calcUlations as set forth in 
thos,e sections. ' 
~EC. 20. ,Sl'lctioJ:). 6272:) ' of the Faod and Agricultural Code is 

amended to read: 
62'7.28. Unless otherwise 'defined in this ,chapter, th~ definitions 
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contained.in Chap.ter 2 (commencing w.ith Section 61801) of fhis part 
govern the construction of: this c~hapter. 

For the purposes of tllis chap.ter, the following definitions shall 
apply, 

(a) T,he terms "distributor" and "pro.cesser" sBall have the same 
: definition as the term "handler" contajned in Section' 61826 of this 

code. 
(b) "Equalization point" shall mean that point at wHich pool 

quota held is equal to 95 percent of production basI' lIeld. 
(c) "Fluid cream" shall have the same definition as the term 

"market cream" contained in Section 61827 of this code. 
(d) "Fluid milk" shall have the same· i:!efuiitian as the term 

"m .. ket milk" contained in Section 61828 of tIlis cede. 
(e) "Fluid skim milk" shall have the same definition as ·the term 

"market skim milk" contained in. Section 6l82.9 of this co·de. 
SEC. 21. Section 62127 is added to the Food and Agricultural 

Code, to read, 
62727. It is the intent,of< the Legjslaturl"tbat the power ~onferred 

in this chapter shall be libe.all¥ construed. The l'lrovisions of illis 
chapter or subsequent amendment are sev.era151e. If an!, section, 
subdivision, paragraph, sentence, claus.e, or pll.ase 0f tIlis chapter 

. should be declared or ·held unceI1Stituti6nal or invalid for any, rea~on, 
such uncQnstitutionali)y or invalidity shall not affect the validity of 
any other provision of this chap,fer .. '1'he Legislature llereby aeclares 
that it YJould have enac.ted eacll other such section, subdi.,usioq, 
paragraph, sentenc~J clause, or phr.ase of. flUs cnapter ~rrespective of . 
the fact that one or more sect:iens, subd"ivisions, l'laragral'lhs, 
sentences, clauses, or phr.ases has been deClared uncimstitutional or 
invalid. Provided further that aii>' such fin<ling of. invaliait¥ or 
unconstitutionality shall not invalidate, affect or impair podl qpotas 
and production baSes heretofore issued under the 60risa1ves MilK 
Pooling Act or pooling plan promulgated thereunder. 

SEC. 22. Notwithstanding Section 22il1 of the Revenue and 
Taxation Code, there shall be no reimbursement pursual1.t to. thjlt 
section nor shall there be an appro!>riation made \;>y. this act ·because 
the LegislatUre recognize.s that ·during any legi~lative session a 
variety of "ellanges to laws relabng to crimes and inn:acti6ns may · 
cause both increased and decreased· costs to· local governmental 
entities and s.chool districts which, in tlle aggregate, do not result in 
significant identifiable cos.t changes. 

o 
I 
t I. 
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< •• Legislative Analyst 
June 10, 1977 

ANALYSIS OF ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 1110 (Keene) 
As Amended in Assembly May 16, 1977 

1977-78 Session 

Fiscal Effect: 

Cost: 

Revenue: 

Analysis: 

State: None. 

Local: Possible minor enforcement 
costs, not reimbursable. 

Authorizes increases in fees which 
could produce a maximum increase in 
Department of Agriculture Fund 
revenues of $1 .6 mill i on annually . 

This bill would restructure and rewrite existing 
provisions of the milk stab ilization and marketing law 
as administered by the Director of the Department of Food 
and Agriculture. Generally, the bill would: 

(a) Repeal the authority of the director to 
establish minimum prices for retail and wholesale milk; 

(b) Revise factors to be considered in establishing 
minimum (actual) prices to be paid by handlers (processors) 
to producers for "producer milk" (formerly market mil k) ; 

(c) Revise the basis of , the fees paid by handlers, 
whi.ch are deducted as assessments from pa'yments made to 
producers for enforcement of the ' Milk Stabilization Act; 

(d) Expan d the dairy products which can be manu fa c
tured from market milk; 

(e) Make a variety of other changes, including changes 
related to (1) unfair pract i ces provisions applicable to 
distributors, (2) penalties for violating milk ma r ket ing 
and stabilization provisions, (3) terminology and (4) various 
procedures . 

» 
3 
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AB 1110 (continued) 

The department states that there would be no increases 
in its costs due to this bill. Because the establishing of 
both wholesale and retail prices has been suspended 
administratively and corresponding program and staff reduc
tions have already been made, removal of the director's 
authority to set these minimum prices would not result in 
further savings in this program. 

The department estimates the revenue generated from 
the current fee schedule for 1976-77 at $1.7 million. The 
department indicates that a maximum of $3.3 million could 
be generated under the fee schedule proposed by this bill. 
Less revenue woul d be genera ted ' if the di rector sets the 
fees below the maximums allowed. 

Mandated Local Program. The bill disclaims reimburse
ment of possible minor local costs, such as enforcement and 
court costs. 

23 
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STATE OF CAlifORNIA 

DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 

1220 N Street 
Sacramento 
95814 

June 29 , 1977 

Mr . Joe Gonsalves 
Park Executive Bldg., Suite 205 
925 L Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

De.ar Mr. Gonsa l ves 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor 

I'm concerned about the legislative Impasse which seems to have developed 
with respect to AB 1110 . 

It's the Department's position that certain provi sions in AB 1 110 are vital 
to the continued administration of California ' s milk stabilization and milk 
marketing statutes . If we are t o maintain an orderly milk marketing pro
gram in California, it is essentia l that interested producer groups sit 
down together and put their common interests ahead of other considerations. 

To assist the industry in reso lving the differences which have arisen, and 
in the hopes that we can reach some ge neral agreement before the Legisla
ture returns from recess, I have scheduled a meeting with representatives of 
various producer groups in the Director ' s Conference Room 102, here in the 
Department of Food and Agriculture bui l ding, ]220 N Street, Sacramento, for 
Thursday, July 14, 1977, at 10:00 a.m. 

I hope you can attend. 

Sincerely 

R. E. Rominger 
Director 
(916) 445-7126 



Donald A. Olson, Manager 
Hi-Grade Milk Producers Association 
5456 Riverside Drive 
P. O. Box 276 
Chino 91710 

Gary Korsmeier, General Manager 
California Milk Producers 
11709 Artesia Blvd. 
Artesia 90701 

Harry Corea, Sr., Manager 
Los Angeles Mutual Dairymen's Assn. 
1701 South Gage Road 
Montebello '90640 

Robert Feenstra, Jr . , Manager 
Milk Producers Council of 

Southern California 
13545 Euclid Avenue 
Ontario 91761 

Joe Branco, Legislative Consul tant 
Federated Dairymen 
c/o Western Dairymen's Association 
660 West 17th Street, Suite 25 
Merced 95340 

George M. DeMedeiros, Manager 
Dairymen's Cooperative Creamery Assn. 
400 South M Street 
Tulare 93274 

John R. Payne, President & Gen. Manager 
Danish Creamery 
P. O. Box 3165 
Fresno 93766 

John D. Aalberts, General Manager 
San Joaquin Valley Dairymen ' s Assn. 
1155 Pacheco Avenue 
Los Banos 93635 

Louis P. Barcellos, Manager 
Associated Dairymen 
844 West Lodi Avenue 
Lodi 95240 

Ray Gambonini, President 
Consolidated Milk Producers 

For San Francisco 
245 Kentucky Street, Suite F 
Petaluma 94952 

Jay F. Goold, Executive Vice President 
League of Califo~nia Milk Producers 
1225 Eighth Street, Suite 385 
Sacramento 95814 

Gene Benedetti, Manager 
California Cooperative Creamery 
P. O. Box 871 
Petaluma 94952 

Joe Gonsa lves 
Park Executive Bldg., Suite 205 
925 L Street 
Sacramento 95814 

Jay te Velde 
7565 Eucalyptus Ave . 
Chino 91710 

Andy De Bos 
14300 Schleisman 
Corona 91720 

rvar Knudsen 
Route I, Box 127 
Ontario 91761 

Pete Vander Poel 
8787 Pine Avenue 
Chino 91710 

Pete De Groot 
7011 Stewart & Gray Road 
Downey 90241 

Arnold Barcellos 
17735 South Ward Road 
Los Banos 93635 

Alfred Souza 
77 7 Dickran 
Tulare 93274 

Elvin Davis 
21441 Avenue 5!:l 
Madera 93637 

Edward Terry 
9867 Sky Road 
Gus tine 95322 

Tom Sawyer 
Star Route Box 15 
Waterford 95386 



Elvin Santos 
547 Pedros Road 
Ceres 95307 

Verne Crowell 
1201 West Monte Vista 
Turlock 95380 

Jack Dei 
831 High School Road 
Sebastopol 95472 

Earl Bishop, Chairman of the Board 
Pacific Dairymen, Inc. 
P. O. Box 60284 Terminal Annex 
Los Angeles 90060 

Joe Mendoza, Director 
c/o Pacific Dairymen, Inc. 
P. O. Box 60284 Terminal Annex 
Los Angeles 90060 

Richard Mullard, President 
Pacific Dairymen, Inc. 
P. O. Box 60284 Terminal Annex 
Los Angeles, CA 90060 

Larry Maes, Executive Director 
Dairy Institute of California 
11th & L Building, Suite 718 
Sacramento , Cal ifornia 95814 
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND WATER RESOURCES 

ASSEMBLY BILL 1110 
(Keene) 

as amended in the Senate 
August 1, 1977 

RE: Milk and dairy products: marketing" pricing, and 
pooling . 

SUMMARY: 

A 
B 

1 
1 
1 
o 

In Part 3 of Division 21 of the Food and Agricul
tural Code there are three chapters which comprise the 
main body of law regarding milk pricing, milk marketing, 
and milk pooling. The , three chapters generally encom
pass the following: 

Chapter 1: includes the definitions and pro
visions regulating the activities of milk distributors. 
Various unfair practices and actions and penalties are 
described. 

Chapter 2: includes the definitions and provisions 
relating to producer pricing of the four classes of 
milk, wholesale and retail pricing, unfair practices, 
and actions and penalties. 

Chapter 3: includes the provisions for the pro
ducer milk pooling program . 

ANALYSIS: 

This bill would delete, revise and restate 
various provisions in Chapter 1, Chapter 2, and 
Chapter 3. It would do all of the following: 

1 . Chapter 2 is repealed and reinstated in a 
reorganized format. Five articles do not appear in 
'the revised chapter including the minimum wholesale 
and retail pricing authority, The other four articles 
repealed deal with advisory boards, sales stimulation 
programs, and outdated provisions regarding frozen 
milk and cream. 

-rnore-
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2. Key definitions are rewritten and reinstated 
in all three chapters either by direct statement of 
the terms or by reference. The major revisions in
clude redefinition of the term "market. milk" (Sec. 1), 
which replaces a plethora of terms including fluid 
milk, fluid cream, fluid skim milk, and includes all 
dairy products made from market milk. 

In addition, the present term "distributor" is 
restated as "handler" in Chapter 2. (Sec. 5). 

3. Minimum resale prices: repeals the Director's 
present authority to establish minimum wholesale and 
retail milk prices and attendant provisions. 

4. Temporary resale pricing authority: would 
allow the Director to reinstate, after pUblic hearing, 
minimum resale prices for a 90-day period. This 
period may be extended one or more additional 90-day 
periods following another public hearing (Sec. 3). 

5. Distributors: revises the definition of 
"distributor" in Chapter 1. (Sec. 2). Various 
entities are presently included in this category for 
the purposes of enforcing unfair trade practices and 
identifying persons to be licensed. In addition, 
certain entities are specifically excluded from the 
definition. 

This bill would combine and change the excluded 
entities titles to that of "wholesale customer". 

6. Establishment of minimum producer prices: 
existing law includes various provisions and factors 
the Director must consider in setting prices. This 
bill would revise those'provisions and require the 
Director to consider milk production costs, return 
on investment, cost of management, the demand for 
all milk products, and the maintenance of adequate 
milk supplies at fair and reasonable prices to con
sumers in the establishment of such prices. (Sec. 5). 

-more-
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7 . Handler services: would allow the Director 
to establish minimum charges for handler services, 
the handling of irregular deliveries of bulk milk, and 
plant standby services. The factors to be considered 
in establishing such charges are also enumerated. 

8. Unlawful trade practices: makes revisions in 
the unlawful trade practices applicable to handlers. 

9. Handler licenses: extends the grounds for 
revocation of licenses to include violations of 
Chapter 1 and Chapter 3 . 

10. Handler bonds: . revises t he procedures for 
recovering the claims of producers against a bond. 

II. Administrative fees: revises the rate of 
assessment to be paid by producers and handlers for 
the administration of Chapter 2. 

12. Milk testing program: increases the annual 
funding for this program from $85,000 to $95,000 . 

1 3. Actions and penalties: revises the mis
demeanor f ine schedule and the civil liability for 
violations of this chapter. 

14. Equalization of producers under the pooling 
program (Chapter 3): existing ~aw provides that 
additional pool quota may be allocated annually to 

. producers provided that Class 1 usage increases. The 
Director may also estimate future Class 1 requirements 
in determining how much pool quota will be allocated. 

This bill would require that the Director, on 
July 1 , 1978, issue new . pool quota sufficient to 
equalize the producers who were originally allocated 
production bases and pool quotas at the start of the 
pooling program in 1969. After July 1, 1978 , the 
Director will allocate new pool quotas based on new 
Class 1 usage as follows: 

-more-
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40% to any producers not at the equalization point. 

40% to any producers at or above the equalization 
point. 

20% to new producers , as defined . 

1 5 . Producer-handler revisions: existing law 
contains provisions regarding producer-handlers, a 
class of persons who both produce and handle market 
milk. Under certain conditions they are exempted from 
participation in the pooling program but they may 
elect to participate at any time. 

This bill would do all of the following: 

a . Purchases of suppl emental milk supplies: a 
producer-distributor may presently purchase supplemental 
milk supplies up to .5% of his total Class 1, or fluid, 
milk sales. This bill would increase this maximum 
allowance to 25% of sales. In addition, any purchase 
beyond 5% of his fluid sales, and up to the 25% maximum, 
must be pool milk. (Sec . 12). 

b. Producer-distributors' retai l sales : in order 
to remain exempt from the pooling program, a producer
distributor must have direct retail sales that com
prise at least 66-2/3% of his total Class 1 fluid sales. 
This bill would reduce this requirement to 50%, thus 
allowing up to 50% of his total sales to be wholesale 
in nature. (Sec. 12). 

c . Entry into the pool: present law allows a 
producer-distributor to join the pool at any time. 
This bill would specify that such entry may only be 
accomplished during the 6l- day period of August 1 
through September 30 . (Sec. 12) . 

d. Operation outside the pool : present law 
allows a producer-distributor to operate outside the 
pool to the extent of the quota he holds as originally 
assigned to him. Since these origina l assignments 

- more-
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were made, many producer-distributors have purchased 
additional quota. Purchased quota cannot be added to 
his original totals for operation outside the pool. 
This bill would allow a producer-distributor to deduct 
his original quota plus his purchased quota plus make 
a daily deduction of 150 pounds milk fat and 375 pounds 
solids-not-fat. The daily deduction could only be made 
if he had not sold any quota after February 9, 1977. 
(Sec. 14). 

An example can illustrate this situation. A pro
ducer-distributor that presently holds original quota 
on 50% of his total Class 1 sales receives $10.67 per 
hundredweight, or the Class 1 price, on this milk. 
For the remaining 50% he receives, at most, $10.40, 
which is the quota pool price. For~he portion of his 
milk covered by original quota, he receives $10.67, 
less the quota price of $10.40, a minimum benefit of 
at least $0.27 per hundredweight. In the meantime, 
all other producers in the pool can only receive a 
maximum of $10.40 for their quota milk because, under 
the pooling concept, there is no way a producer can 
directly take home the Class 1 price On his milk. 

It follows that the proposed amendments regarding 
further operation outside the pool would allow a pro
ducer-distributor to earn the $0.27 per hundredweight 
benefit on a greater portion of his present fluid milk 
sales. For example, if he had added 20% purchased 
quota to his original 50% allocation, he could earn 
the benefit on 70% of his fluid sales. This 70% 
figure would increase by approximately another 8% when 
the effects of the daily deduction are considered. In 
addition, to the extent that his purchased quota is 
exempt, a producer-distributor would realize a net 
gain of $1.69 per hundredweight. 

e. Small producer-distributor pooling exemption: 
the pooling program does not presently include pro
ducer-distributors who produce and sell 200 gallons 
of fluid milk or less for Class 1 uses unless he 
requests participation. This bill would increase this 
exemption level to 500 gallons per day. 

-roore-
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16. Definitions: various words and phrases of 
Chapter 3 are defined as being the same as those 
found in Chapter 2. (Sec. 20). 

STAFF COMMENTS: 

1 . This bill does not require that a producer 
referendum be held on any of these proposed changes . 
If , however, the Director should propose substantive 
changes in the pooling regulations at some later date, 
then a referendum would be required as per existing law . 

2. Less than 5% of the total milk supply is 
Grade B milk . For this reason and where existing 
pricing and marketing standards rely on a Grade B 
milk supply to be operative, the proposed standards 
are based on Grade A milk as being the predomina~t 
supply entity. 

3 . certain portions of this bill include the 
provisions presently stated in AB 418 (Fazio), AB 444 
(Knox), and AB 756 (vicencia) . 

FISCAL COMMITTEE: YES. 

STATE MANDATED LOCAL PROGRAM . 

# # # # # 

FIRST HEARING: AUGUST 2, 1977 
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Joe A. Gonsalves 
PrlOFESSIONAllEG1SlA rrvE HfPRESENT AIION • PARK EXECUTIVE BLDG • SUI TE 205 " 9;!~ l S 1 . • SACRAMLNTO. CA 95814 • 9 16 • 441·0597 

TO: All members of the Senate Finance Committee 

RE: AB lIla-Keene 

FROM: Jo.e A. Gonsalves 

DATE: August 9, 1977 

The Milk Producers Council and the California 

Producer Handler Association, which I represent , are 

in support of AB 1110. We are · opposed to any substantive 

changes that may be proposed by anyone. 

This bill and the compromise that it represents, 

came about at a meeting called by Director Rominger 

in his office and in his presence. It is a welcome 

relief from the disagreements that have been going on 

in the industry over the past two and one-half years 

and we urge your support. 
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Senate Bill No. 688 

CHAPTER 1112 

An act to amend Sections 61802, 62052, and 62708.5 of, and to add 
and repeal Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 62750) of Part 3 
of Division 21 of, the Food and Agricultural Code, relating to food. 

(Approved by Governor October 10, 1993. Filed with 
Secretary of State October 11, 1993.) 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 

sa 688, McCorquodale. Mill,-
(1) Existing law provides for stabilization and marketing .plans 

pursuant to which·the Director of Food and Agriculture establishes 
minimum prices to be paid by handlers to producers for market milk. 
Those plans may contain provisions that authorize any handler to 
pool the milk for producer payment purposes. 

This bill would set forth the amount that each producer shall be 
paid for pool quota production and production in excess of pool quota 
between January 1, 1994, and January 1, 1995. 

(2) ExistiIlg law permits a producer-handler to operate outside a 
milk pooling plan, and to deduct from its class 1 sales before being 
required to account to the plan its original quota and "quota 
purchased prior to January 1, 1978, plus a daily deduction of 150 
pounds milk fat and 375 pounds solids not fat if it has not sold 
production base" and pool quota subsequent to February 9, Ig77; or 
if it has sold"production base and pool quota subsequent to February 
9, 1m, it ni~y only deduct its original pool quota, and quota 

"purchased prior to January 1, 1978-
This bill would permit every producer-handler to deduct from its 

class 1 sales before bemg required to account to the plan its original 
quota and any quota subsequently purchased plus a daily deduction 
of 150 pounds milk fat and 375 pounds solids not fat without regard 
to whether it has sold production base and pool quota subsequent to 
February 9, 1977. 

The people of the State of California do enact as Follows: 

SECTION 1. Section 61802 of the Food and Agricultural Code is 
amended to read: 

61802. The Legislature hereby declares all of the follOwing: 
(B.) Market milk is a necessary article of food for human 

consumption. 
(b) The production and maintenance of an adequate supply of 

healthful market mill( of propel' chemical and physical content, free 
from contamination, is vital to the public health and welfare, and the 
production, transportation, processing, and storage of market milk in 

91 110 
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this state is an industry affecting the public health. 
(c) Because of the perishable quality of milk, the nature of milk 

production, the varying seasonal production and demand factors, 
and other economic factors affecting the milk industry, the potential 
exists for economic disruption, in the absence of regulation, in the 
production, marketing, and sale of market milk which may constitute 
a menace to the health and welfare of the inhabitants of this state and 
may tend to undermine sanitary regulations and standards of content 
and purity, however effectually the sanitary regulations may be 
enforced. 

(d) Health regulations alone are insufficient to prevent economic 
disturbances in the production of milk which may disrupt the future 
supply of market milk and to safeguard the consuming public from 
future inadequacy of a supply of this necessary commodity. 

(e) It is the policy of this state to promote, foster, and encourage 
the intelligent production and orderly mark~ting of commodities 
necessary to its citizens, including market milk, and to eliminate 
economic waste, destructive trade practices, and improper 
accounting for market milk purchased from producers. 

(f) It is recognized by the Legislature that the economic factors 
concerning the production, marketing, and sale of market milk in 
Califorrua may be affected by the national market for milk for 
manufacturing purposes. ' 

(g) It is recognized by the Legislature that, in recent years the 
supply of manufacturing milk in California, as defined in Section 
32.509, has consistently declined and continues to decline, and that 
market milk has virtually supplanted manufacturing milk for 
manufacturing purposes in this state, and that it is therefore 
necessary to conform the pricing standards governing minimum 
producer prices for market milk established under this chapter to 
current economic conditions. 

(h) It is recognized by the Legislature that the levels of retail 
prices of milk and milk products paid by consumers are affected by 
a large number of economic and other factors apart from minimum 
producer prices for market milk established under this chapter, 
many of which factors are not within the power 'of the director to 
regulate or control, particularly since the Legislature repealed 
provisions concerning establishment of minimum wholesale and 
retail prices. It is further recognized by the Legislature iliat, in order 
to accomplish the purposes of this chapter and to promote the public 
health and welfare, it is essential to establish minimum producer 
prices at fair and reasonable levels so as to generate reasonable 
producer incomes that will promote the intelligent and orderly 
marketing of market milk in the various classes, and that minimum 
producer prices established under this' chapter should not be 
unreasonably depressed because other factors have affected the 
levels of retail prices paid by consumers. 

SEC. 2. Section 62062 of the Food and Agricultural Cede is 

, 

t 
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amended to read: 
6206.2. Each stabilization and marketing plan shall contain 

pr?VlSlOnS whereby the director establishes minimum prices to be 
prud by handlers to producers for market milk in the various classes. 
The director sh~ establish the prices by designating them in the 
plan, or by adopting methods or formulas in the plan whereby the 
pnces can be detemuned, or any combination of the foregoing. If the 
director directly designates prices in the plan, the prices shall be in 
reasonable and sound economic relationship with the national value 
of manufactured milk products. If the director adopts methods or 
formulas m the plan for designation of prices, the methods or 
fonnulas shall be reasonably calculated to result in prices that are in 
a reasonable and sound economic relationship with the nationai 
value of manufactured milk products. 

In establishing the prices, the director shall take into consideration 
any r~levant economic factors, including, but not limited to, the 
followmg: 

(a) The reasonableness and economic soundness of market milk 
'prices for all classes, giving consideration to the combined income 
from those class pric~s, in relation to the cost of producing and 
marketing market ~ for all purposes, including manufacturing 
purposes. In determmmg the costs, the director shall consider the 
~ost of management and a reasonable return on necessary capital 
mvestment. 

(b) That prices established pursuant to this section shall insure an 
adequate and continuous suppl~, in relation to demand, of pure, 
fresh, wholesome market milk for all purposes, including 
man~acturin~ purposes, at prices to consumers which, when 
consIdered WIth ~elevant economic criteria, are fair and reasonable. 

(c) ,That prices,. including the prices of components of milk, 
established by the director for the various classes of market milk bear 
a r easonable and sound economic relationship to each other. 

In establishing the prices, the director shall also take into 
cons:deration all the purposes, policies, and standards contained in 
Sections 61801, 61802, 61805, 61806, 61807, 62076, and 60077. 

SEC. 3. Section 62708.5 of the Food and Agricultural Code is 
amended to read: 

62708.5. (a) A producer-handler, for purposes of this chapter, 
shall also mclude, as a separate and distinct category of 
producer-handlers, any producer and any bandler who purchases or 
handles flUld milk or flwd cream produced by this producer if all of 
the ownership of the handler and all of the ownership of the 
producer is owned by the same person or persons and their 
ownership in the producer or handler is at least 95 percent identical 
for. each pers?n with !heir ownership in the handler or producer. 
This ownership shall not exceed 10 individual persons Or owners of 
equit;lble interest in a partnership, corporation, or other legally 
constituted business association. 
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(b) The ownership requlled by this section may be through a 
partnership, corporation, or other legally constituted business 
association if the entities are owned by the same person or persons, 
and there is at least 95 percent identity of ownership for each person 
with their ownership in the handler or producer. For purposes of this 
section a "person" or "persons" includes the spouse, or other persons 
of lineal consanguinity of the first or second degree or collateral 
consanguinity to the fourth degree, and their spouses, and includes 
an adopted child the same as a natural child and kindred of the half 
blood equally with those of the whole blood of the owner and 
ownerships by persons so rel.ted shall be considered single 
ownership by one person. For purposes of this section, property 
pledged or hypothecated in any manner to others shall be considered 
"owned" if equitable ownership with management and control 
remain with the producer-handler. 

(c) Ownership as provided in this section shall have existed at the 
time of the base period selected by the producer under Section 627fJ1 
and at all other times thereafter. 

(d) Any such producer-distributor may, until August 6, 1969, do 
either of the following: 

(1) Join and operate wholly within the pool. 
(2) Have its entire original production base and pool quota 

determined during the base period it selected as a producer pursuant 
to Section 627fJ1, established as a part of the pooling plan, and, 
nevertheless elect to operate entirely outside of the pool to the 
extent authorized by this section. 

(e) Any producer-handler who qualifies under this section and 
elects to operate outside the pool, to the extent of the authority 
granted, may deduct from its own class 1 sales, excluding sales to a 
handler, whether in bulk or packaged, its original quota and any 
quota subsequently purchased, plus a daily deduction of 150 pounds 
of milk fat and 375 pounds of solids not fat before being required to 
account to the pool. 

(I) The deductions from class 1 sales authorized pursuant to this 
section may be made irrespective of the fact that the average class 
1 usage 'in the pool for that month may be less thail 100 percent of 
the pool quota in that pool. 

(g) Any production subject to this section from the 
producer-bandler selecting this option shall not have the right to 
participate in the quota pool, irrespective of the fact that the 
producer-handler did not sell all of the quota as class 1, and will 
participate in either the base pool or the overbase pool depending 
upon whether the total production base of the producer is sufficient 
to cover the milk delivered in excess of the class 1 usage exempted 
hereunder, otherwise the production in excess of the exempt 
producer-handier'S own class 1 sales, as defined in this section, shall 
be accounted for as overbase milk. 

(h) The fac t that a producer-handler qualifies as to one of its milk 
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production operations under this section does not prevent it from 
operating on an entirely separate nonqualifying basis (and therefore 
subject to pooling) at other milk production facilities, and with other 
nonqualifying persons at these 'other milk production facilities. A 
producer-handler can neither buy nor sell pool quota and transfer 
therewith the option granted under this division but this shall not 
prevent biro or her from purchasing or selling pool quota or 
production base as otherwise provided in this chapter. 

(i) If at any time ownership, as defined in this section, ceases, the 
producer-handler shall no longer be eligible for the options in this 
section, shall account to the pool as a separate handler, and shall be 
entitled to reentry into producer participation in the pool on the 
same basis as a producer-handler may under the last paragraph of 
Section 62708. 

SEC. 4. Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 62750) is added 
to Part 3 of Division 21 of the Food and Agricultural Code, to read: 

CHAPTER 3.5. MILK POOLING . 

62750. Notwithstanding any proVlSIon of Chapter 3 
(commencing With Section 62700) or any pooling plan for market 
milk in effect under that chapter, effective January 1, 1994, each 
producer shall be paid the amounts determined in accordance with 
this section for his or her pool quota production and for all 
production in excess of his or her pool quota. 

(a). For all milk fat, whether or not equal to his or her pool quota, 
an amount determined by dividing the value of all milk fat in the 
pool by the amount of milk fat produced. 

(b) Transportation allowances that are provided for in the pooling 
plan shall not be deducted from the quota milk of any region, but 
shall be deducted from the total solids not fat pool revenue before 
any price is determined for quota and nonquota solids not fat. 

(c) Regional quota adjusters shall continue to be subtracted from 
the quat. price in the established areas as specified in the pooling 
plan for market milk. However, the hundredweight price specified 
shall be converted to a solids not fat equivalent value, and the 
adjustments for the effect of those regional quota adjusters shall be 
applied to the solids not fat revenue. 

(d) After taking into consideration the effect of the regional quota 
adjusters, the solids not fat announced quota price for those areas in 
which there is no regional quota adjuster shall be uineteen and 
one-half cents ($0.195) per pound greater than the announced solids 
not fat price for all milk produced in excess of pool quota. 

62751. This chapter shall remain in effect only until January I, 
1995, and as of that date is repealed, unless a later enacted statute, 
which is enacted before January 1, 1995, deletes or extends that date. 

o 
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Section 62708.5 of the Food and Agricultural Code is not 
repealed on January 1, 1995, by Section 62751 of the Food and 
Agricultural Code. 

ANALYSIS 

Section 62708.5 of the Food and Agricultural Code l 

currently permits a producer-handler, among other things, to 
operate outside a milk pooling plan, and to make certain 
deductions from its own class 1 sales before accounting to the 
pool (see subd. (e), Sec. 62708.5). Section 62708.5 is in 
Chapter J (commencing with Section 62700) of Part 3 of 
Division 21. 

Chapter 1112 of the Statutes of 1993 amends Section 
62708.5 by changing the deductions that may be made by a producer
handler from its own class 1 sales (see subd. (e), Sec. 62708.5, 

1 All section references are to the Food and Agricultural 
Code. 
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as amended by Ch. 1112, Stats. 1993). The amendments made by 
Chapter 1112 of the Statutes of 1993 to Section 62708.5 will take 
effect January 1, 1994 (para. (1), subd. (c), Sec. 8, Art. IV, 
Cal. Const.). 

Chapter 1112 of the Statutes of 1993 also added 
Chapter 3.5 (commencing with section 62750) to Part 3 of 
Division 21. Section 62751 of Chapter 3.5 provides as follows: 

"62751. This chapter shall remain in effect 
only until January 1, 1995, and as of that date is 
repealed, unless a later enacted statute, which is 
enacted before January 1, 1995, deletes or extends 
that date." 

The appropriate rules of statutory construction were set 
forth in Moyer v. Workmen's Compo Appeals Bd., 10 Cal. 3d 222 at 
page 230: "We begin with the fundamental rule that a court 
'should ascertain the intent of the Legislature so as to 
effectuate the purpose of the law.' [Citation.] In determining 
such intent '[t]he court turns first to the words themselves for 
the answer.' [Citation.] We are required to give effect to 
statutes 'according to the usual, ordinary import of the language 
employed in framing them.' [Citations.]" 

In Section 62751, the word "chapter" is modified and 
limited by the adjective "this," which means "the person, thing, 
or idea that is present or near in place, time, or thought or that 
has just been mentioned" (Webster's Third New International 
Dictionary, p. 2379). The phrase "this chapter" thus means the 
present chapter, the chapter in which Section 62751 is located. 
consequently, Section 62751 repeals Chapter 3.5 (commencing with 
section 62750) of Part 3 of Division 21 on January 1, 1995, but 
does not affect Section 62708.5 Which, as noted earlier, is in 
Chapter 3 (commencing with section 62700) of .Part 3 of 
Division 21. 

Therefore, it is our opinion that section 62708.5 is not 
repealed on January 1, 1995, by Section 62751. 

Very truly yours, 

Bion M. Gregory 

Leg~llative c~ns~l . 

By ~'0~'.-'-J' ~,~ 
Franc~s S. Dorbin 

ASD:ljb Deputy' Legislative Counsel 
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May 24, 1993 

The Honorable Dan Mccorquodale 
state Capitol 
Room 4032 
sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Dan: 

I briefly talked to Peter Szego regarding an amendment that I am 
propos1ng to your Senate Bill 688. It is a bill that calls for 
a referendum on all Grade A milk producers in the state on a new 
pooling plan to determine the price for milk obtained by producers. 

Anthony and 
Association. 
California. 

I represent the California Producer-Handler 
There are only six of them left in the State of 

They produce, process, and distribute their milk. 

The six producer- handlers are Rockview Dairies in Downey, 
Producers Dairy in Fresno, Foster Farms in Modesto, Holandia Dairy 
in San Marcos, Royal Jersey in EI Sobrante, and Scott Brothers in 
Pomona. 

Under the present law, a producer-handler who has quota that he 
received when the milk-pooling act first passed and any quota he 
has purchased prior to January 1, 1978, is referred to as exempt 
quota. What we are asking in our amendment is that the January 1, 
1978, date be removed and that any quota purchased by a producer
handler since January 1, 1978, and any quota that he may purchase 
at any time in the future also be exempt. 

In addition, there is a provision in the law that was placed in 
there at the time of passage of the milk-pooling act that states 
that a producer-handler has the right to deduct an additional daily 
a mount of 150 lbs. fat and 370 lbs. solid non-fat from it's Class 1 
sales before being required to account to the pool. And the 
statute further says that if a producer-handler sells any quota 
after February 9, 197 7 , that he wiil lose the additional deduction 
that is provided for him under present law. 
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What our amendments would do would be to remove the penalty in the 
law that the producer-handler is faced if he sells quota after 
February 9, 1977. 

I would appreciate hearing your consideration of our amendments. 

sincerely yours, 

JOE A. GONSALVES 

JAGjjv 
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REVISED 

SB 688 

Date of Hearing: August 23, 1993 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 

Rusty Areias, Chair 

SB 688 (McCorquodale) - As Amended: August 16, 1993 
fiscal 

SUBJECT 

Modifications to the state milk pooling system. 

DIGEST 
Existing law provides for California milk to be marketed under a milk 
stabilization plan that is separate and apart from the federal milk marketing 
plan under which most other states operate. 

Existing law provides for the director of the California Department of Food & 
Agriculture (CDFA) to set minimum prices to be paid by milk handlers 
(processing plants) to milk producers (dairymen). The law provides that the 
price should be set at a level to ensure an adequate supply of milk and to 
provide the dairyman with a reasonable return on investment. 

Existing law does not provide for prices to be set for wholesale or retail sale 
of milk. 

Existing law r equires the director to operate a milk equalization pool for the 
purposes of maintaining a stable and equitable system for distributing the 
revenues from milk sales among dairymen. The director receives all revenues 
paid by processors (thus, the term ~milk pool") and distributes them among 
dairy farmers according to the formulas in the plan. 

Existing law provides for variations in the price paid for milk based on the 
use of the milk and the special premium pricing rights, known as "quota", of , 
the dairyman. The amount of "quota" owned by a dairyman (an.d thus the amount ·· 
of milk he or she can sell at the premium price) varies between dairymen and 
"quota" can be traded and sold among da~rymen. Below the premium price 
category of "quota milk" are "base milk" and "overbase milk". "Quota" refers 
to a pricing category, not to any actual distinction in the type or quality of 
the milk being sold. The amount of "quota" available in the system is 
controlled by a statutory formula . Further, "quota" is not distributed 
equally . Some dairy farmers own enough quota to cover all their milk, while 
others own no quota at all. 

This bill would: 

1) Modify the Milk Pooling Plan to provide for a fixed differential of $1.70 
between the "quota price" and the non-quota price during the calendar year 
1994. 

- continued -

SB 688 
Page 1 
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2) Make minor technical amendments to the special provisions in current law 
relating to producer-handlers (those who both produce milk and also process 
it) by allowing them to keep more of their milk outside the milk pooling 
system. 

FISCAL EFFECT 

The Milk Pooling and Milk Stabilization programs are 100% industry funded and 
would have no effect on state revenues or cests. 

COMHENTS 

1) Effect on retail price of milk, 
As a result of the August 16th amendments to this bill, SB 6BB will no 
longer have a direct effect on retail prices of dairy products. The 
$1.70 differential represents a change in ·the way the dairy payments 
are distributed from the milk pool. By establishing the differential 
of $1. 70 in statute, this bill will stabilize the percentage of milk 
pool monies paid for ~quota", 'base", and 'overbase" milk. Currently 
the differential varies monthly, based on the selling price and the 
amount of production. However, the average over the past several 
months has been very near $1.70. 

2) Effect of recent amendments on CDFA opposition, 
The August 16th version of the bill contains amendments which address 
the concerns expressed by the Department of Food & Agriculture in their 
July B, 1993, letter to the Committee. 

SUPPORT 
Vestern United Dairymen (sponsor) 
Agricultural Council of California 
Milk Producers Council 
Humbolt Creamery 
Glenn Milk Producers 
California Cooperative Creamery 
San Joaquine Valley Dairymen 
Danish Creamery 
Dairymen's Cooperative Creamery 
California Milk Producers Assoc. 

Peter Cooey 
445-191B 
aag 

OPPOSITION 
Co~sumers Union 

SB 6BB 
Page 2 
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SENATE RULES COMMITTEE 

Office of 
Senate Floor Analyses 
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11/03/93 

UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

Bill No. 

Author: 

Amended: 
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SB 688 

McCorquodale 

8/16/93 

vote Required: 21 

SUBJECT: Milk: pooling referendum 

SOURCE: Western united Dairymen 

DIGEST: The bill establishes, for the pricing period starting August 1, 1994 
and ending January 31, 1995 and for the pricing period starting February 1, 
1995 and thereafter, the minimum Class 1 price for milk according to area. 

Assembly Amendments delete the Senate provisions calling for a referendum of 
all Grade A milk producers in the state on a new pooling plan and, instead, 
modify the Milk Pooling Plan to provide for a fixed differential of $1.70 
between the "quota price" and the non-quota price during the calendar year 
1994. Sunsets January 1, 1995. 

ANALYSIS: California's System of Milk Pricing: 

Next to Wisconsin, California is the largest milk producer in the U.S. Milk 
production in most of the country operates under federal marketing orders but 
California follows its own system. This is possible because very little 
fluid milk is shipped across California's boundaries. 

Milk originates with "producers," also referred to as dairies or dairymen. 
It is picked up by "handlers" and transported to plants (i.e., production 
facilities or creameries). The output from production facilities finds its 
way, often through wholesalers or distributors, into the retail market. In 
many instances, these elements of the milk system are integrated vertically. 
For example, some major creameries are owned by producer cooperatives 
covering as many as two or three hundred producers. 

At the present time, California does not seek to control the price of milk or 
milk products at the retail or wholesale level. The focus is on the price 
received by producers. 

In 1935 the Legislature created the Milk Stabilization Act, which authorized 
the Director of Agriculture to establish minimum prices that producers would 
be paid for their milk. With some modifications, that system remains in 
place today. 

The 1935 Act also established a code classifying milk and milk products by 
their use. 

The detailed listing of what fits into each class is quite extensive, but a 
general characterization is as follows: 
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Class 1 
Class 2 
Class 3 
Class 4a 
Class 5b 

11/03/93 

All fluid or drinking milk 
- Yogurt and cottage cheese 
- Frozen milk products 
- Butter and powdered milk 
- Hard cheese 

Page 2 

Prior to 1969, producers competed fiercely to supply plants for output of 
Class 1 milk, since this commanded the highest price. In 1969, the 
Legislature created the Gonsalves Milk pooling Act in order to stabilize the 
milk market. 

Each producer was assigned a "quota" reflecting the amount of Class 1 milk 
sold in the two years before the Act became effective. The statewide total 
of quota was designed to approximately reflect the total market for fluid 
milk. A producer's quota determines the amount of Class 1 milk the producer 
can sell within the pooling system. 

As the total market for milk expanded, new quota was assigned by the state in 
accordance with statutory rules and regulations. Additionally, milk 
producers are allowed to trade quota, provided they have operated under their 
quota for at least five years. The five-year rule is intended to dampen 
speCUlation. By adjusting this figure it is possible to encourage or 
discourage quota trading. 

There is no limit on milk production but milk sold over quota receives the 
lowest (base) price, namely that for milk destined for Class 4b products. 

Class 1 prices are arrived at by a formula involving a weighted average of 
milk production costs (43%), the Class 4a price (42%), and the average weekly 
earnings of California manufacturing employees (15%). The price for the 
other classes of milk is determined by specialized criteria for each class. 

statement of Problem: 

In recent years, some difficulties have arisen with the pooling system. For 
example, although econometric models are difficult to apply in this field due 
to numerous uncertainties in the interaction of various factors, it has been 
observed empirically that there have been growing fluctuations in producer 
milk prices. These variations apparently are traceable to two influences. 
One is the growing dominance of products manufactured from milk relative to 
milk consumed in fluid form; the other is the fluctuation in the federal 
support price for hard cheese which sets the floor for milk pricing in 
California. 

The large oscillations in producer milk prices are troublesome to producers 
because they make financial planning more difficult. They also result in 
undesired effects on consumer milk prices. It is observed that when producer 
prices go up, consumer prices follow rapidly; but when producer prices go 
down, consumer prices go down much more slowly. This ratchet effect gradually 
drives consumer milk prices in an upwards direction. 

This bill sets forth the amount that each producer is to be paid for pool 
quota production and production in excess of pool quota between January 1, 
1994 and January 1, 1995. 
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Exis ting law permits a producer-handler to operate outside a milk pooling 
plan, and t o deduct from its class 1 sales before being required to account 
to the plan its original quota a nd quota purchased prior to January 1, 1978, 
plus a dai ly' deduction of 150 pounds milk fat and 375 pounds solids not fat 
if it has n ot sold production base and pool quota subsequent to February 9, 
1977 ; o r if it has sold production base and pool quota subsequent to February 
9 , 1977, it may only deduct its original pool quota, and quota purchased 
prior to January 1, 1978. 

This bill would permit every producer-handler to deduct from its class 1 
sa l es b e fore being required to account to the plan its original quota and any 
quota subsequently purchased plus a daily deduction of 150 pounds milk fat 
and 375 pounds solids not fat without reg.ard to whether it has sold 
production base and pool quota subsequent to February 9, 1977. 

Effect on Retail Price of Milk: As a result of the August 16th amendments to 
th is bill, SB 688 will no longer have a direct effect on retail prices of 
dairy products . 

The $1 .70 differential represents a change in the way the dairy payments are 
distributed from the milk pool. By establishing the diffe rential of $1.70 in 
statute, this bill will stabilize the percentage of milk pool monies paid for 
"quota", "base", and "overbase" milk. Currently the differential varies 
monthly, based on the selling price and the amount of production. However, 
the average over the past several months has been very near $1.70. 

Under the present law, a producer-handler who has quota that he received when 
the milk- pooling act first passed and any quota he has purchased prior to 
January 1, 1978 is referred to as "exempt quota." In addition, there is a 
provision in the law that was placed in there at the time of passage of the 
milk-pooling act that states that a producer-handler has the right to d educ t 
an additional daily amount of 150 pounds fat and 370 pounds solid non-fat 
from its Class 1 sales before being r equired to account to the pool. And the 
statute further says that if a producer-handler sells any quota after 
February 9 , 1977 , he will lose the additional deduction tha t i s provided for 
him under present law. 

The bill sunsets on January 1, 1995. 

FISCAL EFFECT: Appropriation : No Fiscal Committee . 

SUPPORT : 

(Ver i fied 9/7/93) 

Western Un i ted Dairymen (source) 
California Milk Producers 
Milk Producers Council 
California Producer-Handler Association 
Agricultural Council of California 

OPPOSITION: 

(Verified 9/7/93) 

Dairy Institute of Cal i forni a 

Yes Local : No 
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Consumers Union 
Department of Food and Agriculture 

ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT: Proponents indicate, "Enactment of SB 688 will have a 
positive effect in helping restore the economic stability of the dairy 
industry, and, as such will further the best public interest." The 
Agricultural Council of California states, "Milk is a highly perishable food 
item that requires strict government regulation to assure the public of a 
safe and healthy product. Farmers make significant investments in their 
dairy operations to efficiently comply with public health standards . Yet, 
since 1978 under the current pricing formula, dairy farmers have been unable 
to recover 42% of the costs of making these improvements. compounded over a 
period of time this reduces the profit margin and results in operating losses 
making it difficult to stay in business. 

"SB 688 addresses this problem by directing the Department of Food and 
Agriculture to revise the formula for establishing minimum fluid milk prices, 
beginning in August of 1994. It is intended to increase the pool from which 
producers are paid and help cover their costs of production. A different 
pricing formula could have the potential for minimal increases in the price 
of milk . However, the Department of Food and Agriculture concluded after a 
March 31st .hearing on this subject that '(an) analysis does not support the 
conclusion that retail prices change with changes in raw product costs . " " 

ARGUMENTS IN OPPOSITION: Consumers Union states, "In 1969 the State 
Legislature established a quota system which created price differentials 
between what quota and non-quota holding producers receive for the same milk 
product. Approximately half of the state's milk is produced under quota, sold 
at prices which, even at their lowest, have consistently exceeded those 
rece ived by non- quota holders. In fact, may farmers "have quota" for just 
some of the milk their cows produce, the total of which is pooled and then 
sold for two distinct prices based on its classification as quota or 
non-quota . The pooling process itself best illustrates the phoniness of the 
classifications, showing that quota and non- quota milk is indistinguishable. 

"The price differential between quota and non-quota milk is currently 
determined by the Department of Food and Agriculture's (DFAl bimonthly 
pricing procedure for Class 1 , 2, 3, 4a and 4b milk products. SB 688 would 
put the current average of $1.70 into statute as a minimum differential 
between quota and non-quota milk prices until January 1, 1995 . This 
differential would be static despite bimonthly price fluctuations which would 
otherwise bring the quota/non-quota differential below or above that number . 

"The quota system severely handicaps new producers who must pay a high price 
for quota , a traded but intangible commodity among the industry's producers. 
This bill would further appreciate the value of quota, guaranteeing quota 
holders at least $1.70 more per hundredweight. The valuable but imaginary 
quota distinction is i nevitably reflected in retail prices as an industry 
cost factor which sustains the profit buffer employed by roughly half the 
state 's dairy producers. Consumers are paying into this system each time 
they purchase milk." 

END OF REPORT 
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SENATE THIRD READING 
SB 688 (McCorquodale) - As Amended: August 16, 1993 

SENATE VOTE: 25-7 

ASSEMBLY ACTIONS: 

COMMITTEE AGRI. VOTE 12-0 COMMITTEE W. & M. VOTE 21-0 

DIGEST 

Existing law: 

1) Provides for California milk to be marketed under a milk 
stabilization plan that is separate and apart from the federal milk 
marketing plan under which most other states operate. 

2) Provides for the director of the California Department of Food & 
Agriculture (CDFA) to set minimum prices to be paid by milk handlers 
(processing plants) to milk producers (dairymen). 

3) Provides that the price should be set at a level to ensure an 
adequate supply of milk and to provide the dairyman with a reasonable 
return on investment. 

4) Does not provide for prices to be set for wholesale or retail sale 
of milk. 

5) Requires the director to operate a milk equalization pool for the 
purposes of maintaining a stable and equitable system for distributing 
the revenues from milk sales among dairymen. The director receives all 
revenues paid by processors (thus, the term "milk pool") and 
distributes them among dairy farmers according to the formulas in the 
plan. 

6) Provides for variations in the price paid for milk based on the use 
of the milk and the special premium pricing rights, known as "quota", 
of the dairyman. The amount of "quota" owned by a dairyman (and thus 
the amount of milk he or she can sell at the premium price) varies 
between dairymen and "quota" can be traded and sold among dairymen. 
Below the premium price category of "quota milk" are "base milk" and 
"overbase milk." "Quota" refers to a pricing category, not to any 
actual distinction in the type or quality of the milk being sold. The 
amount of "quota" available in the system is controlled by a statutory 
formula. Further, "quota" is not distributed equally. Some dairy 
farmers own enough quota to cover all their milk, while others own no 
quota at all. 

This bill: 

1) Modifies the Milk Pooling Plan to-provide for a fixed differential 
of $1.70 between the "quota price" and the non-quota price during the 
calendar year 1994. 

2) Makes minor technical amendments to the special provisions in 
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current law relating to producer-handlers (those who both produce milk 
and also process it) by allowing them to keep more of their milk 
outside the milk pooling system. 

FISCAL EFFECT 

The Milk pooling and Milk Stabilization programs are 100% industry funded and 
would have no effect on state revenues or costs. 

COMMENTS 

None 

Peter Cooey 
445-1918 

END OF REPORT 
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Assembly Bill No. 1285 

CHAPTER 601 

An act to amend Section 62750 of, to add Sections 62062.1, 62752, 
62753, 62754, 62755, and 62756 to, and to repeal and add Section 62751 
of, the Food and Agricultural Code, relating to food. 

{Approved by Governor September 15, 1994. Filed wlth 
Secretary of State Septemb~r 16, 1994.] 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 

AB 1285, Cannella. Milk: pooling referendum. 
Existing law provides for stabilization and marketing plans 

pursuant to which the Secretary of Food and Agriculture establishes 
minimum prices to be paid by handlers to producers for market milk. 
Until January 1, 1995, existing law also requires that producers be 
paid a specified amount for market milk. 

This bill would delete the termination date ofJanuary 1, 1995, and 
instead continue in effect those provisions establishing a specified 
price for market milk until producers vote in a referendum to 
suspend them. The bill would require the secretary to hold public 
hearings for the purpose of considering whether to hold the 
referendum. The bill would require the secretary, following the 
hearing, to submit a ballot to producers in a statewide' election, and 
would sp ecify the procedures to be followed in conducting the 
referendum. If existing law is not continued in effect, the bill would 
require the secre tary to continue in operation the pooling plan in 
effect on December 31, 1993. The bill would also require the 
statewide weighted average minimum price level for class 1 milk to 
bear a reasonable relationship to class 1 milk prices paid to pro.ducers 
in contiguous states. 

The people of the State of California do enact 9.S follows: 

SECTION 1. Section 62062.1 is added to the Food and 
Agricultural Code, to read: 

62062.1. Any designation of a class I price by any method or 
formula that is used to develop class 1 prices paid to producers in the 
various marketing areas, shall provide, on a calendar year basis, a 
statewide weighted average minimum price level for a hundred 
weight of milk testing 3.5 fat and 8.7 solids not fat that isin reasonable 
relationship with minimum class 1 milk prices paid to producers in 
contiguous states. If the statewide weighted average class 1 prices 
paid to producers are not in a reasonable relationship with the class 
I prices paid to producers in contiguous states, the secretary shall 
immediately hold a hearing to consider adjustments to the class 1 
prices. 

90 120 
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SEC. 1.5. Section 62750 of the Food and Agricultural Code is 
nended to read: 
62750 Notwithstanding any provlSlon of Chapter 3 

,ommencing with Section 62700) in conflict with this section or any 
ooling plan for market milk in effect under that chapter, effective 
.nuary I, 1994, each producer shall be paid the amounts determined 
1 accordance with this section for his or her pool quota production 
1d for all production in excess of his or her pool quota, 
(a) For all milk fat, whether or not equal to his or her pool quota, 

1 amount determined by dividing the value of all milk fat in the 
)01 by the ""--nount or milk fat produced. 
(b) Transportation allowances that are provided for in the pooling 

.an shall not be deducted from the quota milk of any region, but 
tall be deducted from the total solids not fat pool revenue before 
ly price is determined for quota and nonquota solids not fat. 
(0) Rel,,>ional quota adjusters shall continue to be subtracted from 

Ie quota price in the established areas as specified in the pooling 
an for market milk. However, the hundredweight price specified 
tall be converted to a solids not fat equivalent value, and the 
ljustments for the effect of those regional quota adjusters shall be 
)plied to the solids not fat revenue. 
(d) After taking into consideration the effect of the regional quota 

ljusters, the solids not fat announced quota price for those areas in 
hich there is no regional quota adjuster shall be nineteen and 
le-half cents ($0.195) per pound greater than the announced solids 
lt fat price for all milk produced in excess of pool quota. 
SEC. 2. Section 62751 of the Food and Agricultural Code is 
pealed. 
SEC.3. Section 62751 is added to the Food and Agricultural Code, 
read: 

62751. Except as provided in Section 62756, this chapter shall 
main operative un til the secretary certifies to the Secretary of 
ate that producers have voted in a referendum to suspend the 
)eration of this chapter. 
SEC. 4. Section 62752 is added to the Food and Agricultural Code, 
read: 

62752. The secretary may hold a public hearing at any time to 
-mider whether this chapter shall be suspended, and shall hold a 
Iblic hearing to review a petition requesting the suspension of this 
apter signed by not less than 25 percent of the producers who 
oduced not less than 25 percent of the total amount of fluid milk 
oduced in this state during tbe preceding calendar month. 
SEC. 5. Section 62753 is added to the Food and Agricultural Code, 
read: 
62753. The secretary shall establish a period of 60 days in which 

conduct the referendwn. The secretary may extend the 
ferendum period an additional 30 days if he or she determines that 
e additional time is needed to adequately conduct the referendum, 
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and may prescribe additional p:"ocedures necessary to conduct the 
referendum, 

SEC. 6. Section 62754 is added to the Food and Agricultural Code, 
to read: 

62754. (a) Each producer shaJl have one vote and tbe vote shall 
be individually cast in order to prevent block voting. The secretary 
shall prepare a ballot. The baUot form shall be substantially as foHo;-.'", 

Ballot 
Shall Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 62750) of Part ,3 of 

Division 21 of the Food and Agricultural Code be continued in 
effect? Yes No 

(b) In addition, the ballot shall indude a statement of the voter's 
total production during the calendar month next orecedint! the 

h 'th • 0 mont Or e commencement of the referenduYr.. period, \~'here and 
to whom that production was sold or otherwise disposed, and the 
producer's name and address and pooong numbers. 

SEC.7. Section 62755 is added to the Food and Agricultural Code, 
to read: 

62755. (a) The secretary shall find that producers have assented 
to the continued operation of this chapter if the secretary finds on 
a statewide basis that not less than 51 percent of the total number of 
eligible producers in the state have voted in the referendum and that 
51 percent or more of the total number of eligible pwducers who 
voted in the referendum and who produced 51 percent or more of 
the total amount of fluid milk produced in the state during the 
calendar month next preceding the TD.onth of the commencement of 
the referendum period by all producers who voted in the 
referendum, approve the continued operation of this chapter. 

(b) If the secretary finds that a vote favorable to the continued 
operation of this chapter has not been given, the secretary shall so 
certify to the Secretary of State and shall declare this chapter 
inoperative. 

(c) The secretary may reveal the names of producers whose votes 
have been received to both proponents and opponents of the 
continued operation of this chapter. However, whether individual 
producers voted for or against the continued operation of this 
chapter shall be kept confidential. 

SEC. 8. Section 62756 is added to the Food and Agricultural Code. 
~re~ . 

62756. (a) If the continued operation of this chapter is not 
approved, the secretary shall continue in operation the pooling pian 
in effect on December 31, 1993. 

(b) Notwithstanding Section 62751, this section shal! remain 
operative notwithstanding a ,"ote by producers to suspend the 
operation of this chapter. 

o 



EXHIBIT D-2 



Hearing Date: 7/13/93 

SENATE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND WATER RESOURCES 
Dan Mccorquodale, Ch&ir 

AD 1285 

AD 1285 (C&nnellm), as amended 7/6/93 Fiscal: Yes 

PURPOSB OF BILL: 

o Require the Director of Food and Agriculture, provided the Director 
determines specified fi ndings regarding the price of class 1 milk in 
California as compared to the other Western states , to cal l a 
referendum of all Grade A milk producers in the state on a new pooling 
and stabilization plan to establish prices for milk obtained by 
producers. 

o Establish, for the pricing period starting January 1 , 1994 
and ending June 30, 1994, and for the pricing period starting July 1, 
1994, the minimum Class 1 prices for milk according to area. 

PRIOR ACTION: 

Assembly Agriculture Committee 
Assembly Ways and Means Committee 
Assembly Floor (consent) 

BACKGROUND: 

9 - 0 
21-0 
75-0 

California ' s system of Milk Pricing 

4/19/93 
6/02/93 
6/09/9 3 

Next to Wisconsin, California is the largest milk producer in the 
U.s. Milk production in most of the country operates under federal 
marketing orders but California follows its own system . This is 
possible because very litt le fluid milk is shipped across California ' s 
boundaries . 

Milk originates with "producers," also referred to as dairies or 
dairymen. It is picked up by "handlers" and transported to plants 
(i.e., production facilities or creameries). The output from 
production facilities finds its way , often through wholesalers or 
distributors, into the retail market. In many instances, these 
elements of the milk system are integrated vertically . For example, 
some major creameries are owned by producer cooperatives covering as 
many as two or three hundred producers . 

At the present time, California does not seek to control the price 
of milk or milk products at the retail or wholesale level . The focus 
is on the price received by producers. 

In 1935 the Legislature created the Milk Stabilization Act, which 
authorized the Director of Agriculture to establish minimum prices that 
producers would be paid for their milk. with some modifications, that 
system remains in place today. . 

The 1935 Act also established a code classifying milk and milk 
products by their use . The detailed listing of what fits into each 
class is quite extensive, but a general characteriZation is as follows: 
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Class 1 All fluid or drinking milk 

Class 2 Yogurt and cottage cheese 

Class 3 Frozen milk products 

Class 4a - Butter and powdered milk 

Class 5b - Hard cheese 

Prior to 1969, producers competed fiercely to supply plants for 
output of Class 1 milk, since this commanded the highest price . In 
1969 , the Legislature created the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act in order 
to stabilize the milk market. 

Each producer was assigned a "quota" reflecting the amount of Class 
1 milk sold in the two years before the Act became effective. The 
statewide total of quota was designed to approximately reflect the 
total market for fluid milk. A producer's quota determines the amount 
of Class 1 milk the producer can sell within the pooling system. 

As the total market for milk expanded, new quota was assigned by the 
state in accordance with statutory rules and regulations. 
Additionally, milk producers are allowed to trade quota, provided they 
have operated under their quota for at least five years. The five-year 
rule is intended to dampen speculation. By adjusting this figure it is 
possible to encourage or discourage quota trading. 

There is no limit on milk production but milk sold over quota 
receives the l owest (base) price, namely that for milk destined for 
Class 4b products. 

Class 1 prices are arrived at by a formula involving a weighted 
average of milk production costs (43%), the Class 4a price (4 2%), and 
the average weekly earnings of California manufacturing employees 
(15%) • 

The price for the other classes of milk is determined by specialized 
criteria for each class. 

Statement of Problem 

I n recent years, some difficulties have arisen with the pooling 
system. For example, although econometric models are difficult to 
apply in this field due to numerous uncertainties in the interaction of 
various factors, it has been observed empirically that there have been 
growing fluctuations in producer milk prices . These variations 
apparently are traceable to two influences . One is the growing 
dominance of products manufactured from milk relative to milk consumed 
in fluid formi the other is the fluctuation in the federal support 
price for hard cheese which sets the floor for milk pricing in 
California. 

The large oscillations in producer milk prices are trOUblesome to 
producers because they make financial planning more difficult. They 
also result in undesired effects on consumer milk prices . It is 
observed that when producer prices go up, consumer prices follow 
rapidly; but when producer p r ices go down, consumer prices go down much 
more slowly . This ratchet effect gradually drives consumer milk prices 
in an upwards direction. 
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PROPOSED LAW: 

Pricing Provisions 

The bill establishes, for the pricing period starting January 1, 1994 
and ending June 30, 1994 and for the pricing period starting July 1, 
1994 and thereafter, the minimum Class 1 price for milk according to 
area, as set forth below. However, the current authority of the 
Director of Food and Agriculture to designate marketing areas and to 
establish uniform class 1 prices in two or more marketing areas is not 
superseded . 

A. January 1. ~!2 June 30. ~ 

(1) Northern California Marketing Area. 

The minimum base prices for components used for class 1 shall 
be the following: 

(a) For all milk fat, $0 . 7167 per pound. 

(b) For all solids not fat, $0.7747 per pound. 

(c) For all fluid, $0 . 0159 per pound. 

(2) South Valley Marketing Area . 

The minimum base price for components used in class 1 shall 
be as follows: 

(a) For all fat, $0.7167 per pound. 

(b) For all solids not fat, $0.7747 per pound. 

(c) For all fluid, $0.0141 per pound. 

(3) Southern California Marketing Area. 

The minimum base price for components used in class 1 shall 
be the following: 

(a) For all fat, $0.7217 per pound. 

(b) For all solids not fat, $0.7747 per pound. 

(c) For all fluid, $0.0184 per pound. 

B. July I . 1994 and Thereafter 

(1) Northern California Marketing Area. 
The minimum base prices for components used for class 1 shall 

be the following: 

(a) For all fat, $0.6453 per pound . 
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(b) For all solids not fat, $0.8147 per pound. 

(c) For all fluid, $0.0176 per pound. 

( 2) South Valley Marketing Area . 

The minimum base prices for components used for class 1 shall 
be the following: 

(a) For all fat, $0.6453 per pound. 

(b) For all solids not fat, $0.8147 per pound . 

(c) For all f l uid, 0.0158 per pound . 

(3) Southern California Marketing Area. 

The minimum base prices for components used for class 1 sha ll 
be the f o llowing : 

(a) For a ll f a t , $0.6503 per pound. 

(b) For all solids not fat, $0 . 8147 per pound . 

(c) For all fluids, $0 . 0201 per pound . 

Referendum on proposed pooling Plan 

This bill seeks t o address problems with the current pooling system 
by authorizing the Director of Food and Agriculture to prepare a 
modified pooling plan (to include specific elements as outiined below), 
to ho l d a public hearing on the same, and thereafter, to submit the 
p l an for approval or disapproval to a statewide referendum of milk 
producers . 

Findings by Director. However, the Director is to proceed with the 
above steps 2nlv if the Director finds that class 1 milk price levels 
on a statewide average basis are not lower than five cents below the 
average for the states west of or on the continental divide. The 
comparison is to be made on a rolling four month period. 

Sunset Provision . If the Director does not make such findings by July 
1 , 1996, class 1 milk prices revert to those in effect under milk 
stabilization plans in effect on December 31, 1993. 

Referendum. If a referendum is held, each producer has 
which is to be cast individually to avoid block voting. 
deemed approved provided not less than 51 percent of the 
voted and one of the following is true: 

one vote, 
The plan is 
producers have 

A. 65 per cent or more of eligible producers who voted in the 
refer endum, and who produce at least 51 percent of the total amount of 
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fluid milk produced in the state by producers who voted in the 
referendum, approve the plan . 

B. 51 percent or more of the t otal number of eligible producers who 
voted in the referendum, and who produce 65 percent or more of the milk 
produced by producers who voted in the referendum, approve the plan. 

If the plan is not approved, the current system remains in force. 

Plan Elements. The specific elements which the plan must include are: 

A. A modification of rules for changes in quota, in particular , 
changing from five to seven years the time quota that must be held 
before it is traded. There is an exception for lineal descendants of a 
producer. 

B. 
being 
price 
price 

A new procedure for calculating 
equal to $1.70 per hundredweight 
for milk which tests 3.5 percent 
may be adjusted for location and 

the quota price each month as 
above the announced non-quota 
fat and 87.8 percent fluid. The 
transportation charges . 

Subsequent Adjustments 

One year after a new plan is approved by referendum and implemented, 
and annually thereafter, the Director is required to review the 
previous year's class 1 prices. 

If the Director finds that the projected statewide average class 1 
price for the current year is not lower than five cents below the 
average price for the states west of or on the continental divide, t he 
Director shall implement the system of payment for highest usage as 
specified in current law, and this system is to stay in effect until 
the Director makes findings as outlined above. 

If the Director does not make findings as outlined above within 30 
months of the annual review, class 1 prices are to revert to those in 
effect under milk stabilization plans which were in effect December 31, 
1993. 

Producer-Handler Exemption 

Under the present law, a producer-handler, who holds quota which was 
originally received when the milk-pooling act was first passed plus any 
quota purchased before 1978, is considered to have "exempt quota. n 

In addition, there is a provision in current law giving a 
producer-handler the right to deduct daily 150 pounds fat and 370 
pounds non-fat from Class 1 sales before being required to account to 
the pool. The statute also provides that if a producer-handler sells 
any quota after February 9, 1977, the right to the additional 
deductions will be lost. 
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These amendments remove the penalty facing a producer-handler who 
sells quota after February 7, 1977. 

At the present time, there are six producer-handlers in California. 

COKXEilT8: 

1. Arguments in support. The California Milk Producers state, 
"Essentially, this bill provides for a reasoned and balanced framework 
by the dairy industry, subject to producer referendum, to update and 
strengthen existing Milk stabilization and Marketing Laws. Legislative 
policies and administrative procedures respond to the changing needs in 
the marketplace. This measure is the product of lengthy efforts by all 
major dairy organizations within the state to achieve a consensus to 
fully support the industry, in cooperation with the Department of Food 
and Agriculture, moving forward to effectively improve the current 
methods for the marketing of milk and other dairy products. Enactment 
of AB 1285 will have a positive effect in helping restore the economic 
stability of the dairy industry, and, as such will further the 
best pUblic interest." 

The Agricultural Council of California states, "Milk is a highly 
perishable food item that requires strict government regulation to 
assure the public of a safe and healthy product. Farmers make 
significant investments in their dairy operations to efficiently comply 
with public health standards . Yet, since 1978 under the current pricing 
formUla, dairy farmers have been unable to recover 42% of the costs of 
making these improvements. Compounded over a period of time this 
reduces- the profit margin and results in operating losses making it 
difficult to stay in business. This bill addresses this problem by 
directing the Department of Food and Agriculture to revise the formula 
for establishing minimum fluid milk prices, beginning in January of 
1994. It is intended to increase the pool from which producers are 
paid and help cover their costs of production. A different pricing 
formula could have the potential for minimal increases in the price of 
milk. However, the Department of Food and Agriculture concluded after 
a March 31st hearing on this subject that "(an) analysis does not 
support the conclusion that retail prices change with changes in raw 
product costs." 

2. Arguments in opposition. The Dairy Institute of California states, 
"This bill will result in increased costs to the state for school milk. 
The increased cost to the state reflects only 2% of the overall cost 
increases that will ultimately be borne by California consumers. 
Specifically, the provisions of AB 1285 will result in an annual 
increase of $48.9 million in the cost of milk, or 6 cents a gallon. 
The principal intent of AB 1285 is to adjust the dairy producer quota 
system to provide a more equitable system for a greater number of the 
state's dairy farmers. While the aim of this legislation is admirable, 
reform of the quota system should not be paid for by processors and 
consumers." 

The Institute indicated that the legislation would take some 
regulatory authority from the Director of Food and Agriculture in the 
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role of determining pricing for the public interest. 
there should be some flexibility relating to pricing, 
placed in statute. They also are concerned that there 
between quota reform provisions and price increases. 

AS 1285 

They believe 
rather than being 
is no linkage 

Consumers Union states that "The new pricing formula will increase 
milk prices for California consumers. Consumers Union believes that 
milk pricing, like pricing for all consumer goods, is best kept to the 
market place." 

3. AS 1285 currently is substantially the same as SB 688 
(McCorquodale) which was approved by this Committee on April 20, 1993, 
but in a somewhat different form. 

SUPPORT: 

Agricultural Council of California 
California Milk Producers 
California Producer-Handler Association 
Milk Producers Council 
western United Dairymen 

OPPOSED: 

Consumers Union 
Dairy Institute of California 
Department of Food and Agriculture (unless amended) 

Peter A. Szego 
7/9/93 
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IBION 1\11. GREGORY 

Sacramento, California 

June 21, 1994 

Honorable Sal Cannella 
5155 State Capitol 

Milk Pooling Plans (A.B. 1285) #19990 

Dear Mr. Cannella: 

Gerak! R05s Adams 
Martin L Anderson 
Paul Antilla 
Homa Rao Anwar 
Charles C. Asbi:1 
Joe J. Ayala 
Raneene P. Belisle 
Lara K. Bierman 
Diane F. Boyer-Vine 
AnrJ M. Buraslero 
Eileen J. Buxton 
Gwynnae L. Byrd 
Sanljane Cl1tt1bertson 
Emilia Cwer 
Ben E. Dahl 
J. Christopher Dawson 
Jeffrey A Deland 
Clinton J. deWitt 
Frances S. DorOin 
MaurCGn S DUM 
Sharon R. Fisher 
Clay Fuller 
Patricia R. Gales 
Debra Zldich Gibbons 
Shira K. Gilbert 
Linda M. Gonzalez 
Sonya Anne Gran! 
Alvin D. Grcss 
Maria Hilakos Hanke 
Jana T. Harrington 
8eldev S. Heir 
Thomas R. Heuer 
Ruben L Iniguez 

Deputies 

You have asked us to discuss the effect that Assembly 
Bill No. 1285, as amended in Senate June 13, 1994 (hereafter 
A.B. 1285), if enacted, would have on Section 62708.5 of the Food 
and Agricultural Code. 

Before we proceed to consider your question, we shall, 
by way of background, generally discuss the operation of milk 
pooling plans. 

Lori Am Joseph 
Davi(l 8. Judson 
Michael A. Kelly 
Michael J. Kerslen 
L Douglas Kinney 
Eve B. Kfotinger 
Aubrey laBrie 
Fel,eia A. Lee 
Vlclolia K. leWIS 
Diana G. Lim 
Jenn~cr Loomis 
Romuio I. Lopez 
K1I1( S. louie 
Mariana Milrin 
Francisco A. Martm 
Sally B. MCGough 
Peter Melnicoe 
Michael M. M€mesinl 
John A Moger 
Abel Munoz 
Donna L Neville 
Sharon Reilly 
Michael B. Salerno 
Kefth T. Schulz 
William K. Stark 
Jessica L Steele 
Ellen Sward 
MarJe Franklin Terry 
Jeff Thorn 
Richard Thomson 
Ehzabeth M. Waft 
RIChard B. Weisberg 
"Thomas D. Whelan 
Jack G. Zorman 

Pursuant to the provisions governing the stabilization 
and marketing of market milk (Ch. 2 (commencing with Sec. 61801), 
Pt. 3, Div. 21, F.& A.C. I ), the Secretary of Food and Agriculture 
(hereafter the secretary) is authorized to formulate stabilization 
and marketing plans for market milk (Sec. 61993). For the 
purposes of stabilization and marketing plans, market milk is 
classified as class 1, class 2, class 3, class 4a, and class 4b 
(see Art. 5 (commencing with Sec. 61931), Ch. 2, Pt. 3, Div. 21) 
The stabilization and marketing plans are required to contain 
minimum prices to be paid by handlers to producers for market milk 
in the various class.es (Sec. 62062). Prior to 1967, producers 
competed fiercely to supply plants with class. 1 milk, since 
class 1 milk commanded the highest price (see Senate Floor 
Analyses, S.B. 688, June 8, 1993). 

1 All section references are to the Food and Agricultural 
Code. 
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In 1967, the Legislature enacted the Gonsalves Milk 
pooling Act (Ch. 3 (commencing with Sec. 62700), Pt. 3, Div. 21; 
(hereafter Chapter 3» which contains a' comprehensive scheme for 
milk pooling. Pursuant to Chapter 3, the secretary is authorized 
to develop a pooling plan (Sec. 62704) under which each producer 
is assigned a pool quota (subd. (d), Sec. 62707). A producer's 
quota determines the amount of class 1 milk the producer can sell 
to handlers within the pooling system. Milk sold in excess of 
quota receives the lowest base price, namely that price for milk 
destined for class 4b products (Sec. 62711). The handlers who 
have a financial obligation to the pool resulting from the 
operation of the pooling plan pay those obligations to the pool 
manager (subd. (a), Sec. 62712). Those funds are then in turn 
distributed to the producers (Secs. 62711 and 62713). 

section 62708.5 permitted certain producer-handlers2 to 
elect, prior to August 6, 1969, to either join and operate wholly 
within the pool, or to elect to operate outside of the pool to the 
extent authorized by section 62708.5. A producer-handler who 
elected, pursuant to section 62708.5 to operate outside of the 
pool, is entitled to deduct a certain amount from its own class 1 
sales (subd. (e), Sec. 62708.5). Chapter 1112 of the Statutes of 
1993 amended section 62708.5 by changing the deductions that may 
be made by a producer-handler from its own class 1 sales before 
accounting to the pool (see subd. (e), Sec. 62708.5, as amended by 
Ch. 1112, Stats. 1993). 

Chapter 1112 of the Statutes of 1993 also added 
Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 62750) to Part 3 of 
Division 21 (hereafter Chapter 3.5). section 62750 of Chapter 3.5 
provides as follows: 

"62750. Notwithstanding any provision of 
Chapter 3 (commencing with section 62700) or any 
pooling plan for market milk in effect under that 
chapter, effective January 1, 1994, each producer 
shall be paid the amounts determined in accordance 
with this section for his or her pool quota 

2 For the purposes of section 62708.5, "producer-handler" 
includes any producer and any handler who purchases or handles 
fluid milk or fluid cream produced by that producer if all of the 
ownership of the handler and all of the ownership of the producer 
is owned by the same person or persons and their ownership in the 
producer or handler is at least 95 percent identical for each 
person with their ownership in the handler or producer. This 
ownership may not exceed 10 individual persons or owners of 
equitable interest in a partnership, corporation, or other legally 
constituted business association (subd. (a), Sec. 62708.5). 
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production and for all production in excess of his 
or her pool quota. 

"(a) For all milk fat, whether or not equal 
to his or her pool quota, an amount determined by 
dividing the value of all milk fat in the pool by 
the amount of milk fat produced. 

"(b) Transportation allowances that are 
provided for in the pooling plan shall not be 
deducted from the quota milk of any region, but 
shall be deducted from the total solids not fat 
pool revenue before any price is determined for 
quota and nonquota solids not fat. 

"(c) Regional quota adjusters shall continue 
to be subtracted from the quota price in the 
established areas as specified in the pooling plan 
for market milk. However, the hundredweight price 
specified shall be converted to a solids not fat 
equivalent value, and the adjustments for the 
effect of those regional quota adjusters shall be 
applied to the solids not fat revenue. 

"(d) After taking into consideration the 
effect of the regional quota adjusters, the solids 
not fat announced quota price for those areas in 
which there is no regional quota adjuster shall be 
nineteen and one-half cents ($0.195) per pound 
greater than the announced solids not fat price for 
all milk produced in excess of pool quota." 

section 62751 of Chapter 3.5 repeals Chapter 3.5 on 
January 1, 1995, unless a later enacted statute, which is enacted 
before January 1, 1995, deletes or extends that date. 

A.B. 1285, if enacted, would make various changes to 
Chapter 3.5. First, A.B. 1285 would repeal section 62751, thus 
deleting the date on which Chapter 3.5 would terminate in the 
absence of further legislation, and would instead provide that 
Chapter 3.5 shall remain operative until the secretary certifies 
to the secretary of state that producers have voted in a 
referendum to suspend the operation of Chapter 3.5 (proposed Sec. 
62751, as added to the Food and Agricultural Code by Sec. 3 of 
A.B. 1285). A.B. 1285, if enacted, would also contain provisions 
for conducting the referendum (see proposed Secs. 62752 to 62755, 
inclusive, as added to the Food and Agricultural Code by Secs. 4 
to 7, incl., A.B. 1285). Proposed section 62756 would provide 
that if the continued operation of Chapter 3.5 is not approved, 
the secretary would be required to continue in operation the 
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pooling plan in effect on December 31, 1993 (proposed Sec . 62756, 
as added to the Food and Agricultural Code by Sec. 8 of 
A.B. 1285). 

consequently, if enacted, A.B. 1285 would continue 
section 62750 in effect until the secretary certifies to the 
Secretary of State that producers ·have voted in a referendum to 
suspend the operation of Chapter 3.5 (proposed Sec. 62751, as 
added to the Food and Agricultural Code by Sec. 3 of A;B. 1285). 

Therefore, since A.B. 1285, if enacted, would continue 
section 62750 in effect until the secretary certifies that 
producers have voted in a referendum to suspend the operation of 
Chapter 3.5, the critical issue, for the purposes of our 
discussion, is how section 62750 would affect Section 62708.5 
until that certi'fication is made. If 'we consider the 
interpretation to be given Section 62750, t!).e appropriate rules of 
statutory construction are set forth in Moyer v. Workmen's Compo 
Appeals Bd., 10 Cal. 3d 222 at page 230: "We begin with the 
fundamental rule that a court 'should ascertain the intent of the 
Legislature so as to effectuate the purpose of the law.' 
[Citation.) In determining such intent '[t)he court turns first 
to the words themselves for the answer.' [Citation.) We are 
required to give effect to statutes 'according to the usual, 
ordinary import of the language employed in framing them. ' 
[Citations.)" 

On the other hand, regard is also to be had not so much 
to the exact phraseology in which the intent has been expressed, 
but in the general tenor and scope of the entire scheme embodied 
in the enactments; in such cases the manifest reason and obvious 
design of the law should not be sacrificed to a literal 
interpretation of the language (County of Los Angeles v. Frisbie, 
19 Cal. 2d 634, 639). 

The first sentence of section 62750 provides, 
"Notwithstanding any provision of Chapter 3 . (commencing . with 
section 62700) or any pooling plan for market milk in effect under 
that chapter, effective January 1, 1994, each producer shall be 
paid the amounts determined in accordance with this section for 
his or her pool quota production and for all production in excess 
of his or her pool quota (emphasis added)." If we consider the 
meaning of the first sentence of section 62750, it evidences a 
clear intent by the Legislature to supersede any provisi.on of 
Chapter 3, and not just the provisions of that chapter with which 
it is inconsistent. 

However, we also point out that Chapter 3.5, unlike 
Chapter 3, does not provide a comprehensive scheme for milk 
pooling . For example, Chapter ' 3.5 does not provide for the 
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assi,gnment of pool quota or make any provision for the settlement 
of, or accounting for, funds paid to the pool. , Therefore, it 
would appear that it was the intent of the Legislature that 
Chapter 3 would continue to govern with respect to those matters. 

Moreover, the legislative history ,of the bill that 
enacted Section 62750, Senate Bill No. 688 of the 1993-'94 Regular 
session, indicates that the purpose of section 62750 is to modify 
the milk pooling plan to provide for a fixed differential between 
the quota price and the nonquota price during 1994 (see Assembly 
Analyses of Third Reading of S.B. 688, Aug. ' 16, 1993; and Senate 
Floor Analyses, S.B. 688, June 8, 1993). 

Consequently, an argument can be made that Chapter 3 and 
Chapter 3.5 were intended to be read together and harmonized (see 
People v. Trieber, 28 Cal. 2d 657, 661), and that Chapter 3.5 was 
thus intended to supersede only tho'se provisions of Chapter 3 with 
which it is inconsistent. Sinc'e section 62708.5 is solely 
concerned with certain producer-handlers and the amount of class 1 
sales those persons can make before they account to the pool, 
section 62708.5 is not inconsistent with Section 62750. Thus, 
there is a reasonable basis upon which a court could conclude that 
Section 62708.5 is unaffected by section 62750. Pursuant to this 
construction, Section 62708.5 would also be unaffected by any 
provision of A.B. 1285, if that bill is enacted. On the other ' 
hand, a court could also conclude, based on the plain meaning of 
the first sentence of Section 62750, that the Legislature intended 
by the enactment of Chapter 3.5, to supersede every provision of 
Chapter 3, including Section 62708.5. If a court so concluded, 
A.B. l285, if enacted, would af'fect Section 62708.5 by superseding 
all of Chapter 3, including Section 62708.5, until the secretary 
certifies to the Secretary of State that producers have voted in a 
referendum to suspend the operation of Chapter 3.5. 

Finally, any uncertainty that may exist with respect to 
whether the current language in Section 62750 accurately 
represents the intent of the Legislature can be resolved by 
appropriate amendments to that section. 

FSD:dg 

Very truly yours, 

Bion M. Gregory 
Leg'slative Counsel 

By 
Franc s S . Dorbin 
Deput~ Legislative Counsel 
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Governor Pete Wilson 
state of California 
State capitol 

KENNETH L. MADDY 
SENATOR. FOURTEENTH DISTRICT 

REPUBLlCAN FLOOR LEADER 

August 26, 1994 

Sa.cramento, California 95814 

Dear Governor Wilson: 

RE: AB 1285/Cannella 

COMMITTEES. 

CON$T1TUTrON .... L AMENDMENTS 

GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION 

'VICE CHAIRMAN' 

REVENUE eo TAXAT"lCN 

JOI"lT COMMITTEES 
ARTS 

FA'RS ... l....I..OC ... TION 

"'ND C~SSIFICAnON 
LEG;SLATIV€ AUDIT 

'VICE CHAIRMAN I 

SELECT COMMITTEES: 

8USINESS OEVELOPMENT 

CALIFORNIA S BUSINESS CLIMA T:=: 
CAUFORNIA·S WINE INOUSTRY 

NQRT.YRIOGC: EARTHQUAKE 
PACiFIC RIM 

I would respectfully recommend your signature on AB 1285 by 
Assemblyman Cannella. 

This bill is a follow-up to SB 688, which you signed into law last 
year. SB 688 contained a sunset clause which ends on January 1, 
1995; therefore, there is a need for AB 1285. 

The sunset provision was at the request of the Secretary of the 
Depar~ment of Food and Agriculture, Mr. Henry Voss. He wanted to 
experlence the provisions of SB 688 for one year before enacting 
it permanently. 

This bill preserves a more equitable distribution of revenues 
among the producers selling Grade A producer milk. Because of the 
perishable quality of milk, the nature of milk production, the 
varying seasonal production, demand factors and other economic 
factors affecting the milk industry, it is recognized by the 
Legislature that the Secretary must have the flexibility and all 
the information necessary to establish fair and equitable producer 
prices. 

In SB 688, an old restriction placed on producer handlers, which 
was provided for in the original Milk Pooling Act, was removed. 
This restriction, which allowed producer handlers to purchase 
quota but did not allow that quota to be exempt from reporting to 
the pool, had once before been extended to January, 1978. 
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This bill, AB 1285, reiterates the desire of the Legislature to 
continue the pOlicies regarding producer distributors enacted in 
SB 688 by addressing the provisions in the bill regarding the 
referendum. If a referendum by the producers were to terminate, 
the method of producer pricing established in AB 1285, the section 
addressing the producer distributors, would remain in effect. 

The passage of AB 1285 and your signature on this bill is a 
recognition by the Legislature and the Governor of this state that 
the powers that have been conferred upon the Secretary of the 
Department of Food and Agriculture are for the purposes of 
enabling the dairy industry to develop and maintain satisfactory 
marketing conditions, to bring about and maintain a reasonable 
amount of stability in the production of fluid milk and fluid 
cream; and particularly , to ensure that consumers within 
California wil l have an adequate and continuou supply of pure, 
fresh and wholesome milk at fair and reasonab e p ices. 

KLM:fms 
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SENATE BILL No. 105 

Introduced by Senator Kelley 

January 12, 1995 

An act to repeal and add Section 62708.5 of the Food and 
Agricultural Code, relating to agriculture. 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 

SB 105, as introduced, Kelley. Milk: pooling plans. 
Under the existing milk pooling law, a producer-handler 

may deduct from its class I sales, before being required to 
account to the milk pooling plan, its original quota, and any 
quota subsequently purchased plus a daily deduction of 150 
pounds of milk fat and 375 pounds of solids not fat without 
regard to whether it has sold production base and pool quota. 

This bill would permit a producer-handler to deduct from 
its class 1 sales, before being required to account to the plan, 
its original quota, and quota purchased prior to January I , 
1978, plus a daily deduction of 150 pounds of milk fat and 375 
pounds of solids not fat if it has not sold production base and 
pool quota subsequent to Februmy 9, J 977; or if it has sold 
production base and pool quota subsequent to FebrualY 9, 
1977, to deduct its original pool quota, and quota purchased 
prior to January J, 1978. 

Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: no. 
State-mandated local program: no. 

The people of the State of California do enact as follows: 

I SECTION I . Section 62708.5 of the Food and 
2 Agricultural Code is repealed. 
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1 62708.5. Ea) A producer HallEller, for purposes of tHis 
2 challter, shall aIso inelude, as a sellarate and distinet 
3 category of predueer handlers, an)' produeer and aft)' 
4 haflEller who pUfehases or handle3 fluid mille or fltlid 
5 cream prodtleed by this prochwer if all of the ownership 
6 of tHe handler and all of the 0 ",,,ership of the producer 
7 IS oVlnee by the same person or persons ane their 
8 ownership in the predueer or Handler is at least 95 
9 pereent identical for each person with their ownership in 

10 the handler or producer. This ownership shall not exceea 
1l 10 individual persons or ownerS of equitable interest in a 
12 partnershill, eorporation, or other legall)' constituted 
13 bBsiness assoeiation. 
14 Eb) The ownership required by this section rna)' be 
15 through a j9artnershij9, eorporation, or other legally 
16 eonstituted business association if the entities are owned 
17 by the same jgerson or jgersons, and there is at least 95 
18 jgereent identity of ownershij9 for eaeh jgerson ,>vith their 
19 oWBership in the handler or j9roducer. For j9urposes of 
20 this section a "jgerson" Or "jgersons" includes the sj9ouse, 
21 or other persons of lineal consanguinity of the first Or 
22 seeone degree or collateral eonsanguiBity to the fourth 
23 eegree, and their spouses, and includes an adopted ehild 
24 the same as a Batural ehild aHd kindred of ilie half blood 
25 eCjUall)' with those of the whole blood of ilie OWHer and 
26 ovmerships bJ' persons so relatee shall be eOHsidered 
27 single oWHershij9 ey OHe pemoH. For purposes of this 
28 seetioB, propCliy pledged or hYj90theeated lH aHY 
29 fflaHHer to others shall be eonsiderecl "ovmed" if 
30 equitaele ownership with management aHa control 
31 remain with ilie j9rodueer haneler. 
32 Ee) 0" nership as providecl in this seetioH shall have 
33 existed at the time of the base jgened seleeted ey the 
34 j9redueer under Seotion 62707 aBd at all other times 
35 thereafter. 
36 Ed) Any such producer distributor may, until August 
37 6, 1969, do either of the feHovAng: 
38 (1) JoiH and operate wholly within the pool. 
39 (2) IIa, e its entire original produetioB ease alld pool 
40 quota determined during the base period it seleeted as a 
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1 prodBccr pm-sBant to Scetion 62707, cstablishcd as a part 
2 of thc pooling plan, and, lleve11helcss elect to opcrate 
3 entirely 0:1tside of the pool to tire eKtent autirorizcd by 
4 this scetion. 
5 (c) Any produecr handler vtho qualifics undcr this 
6 section and elects to operate outside the pool, to the 
7 cxtent of the authority granted, may deduct from its ovm 
8 class 1 sales, eJwluding sales to a handler, whethcr in bulk 
9 or packages, its ori;;,,"l quota ans any quota 

10 subsequently purehased, plus a daily deeuetion of 150 
11 pounds of mille fat and 375 pounds of solies not fat bcfure 
12 being rcqtiircd to aceotint to thc pool. 
13 (f) The seductions [rom class sales authorized 
14 pursuant to this section rcay be fl1ase irrcspective of the 
15 faet that tfie a, erage elass I usage in thc pool fur that 
16 montfi may bc less than 100 pcreent of thc pool quota in 
17 that pool. 
18 (g) Any proeuction su~cct to this scction from the 
19 proclucer hfrt:cHer select;r;g this option shall net have the 
20 right to participate in the qBota pool, irrespectivc of tfic 
21 fuel lfial the producer fialldler cIie not sell all of the quota 
22 as elass 1, and will partieipate ill either the base pool or the 
23 ovcrbase pool depensin; tlpon ""hether the total 
24 prociuction base ef the preclueer is sufficicnt to eover the 
25 milk delivered in exeess of the elass 1 usage eJlGmptee 
26 hercunder, oti1erv;isc the production in execss of the 
27 exempt producer handler's o",n Glass 1 sales, as definee 
28 is this seetioll, shall be aeeounted fur as overbase milk. 
29 eft) The fuet that a presueer hansler qualifies as to one 
30 of its mille prodaction operation.~ under this section does 
31 not prevest it [fOrf! operating on an entirely separate 
32 nonqualifying easis (and tfiercfure su~eet Ie pooling) at 
33 otfier milk produetion [aeilities, ane witfi otfier 
34 nonquaEfyiHg persons at these otller milk produccioll 
35 faeilities. A procIaeer Ilandler eon neithcr euy nOf sell 
36 pool quota and transfer therewith tfie option granted 
37 aneer this division eut this shall not prevcllt him or her 
38 from purehasing or sclling peol quota or proeuetion base 
39 as other"ise provided in this chapter. 
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I (i) If at any lime ewnershi!'l, as EleHneEl if} this seetien, 
2 eeases, the predueer han Eller sBall ne lenger be eligiBle 
3 fer the eptiens in tBis seetien, shall aeeetlflt Ie the peel as 
4 a separate han Eller, anEl shall be enlilleEl Ie reentry inte 
5 pwElueer pftrtieipalief! if! the peel en the saffle basis as a 
6 preEltleer hanaler may :i:flaer the lasl p&fagr1lj3h ef 
7 Seetief! 62708. 
8 SEC. 2. Section 62708.5 is added to the Food and 
9 Agricultural Code, to read: 

10 62708.5. (a) A producer-handler, for purposes of this 
II chapter, shall also include, as a separate and distinct 
12 category of producer-handlers, any producer and any 
13 handler who purchases or handles fluid milk or fluid 
14 cream produced by this producer if all of the ownership 
15 of the handler and all of the ownership of the producer 
16 is owned by the same person or persons and their 
17 ownership in the producer or handler is at least 95 
18 percent identical for each person with their ownership in 
19 the handler or producer. This ownership shall not exceed 
20 10 individual persons or owners of equitable interest in a 
21 paltnership, corporation, or other legally constituted 
22 business association. 
23 (b) The ownership required by this section may be 
24 through a paltnership, corporation, or other legally 
25 constituted business association if the entities are owned 
26 by the same person or persons, and there is at least 95 
27 percent identity of ownership for each person with their 
28 ownership in the handler or producer. For purposes of 
29 this section, a "person" or "persons" includes the spouse, 
30 or other persons of lineal consanguinity of the first or 
31 second degree or collateral consanguinity to the fourth 
32 degree, and their spouses, and includes an adopted child 
33 the same as a natural child and kindred of the half blood 
34 equally with those of the whole blood of the owner and 
35 ownerships by persons so related shall be considered 
36 single ownership by one person. For purposes of this 
37 section, property pledged or hypothecated In any 
38 manner to others shall be considered "owned" if 
39 equitable ownership with management and control 
40 remain with the producer-handler. 
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I (c) Ownership as provided in this section shall have 
2 existed at the time of the base period selected by the 
3 producer under Section 62707 and at all other times 
4 thereafter. 
5 (d) Any such producer-distributor may, until August 
6 6,1969, do either o[the following: 
7 ( I) Join and operate wholly within the pool. 
8 (2) Have its entire original production base and pool 
9 quota determined during the base period it selected as a 

10 producer pursuant to Section 62707, established as a part 
II of the pooling plan, and, nevertheless elect to operate 
12 entirely outside of the pool to the extent authorized by 
13 this section. 
14 (e) Any producer-handler who qualifies under this 
15 section and elects to operate outside the pool , to the 
16 extent of the authority granted, shall have the right to 
17 make deductions, as follows , fr0111 its own class I sales, 
18 excluding sales to a handler, whether in bulk or packaged, 
19 before being required to account to the pool: 
20 (I) If it has not sold production base and pool quota 
21 subsequent to February 9, 1977, it may deduct its original 
22 quota, and quota purchased prior to January I, 1978, plus 
23 a daily deduction of 150 pounds of milk fat and 375 pounds 
24 of so lids not fat. 
25 (2) If it has so ld production base and pool quota 
26 subsequent to February 9, 1977, it may only deduct its 
27 original pool quota, and quota purchased prior to January 
28 1,1978. 
29 (f) The deductions from class sales authorized 
30 pursuant to this section may be made irrespective of the 
31 fact that the average class I usage in the pool for that 
32 month may be less than 100 percent of the pool quota in 
33 that pool. 
34 (g) Any production subject to this section from the 
35 producer-handler selecting this option shall not have the 
36 right to participate in the quota pool, irrespective of the 
37 fact that the producer-handler did not sell all of the quota 
38 as class I, and will participate in either the base pool or the 
39 overbase pool depending upon whether the total 
40 production base of the producer is sufficient to cover the 
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1 milk delivered in excess of the class I usage exempted 
2 hereunder, otherwise the production in excess of the 
3 exempt producer-handler's own class I sales, as defined 
4 in this section, shall be accounted for as overbase milk. 
5 (h) The fact (hat a producer-handler qualifies as to one 
6 of its milk production operations under this section does 
7 not prevent it from operating on an entirely separate 
8 nonqualifying basis (and, therefore, subject to pooling) at 
9 other milk production facilities, and with other 

10 nonqualifying persons at these other milk production 
11 facilities, A producer-handler can neither buy nor sell 
12 pool quota and transfer therewith the option granted 
13 under this section, but this shall not prevent him or her 
14 from purchasing or selling pool quota or production base 
15 as otherwise provided in this chapter. 
16 (i) If at any time ownership, as defined in this section, 
17 ceases, the producer-handler shall no longer be eligible 
18 for the options in this section, shall account to the pool as 
19 a separate handler, and shall be entitled to reentry into 
20 producer participation in the pool on the same basis as a 
21 producer-handler may under the last paragraph of 
22 Section 62708, 

o 
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AMENDED IN SENATE MAY 4, 1995 

AMENDED IN SENATE MARCH 30,1995 

AMENDED IN SENATE FEBRUARY 27,1995 

SENATE BILL 

Introduced by Senator Kelley 

January 12, 1995 

No. 105 

An act to amefle Seeliefl 62759 sf, Ie aee See~eR 62759.1 te, 
aRe te repeal and add Section 62708.5 of, the Food and 
Agricultural Code, relating to agriculture. 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 

SB 105, as amended, Kelley, Milk: pooling plans, 
fB Under the existing milk pooling law, a 

producer-handler may deduct from its class I sales, before 
being required to account to the milk pooling plan, its original 
quota, and any quota subsequently purchased plus a daily 
deduction of 150 pounds of milk fat and 375 pounds of solids 
not fat without regard to whether it has sold production base 
and pool quota, 

This bill would permit a producer-handler to deduct from 
its class I sales, before being required to account to the plan, 
its original quota, and quota purchased prior to March I , 1995, 
plus a daily deduction of 150 pounds of milk fat and 375 powlds 
of solids not fat if it has not sold production base and pool quota 
subsequent to February 9, 1977; or if it has sold production 
base and pool quota subsequent to February 9, 1977, to deduct 
its original pool quota, and quota purchased prior to March I, 
1995, Hewe,'er, tRe bill weille alse previae that He EJ:tlalifiee 
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proEiueer IUffiEiler may EieEiuet tHese all'lBUflts of original Ejuota 
anEi pmeHaseEi Ejuata rrml'l its elass 1 sales Bntil proEiBeers vote 
in a referenEiUfn to suspenEi eeftain mille pooliag provisions, 
ineluEiiltg those EieseribeEi in (2). 

(2) Ellisting law sets forth the soliEis not fat anBOlilleeEi 
quota priee fer those areas in whieh tbere is no regional Ejuota 
aEijuster. 

Tbis ail! woulEi revise those amounts . 
Vote: maJonty. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: no. 

State-mandated local program: no. 

The people of the State of California do enact as follows: 

I SECTION I. Section 62708.5 of the Food and 
2 Agricultural Code is repealed. 
3 SEC. 2. Section 62708.5 is added to the Food and 
4 Agricultural Code, to read: 
5 62708.5. (a) A producer-handler, for purposes of this 
6 chapter, shall also include, as a separate and distinct 
7 category of producer-handlers, any producer and any 
8 handler who purchases or handles fluid milk or fluid 
9 cream produced by this producer if all of the ownership 

10 of the handler and all of the ownership of the producer 
II is owned by the same person or persons and their 
12 ownership in the producer or handler is at least 95 
13 percent identical for each person with their ownership in 
14 the handler or producer. This ownership shall not exceed 
15 10 individual persons or owners of equitable interest in a 
16 partnership, corporation, or other legally constituted 
17 business association. 
18 (b) The ownership required by this section may be 
19 through a partnership, corporation, or other legally 
20 constituted business association if the entities are owned 
21 by the same person or persons, and there is at least 95 
22 percent identity of ownership for each person with their 
23 ownership in the handler or producer. For purposes of 
24 this section, a "person" or "persons" includes the spouse, 
25 or other persons of lineal consanguinity of the first or 
26 second degree or collateral consanguinity to the fourth 
27 degree, and their spouses, and includes an adopted child 
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I the same as a natural child and kindred of the half blood 
2 equally with those of the whole blood of the owner and 
3 ownerships by persons so related shall be considered 
4 single ownership by one person. For purposes of this 
5 section, property pledged or hypothecated many 
6 manner to others shall be considered "owned" if 
7 equitable ownership with management and control. 
8 remain with the producer-handler. 
9 ( c) Ownership as provided in this section shall have 

I 0 existed at the time of the base period se lected by the 
II producer under Section 62707 and at all other times 
12 thereafter. 
13 (d) Any such producer-distributor may, until August 
14 6, 1969, do either ofthe following: 
15 (1) Join and operate wholly within the pool. 
16 (2) Have its entire original production base and pool 
17 quota determined during the base period it selected as a 
18 producer pursuant to Section 62707, established as a part 
19 of the pooling plan, and, nevertheless elect to operate 
20 entirely outside of the pool to the extent authorized by 
21 this section. 
22 (e) Any producer-handler who qualifies under this 
23 section and elects to operate outside the pool, to the 
24 extent of the authority granted, shall have the right to 
25 make deductions, as follows, from its own class I sales, 
26 excluding sales to a handler, whether in bulk or packaged, 
27 before being required to account to the pool: 
28 (1) If it has not sold production base and pool quota 
29 subsequent to Febmary 9, 1977, it may deduct its original 
30 quota, and quota purchased prior to March I, 1995, plus 
31 a daily deduction of 150 pounds of milk fat and 375 pounds 
32 of solids not fat. 
33 (2) If it has sold production base and pool quota 
34 subsequent to Febmary 9, 1977, it may only deduct its 
35 original pool quota, and quota purchased prior to March 
36 1,1995. 
37 (f) The deductions fj-om class sales authorized 
38 pursuant to thi s section may be made irrespective of the 
39 fact that the average class 1 usage in the pool for that 
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I month may be less than 100 percent of the pool quota in 
2 that pool. 
3 (g) Any production subject to this section from the 
4 producer-handler selecting this option shall not have the 
5 right to participate in the quota pool , irrespective of the 
6 fact that the producer-handler did not sell all of the quota 
7 as class I , and will participate in either the base pool or the 
8 overbase pool depending upon whether the total 
9 production base of the producer is sufficient to cover the 

10 milk delivered in excess of the class 1 usage exempted 
11 hereunder, othelwise the production in excess of the 
12 exempt producer-handIer's own class 1 sa les, as defined 
13 in this section, shall be accounted for as overbase milk. 
14 (h) The fact that a producer-handler qualifies as to one 
15 of its milk production operations under this section does 
16 not prevent it from operating on an entirely separate 
17 nonqualifying basis (and, therefore, subject to pooling) at 
18 other milk production facilities, and with other 
19 nonqualifying persons at these other milk production 
20 faci lities. A producer-handler can neither buy nor sell 
21 pool quota and transfer therewith the option granted 
22 under this section, but this shall not prevent him or her 
23 from purchasing or selling pool quota or production base 
24 as otherwise provided in this chapter. 
25 (i) If at any time ownership, as defined in thi s section, 
26 ceases, the producer-handler shall no longer be eligible 
27 for the options in this section, shall account to the pool as 
28 a separate handler, and shall be entitled to reentry into 
29 producer participation in the pool on the same basis as a 
30 producer-handler may under the last paragraph of 
31 Section 62708. 
32 SEC. 3. Seetien 62750 ef tile Feefl fmfl Agriel:lltural 
33 Cefle is flfflenelea te reael: 
34 62750. ~lel¥ .. itllstaHaing afl)' pfeYISlefi ef Chapter 3 
35 (eefllffiefleiflg witll Seetien 62700) in eenfliet with this 
36 seetiefl er afl)' peeliflg plafl fer IBfrrket IBilk is effeet 
37 llflelef that ellaptef, effeetiYe lafltla!)· I, 1994 , eaeh 
38 preatleer, iheltlaiflg predl:leer halldlers as defifled ifl 
39 Seetieft 62798.5, shall be paid tile ameallts e1etefffiifleel ill 
40 aeeerelallee ... ith this seetiell fer Iris er her peel fjtleta 
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production and for all production in excess of his or her 
2 pool quota. 
3 (a) For all mille fat, whether or not equal to his or her 
4 pool quota, an amount determined by dividing the value 
5 ef--all milk fat in the pool by the amo~lnt of mille fat 
6 produced. 
7 (b) Transportation allov/anees that are provided for in 
8 the pooling plan shall not he de8ueted from the quota 
9 mille of any region, hut shall be deducted from the total 

10 solids not fat pool revenue before aBY pnee IS 

II determined for quota and BOBEpota soli8s Bot fat. 
12 (c) RegioBal quota adjasters shall eOBtiBue to be 
13 subtraeted from the mmouneed 'luota price iB the 
14 establisHed areas as specified iB the pooling plan for 
15 market milk. However, the hUBdredweight priee 
16 specified shall be eonverted to a solids not fat e'luivalent 
17 value, ana tHe adjustmeBls for tHe effect of tHose regional 
18 'luota aEljusters shall be applie8 to the solias Bot fat 
19 reveBue. 
20 (a) The solias Bot fat priee for all mille produeea that 
21 is Bot entitled to receive a greater priee as provided for 
22 in paragrapHs (l) and (2) shall be aB amOtlBt aetermined 
23 by sividiBg tHe vahle of all solids not fat in tHe pool after 
24 adjustments for the effeet of trMsportation allowanee 
25 and regioBRl 'luota adjusters and the greater pflees 
26 pro"'ised for in paragraphs (I) ans (2) by the total 
27 amouBt of solias not fat produced. This shall be the 
28 aooouBced priee for Bonqtlota solias not fat. 
29 (I) The almounees solids not fat priee for 'luota solids 
30 not fat shall be nineteen aBd one Half eents ($0.195) per 
31 pound greater than the announced pricc for non'luota 
32 soliss not fat. In rcgions "'''Here there are regional 'luota 
33 asjuslers, the 'luota solids flOI fal pnce received by 
34 producers in each such regiefl shall be the annetlnced 
35 queta solids net fat price less My regional quota adjuster 
36 for that region as specified in the plan. 
37 (2) Predacer hanalcrs who eontinue to meet tire 
38 q~;alifyiBg rC'luiremcnts of Section 62708.5 shall reccive 
39 tHe solids not fat price fer 'ltlota effective if! their region 
40 as specifies in paragraph (I) pbs ar, additional eight at~d 
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1 eHe half eeflls ($0.085) en all seliss Hel fat Elualifies 
2 pfBSl>elieH. Any preEIMetien Ihal is eHtitlea Ie reeei ... e this 
3 priee shell nel be eligible Ie reeei"e eHY traHspertatieH 
4 aile .. anees . The preal>etiaH "IHalifiea fer Ihis priee shall 
5 be Ihal JlaltiaH ef the Jlreal>eer haHcHer's preal>etieH 
6 whieh, prief te Mareh I, 1995, Ihe preaHeer henaler 
7 eleelea te ha ... e aeaaetea frern its eVill elass I sales te the 
8 ellleHt al>therizea l>Haef Seeliefl 62708.5. The arnel>Ht ef 
9 aHY Ejl>ela se al>therizea shall be acij tistea l>pwara by any 

10 Hew "IHeta alleeatiens as pfeYiaes fer in SeetieH 62707.1. 
II An)· el>ffen! selias Het fal pfBsl>e!ieH tkel wel>ls 
12 etker",ise be "Il>alifiea fer this priee fer .. hieh the 
13 preal>eer haHaler sees net el>ffeHtiy have aH aae"ll>ate 
14 arnal>Ht ef his er her e ,ill elass I sales (aftef exell>siflg 
15 sales la aHethe!" haHaler, whether iH btllk er paekagea), 
16 shall aHly be eHtitiea Ie reeei\ e the a!l:!l:etlHeea 
17 selias net fat pfiee fef HeHqtleta selias flet fat en that 
18 preatielieH. 
19 SEC. 1. 8eetieH 62750.1 is easea Ie Ihe Feea efla 
20 Agriel>lltifal Ceae, Ie reas: 
21 62759.1. HelwithstaHeing SeetieH 62798.5, fie 
22 preal>eer haflaler Nile is qHalifies eHa eefllifll>es te 
23 "IHalify l>flaer Ihat seetietl Ie eperate el>tsiae the Ileel eHa 
24 eleets te ae se, ifl aeeeHflIiflg Ie the Ileel, is efltitlea te 
25 aeal>el frern ils eWH elass I sales, either its efigil'lel Ejl>eta 
26 er aHY "I1>81e sl>bseEjl>efltiy ptlrehasea ef aeEjl>ifea. 

o 
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Senate Bill No. lOS 

CHAPTER 174 

An act to repeal and add Section 62708.5 of the Food and 
Agricultural Code, relating to agriculture. 

(Approved by Governor July 22, 1995. Filed wjth 
Secretary of Stille 1uly 24, 1995.] 

LEGtSLATIVE COUNSEL'S DtGEST 

SB 105, Kelley. Milk : pooling plans. 
Under the existing milk pooling law, a producer-handler may 

deduct from its class 1 sales, before being required to account to the 
milk pooling plan, its original quota, and any quota subsequently 
purchased plus a daily deduction of 150 pounds of milk fat and 375 
pounds of solids not fat without regard to whether it has sold 
production base and pool quota. 

This bill would permit a producer-handler to deduct from its class 
1 sales, before being required to account to the plan, its original 
quota, and quota purchased prior to March I, 1995, plus a daily 
deduction of 150 pounds of milk fat and 375 pounds of solids not fat 
if it bas oot sold production base and pool quota subsequent to 
February 9, 1977; or if it has sold production base and pool quota 
subsequent to February 9, 1977, to deduct its original pool quota, and 
quota purchased prior to March 1, 1995 . 

The people of the State of California do e/lact as follows: 

SECTION I. Section 62708.5 of the Food and Agricultural Code 
is repealed. 

SEC. 2. Section 62708.5 is added to the Food and Agricultural 
Code, to read: 

62708.5. CaJ A producer-handler, for purposes of this chapter, 
shall also include, as a separate and distinct category of 
producer-handlers, any producer and any handler who purchases or 
handles fluid milk or fluid cream produced by this producer if all of 
the ownership of the hand ler and all of the ownership of the producer 
is owned by the same person or persons and their ownership ill the 
producer or handler is at least 95 percent identical for each person 
with their ownership in the handler or producer. This ownership 
shall not exceed 10 individual persons or owners of equitable interest 
in a partnership, corporation, or other legally constituted business 
associa tion. 

(b) The ownership required by this section may be through a 
partnership, corporation, or other lega lly constituted business 
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aSSOCiation if (he entities are owned by the same person or persons, 
and there is at least 95 percent identity of ownership for each person 
with their ownership in the handler or producer. For purposes of this 
section, a "person" or "persons" includes the spouse, or other persons 
of lineal consanguinity of the first or second degree or collateral 
consanguinity to the fourth degree, and their spouses, and includes 
an adopted child the same as a natural child and kindred of the half 
blood equally with those of the whole blood of the owner and 
ownerships by persons so related shall be considered single 
ownership by one person. For purposes of this section, property 
pledged or hypothecated in any manner to others shall be considered 
"owned" if equitable ownership with management and control 
remain with the producer-handler. 

(c) Ownership as provided in this section shaU have existed at the 
time of the base period selected by the producer under Section 62707 
and at all other times thereafter. 

(d) Any such producer-distributor may, until August 6, 1969, do 
either of the following: 

( I) Join and operate wholly within the pool. 
(2) Have its entire original production base and pool quota 

detennined during the base period it selected as a producer pursuant 
to Section 62707, established as a part of the pooling plan, and, 
nevertheless elect to operate entirely outside of the pool to the extent 
authorized by this sectioD. 

(e) Any producer-handler who qualifies under this section and 
elects to operate outside the pool, to the extent of the authority 
granted, shall have the right to make deductions, as follows, from its 
own class 1 sales, excluding sales to a handler, whether in bulk or 
packaged, before being required to account to the pool: 

(1 ) If it has not sold production base and pool quota subsequent 
to February 9, 1977, it may deduct its original quota, and quota 
purchased prior to March I, 1995, plus a daily deduction of 150 pounds 
of mi lk fat and 375 pounds of solids not fat. 

(2) If it has sold production base and pool quota subscqucnt to 
February 9, 1977, it may only deduct its original pool quota, and quota 
purchased priorlo March I, 1995. 

(f) The deductions from class I sales authorized pursuant to this 
section may be made irrespective of the fac t that the average class 
1 usage in the pool for that month may be less than 100 percent of the 
pool quota in that pool. 

(g) Any production subject to this section from the 
producer-handler se lecting this opt ion shall not have the right to 
participate in the quota pool, irrespective of the fact that the 
producer-handler did not sell all of the quota as class I , and will 
participate in either the base pool or the overbase poo l depending 
upon whether the total production base of the producer is sufficient 
to cover the milk delivered in excess of the class 1 usage exempted 
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hereunder, otherwise the production in excess of the exempt 
producer-handier 's own class 1 sales, as defined in this section, shall 
be accounted for as overbase milk. 

(h) The fact that a producer-handler qualifies as to onc of its mi lk 
production operations under this section does not prevent it from 
operating on an entirely separate nonqualifying basis (and. 
therefore, subject to pooling) at other milk production facil ities, and 
with other nonqualifying persons at these other milk production 
facilities. A producer-handler can neither buy nor sell pool quota and 
transfer therewith the opt ion granted under this section, but th is shall 
not prevent him or her from purchasing or selling pool quota or 
production base as otherwise provided in this chapter. 

0) If at any time ownership, as defined in this sec tion, ceases, the 
producer-handler shall no longer be eligible for the options in th is 
section, shall account to [he pool as a separate handler, and shall be 
entitled to reentry into producer participation m the pool on the 
same basis as a producer-handler may under the last paragraph of 
Section 62708. 

o 
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e 
MILK PRODUCERS COUNCIL 

1.15-15 Ftldirl //lTIiI/(' - Ontorio, (,-1 ()I/{)/ - (I)()t}) ()_:.'i-oOIS - LIX (f)(jI)} 591-7128 

M"rch 20, 1995 

SCI1Cltor Jim Cosla, Chtlirlll<l.n 
Sel1ille Ag. "nd Willer Commillec 
Stale Capital, SaCHlTllcnto 

RE: SI3 105 (Kelly) relolive 10 1\Ii11< Pooling plilns!procftJeer-h,lI1cflers 

Dear SCl18tor Cost<l, 

Milk Producers Council is opposed (0 SB 105 ill ils eUflelll form. 

In the existing Milk Pooling I';J\\' , a producer-handler m:,), deduci frolll ils class I s"lcs ils 
original quota, and quoin purchased ~il1cc the Cll;lctmcnt of sn (lHH alld AB ] 285 which were 
ch"plered in 1993 - 1994 respecl ilT I y. 

S13 lOS (Kelly), unless amended, is an open in\'il:ilioll 10 Ieg,,1 "clion by Ihe producer-lwmJlers 
if it becomes I"w in ils eurrenl form. This could e""se JlJajor d"n1<'ge "ml possible losses of pool 
quota held by producers sl"le \Vide if Ihe leg:" (":"!engc is 10 he successful. 

Milk Produccrs Coullcil slands rC'I"Y 10 work wilh lhc :nllhor of S13 lOS, SCI1"lor Dove Kelly, 
yourself and others 10 seck a solution which would be ':lcccpl;lblc to Ihe C;l!i[ornh (hiry 
producer induslry. 

Please don't IlCSi!;llc In cdl jf ),Oll have :111)' qllc~li(111S. 

Respeclfully yours, 

[lob fecnsl ra 

Execulil'e Director 



MILK PRODUCERS COUNCIL 
135-15 Euclid Avenue - Onlario, CA 91761 - (909) 628-6018 - F/LJ{ (909) 591-7328 

April 17, 1995 

Milk Producers Council is opposed to SB 105 in its current legislative form. 

Background Paper on SB 105 

SB 105 totally removes the exempt status of the Producer Handlers own Quota production which 
was covered by their own class 1 sales. 

The exempt status of the Producer Handler quota production was granted in the original pooling 
act for all existing sales that a P H had at that time. 

In all federal milk marketing orders, a Producer Handler may exempt all his own milk production 
covered by his own class I milk sales without limit and without the need to purchase existing 
quota as is required in the California system. In the federal system, a P H may not purchase milk 
from the producer pool to cover his class one sales but must produce all of his Own requirements. 

This exempt status of the P H quota is not transferable. Therefore the total pounds of exempt 
quota held by all PH's in 1994 was half of the total exempt quota held by all PH's in the 
beginning year of pooling - 1969. 

The exempt status was expanded to cover quota purchased up to 1978 by the passage of the 
equalization bill which allocated blue sky quota to many producers. 

SB 688, which was signed into law in 1993, gave exempt status to all future quota purchased by 
any P H. 

This action - SB 688 - was part of legislation sponsored by the proponents of SB 105 and 
was agreed to by all the active participants. 

SB 105 not only limits recognition of P H quota to that quota purchased prior to March 1 of 
1995, it also removes the entire exempt status of all the P H quota held even prior to 1978 and 
even 1969. In return it allocates a fixed amount of additional cents per pound to P H quota over 
that allocated to all producer quota. 

SB 105 totally ignores the legislative action of past legislative bodies even as late as 1993. SB 
105 ignores the historical status of the P H production covered by his own sales in all federal 
milk marketing orders. This bill ignores the Producer Handler's cost of marketing, cost of 
processing or the type of customer he serves. 

MPC agrees the exempt status should be limited to quota purchased prior to January 1, 1996. We 
propose that SB 105 be amended back to the language of SB 105 as amended on February 27, 
1995 with an additional change by amending the phrase "March 1,1995" where ever it appears 
to "January 1, 1996". This gives a warning time to end the unlimited time granted by SB 688 
for allowing future quota purchases to become exempt quota but still maintains the historical 
exempt status for the P H quota acquired up to that time. 
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6~ 
Joe A. Gonsalves 
Anthony D. Gonsalves 
PROFESSIONAL LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATION 

EXECUTNE BLDG . • SUITE 250 • 925l ST .• SACRAMENTO, CA 95614·3704 • 916 • 441·0597 

~,ii~ ..... 

TO: Members of the Senate Agriculture and Water Resources 
Committee 

FROM: Joe and Anthony Gonsalves 

HE: SB 105 (Kelley) - OPPOSE 

CLIENT: California Producer- Handler Association 

• When the pooling bill was enacted in 1969 , there were 86 
producer-handlers in the state of California (now only six) 
who held daily pounds of quota fat. Th e t o t a l amount of daily 
pounds of quota fat exempt from the pool was 40 , 449 . 

The reason that they were exempt from reporting to the pool 
was because the producer- handler owned t h e cows, owned the 
processing plant , and had Class I sales fo r that quota milk. 

• The original pooling act stated, however, that in the future 
any class I sales producer-handlers were able to acquire must 
have quota for those Class I sales , and instead of receiving 
the Class I price for that milk , the producer-handlers would 
have to share those new Class I sales" with the pool. That 
meant that although they sold the milk "for Class I, which is 
drinking milk, they would receive a quot a b lend price for that 
milk. 

What the pooling act did for producer-handl ers was to say that 
you get what you have earned in the past, but in the future 
whatever you are able to develop, you will have to share with 
all the other dairymen in the State of Ca l ifornia. 

• In 1977, Assemblyman Barry Keene carried a bill , and in that 
legislation, the requirement that producer-handlers had to 
share in their Class I sales with the pool was removed and 
producer-handlers were allowed t o purchase quota and receive 
Class I sales for their quota until January 1, 1978 . 

~ Then again in 1993, under SB 688 by Senator McCorquodale and 
in 1994, AB 1285 by Assemblyman Cannella, the requirement that 
anytime after January 1, 1978, that producer- handlers would 
have to share their Class I sales with the pool was removed. 



The amendment to the Mccorquodale bill ~las offered in a 
subcommittee of Appropriations and was accepted by producer 
representatives, and again during the passage of AB 1285 by 
Assemblyman Cannella in 1994, the legislation reiterated the 
desire of the Legislature that the producer-handler not be 
required to share their market . ~lith the pool by the passage 
of that bill. 

a Subsequent to the adoption of the producer-handler amendment 
in 1993 to the McCorquodale bill, the proponents of SB 105 
were involved in all of the committee hearings following that 
amendment 's adoption, and in 1994, during the passage of the 
cannella bill, and never once before any committee of the 
Legislature obj ected to the·' producer-handler amendment . 

• The only thing that the producer-handlers are asking of the 
California Legislature is that they are allOl"ed to continue 
to develop Class I sales for their quota milk , and that they 
continue to receive the monies that those Class I sales bring, 
and not have to share them with the pool. 

The reason that producer quota-holders receive less for quota 
milk than the producer-handlers do for Class I is because they 
have to take a blend of Class I, II, and III. 

The reason for rece iving a quota-blend price is because 
producers do not have enough Class I sales for the quota that 
they hold. They hold too much quota, and as a result of that, 
the milk that they cannot sell for Class I must be sold for 
Class II and III, Which means that they are for sales of 
butter, powder, and cheese . 

The thing to remember here is that producers do receive Class 
I price for their Class I sales . In 1994, producers received 
854,644,353.60 for their Class I sales. 

U This is not a producer-handler/producer fight, this is a move 
by the cooperatives and the vertically integrated markets who 
have to go out and compete with the producer-handlers for 
Class I sales, and what the co-ops have done is to enlist the 
support of the producers on the basis that it is an unfair 
advantage. 

D There is no unfair advantage whatsoever, because the State of 
California does not regulate the retail price for milk, so in 
the retail market place there is competition for Class I 
sales. The co-ops would like to eliminate the producer
handlers that would reduce the competition and allow them to 
sell milk at a higher price at an increase cost to the 
consumer. 

We would respectfully request your NO vote on SB 105. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

· 'I E .. -\ . 
Joe A. onsalves . 
Anthony D. Gonsalves 
PROFESSIONAL LEGISLATIVE AEPRESENTATION 

EXECUTIVE BLDG . • SUITE 250 • 925 l ST . • SACRAMENTO, CA 95814·3704 • 916 • 441 ·0597 

Members of the Senate 

Joe and Anthony Gonsalves 

SB 105 (Kelley) 

POSITION: OPPOSED 

CLIENT: California Producer-Handler Association 

We are opposed to SB 105 because the thrust of this bill is to 
amend a section of SB 688 (McCorquodale) of 1993 and AB 1285 
(Cannella) of 1994. 

Current law, which was changed in 1993 and 1994 in those two bills, 
allows producer-handlers to buy quota and receive Class I sales for 
that quota. 

There are only six (6) producer-handlers in the state of 
california, and based on the law that was changed in 1993 by 
Senator McCorquodale, they invested over $8 Million in the purchase 
of quota so they could get the benefit of their Class I sales. 
This bill repea ls the action taken in 1993 and makes changes in 
what they are to receive for their quota purchases. 

It is very unfair to pass legislation that would nullify what was 
signed by the Governor in 1993 and reiterated in 1994, and allow 
producer-handlers to make purchases based on that legislation. 
Then in 1995 to come back and reduce the amount of income they will 
receive by 679 on every hundred pounds of milk they sell, then turn 
a round and give the 679 to producers who have nothing to do with 
the production and sale of that milk. It is blatently unfair! 

The producer-handlers are asking the California Legislature to be 
allowed to continue to develop Class I sales for their quota milk, 
continue to receive the monies those Class I sales bring and not 
have to share them with the pool. 

We ask the Members of the Senate to reject this bill. Then we will 
meet with Senator Ke lley and the proponents of this bill to suggest 
an amendment which will be fair to everyone concerned and not 
violate the integrity of the legislation that allowed producer
handlers to spend over $8 Million in purchasing quota in 1 99 4. 

We r espectfully ask f or your NO vote. 



· II Milk Pooling requires the State to be the middle-man between the dairy farm and 
the plants. 

iii Producer-Distributors do not need the State to be the middle-man - they own farm 
and plant. 

I! The State sets the price of wholesale milk that the dairy farm receives. 

III Class I milk receives the highest price because it is drinking milk. 

I! Classes II, III, and IV receive a lower price, depending on usage, because these 
classes are manufactured milk (i.e.: butter, powder, and cheese). 

EXAMPLE I - CURRENT LAW 
Producer-Distributors Owning Farm and Plant 

Producer-Distributor Quota Only Class I 

P.D. Plant Pays P.D. Farm Receives 

Class I - $13.64 
." 

$13.64 

State .. 

EXAMPLE n - CURRENT LAW 
Producers with Quota 

Independent Plant Pays Independent Fann Receives 

Class I - $13.64 
Class II - $10.86 

Class III - $10.58 
Class IV A - $10.01 
Class IV B - $l1.oI 

State 
Blends 

No Deduction 

EXAMPLE III - PROPOSAL UNDER SB 105 
Producer-Distributors Owning Farm and Plant 

Producer-Distributor Quota Only Class I 

$12.22 

P.D. Plant Pays P.D. Farm Receives 

Class I - $13.64 $U.97 

State ~ 
Deducts ~v 
-$0.67 

Wby should the State take this money from the Producer-Distributors to enhance the 
other pool? 
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VOTES - ROLL CALL 
MEASURE: SB 105 
AUTHOR: Kelley 
TOPIC: Milk: pooling plans. 
DATE: 05/11/95 
LOCATION: SEN. FLOOR 
~10TION: SENATE THIRD READING 58 105 KELLEY 

(AYES 33. NOES 1.) (PASS) 

AYES 
**** 

Ayala Beverly Boatwright Calderon 
Costa Craven Dills Greene 
Haynes Hughes Hurtt Johannessen 
Johnston Kelley Killea Kopp 
Leonard Leslie Lockyer Maddy 
Monteith Mountjoy O'Connell 
Petris Polanco Rogers Rosenthal 
Russell Solis Thompson Watson 
Wright 

NOES 
**** 

Hayden 

ABSENT, ABSTAINING, OR NOT VOTING 
********************************* 

Alquist Campbell 
Marks Mello 

Johnson Lewis 

Peace 
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VOTES - ROLL CALL 
MEASURE : SB 105 
AUTHOR : 
TOPIC : 
DATE : 

Kelley 
Mil k : pooling plans . 
05/01/95 

LOCATION : SEN . FLOOR 
MOTION : SENATE THIRD READING SB 105 KELLEY AMEND - KELLEY 

(AYES 10 . NOES 20 . ) (FAIL) 

AYES 
**** 

Alquist Beverly Costa Craven 
Johannessen Johnston Kelley Monteith 
Thompson Wright 

NOES 
**** 

Ayala Boatwright 
Greene Hayden Haynes 
Kopp Leonard Maddy 
Mello Mountjoy 
Polanco Rosenthal 

Campbell 
Hughes 
Marks 
O' Connell 
Solis Watson 

Dills 

Peace 

ABSENT , ABSTAINING , OR NOT VOTING 
********************************* 

Calderon Hurtt Killea Leslie 
Lewis Lockyer Petris Rogers 
Russell Vacancy 
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PRODUCER - DISTRIBUTOR EXEMPTION 

When the Milk Pooling Plan was adopted in 1969, the Type 70 
Producer-Distributors (PD's) had legislative language that gave 
them the option to deduct their quota allocated at the time of 
adoption of the plan from their Class I sales when accounting to 
the Pool . In 1978, the Type 70 PD exemption was expanded to cover 
all Quota purchased prior to 1978. 

In 1978, the PD's only represented 3.96% of the total Class I sales 
in California. To date they even represent less, 3.E4%. How much 
of an impact can· they have wi th this small percentage? 

The California Quota system is unique. Producers are allowed to 
purchase Quota to guarantee them a $1.70 cwt more fer their milk. 
What this gives them is a bigger percentage of Class I sales 
allocated to the Quota prices and blending the remaining sales of 
c1 ass II, II I, IVa and IVb among Quota and Overbase producers. 
Cal ifornia used to be a Cl ass I state. Now it is more of a 
manufacturing state which has caused the dairymens' prices to go 
down. 

A way of getting more for their milk, even a minimal amount, is to 
get credit for the Producer-Distributors' sales of Class I. 

This raises a good question. Why should the PD's have to share 
their hard work in Class I sales? They don't sell for Class II, 
I I I, IVa and IVb products. Why should they have to take a bl ended 
price? 

TOTAL P.02 
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Introduction 

My name is Richard Shehadey and I am the Chief Executive Officer of Producers Dairy 
Foods ("Producers Dairy") and an owner in Bar 20 Dairy, LLC ("Bar 20 Dairy"). I am 
submitting this testimony in support of Proposal Number 3, submitted by the California Producer 
Handlers Association ("CPHA"), regarding a potential Federal Milk Marketing Order for the 
state of California. I support the adoption of a Federal Milk Marketing Order, as proposed by the 
Cooperatives in Proposal Number 1, preserving the quota system "intact" as Dr. Eric Erba 
testified to in this hearing in Exhibit 42. With the addition of CPHA's Proposal Number 3 to the 
Cooperative's proposal, the quota system will be preserved " intact" because it wi ll include both 
types of quota, regular and exempt. 

Producers Dairy History 

I wish to start by explaining the Producers Dairy story. It first began as Producers Dairy 
Delivery Company in December 1932 by a group of ambitious men wanting to package and 
deliver high-quality milk products in the local community here in Fresno, California. It started 
with a small milk processing plant and a few trucks to deliver fresh milk directly to people ' s 
homes in glass bottles. 

In 1949, my father, Larry Shehadey, bought an interest in that then-small milk delivery 
business. By 1955, my father bought out the other partners such that Producers Dairy has been 
an entirely family-owned , independent company ever since. And though my father did not have 
a co llege degree, he worked incredibly hard to make Producers Dairy the number one dairy in 
the area in a very short period of time. 

One of his creative and pioneering marketing decisions was to associate Producers Dairy 
with Hopalong Cassidy, who, for the benefit of younger generations, was a well-known and 
respected fictional cowboy who was also just called "Hoppy" in TV shows that ran in the 1950s 
and 1960s. This helped build up Producers Dairy 's market of its Class 1 products by marketing 
and creating brand recognition of our products with efforts such as putting photos of Hoppy on 
Producers Dairy's milk containers and trucks, di stributing product coupons available at grocery 
stores to attend Hoppy 's Saturday matinees, and creating a Producers Dairy radio jingle that ran 
on local stations. All these efforts helped develop Producers Dairy 's Class 1 sales. These unique 
efforts really encouraged people to not only think positively about Class 1 milk and drink it but 
to also look for Producers Dairy products in the stores where they shopped. I have included 
Exhibit A to my testimony a picture of our early advertisements with Hoppy and a picture of my 
father with one of our Hoppy branded delivery trucks. 

In 1957, my father decided he could better control milk quality and help when supplies 
were tight by having his own dairy farm. As a result, he built our first dairy cow milking 
operation, which he named "Bar 20 Dairy" after Hoppy's ranch. Over the years, our family 
continued to invest and expand our Bar 20 Dairy cow milking operations to continue to control 
the quality of the milk that goes into Producers Dairy products. 



Operating a vertically integrated business allows us to protect the quality of our product 
and, in turn, the quality of our brand. Bar 20 Dairy's operations have been key and fundamental 
to Producers Dairy's reputation of providing some of the highest-quality milk available in the 
market. Our first dairy farm included a glass viewing room to accommodate busloads of school 
children taking field trips there. We have connected our brand equity to Bar 20 Dairy's farm 
operations by our unwavering commitment to "healthy, happier cows" on our farms and 
exceptional milk quality. We are Validus certified for our farm practices and animal welfare. 
Attached as Exhibit F is an explanation of this certification. 

We pride ourselves on operating an efficient plant, distribution system, and supply chain. 
We understand that price is a critical component to our business, and we work hard to control 
and manage our operating costs. We reinvest in assets and technology to remain as efficient and 
as lean as possible in our operations. But we have a great deal of urban market customers (in 
deficit areas), and we have to absorb the cost of shipping to those markets. We do not and will 
not receive any transportation funds for delivering to these deficit areas. The net impact is that it 
saves the pool money and this is a regulatory disadvantage to us as compared to our competitors. 

Our customers appreciate our family-owned status, our high-quality products (including 
our ability to affect and ensure quality all the way from our farm to our customers), our focus on 
customer satisfaction, the strength of our brands, our knowledge of the industry and farms, our 
reinvestment into the future, our philosophy and direction as a business, our control over our 
supply chain. These are the factors that we utilize to secure our customer base and compete 
against other fluid processors. 

Personal Background 

For more than 50 years I have been involved in our family dairy business. I have done 
everything in our operations from running tractors, milking cows, and holding various leadership 
roles. I received my Bachelor of Science degree in Business Administration from Fresno State 
College in 1965. I am currently on the board of Dairy Council of California (30 years), 
California Milk Processor Board (a founding director, and board member for 22 years), the local 
California Milk Advisory Board (District 8 committee) (15 years), and the Milk Industry 
Foundation, a member organization of the International Dairy Foods Association (25 years and 
past secretary). I have been a member of the Holstein Association for more than 40 years. I also 
sit on numerous local community and non-profit boards. 

I have previously been appointed and served on the California Department of Food and 
Agriculture ("CDFA") Quota Review Committee. That committee was tasked with reviewing 
the Quota system and whether any feasible options existed to reasonably end it. The analysis 
done included an evaluation of quota which was found to be worth over $1 billion dollars in 
value. The committee evaluated various options but concluded that the cost to buyout all of the 
allocated quota and the potential impact to the pool was too great; therefore, no further action 
was taken. 

California Producer Handlers Association 
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Today, I present this testimony on behalf of not only Producers Dairy but also the three 
other exempt quota holders. The CPHA is made up of: (l) Foster Dairy Farms, Inc.; (2) 
Hollandia Dairy, Inc.; (3) Producers Dairy Foods, Inc.; and (4) Rockview Dairies, Inc. Their 
falms own exempt quota, also known as "Option 70" producer-handlers. Option 70 producer
handlers are fully regulated, reporting to the pool for their Class I sales. I 

One CPHA member is located in Fresno County, and one is located in Stanislaus County. 
The other two CPHA members are located in southern California (San Diego County and San 
Bernardino County), which are deficit areas of milk production where it is increasingly more 
difficult to maintain milk supply and dairy operations. These four members of the CPHA are 
California's final exempt quota holders (out of the original 49), and we seek to preserve our asset 
along with preservation of the rest of the quota system. 

Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act - Exempt Quota 

When the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act was enacted in 1967, Producers Dairy had already 
been operating for many years both its own dairy fann and processing plant, as well as carrying 
its own marketing effOlis in building up demand for its Class I products. 

During those years that preceded the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act, the California milk 
industry was otherwise in a state of upheaval and turmoil as extreme competition for Class I 
contracts existed among other producers. The Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act was primarily 
created to address industry problems that did not affect producer-handlers because all the milk 
[rom our dairy operations flowed to a dedicated Class I plant. Legislators fashioned the 
California quota system under the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act to provide for exempt quota in 
consideration and recognition of a producer-handIer'S unique structure in creating its own Class 
1 market. 

Through legislation, producers and producer-handlers were allocated quota and exempt 
quota, both assets that over the last 50 years have become a valuable part of our business 
operations. Producers were issued regular quota that was assigned based on their historical 
production of raw milk that was sold to Class I handlers. Producer-handlers were likewise 
issued exempt quota for the historical production and salc of Class I milk. The producers were 
also assigned a base production volume, and anything produced beyond the base and quota 
assignments was paid as overbase production. CPHA farms hold exempt quota, regular quota, 
and assignments for base. The majority of the milk produced by CPHA members is paid as 
overbase production. All of this milk and all handler sales are reported to the pool, including 
those volumes covered by exempt quota. Exempt quota is treated as a deduction from (or credit 
to) the pool. I have includcd as Exhibit B to my testimony a document issued by the Dairy 
Marketing Branch of the California Department of Food and Agriculture that more fully 
discusses the policy considerations that ultimately lead to the existing quota system in California. 

Exempt quota can be converted to regular quota through relinquishment of exemption 
treatment (by notifying CDFA), through the sale of the quota to another producer, through the 

I In contrast "Option 66" producer-handlers are fully exempted from the pool for their entire production and do not 
participate in the quota system. CPHA members are not Option 66 producer-handlers. 
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sunsetting of the consanguinity requirements, or by falling out of compliance with the legislative 
limitations. If exempt quota is converted to regular quota, it is then entitled to the regular quota 
premium payments. So just as the farm side of our business (Bar 20 Dairy) holds the exempt 
quota value, it cannot receive other benefits from the pool. 

Quota Is a Producer, Not a Handler, Benefit 

Producer-handlers operate two separate and distinct business units: Bar 20 Dairy is our 
farm that is a standalone separate business entity that produces the milk, and Producers Dairy is 
our processing plant that is a separate distinct business entity that processes the raw milk into a 
consumer product. They are separate legal entities and we operate them as separate business 
units, with separate financial books. As with regular quota, Bar 20 Dairy, our producer side of 
the business, receives all of the value and benefit for exempt quota. Exempt quota is an asset for 
Bar 20 Dairy. It is a transferrable asset that holds accounting book value, and one to which Bar 
20 Dairy assigns an asset value on its balance sheet. 

The California State Order regulates and audits the handler side of producer-handlers, 
and Option 70 producer-handlers are fully accountable to the pool in the California State Order 
system. Each of the CPHA members reports to the CD FA for all of the product that is processed 
by our handler ann of the business through the monthly CDF A 800 Report. The exempt quota is 
a deduction from (or credit to) the pool as a benefit to our dairy farms. Since the inception of 
the quota system in California, Producers Dairy pays Bar 20 Dairy the Class 1 price for the 
milk received up to the amount of the exempt quota. The plant doesn't care where they buy 
their milk from as long as its quality milk. It costs the same whether they buy it from our farm, 
as exempt quota milk, or whether they buy it from CDl. Bar 20 Dairy receives the full benefit of 
the exempt quota value; other milk received from Bar 20 Dairy is paid at pool prices. 
Approximately two-thirds of the milk we receive from Bar 20 Dairy is paid at overbase price. 
Proposal Number 3 preserves the quota system intact, allowing the quota benefit to the dairy 
farms who hold it to continue to preserve the investment they have made into that asset. 

As an Option 70 producer-handler, Producers Dairy has never used the benefits from 
holding exempt quota to undercut or bid for fluid milk contracts with customers because it does 
not have it to give. It is critically important for me to communicate that the plant side of our 
business (Producers Dairy) does not receive a price advantage from our exempt quota, as the 
plant does not have it to give. Producers Dairy pays the Class I price to Bar 20 Dairy, and Bar 
20 Dairy receives the full benefit of the exempt quota. Producers Dairy includes the Class 1 
prices in the cost of production for our fluid milk, and it competes in the marketplace to sell our 
fluid products with customer service, with branding recognition, and based on the efficiencies we 
can build into our plant and distribution systems. We operate on a level playing field with all of 
the other handlers in the industry. Our exempt quota has never given Producers Dairy a 
competitive advantage over other handlers, as it is a benefit held by Bar 20 Dairy and the two are 
operated as separate business units. 

Scott Hofferber with Farmdale Creamery testified about a hypothetical situation in which 
a producer-handler could use the financial benefit from having exempt quota and using that to 
secure customers and displace other handlers. Other handlers testified that they worry that the 
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CPHA has used its exempt quota price advantage to undercut bids or secure customer bids. This 
has never been the case with Option 70 producer-handlers. No Option 70 producer-handler has 
ever used their exempt quota to win any customer account. 

Simply put, the suggestion that CPHA members use their exempt quota to secure 
customer bids is not based in reality. Any sales we have won were not attributed to our exempt 
quota holdings because that benefit goes entirely to the farm operations. Any sales that we have 
we gained is because of our hard work, quality product, and customer service. Price is always a 
factor in any competitive arena, and we work hard to ensure that we build in efficiencies to our 
business. We offer our customers a high-quality product with impeccable customer service. We 
have control over the quality of our product, from the farm through to the final product that is 
sold to our customers. We have invested in modem technology, and we control our costs 
through operating an efficient distribution system and supply chain. Hard work and dedication 
toward improving efficiencies on the handler side of our business is what provides the ability to 
submit competitive bids for customer business; it is not exempt quota and never has been 
because the benefit goes to the farming operations. As Producer Dairy's mission statement has 
stated for over twenty years is "To produce the highest quality products at the lowest cost per 
unit while meeting customer expectations every time." 

~C\"( 20 
froducCIS Dairy - Exempt Quota Impact/Meaning 

~Of2.0 
Pfs81ol68rs Dairy was initially issued exempt quota in 1969 and later purchased quota that 

was allowed to be converted to be exempt quota under the last 1993 amendment to the Gonsalves 
Milk Pooling Act. Over the years, we have invested millions of dollars to acquire additional 
quota. However, since the 1993 amendments, as of March 1994 we, along with all of the other 
Option 70 producer-handlers, have not been allowed to expand or grow the amount of exempt 
quota that we hold. As a result, the exempt quota we have had since 1994 has remained fixed 
without the possibility to ever increase the exempt quota volumes. I have included as Exhibit C 
to my testimony a redacted version of Bar 20 Dairy 9~ Exempt Quota History. 

Exempt quota is a valuable asset owned by Bar 20 Dairy. In addition to exempt quota, 
Bar 20 Dairy also owns regular quota. We agree with Dr. Erba and Lon Hatamiya that quota has 
a value that is both measurable and immeasurable, as noted in Exhibit 42 and 54, respectively. 
Regular quota has a twofold value: (1) the value that comes from the premium pricing received 
for Class 1 milk production; and (2) the value that can be had as a transfeITable asset in buying or 
selling regular quota. Exempt quota not only holds the values of regular quota, but also has an 
additional value in that the value of that volume of milk is deducted from the pool. The measure 
of the exempt quota value for our farm is the difference between Class I and quota prices that the 
farm would receive if it were paid from the pool. 

Quota and Exempt Quota Required Investments to Acquire 

Producers and producer-handlers incurred a cost in acquiring their respective quotas 
within the quota system. The original assignment was based on the historical production of milk 
used for Class 1 milk sales; so the investment came in the form of creating markets for the milk 
or the buyer relationships for that milk with the processor oftha! milk. 
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As the quota system evolved with the 1978 and 1993 amendments to the Gonsalves Milk 
Pooling Act, regular quota and exempt quota were assigned to producers and producer-handlers 
relative to their additional production and sales vo lumes reflecting additional market expansion 
of Class I sales. Producer-handlers were also allowed to acquire exempt quota by purchasing it 
through legislative allowances that were ultimately capped in +994'" Bar 20 Dairy invested 
millions of dollars in acquiring exempt quota. The CPHA ~o.~oihectively invested an additional 
$9,298,677.84 to acquire this exempt quota. dc.\\ ;~fu'( IY'I~ Cy (.' "h e.. 

Preservation of exempt quota also requires compliance with ongoing business structural 
limitations. In order to maintain exempt quota treatment, the producer and handler business units 
must be over 95% common ownership as compared to the original issuance of the exempt quota 
in 1969. Because of the original ownership requirement for exempt quota holders that is 
benchrnarked against the original issuance of quota, we have been prohibited from selling any 
part of our business - either the farm or plant side of our business. Knowing that we had to keep 
our business units intact to preserve our exempt quota treatment, we instead have made strategic 
business decisions both at the farm and the plant in order to ensure that the business units stay 
within the original 95% ownership requirements . All of these have been investments into 
obtaining, maintaining, and preserving our asset: exempt quota. 

Quota System Is Integral to Operations 

Exempt quota has essentially allowed us to maintain the business structure that my father 
had already created when the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act was enacted. It has allowed us to 
continue to not only exist but survive in an increasingly competitive industry that has 
consolidated significantly since the 1960s. 

When Producers Dairy began, there were numerous producer-handlers in the Central 
Valley of California, but today we are one of the few remaining in the Valley. When the 
Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act was originally enacted in 1967, there were 49 producer-handlers in 
California, but today there are only four. Each of the four remaining producer-handlers is an 
independent, family-owned, and privately held company, which is rare in today's dairy industry 
landscape that is otherwise composed of large corporate conglomerates and grocery-owned 
captives. If the exempt quota holders held such a price advantage, you would not have seen such 
a decline in these numbers for the forty-five that are not here today; farmers do not usually go 
out of business because they are making too much money. 

In evaluating whether to .adopt a Federal Milk Marketing Order in California, Congress 
tasked the Secretary with recognizing quota value. 7 V.S.c. § 72S3(a)(2) ("California shall have 
the right to re-blend and distribute order receipts to recognize quota value."). The Joint 
Explanatory Statement of the Committee of Conference reiterated the intent behind preserving 
the quota value, which meant recognizing the quota system: 

The managers intend for the Secretary to conduct a hearing prior to 
the issuance of an order designating the State of California as a 
FMMO. The provision provides the Secretary of Agriculture with 
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the discretion, if a California FMMO is requested, to recognize the 
longstanding California quota system. 

The only way by which to "recognize the longstanding California quota system" is to preserve 
the value of both regular quota and exempt quota together as they were both granted at the quota 
system's inception. The inception of the quota system granted to both regular producers the 
value of regular quota, and granted to Option 70 producer-handlers the right to hold exempt 
quota. The value of quota for Option 70 producer-handlers is found only in their exempt quota, 
and if exempt quota were not adopted as part of the quota system, it would diminish the CPHA's 1\ 

, 

quota value. d . r "'" C 
O-\tj "t"~( ",,) 

The California Food and Agricultural Code has long since provided that exempt quota 
value would not be diminished, and we (Option 70 producer-handers) as an ongoing business 
operation have relied on that protection to continue to invest in the structure and business model 
that will allow us to preserve our exempt quota. Cal. Agric. Code § 627 16(e) ("All pool quotas 
initially determined pursuant to Section 62707 shall be recognized and shall not in any way be 
diminished."); § 62707 ("There shall be no downward adjustment of pool quota below the quota 
initially established pursuant to this chapter. "). 

As noted in the CPHA additional proposal, the producer-handlers quota exemption is 
relatively insignificant in terms of overall production in California. In July 201 5, as reported by 
the CDF A, only 0.65% of total pooled milk fe ll under the exempt quota. 

To look at the exempt quota through all perspectives based on the CDFA data, today 
exempt quota can be viewed as fo llows: 

• 0.65% of the total pooled milk in California (note that 
exempt quota is calculated in the total pool and then 
deducted) 

• 2.6% of quota (a 10% drop since 2007) 
• 4.6% of the total Class I pooled 
• 17.4% of the CPHA Class I production (compared to 1985 

when exempt quota made up 66% of CPHA members' 
Class I ) 

These numbers reveal that the exempt quota as a percentage of the pool Class I 
production and even as a percentage of the CPHA Class I production is shrinking as the years go 
by. 

Over the years, many of the other 45 producer-handlers have relinquished the benefit of 
their exempt quota in order to make changes to their business structure or to sell the quota (as 
regular quota) to liquefy their asset. Exempt quota holders have declined more than 91 % since 
the enactment of the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act, with 49 exempt quota holders in 1969, 27 in 
1975, but only fO!lr today. 
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As the number of the exempt quota holders have decreased, so has the producer-handlers 
percentage of Class I sales. Between 1985 and today, the exempt quota holders percentage of 
our total Class I sales has decreased from 66% to 17.4% since 1985, a 48.5% decrease in 30 
years. 

I have included as Exhibit D to my testimony a document entitled "Key CA Milk Market 
Facts Regarding Producer-Handlers," which shows the decline of Producer-Handler production 
during various periods between 1969 to 2009. Exhibits E are the Class I prices that we used to 
calculate the average over the last 20 years. 

California Exempt Quota Is Not the Same as Federal Order Producer-Handlers 
Exemptions 

Exempt quota is not the same as the federal order producer-handlers exemptions that 
were addressed with the 2010 Final Rule from the USDA Agricultural Marketing Service. The 
quota system is a benefit (asset) held by a producer, and it was the compensation and recognition 
given to the producers for creating a Class I market: regular quota was assigned to producers, 
and exempt quota was assigned to producer-handlers. This is a legislative grant of an asset to 
producers and producer-handlers who had created the Class I market. 

The exempt quota is a booked asset for the producer business units, not the handler side 
of the business, and the financial value for the exempt quota is held by the producer. The 
handler side of our business is fully regulated and reports all sales to the pool. Exempt quota is 
treated as a deduction from (or credit to) the pool. Exempt quota is a finite amount that cannot 
be expanded or sold. The CPHA members cannot sell their business or transfer it to anyone 
outside of the original ownership family line. The exempt quota will eventually cease to exist 
once the generational transfers have been met, and the exempt quota will then be converted to 
regular quota. 

Federal order producer-handlers, on the other hand, were operationally and factually 
different from California exempt quota holders2 In the federal order system, producer-handlers 
used to be fully exempted from the pool. This was a benefit to the handler side of the business, 
as there was no pool obligation for producer-handlers. There was no financial investment 
required to obtain their exemption benefit, and they did not have any asset value for their 
exemption rights, which the California quota system offers. Producer-handlers could sell their 
businesses, as long as the joint ownership requirements were mel. They did not have any 
legislative rights to a transferrable asset with book value. The exemption did not expire or sunset 
with the tables of consanguinity as is the case with the CPHA. The sky was the limit and their 
exemption was unlimited as to scope, time, volume, and potential. There was tangible evidence 
revealing that they had created disorder in the markets by their unlimited growth and market 
penetration. 

As explained by Dr. Erba and Mr. Hatamiya, all of the justifications for preserving quota 
also apply to preserving exempt quota. Indeed, if the Secretary is going to preserve the quota 

2 California producer-handlers known as "Option 66" producer-handlers are more akin to the federal order producer
handlers, in that they are fully exempt ITom the pool. Exempt quota holders, known as "Option 70" producer
handlers, are regulated and report to the pool. 
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system, he logically must include both regular and exempt quota. The Cooperatives have 
presented no evidence of disorderly market conditions created by the exempt quota, and the 
Dairy Institute of California has repeatedly stated that there are no disorderly market conditions 
in California. 

At most, some handlers have alleged perceived competitive concerns that have never 
materialized into any actual evidence ("paranoia" as one handler described it). Preserving 
exempt quota does not present a ri sk of di sorderl y market conditions that were present in the 
federal order producer-handlers hearings. Indeed, after 50 years of exempt quota being part of 
the California State Order system, to my knowledge, there has never been a finding of di sorderly 
market conditions and no reports that any CPHA member has improperly priced product below 
cost because of the exempt quota. This is a further acknowledgement that the quota system, 
including the exempt quota, presents no significant disruption to the market. 

Financial Impact Analysis 

As the USDA economic analysis noted , there is essentially no economic impact or 
change from baseline if exempt quota is preserved. This makes sense given that preserving the 
exempt quota simply preserves the status quo of what has existed under the California State 
Order system since the inception of the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act. Further, if exempt quota 
were to be eliminated, the net effect on the pool wou ld be minimal, if any, for other producers. 
The exempt quota would be converted to regular quota, so it would be paid at a premium and 
al so qualifY for transpOIiation allowances. Based on our calculations and confirmed in Dr. 
Erba's testimony, this would result in +/- $0.01l¢ f\lr the pool. . A.. • (' ~ ,\f(\<;)' cwt ~~f~ \U 

If the Cooperative' s proposal were adopted and exempt quota 1were not preserved , 
presumably the exempt quota would be converted to regular quota. CPHJi1 would receive quota 
premium prices for its Class I milk (Class I). Over the last twenty years, the difference between 
the Class 1 price and the quota price has averaged $ 1. 14/cwt. By converting the exempt quota 
to regular quota, the CPHA"would then be entitled to transportation allowances to which they are 
currently not entitled. In effect, the CPHA farms would lose a significant value that they 
obtained through investment and organizational structural preservation in return for a near zero 
benefit to the pool. There is no financial explanation for eliminating exempt quota; there is only 
a financial justification to preserve exempt quota for its holders who have invested millions in 
obtaining and preserving those assets. 

CPHA Proposal 

The CPHA Proposal Number 3 seeks to supplement the Cooperative's Proposal Number 
1 by preserving the treatment for exempt quota as part of a California Federal Milk Marketing 
Order that attempts to preserve the quota system "intact." 

CPHA proposes to provide for an express definition of exempt quota in § 1051.1 7 by 
ensuring the value and calculations contained in the California Food and Agricultural Code §§ 
62708, 62708.1 , 62708.5, and 62722 are preserved. CPHA then proposes to modi fY the 
Cooperative's proposal in § 1051.60, to allow for a deduction of exempt quota volumes prior to 
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making any pool calculation payments for quota premium payments. CPHA believes that 
making these changes, along with any other changes the USDA deems necessary to effect 
preservation of exempt quota, will preserve the exempt quota along with the regular quota, for a 
collective preservation of the quota value and the California quota system. 

Based on my discussions with representatives of the Cooperative's proposal , we believe 
that the Cooperative will not oppose preservation of the exempt quota along with preservation of 
the quota system. 

Conclusion 

In conclusion, any California Federal Milk Marketing Order that recognizes a quota 
system must also recognize the California quota system as a whole, including exempt quota for 
the state's exempt quota holders;' Ckn a +i:\.'M i \~~ 'fi.A'{\ > 

Exempt quota has been part of the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act from the start and must 
be part of any quota system going forward. All of the justifications for preserving regular quota 
equally apply to preserving exempt quota as well. Exempt quota is critical for the last 
independent, family-owned producer-handlers that remain in the California dairy industry - not 
only family-owned but also family-invested. 

Thank you for your time and attention in consideration of this testimony given. 
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BUILDING YOUTH 

TODAY FOR A GREATER 

TOMORROW 

144 E. BELMONT AVE. 

Hoppy's Creed. 

And Producer's Too. 
1. Tfle highest I badge of honor a person co'n 

wear is honesty. Be truthful at all t~lTJes . 

2. Your parents are the best friends you hove. 
listen to them and obey their i~$tr·uctions •. 

3. If you want to be respected, you must r.~· 
spect others. Show good manners in every 
way. 

4. Your good deeds always come fa light. So 
don', boost or be a showoff. 

5 . A sfrong, healthy body is a precious gift. 
Be neot and cleon. 

6. Our country's I'ows are made for your pro
tection. Observe them carefully. 

7. Children in mony foreign lands are less for
lunate than you. Be glad and proud you're 
on American. 

These words of wisdom known as Happy's 
Creed have been our creed at Producer's Dairy 
for many many years so thai we may build 
stronger bodies, health ie r minds and better 
Americans. 

locally Produced 
and 

locally Processed 

for YOU 

YOUR HOME TOWN DAIRY 

FRESNO, CALIFO RNIA PHONE 264-6583 
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DMB-SP-102 Dairy Marketing Branch 
CA Dept of Food & Ag 

HISTORY OF THE CALIFORNIA 
MILK POOLING PROGRAM 

Background and Justification 

The milk marketing laws passed in the 1930s, especially the Young Act of 1935, helped 
to stabilize the economy of the California dairy industry. These laws established a 
means of regulating the minimum price paid for milk by processors to producers. 
Basically, producers received at least the minimum price announced by the California 
Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) according to how their milk was used. 
Class 1 utilization, which was used for beverage products, commanded the highest 
price. Progressively lower prices applied to milk devoted to the manufacturing classes 
of milk.' 

However, establishing minimum prices did not address the concerns of equitable prices 
among producers for compositionally similar milk. Plants processed an array of 
products, and consequently, class utilization among plants varied. Some plants 
processed 100 percent of the milk received as Class 1 products, but other plants 
processed little or no milk as Class 1 products. These groups of plants represented the 
extremes, and it was more typical to find plants with moderate Class 1 utilizations. 
Nonetheless, a producer shipping to a plant with all Class 1 utilization fared well 
financially while a neighboring producer selling milk of like quality to a plant with low 
Class 1 utilization typically received a considerably lower price. 

In the late 1950s and early 1960s, disparate prices among producers in the same 
region were a source of frustration and led to disorderly marketing practices. Clearly, a 
producer's financial welfare was impacted by his or her ability to secure a contract with 
a handler with high Class 1 utilization. This placed producers in a weak position to 
bargain with handlers, and many would agree to excessive haul charges or make other 
concessions to obtain or retain the coveted sales to Class 1 handlers. The lack of long
term commitments between producer and handler added to the instability in the milk 
market. Most contracts were subject to cancellation by either party upon thirty-days' 
notice. 

'For more details on milk pricing, classes of milk, and product categorization, refer to "Milk Pricing In 
California",DMB-SP-101. . . '. 
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It was difficu lt for producers to obtain new contracts, especially with plants that 
maintained high Class 1 utilization year round . Not surprisingly, the loss of a contract to 
an individual producer was a severe economic blow. Producers often accepted 
contracts with handlers that gave the handler the permission to divert milk shipments to 
manufacturing facilities .2 Besides receiving a significantly lower milk price, producers 
were also expected to pay for the additional cost of hauling their milk to the designated 
plant. An alternative was to locate another fluid milk plant that was accepting milk but 
this did not eliminate the high cost of shipping the milk from the dairy to a distant plant. 
The uncertainty of obtaining or continuing favorable contracts restricted many 
producers' future planning horizon and financing capability . 

During the early and mid 1960's, several events combined to place even more pressure 
on producers. Some dairy processors began to alter the traditional framework of the 
milk production sector by acquiring herds and supplying their own processing facilities 
with milk, thereby reducing the number and volume of Class 1 contracts available to 
existing producers. Furthermore, a federal court ruled that the federal government could 
not be required to pay minimum resale prices on milk purchased by military enclaves. 
This ruling gave handlers the freedom to bid on government contracts at prices that 
were often less than the Class 1 price. Producers bore the econoniic brunt of this 
competitive bidding as some producers received less than the manufacturing milk price 
for milk sold as Class 1 to the military. 

Producers realized the necessity of developing a system that would bring relief to their 
problems and provide a more equitable allocation of the revenues generated from 
Class 1 milk sales . Producers and producer organizations concluded that such a 
system could be brought about only through legislation and introduced a number of 
milk pooling bills into the California Legislature. These early efforts to establish a 
revenue distribution program were not successful because the producer community 
could not agree on the basic concepts of the program. 

In 1967, Assemblyman Joseph A. Gonsalves introduced AB 910 . After a series of 
amendments, the Legislature passed the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act, and it became 
law on November 8, 1967. This act required the California State Secretary of 
Agriculture to formulate a Pooling Plan and submit it in referendum to all eligible market 
m ilk p rodu ce rs fo r their approva l or disapprova l. 

The Act was quite specific regarding certain permissive and restrictive provisions that 
the Plan must contain . For example, the Act required the Secretary to appoint market 
milk producers and representatives of producers to serve as members of a formulation 
committee. These members were to represent all geographical areas to be included in 

' Prior to pooling provisions, contracts were required for al l milk sale transactions between producers and 
handlers. Some of the contracts were referred to as "one pound" contracts because any milk received in 
excess of one pound was deSignated as surplus milk and was not covered under the tenms of the 
contract. As such, handlers engaged in these· types of contracts were authorized to divert a producer's 
milk to a·nother plant, and the hauling· costs were charged to the producer. . . 
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the proposed Plan. The function of the committee was to advise and assist the 
Secretary in the development of a proposed Pooling Plan, which was to be presented 
for public hearing within 90 days of the effective date of the Act. 

After considerable research, revisions, and testing, the committee and the Department 
prepared a draft of the proposed Pooling Plan that went to public hearings held in 
several locations throughout the State in February 1968. Testimony indicated the 
proposed Plan needed refinement, and the hearing was continued until May 1968. An 
amended proposal was submitted to producers for referendum on September 10, 
1968. The referendum was officially closed and tallied on November 8, 1968. 
Producers gave overwhelming assent to the Plan. 

Production Base and Pool Quota 

During the preliminary stages of formulating a plan, basic milk production data were 
gathered to establish two benchmarks for each eligible producer - a production base 
and pool quota. A producer's history was based on his or her production and Class 1 
usage during July 1966 through December 1966 or the 1967 calendar year. The 
producer was permitted to select the more favorable period. Producers located South 
and East of San Gorgonio Pass, a region principally covering the Imperial Valley, had 
the special option of having their pooling history computed on the basis of four times 
the production and usage for December 1966, and January and February 1967. 
Another option given to all producers in establishing their production base was to 
choose between their prevailing contract amounts during the selected base period and 
actual production. 

Production base and pool quota were established for each producer by milk fat and 
solids-not-fat on an average daily basis. The production base was computed by 
dividing the total production during the base period by the number of days market milk 
was produced. Pool quota was established as 110 percent of the Class 1 utilization 
accounted for during the base period divided by the number of days in that period the 
producer actually had Class 1 utilization. The amount by which the production base 
exceeded pool quota was designated as daily base. A pooling certificate was issued to 
each eligible producer which carried the producer's identifying number, the production 
base and pool quota amounts, and the effective date of allocation. 

The Act and Plan provided that a producer who purchased or otherwise acquired all or 
a portion of another producer's business prior to the operative date of the Pooling Plan 
would gain that same proportion of the producer's production base and pool quota. 
There were many such transfers between the beginning of the first base period and the 
effective date of the Plan. 

Accounting Procedure 
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Because of the complexity of the accounting procedure of the pooling system and the 
interrelationships of handler activities, the Department determined that a data 
processing system was the most feasible and sensible approach to implementing the 
Pooling Plan . The historic production data, procedural calculations and systems 
procedures were developed with assistance from a consulting firm, and the Department 
contracted with the State Board of Equal ization to perform monthly data processing 
services.' The Milk Pooling Plan became operational on July 1, 1969. 

The pool area affected by the Plan initially consisted of all marketing areas of the state 
except Inyc-Mono, Northern Sierra, and Siskiyou. The producers of Northern Sierra 
and Siskiyou marketing areas later petitioned to be admitted to the pool. After public 
hearing , Northern Sierra was brought into the pool area effective December I, 1970. 
Siskiyou market area was included in the pool area effective October I, 1973. 

With the institution of the Pooling Plan, producers are no longer paid directly in 
accordance with the class utilization of the contracting handler. Instead, producers are 
paid on the basis of his or her allocated quota, base, and overbase at prices which 
reflect the poolwide utilization of all classes. The monthly quota and base quantities are 
computed for each producer to the extent he or she produced these quantities. The 
maximum monthly quantity of quota is determined by the current quota allocation. The 
maximum monthly quantity of base is the difference between production base and 
quota. Any production in excess of the total of these two figures constitutes overbase 
production . 

Pool Prices and Pool Obligations 

Each handler submits to the Pooling Branch a monthly report detailing the amounts of 
milk purchased from producers and other handlers and the amounts used in the various 
classes . The total value of each class is determined by multiplying the class utilization 
by its appropriate class price for each handler in the pool. Summing these respective 
amounts across all pool handlers gives the value of the pool. 

The Department prepares and mails a statement for each handler on or before the 28th 
of each month showing the gross amount the handler owes each producer. The 
statement itemizes the handler's class utilization and the gross amount the handler is 
directed to pay producers for their quota, base, and overbase milk. The statement does 
not include authorized deductions the handler may claim. One such deduction is the 
hauling charge. 4 If the total value of the milk used is greater than the amount the 
handler owes producers for their milk, the handler pays the difference into the pool 

) Since September 1974, the State Franchise Tax Board has perfonmed the data processing service . 

• The hauling charge reflects the distance from the producers ranch to the plant first receiving the milk. . '. ". . . 
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equalization fund. On the other hand, if the amount owed producers is more than the 
value of the milk used, the handler draws the difference from the pool equalization fund. 

Incentives to Supply Fluid Markets 

The virtues of pooling milk receipts notwithstanding, the elimination of contractual 
arrangements between producers and handlers removed the incentive that existed for 
producers to ship their milk to a fluid plant. Instead, producers were inclined to ship to 
local plants, which, in general, tended to be manufacturing plants. As these changes in 
milk movement pattems evolved, fluid milk handlers were faced with the task of 
attracting adequate milk supplies, a responsibility that was exacerbated during the 
months of low milk production. 

Location Differentials 

When pooling was instituted in 1969, location differentials were established to 
encourage the movement of quota milk to Class 1 plants Location differentials were 
added to or deducted from quota payments to producers and were determined by the 
location of the plant that first received the milk. Location differentials applied only to the 
hundredweight milk equivalent of quota. In following the traditional movement of milk 
from supply areas to deficit areas, the higher hauling cost tended to be offset by a more 
favorable location differential. Conversely, if milk was needed locally for Class 1 usage, 
a lower location differential tended to be offset by a lower haul cost. 

Transportation Allowances and Regional Quota Adjusters 

Over time, overbase milk became a larger and larger share of the milk produced by 
individual producers. Consequently, location differentials based solely on quota milk 
were no longer able to ensure that adequate milk supplies were made available to 
Class 1 plants. In June 1983, location differentials were replaced by transportation 
allowances and regional quota adjusters (RQAs). Transportation allowances partially 
compensate producers for the cost of hauling milk from a producer's ranch to qualified 
plants. These allowances apply to all market milk moving from dairy farms to 
processing plants which process more than 50 percent of their production into Class 1, 
Class 2, and/or Class 3 products. In addition, cooperative members receive 
transportation allowances on shipments to their plant if the plant is located in a deficit 
area and if the plant supplies 40 percent of its receipts for Class 1 usage. 

The purpose of RQAs is less transparent because they do not provide any direct 
incentive to move milk to Class 1 plants. They were developed to address equity 
issues arising out of the elimination of the location differentials and are deducted from 
the quota payments to producers. RQAs are determined by the geographical location 
of the producer's dairy farm and apply to the hundredweight milk equivalent of quota 
produced. Presently, these rates range from -5¢ per hundredweight for dairy farms 
located in North Bay counties to a minus -27¢ per hundredweight for dairy farms 
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located in Fresno, Kings, and Tulare counties. There are no RQAs assigned to dairy 
farms located in the southernmost part of the State. 

Producer-Handler Options 

The Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act provides that certain producer-handlers may be 
exempt from the Pooling Plan provided they meet the qualifying requirements. In order 
to maintain the exempt status, a producer-handler must continue to exercise complete 
ownership over both the production and processing entities, may not receive more than 
25 percent of the tota l fluid milk sales from sources other than his or her own farm 
production on an annual average, and must have retail sales for his or her own account 
of not less than 50 percent of the total Class 1 sales.5 

This group of exempt producer-handlers does not follow the usual procedures for a 
production base and pool quota. They may elect to enter the pool, be assigned their 
production base and pool quota, and operate under a special set of procedures during 
the 61-day period of August through September. Prior to January 1, 1978, exempt 
producer-handlers could have retail sales of no less than 66.7 percent of the ir total 
Class 1 sales and could receive from outside sources no more than an average of 5 
percent of their Class 1 sales (or an annual average of 50 gallons per day, whichever 
was larger). They did not have the privilege of entering the pool, claiming their quota 
and operating under the special option procedure. ' 

Producer-handlers who do not meet the qualifying requirements for full exemption 
operate under another option exempt classification because of the common ownership 
of the production and processing enterprises. This option does not impose any 
restrictions on rata:! sales or purchases from outside sources. Producer- handlers 
operating under this option have their original pool quota plus any quota purchased 
prior to March 1, 1995 deducted from their qualifying Class 1 sales. A further daily 
deduction of 150 pounds fat and 375 pounds solids-nat-fat is made from such sales 
provided the producer-handler has not transferred production base and pool quota 
after February 9, 1977. The remainder of all production and usage is subject to pool 
accountability. Qualifying Class 1 product consists of processed retail and wholesale 
sales, including sales to sub-handlers , but excludes sales of packaged Class 1 

purchased from other handlers and bulk and packaged Class 1 sales to other handlers. 
Any quota that cannot be deducted participates in the pool only as base or overbase . 

Prior to January 1, 1978 the option exempt producer-handlers could deduct orig inal 
quota from their Class 1 sales. Any purchased quota could not be deducted . These 
provisions were added by statute in 1978. In 1994, the producer-hand lers were 
allowed to exempt the quota they had purchased after January 1, 1978. This window of 
opportunity was closed March 1, 1995. 

, Any amount in excess of 5 percent of such sales must be from a pool source. 
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Allocating New Quota 

One of the declared purposes of the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act is to equalize gradually 
the distribution of Class 1 utilization among California producers. Allocation of new 
quota based on Class 1 growth was a necessary provision instrumental in attaining this 
goal. Class 1 sales for the most recent 12-month period, September through August, is 
compared to that of the previous highest identical 12-month period to determine the 
amount of increase necessary. The resulting amount is made available for allocation as 
new quota. New quota allocation to existing producers is made effective January 1, 
following the 12-month period during which the available new quota is determined. 

Prior to January 1, 1985, the amount new quota to be allocated was determined by 
comparing Class 1 sales for the most recent September through August period to that of 
the preceding period The increase was then adjusted for the estimated Class 1 
requirements of the succeeding year, less such estimate made the prior year and 
further adjusted to add standby requirements. 

When new quota is issued, forty percent of the new quota available is allocated to 
producers holding unequalized production base and pool quota. Unequalized means 
that the quota held by a producer is below 95 percent of the production base. The 
allocation is based on a formula that gives a higher percentage of new quota to those 
producers having low quota in relation to production base. No quota can be allocated to 
an unequalized producer that would be in excess of that needed to bring quota to the 
equalized level. Any such excess quota is reallocated to the qualifying producers still 
below the equalization point. 

The unequalized quota are those allocated to new producer entrants after the start of 
the pooling program. All of the original issue of production base and pool quota was 
brought to equalization effective July 1, 1978 as directed by statute amendment. This 
one-time direct issue of quota was not conditioned on any increase in Class 1 sales. 

Forty percent of available quota is allocated to equalized producers (those producers 
whose quota is 95 percent or more of production base) prorated according to the quota 
held by each. 

Twenty percent of the new quota available is allocated to qualifying new producer 
applicants who do not have production base and pool quota. In order to apply for this 
allocation, a new producer must have been in continuous production for one year, and 
on the date of application must be shipping market grade milk to a pool handler. 
Available quota is allocated to these producers on a priority basis, first priority being 
determined on the basis of the date the application is received. Ties are broken by the 
longest period in continuous commercial production, and further ties are decided on the 
basis of the longest period in market grade production. In addition, any quota that has 
been forfeited after April 30, 1981, is allocated on a continuing basis to qualifying new 
producers. 
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Allocations to New Producers 

The amount of quota to be allocated to new producers is based on the daily average of 
fat and solids-not-fat produced during the most recent three-month period from 
September through November. A maximum of 150 pounds of fat and 375 pounds of 
solids-not-fat can be considered. Allocation is made at either 95 percent of the 
qualifying production of each component, or 60 pounds of fat and 150 pounds of 
solids-not-fat, whichever is less. If a producer enters at the equalized 95 percent level, 
he or she is given the qualifying production as production base, and only qualifies for 
further quota allocation as an existing equalized producer. If the producer enters at less 
than the 95 percent level, production base is granted at 111 percent of the quota 
allocated . 

After holding this initial allocation for a minimum of one year, a new producer qualifies 
as an existing producer to participate in future allocation of new quota . In the 
subsequent allocations, the qualifying period production will be used in determining the 
amount of quota received . Additional production base will be allocated equal to 111 
percent of the additional quota until the producer eventually has quota equal to 95 
percent of the qualifying period production. At that point, the qualifying period 
production will be assigned as production base. 

Prior to January 1, 1979, 80 percent of available quota was allocated to unequalized 
producers. Equalized producers were not allowed to participate in the allocation . 

Prior to January 1, 1977 the maximum allocated to new producers as production base 
was the average daily production during the 12-month period preceding the application , 
or 90 percent of the average production base of all existing producers, whichever was 
less. The maximum quota that was allocated was 20 percent of the allocated production 
base, or the lowest percentage of pool quota to production base of all existing 
producers, whichever was less. 

Transferabilitv of Production Base and Pool Quota 

Subject to certain restrictions, production bases and pool quotas are transferable. 
These restrictions are imposed to prevent quota from becoming a commodity for 
speculation. A producer may sell to another producer in the pool area, or change 
locations within the pool area and carry the quota to the new location. All transfers must 
be approved by the Director before the transfer can be made effective. All transfers are 
made effective on the first day of the month. 

In order to purchase production base and pool quota, a producer must be in active 
production of market grade milk and ship to a pool handler. The average price per 
pound of quota solids-not-fat (without cows) reflects the true value of the quota sold . 
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Althoug h the price is expressed In terms of quota solids-not-fat, the transaction carries 
with it the related production base solids-not-fat, production base fat, and quota fat. 

Producer Review Board 

The Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act required the Director to appoint a Producer Review 
Board consisting of 12 producer members, The function of this Board is to hear appeals 
of producers seeking hardship relief due to conditions beyond their control and make 
recommendations to the Director to either approve, disapprove, or modify the request. 

The Board, now consisting of 12 producer members and 1 public member, also gives 
counsel, assistance, and recommendations on administrative matters and problem 
areas of the pooling program_ Since its formation, it has made numerous 
recommendations on producer appeals and administrative issues_ 

Producer Responsibilitv 

Although producers have gained considerable independence they are still charged with 
responsible performance, A producer must produce milk of the required quality 
standards or lose quota entitlement as a consequence, For each day milk is rejected for 
not meeting the quality standards specified in the contract, the monthly quota eligibility 
is reduced by one day's quota amount. Rejected milk is still eligible to be accounted for 
in the base pool. 

A producer may not have quota and simply hold it without prodUCing milk, Failure to 
ship milk through a pool handler for a period of 60 days shall result in the forfeiture of all 
production base and pool quota, A proportionate amount of monthly quota entitlement 
will be lost for any milk shipped directly to a nonpool plant. 

Verification of Records 

Personnel within the Milk Pooling Branch perform comprehensive audits of the records 
of handlers to determine their compliance with the reporting and payment procedures 
required by the Milk Stabilization and Pooling Plans_ Monetary adjustments are made to 
a handier'S account to correct discrepancies revealed by the audit with such 
adjustments being reflected in the quota price calculation, The payments to producers 
are also monitored to ensure that payments are made in the correct amount and at the 
proper intervals and that no unauthorized deductions are made. 

Assessments 

The Milk Pooling system is the grade A producers' own program, and its administration 
is financed entirely by producer assessments. Producers provide financing in the form 
of a Pool Administrative Fee which is deducted each month from their milk payment. 
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Initially, this fee was 2¢ per hundredweight of market milk produced. The rate as of Apri l 
200 1 is 1.1¢ per hundredweight of market milk produced. 

Summary and Conclusions 

The pOOling program has passed beyond its developmental stage and should now be 
considered to be in the phase of refinement. During its existence, it has experienced 
problems and disappointments as expected in any new venture, but it should be 
recognized that progress has been made toward achieving its stated goals. Studies and 
analyses of pertinent issues are perpetually underway by capable individuals and 
organizations to seek steps toward further fulfillment of the purpose of the Milk Pooling 
Act - to bring about equity among the milk producers of California. 
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• 

loq Bar 20 Daily Exempt Quota History 
Date Seller P/B Fat 

1/1/1~ Original Issue 

7/1/1969 Purchase 

11/1/1972 Growth Issued 
11/1/1972 Adjustment by CDFA 
1/1/1974 Growth Issued 

1/1/1976 Growth Issued 
1/1/1977 Growth Issued 

1/1/1977 Moved to non-e:ICempt 

1/1/1978 Converted to exempt·1 
1/1/1979 Growth Issued 
1/1/1980 Growth Issued 

1/1/1984 Growth Issued 

1/1/1985 Growth Issued 

1/1/1986 Growth Issued 
1/1/1987 Growth Issued 

1/1/1989 Growth Issued 

1/1/1990 Growth Issued 

1/1/1991 Growth Issued 
1/1/1992 Growth Issued 

3/1/1994 Purchase 

3/1/1994 Purchase 

5/1/1994 Purchase 
5/1/1994 Purchase 

5/1/1994 Purchase 
6/1/1994 Purchase 
7/1/1994 Purchase 
7/1/1994 Purchase 
7/1/1994 Purchase 
9/1/1994 Purchase 

8/1/1995 Purchase 

1/1/1996 lost ExemptIon ·2 

Converted to exempt' 1 Quota purchased as nan-exempt from 1969 through 1977 converted to exempt 1978 
Lost Exemption '2 Quota purchased after March 1, 1995 lost exemption Janaury 1, 1996, held as regular quota . 
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Number of producers 
Number of handlers 
Number of Class 1 handlers 
Number of Class 1 handlers buying Non-CA milk 
Number of Producer-handlers 

Total pounds (based on 5NF @ 8.7%) 

Total Co-op pounds 
Producer-handler pounds exempt (SNF @8.75%; 

Bulk Non·CA Milk Packaged In CA 

(o-op % of Production 

Producer-handler % of Production 
Out of State % of Production 

Total Producer-Handler Class 1 Sales 
Total Producer-Handler Exempt Quota 

% of Producer-Handler Milk Exempt 

Note: Based on information provided by CDFA 

1969 1975 

49 27 

7,480,064,161 

334,679,828 228,964,080 

4.5% 

January 1985 Ma rch 2009 

27,783,804 120,242,049 

18,237,327 21,253,353 

65.6% 17.7% 

1976 1985 

2700 
420 

10,439,000,000 14,501,962,759 
5,511,500,000 

218,847,924 

52.8% 

1.5% 

Change '85 v. '09 Aug 2015 

332.8% 120,546,754 

16.5% 20,989,392 

17.4% 

2008 2009 2014 Source Calculations 
1800 1411 CDFA Table AC 

118 124 CD FA Table AC 

32 35 CDFA Table AC 

14 14 CD FA Table AC 

5 4 CD FA Table AC 

39,600,000,000 41,064,626,669 CDFA Table D A 
32,300,000,000 33,991,473,679 CDFA Table AC B 

25 1,900,000 243,733,051 CDFA Table AC C 
847,054,160 425,4 78,903 CDFA Table AC D 

81.6% 82.8% B/A 
0.6% 0.6% CIA 
2.1% 1.0% D/A 

Change '85 v. '15 

333.9% CDFA Table AC 
15.1% CDFA Table AC 



EXHIBIT E 



Month Year 

Sept 2015 

Aug 2015 

July 2015 

June 2015 

May 2015 

Apr 2015 

Mar 2015 

Feb 2015 

Jan 2015 

Dec 2014 

Nov 2014 

Oct 2014 

Sept 2014 

Aug 2014 

July 2014 

June 2014 

May 2014 

Apr 2014 

Mar 2014 

Feb 2014 

Jan 2014 

Dec 2013 

Nov 2013 

Oct 2013 

Sept 2013 

Aug 2013 

July 2013 

June 2013 

May 2013 

April 2013 

March 2013 

Feb 2013 

Jan 2013 

Dec 2012 

Nov 2012 

Oct 2012 

Sept 2012 

Class 1 
Northern 
California 

$/CWT 

$18.08 

$17.66 

$18.42 

$17.47 

$17.06 

$16.94 

$16.66 

$17.08 

$19.49 

$23.72 

$24.33 

$26.09 

$25.39 

$25.28 

$25.13 

$25.10 

$25.88 

$24.88 

$25.38 

$23.11 

$22.84 

$21.73 

$21.74 

$20.79 

$20.28 

$20.21 

$19.59 

$20.84 

$19.39 

$19.49 

$19.33 

$19.83 

$20.24 

$23.08 

$23.17 

$20.55 

$19.34 

Quota 
CWT 

$16.68 

$16.33 

$16.02 

$16.34 

$15.94 

$15.55 

$15.52 

$15.53 

$15.85 

$18.22 

$20.70 

$23.19 

$24.15 

$23.34 

$22.53 

$22.75 

$22.77 

$24.04 

$24.17 

$23.39 

$22.53 

$20.98 

$20.31 

$19.80 

$19.44 

$19.01 

$18.55 

$18.78 

$19.13 

$18.99 

$18.03 

$18.36 

$18.30 

$18.97 

$20.19 

$20.17 

$18.42 

Difference 

$1.40 

$1.33 

$2.40 

$1.13 

$1.12 

$1.39 

$1.14 

$1.55 

$3.64 

$5.50 

$3.63 

$2.90 

$1.24 

$1.94 

$2.60 

$2.35 

$3.11 

$0.84 

$1.21 

-$0.28 

$0.31 

$0.75 

$1.43 

$0.99 

$0.84 

$1.20 

$1.04 

$2.06 

$0.26 

$0.50 

$1.30 

$1.47 

$1.94 

$4.11 

$2.98 

$0.38 

$0.92 

Aug 2012 $18.01 

July 2012 $17.60 

June 2012 $16.81 

May 2012 

Apr 2012 

Mar 2012 

Feb 2012 

Jan 2012 

Dec 2011 

Nov 2011 

Oct 2011 

Sept 2011 

Aug 2011 

July 2011 

June 2011 

May 2011 

Apr 2011 

Mar 2011 

Feb 2011 

Jan 2011 

Dec 2010 

Nov 2010 

Oct 2010 

Sept 2010 

Aug 2010 

July 2010 

June 2010 

May 2010 

Apr 2010 

Mar 2010 

Feb 2010 

Jan 2010 

Dec 2009 

Nov 2009 

Oct 2009 

Sept 2009 

Aug 2009 

July 2009 

June 2009 

May 2009 

$16.94 

$17.21 

$17.60 

$18.52 

$19.88 

$20.67 

$20.26 

$21.50 

$23.56 

$23.24 

$22.38 

$21.41 

$20.90 

$21.66 

$19.24 

$16.88 

$16.45 

$18.28 

$18.71 

$18.44 

$17.15 

$17.33 

$17.14 

$15.68 

$15.37 

$14.37 

$16.44 

$16.46 

$18.22 

$16.04 

$15.04 

$13.75 

$13.21 

$11.71 

$11.88 

$11.70 

$12.68 

$17.48 

$16.14 

$15.67 

$15.35 

$15.80 

$16.28 

$16.29 

$17.25 

$17.80 

$19.31 

$18.91 

$19.87 

$21.23 

$21.24 

$21.19 

$18.97 

$18.70 

$19.01 

$18.44 

$16.12 

$15.42 

$16.45 

$17.94 

$17.25 

$16.54 

$15.94 

$15.17 

$14.65 

$14.33 

$14.11 

$14.81 

$15.18 

$16.17 

$14.83 

$13.61 

$12.74 

$12.18 

$11.30 

$11.32 

$11.46 

$0.53 

$1.46 

$1.14 

$1.59 

$1.41 

$1.32 

$2.23 

$2.63 

$2.87 

$0.95 

$2.59 

$3.69 

$2.01 

$1.14 

$0.22 

$1.93 

$2.96 

$0.23 

-$1.56 

$0.33 

$2.86 

$2.26 

$0.50 

-$0.10 

$0.79 

$1.20 

$0.51 

$0.72 

$0.04 

$2.33 

$1.65 

$3.04 

-$0.13 

$0.21 

$0.14 

$0.47 

-$0.47 

$0.58 

$0.38 

$1.22 



Apr 2009 

Mar 2009 

Feb 2009 

Jan 2009 

Dec 2008 

Nov 2008 

Oct 2008 

Sept 2008 

Aug 2008 

July 2008 

June 2008 

May 2008 

Apr 2008 

Mar 2008 

Feb 2008 

Jan 2008 

Dec 2007 

Nov 2007 

Oct 2007 

Sept 2007 

Aug 2007 

July 2007 

June 2007 

May 2007 

Apr 2007 

Mar 2007 

Feb 2007 

Jan 2007 

Dec 2006 

Nov 2006 

Oct 2006 

Sept 2006 

Aug 2006 

July 2006 

June 2006 

May 2006 

Apr 2006 

Mar 2006 

Feb 2006 

Jan 2006 

Dec 2005 

Nov 2005 

Oct 2005 

Sept 2005 

Aug 2005 

$11.58 

$11.13 

$11.27 

$17.42 

$16.57 

$18.72 

$18.23 

$19.23 

$19.79 

$22.49 

$20.23 

$18.78 

$19.92 

$18.90 

$21.71 

$22.96 

$22.99 

$23.16 

$23.54 

$22.83 

$23.49 

$22.99 

$20.01 

$17.44 

$16.44 

$15.74 

$15.10 

$13.73 

$13.34 

$13.08 

$13.57 

$12.62 

$12.03 

$12.37 

$12.35 

$12.33 

$12.53 

$13.19 

$14.47 

$14.49 

$14.99 

$15.52 

$15.56 

$15.22 

$15.84 

$11.57 

$11.54 

$11.28 

$12.10 

$14.11 

$15.97 

$17.14 

$17.92 

$18.01 

$19.05 

$19.12 

$18.47 

$17.56 

$17.71 

$18.42 

$19.14 

$20.79 

$21.93 

$21.16 

$21.69 

$21.74 

$21.60 

$20.70 

$18.29 

$16.33 

$15.28 

$14.45 

$13.70 

$13.50 

$13.31 

$12.87 

$12.80 

$12.13 

$11.71 

$11.90 

$11.90 

$11.90 

$12.19 

$12.75 

$13.91 

$14.41 

$14.35 

$15.07 

$15.26 

$14.65 

$0.01 

-$0.41 

-$0.01 

$5.32 

$2.46 

$2.75 

$1.09 

$1.31 

$1.78 

$3.44 

$1.11 

$0.31 

$2.36 

$1.19 

$3.29 

$3.82 

$2.20 

$1.23 

$2.38 

$1.14 

$1.75 

$1.39 

-$0.69 

-$0.85 

$0.11 

$0.46 

$0.65 

$0.03 

-$0.16 

-$0.23 

$0.70 

-$0.18 

-$0.10 

$0.66 

$0.45 

$0.43 

$0.63 

$1.00 

$1.72 

$0.58 

$0.58 

$1.17 

$0.49 

-$0.04 

$1.19 

July 2005 

June 2005 

May 2005 

Apr 2005 

Mar 2005 

Feb 2005 

Jan 2005 

Dec 2004 

Nov 2004 

Oct 2004 

Sept 2004 

Aug 2004 

July 2004 

June 2004 

May 2004 

Apr 2004 

Mar 2004 

Feb 2004 

Jan 2004 

Dec 2003 

Nov 2003 

Oct 2003 

Sept 2003 

Aug 2003 

July 2003 

June 2003 

May 2003 

Apr 2003 

Mar 2003 

Feb 2003 

Jan 2003 

Dec 2002 

Nov 2002 

Oct 2002 

Sept 2002 

Aug 2002 

July 2002 

June 2002 

May 2002 

Apr 2002 

Mar 2002 

Feb 2002 

Jan 2002 

Dec 2001 

Nov 2001 

$15.19 

$14.75 

$16.38 

$15.74 

$16.08 

$15.22 

$18.42 

$16.10 

$15.66 

$16.01 

$15.64 

$15.32 

$18.36 

$22.04 

$21.26 

$15.78 

$13.74 

$13.34 

$13.88 

$15.11 

$16.21 

$16.20 

$16.14 

$14.46 

$11.76 

$11.79 

$11.72 

$11.63 

$11.89 

$12.00 

$12.65 

$12.33 

$13.20 

$11.97 

$12.33 

$12.32 

$12.51 

$12.49 

$13.02 

$13.26 

$13.27 

$13.69 

$13.51 

$13.61 

$16.14 

$14.99 

$14.56 

$14.60 

$15.06 

$14.98 

$14.96 

$15.50 

$15.74 

$15.74 

$14.81 

$15.21 

$14.74 

$15.03 

$17.46 

$18.69 

$18.23 

$15.44 

$13.32 

$12.71 

$13.09 

$13.56 

$14.45 

$14.34 

$13.96 

$12.72 

$11.17 

$11.05 

$11.02 

$10.93 

$11.11 

$11.40 

$11.48 

$11.44 

$11.84 

$11.58 

$11.48 

$11.28 

$11.60 

$12.06 

$12.41 

$12.37 

$12.53 

$13.18 

$12.93 

$13.67 

$0.20 

$0.19 

$1.78 

$0.68 

$1.10 

$0.26 

$2.92 

$0.36 

-$0.08 

$1.20 

$0.43 

$0.58 

$3.33 

$4.58 

$2.57 

-$2.45 

-$1.70 

$0.02 

$1.17 

$2.02 

$2.65 

$1.75 

$1.80 

$0.50 

-$0.96 

$0.62 

$0.67 

$0.61 

$0.96 

$0.89 

$1.25 

$0.85 

$1.76 

$0.13 

$0.75 

$0.84 

$1.23 

$0.89 

$0.96 

$0.85 

$0.90 

$1.16 

$0.33 

$0.68 

$2.47 



Oct 2001 

Sept 2001 

Aug 2001 

July 2001 

June 2001 

May 2001 

Apr 2001 

Mar 2001 

Feb 2001 

Jan 2001 

Dec 2000 

Nov 2000 

Oct 2000 

Sep1 2000 

Aug 2000 

July 2000 

June 2000 

May 2000 

Apr 2000 

Mar 2000 

Feb 2000 

Jan 2000 

Dec 1999 

Nov 1999 

Oct 1999 

Sept 1999 

Aug 1999 

July 1999 

June 1999 

May 1999 

Apr 1999 

Mar 1999 

Feb 1999 

Jan 1999 

Dec 1998 

Nov 1998 

Oct 1998 

Sept 1998 

Aug 1998 

July 1998 

June 1998 

$17.73 

$17.11 

$17.05 

$17.01 

$16.66 

$15.92 

$15.17 

$14.43 

$13.80 

$16.35 

$14.59 

$13.76 

$13.84 

$13.83 

$13.93 

$14.50 

$13.72 

$13.50 

$12.97 

$11.61 

$11.69 

$11.92 

$13.70 

$19.48 

$19.48 

$14.61 

$14.61 

$14.12 

$14.12 

$13.96 

$13.96 

$19.78 

$19.78 

$19.15 

$19.15 

$17.58 

$17.58 

$15.83 

$15.83 

$13.76 

$13.76 

May 1998 $15.14 

Apr 1998 $15.14 

Mar 1998 $15.17 

Feb 1998 $15.17 

$14.71 

$16.95 

$16.70 

$16.35 

$16.46 

$15.70 

$14.65 

$13.88 

$13.04 

$12.73 

$12.98 

$12.69 

$12.29 

$13.31 

$13.02 

$13.00 

$12.78 

$12.24 

$12.06 

$11.73 

$11.65 

$11.75 

$12.16 

$13.81 

$14.55 

$15.32 

$16.14 

$14.40 

$13.85 

$13.11 

$13.26 

$14.86 

$14.90 

$16.46 

$17.64 

$17.85 

$18.64 

$17.73 

$16.84 

$15.53 

$15.05 

$13.91 

$13.99 

$14.19 

$14.61 

$3.02 

$0.16 

$0.35 

$0.66 

$0.20 

$0.22 

$0.52 

$0.55 

$0.76 

$3.62 

$1.61 

$1.07 

$1.55 

$0.52 

$0.91 

$1.50 

$0.94 

$1.26 

$0.91 

-$0.12 

$0.04 

$0.17 

$1.54 

$5.67 

$4.93 

-$0.71 

-$1.53 

-$0.28 

$0.27 

$0.85 

$0.70 

$4.92 

$4.88 

$2.69 

$1.51 

-$0.27 

-$1.06 

-$1.90 

-$1.01 

-$1.77 

-$1.29 

$1.23 

$1.15 

$0.98 

$0.56 

Jan 1998 

Dec 1997 

Nov 1997 

Oct 1997 

Sept 1997 

Aug 1997 

July 1997 

June 1997 

May 1997 

Apr 1997 

Mar 1997 

Feb 1997 

Jan 1997 

Dec 1996 

Nov 1996 

Oct 1996 

Sept 1996 

Aug 1996 

July 1996 

June 1996 

May 1996 

Apr 1996 

Mar 1996 

Feb 1996 

Jan 1996 

Dec 1995 

Nov 1995 

Oct 1995 

Sept 1995 

Aug 1995 

July 1995 

June 1995 

May 1995 

Apr 1995 

Mar 1995 

Feb 1995 

Jan 1995 

$14.82 

$14.82 

$14.43 

$14.43 

$12.50 

$12.50 

$13.23 

$13.23 

$14.32 

$14.32 

$14.32 

$14.32 

$17.79 

$17.79 

$17.60 

$17.60 

$16.39 

$16.39 

$14.98 

$14.98 

$14.76 

$14.76 

$15.24 

$15.24 

$15.10 

$15.10 

$13.89 

$13.89 

$13.45 

$13.45 

$13.65 

$13.65 

$13.44 

$13.44 

$13.40 

$13.40 

$14.18 

$14.12 

$14.54 

$14.40 

$14.22 

$13.27 

$13.56 

$12.78 

$12.64 

$12.74 

$13.30 

$13.59 

$13.49 

$13.94 

$13.78 

$14.42 

$16.57 

$16.76 

$16.49 

$15.10 

$14.67 

$13.87 

$13.29 

$13.15 

$13.21 

$13.49 

$13.50 

$13.62 

$13.45 

$12.93 

$12.65 

$12.42 

$12.40 

$12.05 

$12.07 

$12.34 

$12.22 

$12.25 

$0.70 

$0.28 

$0.03 

$0.21 

-$0.77 

-$1.06 

$0.45 

$0.59 

$1.58 

$1.02 

$0.73 

$0.83 

$3.85 

$4.01 

$3.18 

$1.03 

-$0.37 

-$0.10 

-$0.12 

$0.31 

$0.89 

$1.47 

$2.09 

$2.03 

$1.61 

$1.60 

$0.27 

$0.44 

$0.52 

$0.80 

$1.23 

$1.25 

$1.39 

$1.37 

$1.06 

$1.18 

$1.93 

Average: $1.14 

Source: CDFA 
(https:llwww.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/prices_main.html) 
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Validus Certified Responsible Producer Certification Page 1 of2 

Home I Validus Expert &. Advisorv Committees I Contact Us 

Animal Wel.fare 
Review - Dairy 

Animal Welfare Review - Beef I E.m!!.t.!:Y I Swine 

Validus Dairy Animal Welfare Review 

The Dairy Animal Welfare Review Program verifi es a fa rmer's animal welfare practices. The program 
includes a comprehensive assessment of the farm 's an imal care practices, along with recommendations for 
any improvements that may be necessary. The Animal Welfare Review Certification Program includes an 
aud it of the farmer's animal welfare practices . 

The program is implemented on-farm by Validus assessors and aud itors who receive ongoing, 
comprehensive traini ng. Valid us auditors are trained to audit based on I SO standards. Re-certification is 
required on an annua l basis. 

USDA P..-ocess Ve..-ified 
The Da iry Animal Welfa re Review Program has been approved as a USDA Process Verified 
Program. This program designation is designed to assure customers of a consistent, 
quality product or service through independent, third -party audits. The USDA Process 
Verified Program uses ISO 9000 type standards for evaluating quality management 
systems for their approved programs. To qualify, a company must submit a documented 
quality management system and successful ly pass extensive onsite audits and customer 
interviews . The Dairy Animal Welfare Review Program is USDA Process Verif ied in the 

....,.,.,." WffIo,. .......... 
• IwoalYnanI • kHX 

• ~$yU(Wft 

..-akUCVI1ifloQ . .;orn 

following areas: Assessment, Audit and Data System. For more information on USDA Process Verified, visit 
http: //processverified . usda .gov 

Dairy Animal Welfa..-e Review Assessment 
The program begins with a comprehensive assessment of the farm 's animal care practices. The assessment 
includes: 

Step 1 : Entrance Interview with owner/manager 
Step 2: On-si te Assessment 
Step 3: Exit Interview with owner/manager 
Step 4: Written assessment report and certificate 

The assessor records observations of the operation's animal handling, care and appearance. Specific areas 
reviewed include : 

• Animal handling practices 
Body condition 

• Feed and water access and quality 
• Herd health 

http://www.va liduscertified .com/animal_ welfare_certification _ dairy.asp 11 /9/20 15 



Validus Certified Responsible Producer Certification Page 2 of2 

• Facilities/ housing 
• Animal hygiene 
• Special needs management 
• Parlor management 
• Animal behavior 
• Management and employee training 

Dairy Animal Welfare Review Audit 
The Da iry Animal Welfare Review Audit is available to all farmers seeking certification . The audit is 
recommended to farmers required to provide suppliers with independent verification of their animal care 
practices as well as to farmers who want to reassure their customers that they raise their animals 
humanely. Upon certificat ion, farmers receive a certificate and farm gate sign for their use. 

Valid us Expert Committees 
The Validus Animal Welfare Certification programs were developed by independent industry experts. Click 
here to meet the members of the Validus Expert and Advisory Committees. 

Validus Certified Farms and Products 
Learn more about the products and farmers awarded the Validus Animal Welfa re Review by clicking here 

~ 
~ 

Valid\Js . P .O. Bo,," 14586. Des Moi nes, Iowa 50306. Phone 515-278-8002. Fa,," 515-278-8011 ©2006 Valid\Js Services, LLC. 

~ ~ 

http://www.validuscertified.com/animal_welfare _certification_dairy .asp 11 /9/2015 



EXHIBIT 

Excerpt from Exhibit 153 - Exhibits to Written Testimony of Richard Shehadey 
i \ SLi 

January 1985 
Total Producer-Handler Class I Sales 
Total Producer-Handler Exempt Quota 
% of Producer-Handler Milk Exempt 

Additional Analysis 

March 2009 
CA Class 1: 
Out-Of-State Class I 64,806,798" 
P-D Exempt Class I 21,253,353 
Total Pooled Class 1 ---
Class 1 Fat 10,377,143 
Class 1 Fluid Carrier 439,689,049 
Class 1 SNF 48,816,390 

Total CA Class 1 584,942,733 
% P-D Class 1 23.12% 

CA Class 1 % Change 
CA P-D Class 1 % Chane:e 

27,783,804 
18,237,328 

65.6% 

March 2009 Change '85 v. '09 Aug 2015 Change '85 v. '15 
120,242,049 332.8% 120,546,754 333.9% 

21 ,253 ,353 16.5% 20,989,392 15.1% 
17.7% 17.4% 

20i5 -
August 2015 March 2009 Source August ~ Source 

29,756,864" Exhibit 61, Table Z Exhibit 139, page 5 
20,989,392 Exhibit 153 Exhibit 153 
452,270,540 Exhibit 61, Table AC 

Exhibit 61, Table D 
Exhibit 61, Table D 
Exhibit 61, Table D 

503,016,796 
23.96% 

- 14.01% 
+0.84% 



EXHIBIT 

Excerpt from Exhibit 153 - Exhibits to Written Testimony of Richard Shehadey 

January 1985 
Total Producer-Handler Class I Sales 
Total Producer-Handler Exempt Quota 
% of Producer-Handler Milk Exempt 

Additional Analysis 

March 2009 
CA Class 1: 
Out-Of-State Class 1 64,806,798-
P-D Exempt Class 1 21,253,353 
Total Pooled Class 1 ---
Class 1 Fat 10,377,143 
Class 1 Fluid Carrier 439,689,049 
Class 1 SNF 48,816,390 

Total CA Class 1 584,942,733 
% P-D Class 1 20.55% 

27,783,804 
18,237,328 

65 .6% 

CA Class 1 % Change~;T~ \e \I 0\ I.A i'V\..Q.. 
CA P-D Class 1 % Change 

March 2009 Change '85 y. '09 Aug 2015 Change '85 y. '15 
120,242,049 332.8% 120,546,754 333.9% 
21,253,353 16.5% 20,989,392 15 .1% 

17.7% 17.4% 

August 2015 March 2009 Source August 2015 Source 

29,756,864- Exhibit 61, Table Z Exhibit 139, page 5 
20,989,392 Exhibit 153 Exhibit 153 
452,270,540 Exhibit 61, Table AC 

Exhibit 61, Table D 
Exhibit 61, Table D 
Exhibit 61, Table D 

503,016,796 
23.96% 

- 14.01% 
+3.41% 
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BEFORE THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT "'l ____ " 

OF AGRICULTURE 

AGRICULTURE MARKETING SERVICE 

In the Matter of Milk in California 
Notice of Hearing on a Proposal to 
Establish a Federal Milk Marketing 
Order 

7 CFR Part 1051 
Docket No, : AO-15-0071 
AMS-DA-14-0095 

Clovis, California, November 2015 

Testimony of Rob Blaufuss 

Part 6 



Introduction 

I am appreciative the work that Proponents of Proposal I performed with regards to their 

transportation credit language. It is clear that the Cooperatives spent considerable time in 

developing a transportation credit program for a potential California Federal Order. That said , I 

would like to provide an overview of how the transportation credit and allowance program would 

function in Proposal 2 and concerns I have with parts of the Cooperatives proposal. 

Dairy Institute of California Transportation Credit Proposal 

The Dairy Institute of California Federal Order hearing proposal language with regards to 

transportation allowances and credits largely mirrors that of current California State Order 

regulations. The key difference however is that the DlC proposal takes into account the 

differences in the location value of milk. Under the Dairy Institute proposal, the current 

California transportation credits and allowances would be reduced by the difference in the 

location differential value of the plant receiving milk and the supply area to which is serving that 

market. 

In all current Federal Orders, producer pay prices are adjusted based on the location value 

of the plant to which they slUp to. As an example, a producer delivering milk into a Class I plant 

in Los Angeles would be paid at the base zone differential. A producer whose milk is shipped to 

a butter/powder plant in Fresno, which is located in a $1.60 per-cwt differential zone, would 

have their blend price reduced by $0.50 per-cwt. This difference in the location value of milk is 

a tool which assists in ensuring an adequate supply of milk for fluid purposes. Proponents of 

Proposal I have not included a location adjustment in the producer pay price in their California 

Federal Order proposal. 

1 
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Concerns 

While I am very appreciative of the study undertaken by Proponents of Proposal I on this 

issue, I do have some concerns with parts of their proposal. These concerns are addressed below. 

I.} No producer location differential adjustments. As well as not including any direct 

requirements to serve the Class I market by way of performance standards, the Proponents of 

Proposal I also do not include plant location adjustments for producer milk. All producers will 

be paid at the same rate regardless if they ship milk to a Class I plant in Los Angeles or if they 

ship milk to a butter/powder plant in Fresno. This further reduces a Class I plant's ability to 

attract a milk supply. 

2.} The fIXed coefficient values used in the computation of the transportation payment. In 

order to calculate the monthly transportation allowances, the Cooperatives rely on the fixed 

coefficient values calculated in their regression analysis of 2013 data. In time, there is the 

potential that these coefficients may not be as predictive in the future as they are today. 

3.} Using an 8-week average EIA diesel price. The Proponents of Proposal I use an 8-week 

average EIA Diesel price to adjust the base Diesel price in their transportation allowance 

program. An 8-week price average could potentially make the allowance program slow to 

respond to real-time changes in energy prices. The Southeast and Appalachian Federal Orders 

transportation credit programs for example use a four week average Diesel price to adjust their 

credit payment program levels. 

2 



EXHIBIT 

11/11/15 

Good afternoon. My name is Lantz Adams and I am 15 years old and in the lOth 
grade at Immanuel High School My father is a third generation dairy fanner and 
our dairy is in Laton California. I am writing to you because our dairy farm, like 
many others, is in dire financial straits and may not make it to a fourth generation. 
That thought makes me sick. As I think of my family's situation and understanding 
that USDA will make the final decision about how a California federal order will 
look, I have thought of several issues that you should consider. 

1. Dairymen are going out of business due to low milk prices. 
A. Many multi-generation family dairies are going out of business. 
B. Over 90% of dairies, including our own, are family owned. 
C. All of the earlier generations work is sacrificed, when a dairy exits the 
industry. 

2. Dairies going out of business cause a negative impact on society. 
A. Unemployed people become dependent on social programs. 
B. When dairies go out of business it negatively affects allied industries. 
C. After a loss of a dairy it can be catastrophic to the family structure. 

3. Additional items regarding milk. 
A. Dairy products from other countries could be of questionable quality. (I.e. 
melamine in Chinese baby formula.) 
B. Ifless dairy products are getting produced prices may go up. This could 
result in a less healthy diet. 
C. According to well-known expert Dr. Wendy Bazilian, author of The 
SuperFoods Rx Diet and co-owner of San Diego-based Bazilians Health 
Clinic, unlike most other "wellness" drinks, milk is naturally nutrient-rich 
and balanced with a unique proportion of carbs and protein-in addition to the 
bone-boosting calcium, phosphorous and vitamin D. 

Finally, I understand the importance of having milk processors in the state of 
California but I also understand the necessity of having dairy families willing and 
able to profitably produce the milk to fill those plants. I know I'm only a kid but 
what I see in this industry is not good and is only getting worse. 

Sincerely, 

Lantz Adams 



EXHIBIT 

ADAMSCOWS DAIRY 
Rick and Michelle Adams 
Laton, Ca 

! /58 
1111112015 "'!- __ ......J 

Hello, my name is Michelle Adams I want to tell you a story about 
our family farm. I feel it is important for you to identify with dairy 
owners and their families on a personal level in order to have a clear 
picture of the real faces ofthe dairy industry today. 

In 2009, my father in law sold out and left the dairy business. 
When those cows were sold and loaded on a trailer, it was heart 
wrenching to watch them go. They weren' t just money making 
machines, but really members of our family, which we had taken care of 
for generations. Out of that misery my husband Rick and I started 
Adamscows Dairy, a small 85 cow 3rd generation dairy farm. When 
Rick and I started the dairy over, we were milking 12 cows in July of 
2009. We are currently milking closer to 100 cows with plans to grow 
back to 160. 

In 2009 the dairy outlook was bleak and many dairymen could not 
believe we would venture into starting over with 12 cows. However, my 
husband's life has been this farm from the time he was born and it has 
been his destiny to be a dairyman. 

I have been married to Rick for 16 years now, 10 of which he 
worked for his dad and 6 years since we started over, making all of our 
own decisions, including which bills we couldn't afford to pay. It has not 
been easy, in fact, there have been times for me personally that the 
depression and bad feelings were more than I could bare. I'm very 
fortunate to have an income outside of the dairy. I have been a teacher 
for 19 years and love my job and the income and benefits it provides for 
my family. It is because of my steady income that we are still in the 
dairy business. The milk check just isn't enough to pay all the dairy bills 
on a regular basis. I would say at least 10 months of a 12 month fiscal 
year, my salary supplements the dairy's needs financially. It seems to be 
a regular event to temporarily dip into my off-farm salary to make ends 
meet. Rick does not draw a salary, and too often there just isn't enough 
money to go around. 
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Our herd hasn't grown over time as it should have because we 
have had to beef cows in order to pay astronomical energy, fuel and feed 
bills. It is devastating to call my husband and say, "You need to see who 
can go to the sale", because we just don't have the money to pay the 
basic bills to keep the power on and buy fuel to irrigate our crops to keep 
them from burning up in the field. 

There are many days in the last few years that I will say to my 
husband, "if you told me tomorrow you were selling the cows, I'd be all 
over it." I guess I'm a stronger person than I realize because, sometimes 
I think the stress to make ends meet is more than I can handle, but 
somehow I get thru it. Rick always seems to know when I need a smile 
and a hug. I know he doesn't like hearing my wish to sell out, in fact I 
know it probably strikes his heart like a piercing knife every time I have 
said it. He still manages to be the best dairyman he can be and walks out 
the door to the farm that has his sweat and blood in the soil and the 
cows. 

My husband is amazingly kind hearted. When I drive out to see 
him working, he always has a smile on his face. You see, he loves being 
a dairy farmer, it's just what he does every day, day in and day out. His 
hours are 24 in a day. He milks and feeds the cows every day and farms 
115 acres to make sure we have the feed to feed them. He's one of the 
most dedicated people to the cows he loves, he works 7 days a week, 
365 days a year and he is still smiling. I often wonder how a person can 
be so happy when each month is a struggle to survive. He can always 
find the good even on the worst day. 

We have one employee who has been with us over 20 years who is 
also instrumental in the survival of our dairy farm. The real story 
though, is that of our three children who work in almost every capacity 
of our farming operation. Our son Lantz, now nearly 16, milks cows, 
does mechanical repairs, drives silage trucks takes care of the baby 
calves and heifers and feeds every weekend. Our daughter Kolbi, nearly 
14 also milks cows and works on the farm in various jobs. Recently she 
disked 20 acres all by herself Her dad smiling again at the great life 
adventures our farm allows our kids to have. Kolbi has an uncanny 
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knowledge of the herd and can nearly identifY each cow by their 
markings and who each cow' s moms are, she really is amazing. Our 
daughter Rikki, 10, is a great assistant in the barn, bringing in cows to be 
milked, washing out the poop in the parlor helping feed calves and other 
tasks given to her. 

As for me, besides teaching fulltime, coaching volleyball at my 
school and coaching high school basketball, I swath all of our feed and 
drive the silage trucks. I ear tag and vaccinate our baby calves, I'm also 
an extra set of hands when Rick needs me for something .... and I have 
the burden of facing and paying the bills even when there isn't enough 
money to cover them. That is clearly the worst job on the dairy, a job 
that should be easy, but ultimately consumes me with frustration, 
desperation and pain. 

Here is the big question-Why is our milk worth less than other 
producers in the United States of America and what can be done about 
it? Frankly, it is unjust and unethical for other dairymen in this great free 
country to have a higher milk price than the dairymen in California. I've 
been told the average price over the last few years could have been a 
$l.00 per hundred weight higher. I can't help but get excited about how 
much that ~uld improve the bottom line of our dairy. We are a small 
dairy that"evefything tied up in the farm and we absolutely have no 
savings. Everything we make is invested back into the farm, and that is a 
huge risk. 

It would be an amazing feeling if we could count on the milk 
check covering the bills 4 out of 5 years instead of only 1 out of 5 years. 
Rick isn't getting any younger and our kids are growing up before our 
eyes. Some day we will reach the point that Rick can't work like he does. 
We need to get fairly compensated for our milk, it just might enable us 
to pay all of our bills and hire someone to help take some of the load off 
of Rick. At this point it is only a dream to be somewhat profitable, to 
pay the bills that come in every month, and to be able to rest easy 
knowing all is good at Adamscows Dairy. Things aren't good. We are a 
loving supportive family that works every day to carry on a family 
tradition. Our plan was and still is for Rick to milk the cows himself for 
a few years until we were milking enough cows to justifY hiring a 
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milker/calf feeder. At the current milk pricing system through CDP A 
there is no way we will ever reach that point yet. 

Today is Veterans Day, a day I hold very dear to my heart. It 
honors people like myself, a Veteran who proudly served in the United 
States Army. It honors their sacrifice, so willing and determined to 
protect this great country from foreign and domestic issues. How ironic 
that I testify today regarding a domestic issue, sharing the sacrifice and 
determination my family gives each day to survive in the face of 
economic hardship to maintain a dairy that is not paid a fair price for the 
milk we produce. It should not be a burden we have to bare. I will 
continue to pray and hope that someday, things will be better. 

Thank you for hearing my family dairy farm story. 

Respectfully, 
Michelle Adams 
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Thank you for your time and for holding this hearing. My name is 
Rick Adams of Adamscows Dairy in Laton, Ca. Our family dairy 
operation strongly supports California joining the federal milk marketing 
order system so much that three members of my family are testifying 
here today. We are all here testifying in support of proposal #1 put 
forward by the state's cooperatives cm, DFA and LOL. 

I want to begin by describing our dairy operation. As a Land 0' 
Lakes member owner milking under 100 cows we are definitely one of 
the smaller dairies in the state given that the average herd size is now 
more than 1200 cows. We are a small dairy farm and grow our own 
forages with family labor doing many of the milking, feeding and 
farming operations. 

Given the failure of our state system to pay a price that is in line 
with prices paid across the federal order system, dairy operations in our 
state, both large and small continue to question whether or not they can 
afford to continue producing inilk in our state. Weare also quota owners 
and have made that investment in an effort to reduce our risk. Weare in 
support of maintaining the quota system as it is, and are adamantly 
opposed to modifying the program in any way. 

As an older smaller dairy farm we realize that we have unique 
challenges in today's economic landscape and that is why we do 
everything we can to cut expenses including eliminating hiring custom 
operators. It simply isn't possible for us to pay these costs. In fact, when 
my son was 11 years old he started driving his own silage truck when we 
chop our silage. We struggle to survive without bank loans because we, 
as a family dairy farm, refuse to lose what my dad and grandpa before 
him worked so hard to achieve. So, my wife's teaching income is, in the 
short-run, continually being used to keep our dairy in operation. This is 



not a planned business strategy and is not one we can maintain long
term. 

Under our state system, when California Department of Food and 
Agriculture (CDFA) Secretary Ross denied our petitions to increase our 
prices so that they are in line with the federal order system, one of the 
things she claimed, was that she couldn't provide such an increase 
because of her concern about the small cheese makers. No such concern 
has been given to small dairy operations like mine and I don't agree that 
milk pricing regulations should be driven by the possible impact on 
small cheese makers. One of my biggest frustrations has been the fact 
that CDF A regularly publishes cost of production reports and these 
reports clearly show that our costs are well above the prices that we 
receIve. 

In conclusion I would like to thank you for your time and implore 
the USDA to adopt the cooperatives proposal so that dairy farmers in 
California are paid prices that are in line with the federal order system. 

One last closing thought. President John F. Kennedy was once 
quoted as saying "The farmer is the only man in our economy who buys 
everything at retail, sells everything at wholesale, and pays the freight 
both ways." Well, I agree with that sentiment, but I want to take it one 
step farther. As California dairy farmers we are here pleading for our 
mere survival while it is off of our backs that cheese makers with benefit 
packages and 40 1 (k)'s are telling us they can't afford to pay us what we 
deserve. It seems obvious to me that when they are crunching numbers, 
their only concern is their profitability rather giving any concern to 
whether ours, or any other dairy, can survive on the bargain basement 
prices they claim they can afford to pay. Makes me wonder, why can 
other western cheese processors in the federal order afford to pay federal 
order prices but California's can't? 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify here today. 

Rick Adams 
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I am Sue Taylor. I previously testified at this proceeding on behalf of Leprino Foods. Today I 
am testifying on behalf of Dairy Institute and my testimony is focused specifically on the 
regulated milk price impacts of the Dairy Institute proposal (Proposal 2) . Rob 81aufuss of t:)ealt 
Foods ntls joinee Hl@ 99 tlu; WitBBS3 stand to tlssist w hil potential €ttlesti8H3 related to Class I 0r 

Attached are tables that show the calculated minimum regulated prices resulting from the 
application of the Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) formulas documented in Attachment A to the 
commodity prices that existed over the ten year period from January 2005 - December ~ 2-0 i 4- . 
This analysis does not capture the adjustments that would be expected)6' in the marketplace, 
including changes in the commodity prices that would occur as milk allocation adjusts due to 
increased competition across the manufactured product complexes of cheese vs. butter / dry 
milk. Additionally, the analysis does not include adjustments that would likely occur in over-
order premiums. 

Throughout the tables, I refer to the two methodologies for valuation of other solids in the Class 
III formula as "dry whey" referring to the proposal, as modified, contained in the "Notice of 
Hearing" or "liquid WPC" referring to the alternative proposal that was submitted to USDA in 
the May 27, 2015 letter to the Department and is also under consideration at this Hearing. 

The following is a brief description of the tables: 

• Attachment B, Table 1: Class III, Class IV Pricing Factors 
o Pages I - 3 show the Proposal 2: 

• Western pricing factors calculated based upon the default value formulas 
in the left table; 

• NASS / NDPSR / AMS pricing factors currently in use in the Federal Milk 
Marketing Order System in the middle table; and 

· i California State Order commodity prices in the right table. 
o Pages ' - 6 show the Proposal 2 Western pricing factors less: 

• NASS / NDPSR / AMS pricing factors currently in use in the Federal Milk 
Marketing Order System in the left table; and 

• California State Order commodity prices in the right table. 

• Attachment B, Table 2: Advanced Pricing Factors 
o Pages 1 - 3 show the Proposal 2: 

• 

• 

• 

Western advanced pricing factors calculated based upon the default value 
formulas in the left table; 
NASS / NDPSR / AMS advanced pricing factors currently in use in the 
Federal Milk Marketing Order System in the middle table; and 
California State Order advanced pricing factors for Class I in the right 
table. 
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4-5 
o Pages '~how the Proposal 2 advanced pricing factors less: 

• AMS advanced pricing factors currently in use in the Federal Milk 
Marketing Order System in the left table; and 

• California State Order advanced pricing factor in the right table. 

• Attachment B, Table 3: Class IV Pricing Impact 
o Pages I - 3 show the Proposal 2: 

• Class IV component and hundredweight prices under Proposal 2 in the left 
table; 

• Class IV component and hundredweight prices restated based upon current 
price formulas adopted in October 2008 in the middle table; and 

• Class 4a component and hundredweight prices using the most recent 
permanent formulas (August 2012) under the California State Order in the 
right table. 

o Pages 4 - 6 show the Proposal 2 Class IV prices less: 
• Class IV component and hundredweight prices restated based upon current 

price formulas adopted in October 2008 in the Federal Milk Marketing 
Order System in the left table; and 

• Class 4a component and hundredweight prices using the most recent 
permanent formulas (August 2012) under the California State Order in the 
right table. 

• Attachment B, Table 4: Class III Pricing Impact 
o Pages I - 3 show the Proposal 2: 

• Class III component and hundredweight prices under both the dry whey 
and the liquid WPC other solids valuation proposals in the left table; 

• Class III component and hundredweight prices restated based upon current 
price formulas adopted in October 2008; and 

• Class 4b component and hundredweight prices using the most recent 
permanent formulas (August 2012) under the California State Order in the 
right table. 

o Pages 4 - 6 show the Proposal 2 Class III prices less: 
• 

• 

Class III component and hundredweight prices restated based upon current 
price formulas adopted in October 2008 in the Federal Milk Marketing 
Order System in the left table; and 
Class 4b component and hundredweight prices using the most recent 
permanent formulas (August 2012) under the California State Order in the 
right table. 
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• Attachment B, Table 5: Class II Pricing Impact 
o Pages I - 3 show the Proposal 2: 

• Class II component and hundredweight prices under Proposal 2 in the left 
table; and 

• Class II component and hundredweight prices restated based upon current 
price formulas adopted in October 2008 in the right table. 

o Pages 4 - 6 
• Weighted Class 2 and 3 component and hundredweight prices using the 

most recent permanent formulas (August 2012) under the California State 
Order. This table consolidates the California price across Classes 2 and 3 
by weighting a simple average of the Northern California and Southern G., \ ·,ft>"( 'C) ,.(.L 

Class 2 prices with the statewide Class 3 price based upon total solids 
utilization. 

o Pages 7 - 9 show the Proposal 2 Class II prices less: 

• 

• 

Class II component and hundredweight prices restated based upon current 
price formulas adopted in October 2008 in the Federal Milk Marketing 
Order System in the left table; and 
Weighted Class 2 and 3 component and hundredweight prices using the 
most recent permanent formulas (August 2012) under the California State 
Order in the right table. 

• Attachment B, Table 6: Class J Pricing Impact 
o Pages I - 3 show the Proposal 2: 

• Class I component and hundredweight prices under both the dry whey and 
liquid WPC other solids valuation in the-tdHable; 

o Pages 4 - 6 show the: 
• FMMO Class I component and hundredweight prices restated based upon 

current price formulas adopted in October 2008; and the 
• CDFA Class I component and hundredweight prices using the most recent 

permanent formulas (August 2012) under the California State Order in the 
right table. 

o Pages 7 - 9 show the Proposal 2 Class I base component and hundredweight 
prices less: 

• The Class I base component and hundredweight prices restated based upon 
current price formulas adopted in October 2008 in the FMMO in the left 
table; and 

• The California diEECt entia! Class I component and hundredweight prices 
using the most recent permanent formulas (August 2012) in the right table. 

• It is important to note that this is a bit of an apples and oranges 
comparison since the Proposal 2 Class I prices represent the Class I 
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base prices to which the Class I differential ($1 .80 per cwt in 
Northern California and $2.10 per cwt in Southern California) are 
added to determine the Class I price. In contrast, the California 
State Order does not apply a discreet differential for Class I price S 
and the price is inclusive of all value. 

In addition to adjustments that will occur in the Proposal 2 pool related to conformance of the 
application of pricing and pooling consistent with the balance of the Federal Milk Marketing 
Orders, the pool revenue from Class I will be enhanced by the additional volume that is currently 
exempt from pool obligation through the Type 70 producer handler exemption under the 

California State Order. 
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Attachment A 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Class ill and Class IV Price Formulas as Amended 

11 November 2015 

Class Ill: 

• Class III Price = (Class III skim milk price x 0.965) + (Butterfat price x 3.5). 

• Class III Skim Milk Price = (Protein price x 3.1) + (Other solids price x 5.9). 

• Protein Price = ((Cheese price -0.0224 - 0.2306) x 1.383) + ((((Cheese price -0.0224 -
0.2306) x 1.572) - Butterfat price x 0.9) x 1.17). 

• Other Solids Price = (Dry whey price -0.0063 - 0.2325) times 1.03 

• Alternative Other Solids Price = Formula expressed in mathematical terms: (((WPC34 
Price/0.34) * 0.12) QJ llQ) * 1.03. 

0, i/a.-b 
• Butterfat Price = (Butter price -0.0218 - 0.1739) times 1.211. 

Class IV: 

• Class IV Price = (Class IV skim milk price x 0.965) + (Butterfat price x 3'.5). 

• Class IV Skim Milk Price = Nonfat solids price times 9. 

• Nonfat Solids Price = (Nonfat dry milk price at -0.0244 - 0.2012) times 0.99. 

• Butterfat Price = See Class III. 

1tems in bold italics are formula factors that are changed from those that appeared in tlte 
Federal Register. Make Allowances were changed to include tlte marketing and 
administrative allowance subsequent to Dr. William Scltiek's Part 3 testimony. 
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EXHIBIT 

Exhibit Attachment 8, Table 1: Class III, Class IV Pricing Factors ! \ lol ! 
Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Western Pricing Factors Announced NASS I NDP$A I AMS Pricing Factors 

California Stale Order Commodity Prices (based upon delault values) Currenllv in Use · • FMMOs 
NOM--

WHlem 
WestemOry NASS / NOPSA NASS / NDPSR AMS Cheese 

NASS / NDPSA CME AA Butler California CME Cheddar DMNWestem 
Westem Butter Western NOM Cheddar-40. 

Who, 
WestemWPC 

Butter Price Nonie! Dry Milk Price {block I 
Dry Whey (26th to 25th) Weighted Blocks (26th to Dry Whey (26th .k><'" barrel) Average Price 25th} to 25th) 

S/ "",," Sf~"" Sf~"" S/ """ $I "" Sf~"" S/~"" S/~"" $ 1 POUnd Sf~"" ~~=~ Sf "" ...lLi!!!!L"" Column 0 " . A • C 0 E , G H I J K L M 
Column Math 

Jan-oS $ 1.5374 • 0.8662 • 1.4992 • 0.2400 • 0.7033 • 1.5592 • 0.8906 • 1.5165 • 0.2483 • 1.5725 • 0.8801 • 1.5766 • 0.2584 
Feb-oS S 1.5727 • 0.8746 • 1.5394 • 0.2415 • 0.7509 • 1.5945 • 0.8990 • 1.5711 • 0.2478 • I.S071 • 0.8865 • 1.5299 • 0.2625 
Mar-OS S 1.5331 • 0.8839 • 1.4824 • 0.2450 • 0.7816 • 1.5549 • 0.9083 • 1.5061 • 0.2513 • 1.5543 • 0.8946 • 1.5204 • 0.2700 
APf·05 S 1.5089 • 0.8912 • 1.5260 • 0.2517 • 0.8195 • 1.5287 • 0.9156 • 1.5590 • 0.2580 • 1.5179 • 0.9007 • 1.5733 • 0.2789 
May·05 S 1.3828 • 0.9045 • 1.4816 • 0.2540 • 0.8598 • 1.4046 • 0.9289 • 1.4785 • 0.2003 • 1.4025 • 0.9109 • 1.4745 • 0.2859 
Jun-05 S 1.4209 • 0.9015 • 1.4569 • 0.2633 • 0.8907 • 1.4427 • 0.9259 • 1.4845 • 0.2S96 • 1.4923 • 0.9048 • 1.4921 • 0.2945 
Jul-05 S 1.5938 • 0.9145 • 1.4890 • 0.2731 • 0.9075 • 1.8156 , 0.9389 • 1.5158 • 02794 • 1.6402 • 0.9201 • 1.5239 • 0.30s.-

Aug-05 S 1.6137 • 0.9357 • 1.3936 • 0.2806 • 0.8958 • 1.8355 • 0.9601 • 1.4322 • 02889 • 1.8665 • 0.9374 • 1.4195 • 0.3100 
Sep.05 S 1.6859 • 0.9461 • 1.4459 • 0.2897 • 0.8587 • 1.8877 • 0.9705 • 1.4958 • 0.2960 • 1.7098 • 0.9500 • 1.5384 • 0.3173 
Oct·05 S 1.6145 , 0.9550 • 1.4904 • 0.2975 • 0.6523 • 1.6363 • 0.9794 • 1,4996 • 0.3038 • 1.6427 • 0.9682 • 1.4849 • 0.3219 
Nov·05 S 1.4360 • 0.9591 • 1.3703 • 0.3088 • 0.6416 • 1.4578 • 0.9835 • 1.3968 • 0.3149 • 1.4527 • 0.9724 • 1.3808 • 0.3280 
Dec·05 S 1.3462 • 0.9655 • 1.3621 • 0.3179 • 0.8186 • 1.3680 • 0.9899 • 1.3984 • 0.3242 • 1.3848 • 0.9743 • 1.4304 • 0.3384 
Jan.Q6 S 1.3169 • 0.9370 • 1.3802 • 0.3353 • 0.7943 • 1.3387 • 0.9614 • 1.3895 • 0.3416 • 1.3553 • 0.9359 • 1.3581 • 0.3466 
Feb-06 S 1.2158 • 0.8569 • 1.2408 • 0.3486 • 0.7482 • 1.2374 • 0.8833 • 1.2637 • 0.3531 • 1.2092 • 0.8737 • 1.21 46 • 0.3515 
Mar-06 S 1.1 429 • 0.8453 • 1.1337 • 0.3346 • 0.6864 • 1.1 847 • 0.8897 • 1.1612 • 0.3409 • 1.1690 • 0.8480 • 1.1586 • 0.3381 
Apr-06 S 1.1218 • 0.8185 • 1.1391 • 0.2991 • 0.6200 • 1.1436 • 0.8429 • 1.1854 • 0.3054 • 1.1560 • 0.8383 • 1.1667 • 0.3125 

MaY'06 S 1.1417 • 0.8044 • 1.1345 • 0.2742 • 0.5953 • 1.1835 • 0.8288 • 1.1694 • 0.2805 • 1.1767 • 0.8173 • 1.1775 • 0.3031 
Jun·08 S 1.1295 • 0.79n • 1.1747 • 0.2745 • 0.5800 • 1.1513 • 0.822 1 • 12168 • 0.2808 • 1.1698 • 0.6063 • 1.2011 • 0.2910 
Jul-06 S 1.1122 • 0.8056 • 1.1452 • 0.2747 • 0.5858 • 1.1340 • 0.8300 • 1.1793 • 0.26 10 • 1.1516 • 0.8149 • 1.1843 • 0.2906 

Aug.Q6 S 1.1n2 • 0.8240 • 1.1429 • 0.2902 • 0.8100 • 1.1990 • 0.8484 • 1.1813 • 0.2965 • 1.2742 • 0.8329 • 1.2091 • 0.3018 ...... 1.2758 • 0.8293 • 1.2443 • 0.3128 • 0.6626 • 12976 • 0.8537 • 1.2912 • 0.3191 • 1.3319 • 0.8383 • 1.3041 • 0.3213 
Oct·06 S 1.2723 • 0.8783 • 1.223' • 0.3494 • 0.7453 • 12941 • 0.9027 • 1.2721 • 0.3557 • 1.3265 • 0.8676 • 1.2383 • 0.3550 
Nov·06 S 1.2475 • 0.9593 • 1.2529 • 0.3737 • 0.8182 • 12693 • 0.9837 • 1.3123 • 0.3800 • 1.2900 • 0.9224 • 1.3490 • 0.3938 
Dec·06 S 1.2168 • 0.9981 • 1.3211 • 0.4016 • 0.8698 • 1.2384 • 1.0225 • 1.3624 • 0.4{)79 • 1.2558 • 0.9762 • 1.3318 • 0.4331 
Jan-07 S 1.1n3 • 1.0433 • 1.2985 • 0.4617 • 0.9958 • 1.1991 • 1.0677 • 1.3366 • 0.4680 • 1.2153 • 1.0256 • 1.3161 • 0.4781 
Feb-07 S 1.1911 • 1.0m • 1.2879 • 0.5942 • 1.1751 • 1.2129 • 1.1021 • 1.3454 • 0.6005 • 12250 • 1.0702 • 1.3376 • 0.5680 
Mar.Q7 S 1.2458 • 1.1658 • 1.3259 • 0.6997 • 1.3380 • 1.2678 • 1.1902 • 1.3732 • 0.7060 • 1.3048 • 1.1353 • 1.3715 • 0.6700 
Apr.Q7 S 1.3198 • 1.4110 • 1.3797 • O.n2S • 1.4706 • 1.3416 • 1.4354 • 1.4296 • 0.7789 • 1.3580 • 1.2574 • 1.4381 • 0.7388 
May·07 S 1.4072 • 1.8426 • 1.5558 • 0.751 5 • 1.5353 • 1.4290 • 1.6670 • 1.5946 • 0.7578 • 1,4657 • 1.3753 • 1.6835 • 0.8038 
Jun-07 S 1.4698 • 1.8768 • 1.7887 • 0.7554 • 1.6146 • 1.4916 • 1.9012 • 1.8561 • 0.7617 • 1.5088 • 1.4727 • 1.9824 • 0.8236 
Jul-07 • 1.4409 • 1.9936 • 1.9684 • 0.7286 • 1.8343 • 1.4627 • 2.0180 • 2.0002 • 0.7329 • 1.4871 • 1.8065 • 1.9427 • 0.7809 

Aug·07 S 1.4211 • 2.0301 • 1.6698 • 0.6134 • 1.5638 • 1.4429 • 2.0545 • 1.9100 • 0.6197 • 1,4618 • 1.9753 • 1.9242 • 0.6175 
Sep-07 S 1.3588 • 2.0313 • 1.9910 • 0.4699 • 1.4521 • 1.3766 • 2.0557 • 2.0250 • 0.4762 • 1.3998 • 2.0533 • 2.0170 • 0.4419 
Oct-07 S 1.2727 • 2.0371 • 1.8784 • 0.4112 • 1.3546 • 1.2945 • 2.0815 • 1.9227 • 0.4175 • 1.3045 • 2.0639 • 1.8724 • 0.4025 
Nov.Q7 S 1.2715 • 1.9318 • 1.9294 • 0.4282 • 1.2808 • 1.2933 • 1.9582 • 1.9652 • 0.4345 • 1.3471 • 1.9880 • 2.0649 • 0.4295 
Dec-07 S 1.2941 • 1.7787 • 2.0704 • 0.4453 • 1.2438 • 1.3159 • 1.8031 • 2.0976 • 0.4518 • 1.3351 • 1.8151 • 2.0381 • 0.4408 
Jan.08 S 1.2083 • 1.4848 • 1.9518 • 0.3929 • 1.2032 • 1.2301 • 1.5090 • 1.9998 • 0.3992 • 1.2320 • 1.5505 • 1.8730 • 0.3780 
Feb-08 S 1.1828 • 1.3087 • 1.7588 • 0.2673 • 1.1623 • 1.2044 • 1.3331 • 1.8403 • 0.2736 • 1.2060 • 1.3188 • 1.9350 • 0.2588 
Mar-08 S 1.2321 • 1.2268 • 1.9324 • 0.2372 • 1.1300 • 1.2539 • 1.2512 • 1.9575 • 0.2435 • 1.3188 • 1.2738 • 1.8748 • 0.2394 
Apr-08 S 1.3274 • 1.2262 • 1.7956 • 0.2497 • 1.1175 • 1.3492 • 1.2508 • 1.8164 • 0.2560 • 1.3811 • 1.2387 • 1.8598 • 0.2730 
May·08 S 1.3952 • 1.2741 • 1.9208 • 0.2637 • 1.0955 • 1.4170 • 1.2985 • 1.9525 • 0.2700 • 1.4670 • 1.2973 • 2.0448 • 0.2813 
Jun·08 S 1.4451 • 1.3284 • 2.1102 • 0.2895 • 0.9473 • 1.4669 • 1.3508 • 2.1809 • 0.2758 • 1.4892 • 1.3351 • 2.0900 • 0.2800 
Jul-08 S 1.4962 • 1.3809 • 1.9253 • 0.2579 • 0.7387 • 1.5180 • 1.4053 • 1.9565 • 0.2842 • 1.5394 • 1.3847 • 1.9561 • 0.2800 

Aug·08 S 1.5495 • 1.3596 • 1.8585 • 0.2407 • 0.5217 • 1.5713 • 1.3840 • 1.6899 • 0.2470 • 1.8148 • 1.3477 • 1.7943 , 0.2758 
Sep·08 S 1.8147 • 1.1667 • 1.7437 • 0.2120 • 0.4098 • 1.6365 • 1.2131 • I.n73 • 0.2183 • 1.6727 • 1.2357 • 1.8430 • 0.2338 
Oct.Q8 S 1.6n9 • 0.9743 • 1.8703 • 0.1882 • 0.3888 • 1.6997 • 0.9987 • 1.9065 • 0.1945 • 1.7389 • 0.9769 • 1.8418 • 0.1860 
Noy·OS $ 1.8138 • 0.6457 • 1.7044 • 0.1832 • 0.3988 $ 1.6356 • 0.8701 • 1.7511 • 0.1895 • 1.6451 • 0.8684 • 1.6950 • 0.1663 
Dec-08 $ 1.2230 • 0.8181 • 1.7131 • 0.1687 • 0.4359 • 1.2448 • 0.8425 • 1.7544 • 0.1730 • 1."'" • 0.8349 • 1.5766 • 0.1588 
Jan-09 • 1.0650 • 0.8074 • 1.2682 • 0.1633 • 0.5241 • 1.0868 • 0.8318 • 1.2961 • 0.1698 • 1.1165 • 0.8161 • 1.0907 • 0.1495 '..,.09 • 1.0532 • 0.7971 • 1.1015 • 0.1504 • 0.5397 • 1.0750 • 0.8215 • 1.1518 • 0.1567 • 1.1047 • 0.8074 • 1.1992 • 0.1519 
Mar-09 • 1.1071 • 0.7922 • 1.2112 • 0.1599 • 0.5435 • 1.1289 • 0.8168 • 1.2611 • 0.1662 • 1.1728 • 0.8058 • 1.2321 • 0.1747 
Apr-09 • 1.1447 • 0.7951 • 1.2485 • 0.1866 • 0.5470 • 1.1665 • 0.8195 • 1.2771 • 0.1949 • 1.1961 • 0.8082 • 1.2279 • 0.2200 
May-09 • 1.1941 • 0.8074 • 1.1457 • 0.2254 • 0.5543 • 1.2159 • 0.8316 • 1.1553 • 0.2317 • 1.2449 • 0.8124 • 1.1418 • 0.2563 
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Exhibit __ _ Attachment 8 , Table 1 Class III, Class IV Pricing Factors 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Western :~~Cing Factors Announced NASS f NOP$R I AMS Pricing Faclors California Stale Order Commodity Prices 
{based uoon default values Currentlv in Use· • FMMOs 

NOM ·· 
Western 

WestemOry NASS / NOPSR NASS / NDPSR 
AMSCheese 

NASS / NDP$R CMEAABuner 
California CMECheddar OMNWestem 

Western Butter Western NOM Cnedclar 40' 
Whey 

WeslemWPC 
Butter Price Nonlal Dry Milk 

PrIce(bIockJ Dry Whey (26th to 25th) 
Weighted Blocks (26th to Dry Whey (26\h 

.k><'" bal1'eij Average Pri:e 25th) to 25th) 

$/0""'" " "" ot , ounel .,~"" "~.",, " "" $ 1 pound """"",, " """ " "" 
iCWAPI 

1 "" "_.",, ' 1- ,"" 
Column Des nat' A • C 0 E F G " I J K L M 

Column Math 
Jun-09 • 1.1855 • 0.8217 • 1.1248 • 0.2630 • 0.5684 • 1.2073 • 0.8481 • 1.1466 • 0.2693 • 1.2337 • 0.8203 • 1.1397 • 0.2925 

Jul-09 • 1.1768 • 0.8178 • 1.1036 S 0.2649 • 0.8096 • 1.1986 • 0.8422 • 1.1334 • 0.2912 • 1.2263 • 0.8198 • 1.1268 • 0.3170 

Aug-09 • 1.1812 • 0.8422 • 1.2094 • 0.2882 • 0.6374 • 1.2030 • 0.6666 • 1.2605 • 0.2925 • 1.2172 • 0.6456 • 1.3157 • 0.3200 

Sap-09 • 1.1593 • 0.9420 • 1.3256 S 0.2916 • 0.6624 • 1.1811 • 0.9664 • 1.3522 • 0.2979 • 1.2066 $ 0.9514 • 1.3261 • 0.3210 

Oct·09 • 1.2027 • 1.0026 • 1.3685 S 0.3120 $ 0.7395 $ 1.2245 • 1.0270 S 1.4110 • 0.3183 $ 1.2575 • 0.9793 • 1.4541 • 0.3350 

Noy·09 $ 1.3599 • 1.0676 • 1.4650 S 0.3408 $ 0.8237 • 1.3817 • 1.1120 S 1.5189 • 0.3471 • 1.4700 • 1.0627 • 1.5588 • 0.3581 

DIIC'09 S 1.4241 , 1.2614 • 1.6206 • 0.3605 • 0.6605 S 1.4459 • 1.2658 S 1.5969 • 0.3868 • 1.4162 • 1.2718 • 1.6887 S 0.3660 

Jan·IO S 1.3392 • 1.1685 S 1.5338 S 0.3617 • 0.9271 S 1.3610 • 1.1929 S 1.5374 • 0.3880 • 1.3871 S 1.1596 S 1.'462 S 0.4059 

Foo.IO S 1.3391 S 1.0566 S 1.4710 S 0.3862 • 0.9307 S 1.3609 S 1.0812 S 1.5110 S 0.3925 • 1.3555 $ 1.0697 S 1.4691 • 0.'050 

Mar· l0 • 1..170 S 1.0210 S 1.3449 • 0.3698 • 0.9130 • 1.'388 • 1.0454 S 1.3632 • 0.3761 • 1.'559 S 1.0213 • 1.2883 S 0.4041 

Apt· 10 • 1.'555 S 1.0964 • 1.3394 • 0.3580 S 0.9102 • 1.4773 • 1.1208 S 1.3827 • 0.3843 • 1.5239 • 1.0750 • 1.4144 S 0,4000 

May-IO S 1.5583 S 1.2276 S 1.3878 • 0.3582 S 0.9238 S 1.5801 • 1.2520 S 1.4257 • 0.3845 S 1.5947 S 1.0936 S 1.'231 S 0.3972 

Jun-IO S 1.5728 S 1.2367 S 1.4217 S 0.3625 • 0.9432 S 1.5946 • 1.2631 • 1.4475 S 0.3688 • 1.6139 • 1.2345 S 1.4065 • 0.3915 

JuHO S 1.7157 S 1.2033 • 1.4130 • 0.3578 S 0.9444 • 1.7375 $ 122n S 1.4567 S 0.3641 • 1.7643 • 1.2041 • 1.5189 S 0.3859 

Aup-IO S 1.8290 S 1.1313 S 1.5678 • 0.3527 • 0.9555 • 1.8508 • 1.1557 S 1.6031 S 0.3590 • 1.9153 • 1.\387 S 1.8191 S 0.3775 

Sop-IO S 2.1352 S 1.1139 S 1.6627 • 0.3552 S 0.9662 • 2.1570 • 1.1363 • 1.7016 • 0.36 15 • 2.2170 • 1.0984 S 1.72<0 S 0.3725 

OCI-lO S 2.1675 S 1.1430 S 1.7313 • 0.3613 S 0.9845 • 2.1893 S 1.1674 S 1.7866 S 0.3676 • 2.1990 • 1.1118 S 1.7436 S 0.3828 

Nov· 10 S 2.0012 S 1.1709 • 1.5678 • 0.3673 S 0.9950 • 2.0230 • 1.1953 S 1.8152 S 0.3736 • 2.0123 • 1.1662 S 1.49'2 S 0.3688 

DIIC'IO S 1.6321 S 1.1 604 S 1.4358 • 0.3726 S 0.9950 • 1.6539 • 1.1848 • 1.4606 S 0.3789 • 1.6154 • 1.\687 S 1.'058 S 0.3925 

Jan-II $ 1.8210 S 1.2286 S 1.3597 • 0.3872 • 1.0233 • 1.8428 • 1.2530 S 1.4076 S 0.3935 • 1.9323 • 1.2221 S 1.4308 • 0.40'7 

Feboll S 2.0462 S 1.3484 S 1.7004 • 0.'171 S 1.0597 $ 2.0680 • 1.3728 S 1.7449 • 0.423' • 2.0710 • 1.3149 • 1.8689 S 0.4425 

Mar· ll • 2.0373 S 1.'701 S 1.9409 • 0.'515 S 1.2404 $ 2.0591 • 1.4945 S 1.9722 • 0.'578 • 2.0930 • 1.4'09 S 1.8529 S 0.4831 

Apt· 1I S 1.9757 S 1.5436 S 1.6664 • 0.47'5 S 1.3688 • 1.9975 • 1.5860 • 1.6983 • 0.'808 • 1.9971 • 1.5320 S 1.6136 • 0.4859 

May-II S 2.0074 S 1.5876 S 1.6085 • 0,4666 • 1.5043 • 2.0292 • 1.6120 • 1.6534 S 0.4929 • 2.0518 • 1.5612 • 1.6526 • 0.5031 

Jun- II S 2.1069 S 1.6276 S 1.6416 • 0.5170 • 1.5570 • 2.1287 • 1.6520 S 1.8999 • 0.5233 • 2.1325 • 1.6199 $ 2.0542 • 0.5355 

Jut. 11 • 2.0066 • 1.5915 • 2.0863 • 0.5431 • 1.5650 • 2.0304 • 1.6159 S 2.1243 • 0.5494 • 2.0330 • 1.5852 • 2.1100 • 0.5B66 

Aug-II $ 2.0477 S 1.5495 S 2.0982 • 0.5628 S 1.5376 • 2.0695 • 1.5739 S 2.1402 S 0.5691 • 2.0866 $ 1.5775 • 2.0360 • 0.5866 

Sap-II S 1.9666 • 1.5195 • 1.8531 • 0.5863 • 1.4900 • 1.9888 • 1.5439 • 1.8592 S 0.5926 • 1.9443 • 1.5570 $ 1.7716 • 0.6078 

Oct· 11 S 1.7675 • 1.4865 • 1.7167 • 0.6069 • 1.4363 • 1.7693 • 1.5109 S 1.7471 • 0.6152 • 1.8055 • 1.5095 $ 1.7164 • 0.6300 

Nov·l1 S 1.7608 • 1.4276 • 1.7782 • 0.6317 • 1.4456 • 1.7624 • 1.4522 S 1.6415 • 0.6380 • 1.7727 • 1.4573 • 1.6582 • 0.6403 

Dec-II S 1.5901 • 1.3957 • 1.7614 • 0.6475 S 1.4600 • 1.6119 • 1.4201 • 1.8070 • 0.6536 • 1.6226 $ 1.4022 • 1.6551 • 0.6606 

Jan-12 S 1.5682 • 1.3696 • 1.5688 $ 0.6813 • 1.5239 • 1.5900 • 1.3942 • 1.6097 S 0.6876 • 1.5964 • 1.3676 $ 1.5854 • 0.6959 

Fab· 12 S 1.449' • 1.3548 • 1.5008 • 0.6337 S 1.5271 • 1.4712 • 1.3792 S 1.5410 • 0.6400 • 1.4511 • 1.380' $ 1.4854 • 0.6693 

Mar·12 S 1.4129 • 1.3066 • 1.4748 S 0.60'4 S 1.5091 • 1.4347 • 1.3310 S 1.52'8 S 0.8107 • 1.473' • 1.3293 • 1.5200 $ 0.5431 

Apr-12 S 1.4418 • 1.2270 • 1.4985 S 0.5856 • 1.4195 • 1.4634 • 1.2514 S 1.5361 S 0.5921 • 1.4403 • 1.2749 $ 1.'969 $ 0.5153 

May-12 $ 1.3439 • 1.1307 • 1.5005 S 0.5326 S 1.3010 • 1.3657 • 1.1551 S 1.5215 S 0.5389 • 1.3477 • 1.1735 $ 1.5147 • 0.4950 

Jun·12 S 1.3n3 • 1.0779 • 1.5613 • 0.4950 S 1.1977 • 1.3991 • 1.1023 S 1.5846 • 0.5013 • 1.4565 • 1.0891 • 1.6221 • 0.4834 

Jut.12 S 1.5168 • 1.1500 S 1.6323 S 0.4980 S 1.1401 $ 1.5386 • 1.\744 S 1.6657 • 0.5023 S 1.5571 S 1.0781 • 1.6746 • 0.4931 

Aug-12 S 1.6641 • 1.2299 • 1.7259 $ 0.5289 $ 1.1272 • 1.6859 • 1.2543 S 1.7682 S 0.5352 • 1.7350 • 1.2113 • 1.7992 • 0.5355 

Sep-12 S 1.8051 • 1.3524 • 1.8356 • 0.5783 S 1.1862 • 1.8269 • 1.3768 • 1.8647 S 0.5846 $ 1.858. • 1.2913 • 1.8850 • 0.5897 

OcI-12 S 1.8950 S 1.4392 • 2.0142 S 0.6142 S 1.2283 S 1.9166 • 1.'636 S 2.0479 • 0.6205 S 1.9164 S 1.4164 • 2.0892 • 0.6091 

Nov-1 2 S 1.6192 S 1.4899 • 1.9988 S 0.6417 • 1.2358 S 1.8410 • 1.5143 S 2.01'8 S 0.8480 • 1=' S 1.4840 S 1.9755 • 0.6238 

0ec-12 S 1.5763 S 1.5140 • 1.7866 $ 0.8547 S 1.2476 S 1.5981 • 1.5384 S 1.7925 S 0.6610 $ 1.5894 S 1.5199 • 1.7807 • 0.6338 

Jan-1 3 S 1.4648 • 1.5357 • 1.7225 S 0.8440 $ 1.260. S 1.5066 • 1.5601 • 1.7'65 S 0.6503 S 1.4871 S 1.5245 , 1.7158 • 0.6145 

Feb-13 S 1.5220 S 1.5315 • 1.8530 $ 0.6330 S 1.2472 S 1.5438 • 1.5559 • 1.8623 S 0.6393 S 1.5663 S 1.5580 S 1.6486 • 0.5786 

Mar· 13 S 1.5928 S 1.4964 • 1.8115 • 0.5965 S 1.2150 • 1.8146 • 1.5208 S 1.6487 • 0.8048 S 1.6281 S 1.5125 S 1.6101 • 0.5622 

Apr-13 • 1.6548 • 1.5068 • 1.7089 $ 0.5676 $ 1.2378 • 1.6786 • 1.5312 • 1.7310 • 0.5741 S 1.7133 • 1.4887 • 1.7983 • 0.5619 

May-13 • 1.6265 • 1.15130 • 1.8332 • 0.5702 • 1.2766 • 1.11483 • 1.6374 • 1.6274 • 0.:;76:; • 1.6237 • 1.5:;&4 • 1.6201 • 0.5753 

Jun-13 • 1.5204 $ 1."'" • 1.7345 • 0.5675 $ \.3172 • 1.5422 • 1.6978 • 1.7810 • 0.5738 S 1.5282 S 1.6552 • 1.7289 • 0.5856 

Jut.13 • 1.'458 • 1.7028 • 1.6796 S 0.5741 S 1.3518 • 1.4674 • 1.7272 S 1.71 42 • 0.5804 S 1.4768 • 1.6879 $ 1.6879 • 0.5919 

Aug-13 S 1.3969 • 1.7462 • 1.7274 • 0.5715 • 1.3870 $ 1.4187 • 1.7706 • l .n31 • 0.5778 $ 1.4020 • 1.73'5 $ 1.7555 • 0.5873 

Sep-13 • 1.'045 • 1.7841 • 1.7352 • 0.5728 • 1.3963 S 1.4263 • 1.8085 • 1.7961 • 0.5791 • 1.4883 S 1.7604 S 1.7878 • 0.5706 

OcI-13 S 1.5238 • 1.6122 • 1.7725 S 0.5888 • 1.5439 $ 1.5454 • 1.8366 S 1.8025 S 0.5731 • 1.5452 $ I .B148 $ 1.8042 • 0.5706 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 1: Class III, Class IV Pricing Factors 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Western Pricing Factors Announced NASS I NDPSR I AMS Pricing Factors 
California State Order Commodity Prices '(baSed !:lpon default values) Currently in Use - " FMMOs 

NOM--
Western 

Western Dry NASSfNDPSR NASSINDPSR 
AMS Cheese 

NASS I NDPSR CME AA Butter California CME Cheddar DMN Western 
Western Butter Western NOM Cheddar 40# 

Whey 
Western WPC 

Buller Price Nonfat Dry Milk 
Price (block I 

Dry Whey (26th to 25th) Weighted Blocks (26th to DryWhey(26th 
Blocks barrel) Average Price 25th) to 25th) 

(CWAP) 
$ {pound $1 pound $1 pound $1 pound $1 pound $1 pound $1 pound $1 Dound $ f pound $1 Dound $1 pound $IDound $/ Dound 

Column Desi natio A B C 0 E F G H I J K L M 
Column Math 

Nov-13 • 1.4987 • 1.8648 • 1.8331 • 0.5768 • 1.6046 $ 1.5205 • 1.8892 • 1.8812 $ 0.5831 $ 1.5845 • 1.8681 • 1.8513 • 0.5666 
Dec-13 • 1.6090 $ 1.9293 • 1.8520 • 0.5643 • 1.6878 • 1.6308 • 1.9537 • 1.8761 $ 0.5706 $ 1.6130 • 1.9153 , 1.9237 $ 0.5809 
Jan-14 $ 1.6257 $ 2.0091 • 2.0520 • 0.5962 $ 1.7663 $ 1.6475 $ 2.0335 • 2.0838 • 0.6025 $ 1.7005 $ 1.9844 , 2.1496 $ 0.5990 
Feb-14 • 1.8102 • 2.0539 $ 2.2479 • 0.6251 • 1.7799 • 1.8320 $ 2.0783 • 2.2864 • 0.6314 $ 1.8246 $ 2.0339 , 2.2249 $ 0.6156 
Mar-14 • 1.8344 • 2.0653 $ 2.2278 • 0.6491 • 1.7694 • 1.8562 $ 2.0897 $ 2.2689 • 0.6554 • 1.8845 $ 2.0380 • 2.3260 $ 0.6384 
Apr-14 • 1.9009 • 1.9947 $ 2.3442 • 0.6711 • 1.7682 • 1.9227 • 2.0191 $ 2.3547 • 0.6774 $ 1.9470 • 2.0005 • 2.2826 • 0.6493 
May-14 • 2.0259 $ 1.8524 • 2.1314 • 0.6682 • 1.7530 • 2.04n • 1.8768 , 2.1703 • 0.6745 • 2.1114 • 1.8363 • 2.0445 • 0.6650 
Jun-14 • 2.1656 • 1.8389 • 2.0040 $ 0.6726 • 1.6612 • 2.1874 • 1.8633 • 2.0358 • 0.6789 • 2.2461 $ 1.8431 • 2.0172 • 0.6575 
Jul-14 • 2.3255 • 1.8373 • i .9996 $ 0.6827 • 1.6089 • 2.3473 • 1.8617 , 2.0482 • 0.6890 • 2.4483 $ 1.8072 $ 1.9938 • 0.6625 

Aug-14 $ 2.4988 • 1.7643 • 2.0367 $ 0.6817 $ 1.5549 $ 2.5206 $ 1.7887 $ 2.1074 • 0.6880 • 2.5439 $ 1.7902 • 2.1185 • 0.6700 
Sep-14 $ 2.8307 • 1.4474 • 2.2866 $ 0.6662 $ 1.4355 • 2.8525 $ 1.4718 • 2.3472 $ 0.6725 • 2.9341 • 1.4742 • 2.3577 $ 0.6344 
Oct-14 $ 2.5037 • 1.4656 $ 2.2676 $ 0.6462 $ 1.3356 • 2.5255 • 1.4900 • 2.2914 $ 0.6525 $ 2.5251 • 1.5315 • 2.2157 $ 0.6020 
Nov-14 $ 1.9673 • 1.3658 $ 2.1285 $ 0.6302 • 1.2751 $ 1.9691 • 1.3902 • 2.1305 $ 0.6365 $ 1.9624 • 1.4169 $ 2.0032 $ 0.5900 
Dec-14 • 1.8831 • 1.2310 $ 1.7322 , 0.5808 • 1.2326 • 1.9049 • 1.2554 • 1.7362 , 0.5671 $ 1.6180 $ 1.3053 $ i .6149 $ 0.5713 

Annual Avg 
2005 • 1.5187 $ 0.9165 • 1.4597 • 0.2719 • 0.8317 $ 1.5405 $ 0.9409 • 1.4875 • 0.2782 • 1.5528 $ 0.9250 • 1.4954 • 0.2974 
2006 $ 1.1975 $ 0.8630 $ 1.2094 $ 0.3222 $ 0.6930 $ 1.2193 $ 0.8874 $ 1.2470 • 0.3285 • 1.2390 • 0.8642 • 1.2394 $ 0.3365 
2007 $ 1.3223 • 1.6683 $ 1.6948 $ 0.5941 • 1.3699 • 1.3441 $ 1.6927 $ 1.7380 • 0.6004 • 1.3677 • 1.5850 • 1.7490 • 0.5996 
2008 $ 1.4138 • 1.2012 $ 1.8577 $ 0.2441 • 0.7954 • 1.4356 $ 1.2256 $ 1.8954 $ 0.2504 $ 1.4611 • 1.2202 • 1.8655 • 0.2509 
2009 $ 1.1878 • 0.8979 $ 1.2676 • 0.2522 • 0.6342 • 1.2096 • 0.9223 $ 1.2966 • 0.2585 $ 1.2387 • 0.9001 • 1.2916 $ 0.2735 
2010 • 1.6802 $ 1.1443 $ 1.4914 • 0.3653 • 0.9491 • 1.7020 • 1.1687 • 1.5226 • 0.3716 $ 1.7212 • 1.1283 • 1.4963 • 0.3920 
2011 $ 1.9280 $ 1.4814 • 1.7860 • 0.5262 • 1.3907 • 1.9498 • 1.5058 • 1.8246 • 0.5325 • 1.9619 • 1.4816 , 1.8019 • 0.5456 
2012 • 1.5725 • 1.3035 • 1.6748 $ 0.5872 • 1.3036 $ 1.5943 $ 1.3279 • 1.7076 • 0.5935 • 1.6062 • 1.2996 • 1.6974 • 0.5739 
2013 $ 1.5233 • 1.6822 • 1.7386 $ 0.5839 $ 1.3758 $ 1.5451 • 1.7066 • 1.7683 $ 0.5902 • 1.5547 • 1.6747 • 1.7615 $ 0.5789 
2014 • 2.1143 • 1.7438 $ 2.1215 • 0.6475 $ 1.5784 • 2.1361 • 1.7682 • 2.1551 $ 0.6538 $ 2.1622 $ 1.7551 • 2.1124 • 0.6296 

Ten Year Avg • 1.5458 • 1.2902 • 1.6302 • 0.4395 • 1.0942 • 1.5676 • 1.3146 • 1.6643 • 0.4458 • 1.5866 $ 1.2834 • 1.6510 • 0.4478 
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Exhibit _ __ Attachment B, Table 1: Class III, Class IV Pricing Factors 

Buttler 
Cheddar 
Cheese 

Dry Whey 

California Siale Order Commodity Prices 

Nonlat Of)' M~k Block Cheddar Dry Whey 
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Aug-I 
Sep-l 
Oct-1 

Nov-1 
Dec-1 
JM-l 

Aug-I 
Sep-l 
Oct-1 

Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 1: Class III, Class IV Pricing Factors 

Buttler Nonfat Dry Milk 
Cheddar 
Cheese 

Dry Whey 

California Stale Order Commodity Prices 

8uttter Ory Whey 
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Ten Year Avg 

Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 1: Class III, Class IV Pricing Factors 

Bumer Cheese 
Of)'Whey 

• 

California Slate Order Commodity Prices 

Bumer Non'" [i<y "'1 Bloc;!( Cheddar Dry Whey 

0.0068 S 
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0.0107 
0.0218 
0.0032 
0.0 151 
0.0202 
0.0117 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 2: Advanced Pricing Factors 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Western Advanced Pricing Factors Announced NASS I NDPSR I AMS Advanced Pricing 
California State Order Advanced Commodity Prices -(based _upon default values) Factors Current! in Use - - FMMOs 

WeSlem Western Dry NASS I NOPSR NASS I NOPSR AMS Cheese NASS / NDPSR CME AA BUller NDM "CWAP 
CME Cheddar DMN Western 

Western Butter Western NOM Cheddar 40# 
Whey 

Western WPC 
Butler Price Nonfat Dry Milk Price Dry Whey (26th to 101h) (26th - 10th) 

Blocks (26th 10 Dry Whey (26th 
Blocks 10th) 10th) 

$1 pound $1 pound $1 pound $1 pound $1 pound $1 pound $1 pound $ / pound $1 pound $1 pound $1 pound $1 pound $1 p{lund 

Column Designatior A 8 C D E F G H I J K L M 
Column Math 

Jan-05 $ 1.8280 $ 0.8454 $ 1.7663 $ 0.2373 $ 0.6325 $ 1.8498 , 0.8698 $ 1.7648 , 0.2436 $ 1.5675 $ 0.8733 $ 1.4880 , 0.2569 
Feb-OS $ 1.5464 $ 0.8648 $ 1.4514 $ 0.2418 $ 0.6919 , 1.5682 $ 0.8892 $ 1.4790 $ 0.2481 S 1.5675 $ 0.8733 , 1.4880 $ 0.2584 
Mar-OS , 1.5647 $ 0.8720 $ 1.6095 $ 0.2416 , 0.7431 $ 1.5865 $ 0.8964 $ 1.6482 $ 0.2479 $ 1.6011 $ 0.8837 $ 1.5752 $ 0.2625 
Apr-OS $ 1.5398 $ 0.8829 $ 1.4881 $ 0.2422 $ 0.7625 $ 1.5616 $ 0.9073 $ 1.5140 $ 0.2485 , 1.5380 , 0.8922 $ 1.5428 $ 0.2700 
May-OS $ 1.5175 $ 0.8915 , 1.5403 $ 0.2533 $ 0.8100 $ 1.5393 $ 0.9159 $ 1.5777 , 0.2596 $ 1.5558 $ 0.8939 $ 1.6063 $ 0.2769 
Jun-05 , 1.3654 $ 0.9043 $ 1.4522 $ 0.2534 $ 0.8450 $ 1.3872 $ 0.9287 S 1.4612 $ 0.2597 $ 1.3817 $ 0.9097 $ 1.4461 $ 0.2859 
Jul-05 $ 1.3940 $ 0.9045 $ 1.4557 $ 0.2621 $ 0.8800 , 1.4158 , 0.9289 $ 1.4827 $ 0.2684 $ 1.4329 $ 0.9040 , 1.4886 S 0.2945 

Aug·05 $ 1.6262 $ 0.9133 $ 1.4950 $ 0.2733 $ 0.9075 $ 1.6480 $ 0.9377 $ 1.5224 $ 0.2796 , 1.6795 $ 0.9083 $ 1.5478 S 0.3054 
Sep-05 , 1.5825 $ 0.9350 $ 1.4082 $ 0.2780 , 0.9069 $ 1.6043 $ 0.9594 $ 1.4449 , 0.2843 $ 1.6457 , 0.9362 $ 1.3975 $ 0.3100 
Oet'05 , 1.6614 $ 0.9482 , 1.4114 $ 0.2841 $ 0.8675 $ 1.6832 $ 0.9726 , 1.4965 , 0.2904 $ 1.6992 $ 0.9493 $ 1.4933 $ 0.3173 
Nov-OS , 1.6120 , 0.9475 $ 1.5197 $ 0.2992 $ 0.8525 $ 1.6338 $ 0.9719 $ 1.5205 $ 0.3055 $ 1.6493 $ 0.9533 $ 1.5164 $ 0.3219 
Dec-OS $ 1.4793 $ 0.9590 $ 1.3949 , 0.3021 $ 0.8475 $ 1.5011 $ 0.9834 $ 1.4213 , 0.3084 $ 1.4954 $ 0.9827 $ 1.3871 $ 0.3280 
Jan-06 $ 1.3445 $ 0.9774 $ 1.3618 $ 0.3181 $ 0.8200 $ 1.3663 , 1.0018 $ 1.3979 $ 0.3244 $ 1.3800 $ O.97S0 $ 1.4190 $ 0.3384 
Feb-06 $ 1.3241 $ 0.9538 $ 1.3606 , 0.3331 $ 0.8025 , 1.3459 , 0.9782 , 1.3895 $ 0.3394 $ 1.3771 $ 0.9801 , 1.3678 $ 0.3466 
Mar-06 $ 1.2405 , 0.8809 $ 1.2734 $ 0.3469 , 0.7650 , 1.2623 $ 0.9053 , 1.2923 S 0.3532 $ 1.2398 $ O.8S80 S 1.2410 • 0.3515 
Apl-06 , 1.1528 $ 0.8545 , 1.1430 $ 0.3415 $ 0.7175 $ 1.1746 $ 0.8789 $ 1.1686 $ 0.3478 S 1.1753 $ 0.8533 S 1.1350 , 0.3381 

May-06 • 1.1208 , 0.8156 , 1.1442 $ 0.2993 $ 0.6300 $ 1.1426 $ 0.8400 $ 1.1698 , 0.3056 $ 1.1573 , 0.8395 • 1.1727 , 0.3125 
Jun·06 $ 1.1440 $ 0.8065 $ 1.1279 $ 0.2748 $ 0.6038 $ 1.1658 $ 0.8309 $ 1.1602 , 0.2811 , 1.1786 S 0.8304 $ 1.1605 $ 0.3031 
Jul-06 $ 1.12010 $ 0.7961 $ 1.1710 $ 0.2754 $ 0.5800 $ 1.1508 $ 0.8205 $ 1.2218 , 0.2817 $ 1.1730 $ 0.8075 $ 1.2080 $ 0.2910 

Aug-06 , 1.1060 $ 0.8024 $ 1.1455 $ 0.2733 , 0.5825 , 1.1278 , 0.8268 $ 1.1858 $ 0.2796 , 1.1508 $ 0.8077 , 1.1694 $ 0.2906 
Sep·06 $ 1.1518 $ 0.82101 $ 1.1303 $ 0.2862 $ 0.5975 , 1.1736 , 0.8463 , 1.1633 $ 0.2925 $ 1.2513 $ 0.8273 $ 1.1858 $ 0.3018 
Oct-06 $ 1.2771 $ 0.8298 $ 1.2206 $ 0.3099 $ 0.6300 , 1.20189 , 0.8542 , 1.3063 , 0.3162 $ 1.3525 $ 0.8368 $ 1.3308 $ 0.3213 
Nov·06 $ 1.2602 $ 0.8647 • 1.2307 $ 0.3437 S 0.7200 , 1.2820 $ 0.8891 , 1.2846 $ 0.3500 $ 1.3139 , 0.8555 $ 1.2384 , 0.3550 
Dec-06 S 1.2407 , 0.9447 $ 1.2193 , 0.3677 $ 0.7919 $ 1.2625 $ 0.9691 $ 1.2745 $ 0.3740 $ 1.2863 $ 0.8913 $ 1.3083 , 0.3938 
Jan'07 $ 1.2221 $ 0.9989 $ 1.3383 $ 0.3988 $ 0.8563 $ 1.2439 $ 1.0233 , 1.3758 $ 0.4051 , 1.2595 $ 0.9572 , 1.3410 S 0.4331 
Feb-07 $ 1.1687 $ 1.0217 $ 1.3034 $ 0.4476 $ 0.9769 $ 1.1905 $ 1.0461 $ 1.32701 , 0.4539 $ 1.2015 , 0.9993 S 1.3330 S 0.4675 
Mar·07 $ 1.1930 $ 1.0716 $ 1.2913 $ 0.5923 $ 1.1575 $ 1.2148 $ 1.0960 , 1.35201 , 0.50186 $ 1.2357 S 1.0472 , 1.3418 • 0.5625 
Apr-07 $ 1.2564 $ 1.1411 $ 1.3157 $ 0.6958 $ 1.3025 , 1.2782 $ 1.1655 $ 1.3656 $ 0.7021 $ 1.2948 $ 1.1078 $ 1.3663 , 0.6375 

May-07 $ 1.20175 $ 1.3448 $ 1.3781 $ 0.7646 $ 1.4775 , 1.31013 • 1.3692 , 1.4177 $ 0.77001 $ 1.3368 $ 1.2023 $ 1.4132 $ 0.7300 
Jun-07 $ 1.3872 $ 1.5780 , 1.5735 $ 0.7560 S 1.5263 $ 1,4090 $ 1.6024 $ 1.5333 $ 0.7623 $ 1.4359 $ 1.3448 $ 1.6393 $ 0.7863 
Jul·07 , 1,4907 $ 1.8840 $ 1.7895 $ 0.7532 , 1.6050 $ 1.5125 $ 1.9084 , 1.8555 $ 0.7595 $ 1.5389 $ 1.4203 $ 1.9178 $ 0.8238 

Aug-07 , 1.4326 $ 2.0114 $ 1.9849 $ 0.7365 $ 1.6350 $ 1.4544 $ 2.0358 $ 2.0188 $ 0.7428 , 1.4800 $ 1.5936 $ 1.9788 $ 0.8106 
Sep·07 , 1.4636 $ 2.0139 $ 1.8649 $ 0.6366 $ 1.6206 $ 1,4854 $ 2.0383 $ 1.9014 • 0.6429 , 1.5013 $ 1.9327 $ 1.8960 , 0.6375 
Oet-07 , 1.3658 $ 2.0250 $ 1.9893 $ 0.4822 $ 1.4750 $ 1.3876 $ 2.0494 $ 2.0214 S 0.4885 • 1.4250 $ 2.0528 , 2.0753 $ 0.4713 
Nov-07 $ 1.2916 $ 2.0455 $ 1.01013 $ 0.4046 $ 1.3825 $ 1.3134 $ 2.0699 $ 1.9438 S 0.4111 , 1.3159 $ 2.0614 , 1.8820 $ 0.3975 
Dec-07 $ 1.2751 $ 1.8887 $ 1.9303 $ 0.4322 $ 1.28601 , 1.2969 $ 1.9131 $ 1.9648 , 0.4385 , 1.3255 S 2.0370 S 2.0170 , 0.4250 
Jan·08 , 1.2928 $ 1.8060 • 2.1128 • 0.4505 , 1.2500 $ 1.3146 $ 1.8304 , 2.1328 S 0.4568 $ 1.3384 , 1.8407 S 2.1457 S 0.4425 
Feb-08 $ 1.2367 $ 1.6687 $ 1.01663 S 0.4317 , 1.2263 S 1.2585 • 1.6931 $ 2.0126 $ 0.4380 $ 1.23010 , 1.70001 , 2.0308 S 0.4275 
Mar·08 $ 1.1932 , 1.3154 $ 1.7219 $ 0.2610 , 1.1663 • 1.2150 , 1.33018 • 1.80012 , 0.2673 $ 1.2223 $ 1.4868 S 1.8348 , 0.2750 
Apr·08 , 1.2220 $ 1.2293 $ 1.9969 $ 0.2391 $ 1.1350 $ 1.2438 , 1.2537 • 2.0190 $ 0.2454 $ 1.2803 $ 1.2482 $ 1.SS05 $ 0.2350 
May·OB $ 1.3203 $ 1.2212 $ 1.7727 $ 0.2465 $ 1.1175 $ 1.3421 $ 1.2456 , 1.8038 , 0.2528 , 1.3679 $ 1.2498 , 1.8242 $ 0.2650 
Jun-OB $ 1.4005 , 1.2762 $ 1.011012 $ 0.2623 $ 1.1050 $ 1.4223 $ 1.3006 , 1.9527 $ 0.2686 , 1.4425 $ 1.2614 $ 1.015015 $ 0.2825 
Jul·08 $ 1.4389 $ 1.3235 , 2.1662 $ 0.2711 $ 0.90194 , 1.4607 $ 1.3479 $ 2.2156 S 0.2774 , 1.4820 $ 1.3421 S 2.1905 $ 0.2BOO 

Aug-08 $ 1.4987 $ 1.3713 , 1.9502 $ 0.2627 , 0.7925 $ 1.5205 $ 1.3957 $ 1.9792 $ 0.2690 , 1.5418 $ 1.3528 $ 1.9140 $ 0.2800 
Sep-08 $ 1.5493 $ 1.3546 $ 1.9093 $ 0.2424 , 0.5500 , 1.5711 $ 1.3790 $ 1.9041 $ 0.2487 $ 1.50193 , 1.3585 $ 1.8553 $ 0.2800 
Oel-08 , 1.5907 $ 1.2384 $ 1.7051 $ 0.2178 $ 0.4325 $ 1.6125 $ 1.2628 , 1.72701 $ 0.2241 $ 1.6427 , 1.3301 $ 1.7489 S 0.2488 
Nov-OS $ 1.6681 S 1.0208 $ 1.8961 $ 0.1907 $ 0.3S75 $ 1.6899 , 1.0452 $ 1.9323 $ 0.1970 $ 1.7298 $ 1.1214 $ 1.8559 S 0.1850 
Dec-08 $ 1.6299 $ 0.8373 $ 1.7029 $ 01833 $ 0.30138 $ 1.6517 $ 0.8617 $ 1.7420 $ 0.1896 $ 1.6791 $ 0.9174 $ 1.6457 S 0.1700 
Jan-09 $ 1.3044 $ 0.8216 $ 1.73011 $ 0.1653 $ 0.4225 $ 1.3262 $ 0.8460 $ 1.7989 $ 0.1716 $ 1.2939 $ 0.8639 $ 1.7853 S 0.1600 
Feb·09 $ 1.0696 $ 0.80SS $ 1.3871 $ 0.1638 $ 0.4875 $ 1.0914 $ 0.8333 $ 1.2895 , 0.1701 $ 1.1275 $ 0.8146 $ 1.1178 , 0.1500 
Mar-OS $ 1.0513 $ 0.7951 $ 1.0978 $ 0.1482 $ 0.5400 $ 1.0731 $ 0.8195 $ 1.1414 , 0.1545 $ 1.1008 $ 0.8106 $ 1.1456 $ 0.1488 
Apr-OS $ 1.09013 $ 0.7908 $ 1.2135 $ 0.1569 $ 0.5388 , 1.1211 $ 0.8152 $ 12545 , 0.1632 , 1.1594 $ 0.8036 $ 1.1900 $ 0.1644 
May-09 S 1.1422 $ 0.7937 $ 1.2463 $ 0.1789 $ 0.5475 • 1.1640 S 0.8181 $ 1.3030 S 0.1852 S 1.1870 $ 0.8069 $ 1.2723 $ 0.2150 
Jun·09 , 1.1833 $ 0.8070 $ 1.1496 $ 0.2260 $ 0.5525 $ 1.2051 S 0.8314 $ 1.1562 $ 0.2323 , 1.2313 $ 0.8084 $ 1.1503 $ 0.2488 
Jul·09 $ 1.19601 $ 0.8199 $ 1.1219 $ 02586 S 0.5625 , 1.2187 • 0.8443 • 1 14501 $ 0.2649 S 1.2550 $ 08212 $ 1.1483 $ 0.2825 

Aug·09 $ 1-1529 , 0.8172 S 1.1104 $ 0.2810 S 0.5906 $ 1.1747 $ 0.8416 S 1.13301 $ 0.2873 , 1.1965 , 08152 $ 1.1125 $ 0.3175 
Sep-09 $ 1.1940 $ 0.8451 $ 1.1790 , 0.2875 $ 0.6338 , 1.2158 $ 0.8695 S 1.2311 $ 0.20138 $ 1.2414 , 0.8296 $ 1.2623 $ 0.3200 
Oel-09 $ 1.1440 $ 0.01297 S 1.3502 $ 0.2879 $ 0.6475 S 1.1658 $ 0.9541 $ 1.3802 $ 0.2942 $ 1.1698 , 0.9355 $ 1.3189 $ 0.3200 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 2: Advanced Pricing Factors 

Proposal 2 (Dairy(~nstitute) Western Advanced Pricing Factors Announced NASS I NDPSR I AMS Advanced Pricing California State Order Advanced Commodity Prices 
based unon default values) Factors Current] 'In Use - - FMMOs 

western 
Western Dry NASS I NDPSR NASS I NDPSR AMS Cheese NASS I NDPSR CME AA Butter NOM ··CWAP 

CME Cileddar DMN Western 

Western Bulter Western NOM Cheddar 40# 
Whey 

Western WPC 
Bu"er Price Nonfat Dry Milk Price Dry Whey (26th 10 i Olh) (26th· 10th) 

Blocks (26th 10 Ory Whey (26th 

Blocks 10th) 10th) 

$1 pound $1 pound $1 pound $1 pound S I pound $1 pound $1 p<Jund S I pound $1 pound S I pound $1 pound $/pound $1 pound 

Column Designatio A B C 0 E > G H I J K L M 

Column Math 
Nov-09 , 1.2027 $ 1.0055 $ 1.3163 $ 0.3123 $ 0.6950 $ 1,2245 , 1.0299 , 1.4155 $ 0.3186 $ 1.2405 $ 0.9577 $ 1.4428 , 0,3313 

Dec-09 $ 1.3314 $ 1.0903 $ 1.4672 $ 0.3389 $ 0,8100 $ 1.3532 $ 1.1147 $ 1.5113 $ 0,3452 $ 1,4196 $ 0.9980 $ 1.5269 , 0.3525 

Jan-TO $ 1,4605 $ 1.2457 $ 1.5818 $ 0.3566 , 0.8450 $ 1.4823 , 1.2701 $ 1.5764 $ 0.3629 , 1.4683 $ 1.2271 $ 1,6986 $ 0.3756 

Feb-l0 $ 1.3132 $ 1,2957 $ 1.6454 $ 0.3830 $ 0.9025 $ 1.3350 $ 1.3201 $ 1.5578 , 0.3893 , 1.3303 $ 1.2775 $ 1.4492 $ 0.4044 

Mar-l0 $ 1.3483 $ 1.1187 $ 1.4654 $ 0,3865 $ 0.9338 $ 1.3701 , 1.1431 , 1.5174 $ 0.3928 , 1.3446 $ 1.0757 $ 1.5033 $ 0,4050 

Apr-l0 $ 1,4031 $ 1.0215 $ 1.3914 $ 0.3758 $ 0.9138 $ 1.4249 $ 1.0459 , 1.4049 , 0.3821 $ 1,4453 $ 1.0192 $ 1.3089 , 0,4044 

May-l0 $ 1.4643 $ 1.1006 $ 1,2792 $ 0.3573 $ 0.9113 $ lA861 , 1.1250 $ 1.3900 $ 0.3636 $ 1.4943 $ 1.0409 $ 1.4288 $ 0.4000 

Jun-l0 $ 1.5663 $ 1,2215 $ 1.3745 $ 0.3568 $ 0.9150 $ 1.5881 $ 1.2459 $ 1.4115 $ 0.3631 $ 1.6009 $ 1.0952 $ 1.3834 $ 0.3981 

Jul-l0 $ 1.5402 $ 1.2793 $ 1.4404 $ 0,3635 $ 0.9400 $ 1,5620 , 1.3037 $ t .4726 $ 0.3698 $ 1.5711 $ 1.2792 $ 1.4186 $ 0.3950 

Aug·l0 $ 1,7103 $ 1.2089 $ 1.3840 $ 0.3555 $ 0.9438 $ 1.7321 $ 1,2333 $ 1.4497 , 0.3618 $ 1.7447 $ 1.2165 , 1.4564 $ 0.3863 

Sep·lO $ 1.8051 , 1.1298 $ 1 5677 $ 0.3523 $ 0.9525 $ 1.8269 $ 1.1542 $ 1,600B $ 0.3586 $ 1,8346 $ 1.1520 $ 1,6046 , 0.3788 

Oel·l0 $ 2.0980 $ 1,1107 $ 1.6331 $ 0.3544 $ 0.9625 $ 2.1198 $ 1 1351 $ 1.6747 $ 0.3607 $ 2.2107 $ 1.1183 $ 1.7123 $ 0.3725 

Nov·lO $ 2,1724 $ T.1511 $ 1.7226 $ 0.3571 $ 0,9750 $ 2.1942 , 1.1755 $ 1.7695 , 0.3634 $ 2.2145 $ 1.1103 $ 1.7613 $ 0,3800 

Dec·l0 $ 2JJ777 $ 1.1659 $ 1.6782 $ 0.3653 $ 0.9950 $ 2.0995 $ 1.1903 $ 1.7063 $ 0.3716 $ 2.1075 $ 1.1501 $ 1.5406 $ 0.3875 

Jan-l1 $ 1.6110 $ T.1904 $ 1.4412 $ 0.3720 $ 0.9950 $ 1.6328 , 1,2148 $ 1,4841 $ 0.3783 $ 1.5848 $ 1.1924 $ 1.4758 , 0.3925 

Feb--ll $ 1.7169 $ 1.2179 $ 1.3382 $ 0,3652 $ 1.0025 $ 1.7407 $ 1.2423 $ 1.3757 $ 0.3915 $ 1.7798 $ 1.1470 $ 1.3434 $ 0,3988 

Mar-ll $ 2,0602 $ 1.3223 $ 1.5868 $ 0.4083 $ 1,0475 $ 2.0820 $ 1.3467 $ 1.6386 $ 0.4146 $ 2.1000 $ 1.2648 $ 1,7952 $ 0,4181 

Apr-l1 $ 2.0145 , 1,4489 $ 1,9420 $ 0.4555 $ 1.1325 $ 2.0363 , 1.4733 $ 1,9735 , 0,4618 $ 2.0967 , 1.3875 , 2.0081 $ 0.4775 

May-ll , 1.9651 $ 1,5454 $ 1.7163 $ 0.4712 $ 1.3300 $ 1.9869 $ 1.5698 $ 1.6768 $ 0.4775 $ 1,9993 , 1.5067 $ 1.6115 , 0.4856 

Jun·ll $ 2.0242 $ 1.5821 , 1.5988 $ 0,4852 $ 1.4900 $ 2.0460 $ 1.6065 $ 1.6413 $ 0,4915 , 2.0618 , 1.5358 $ 1.6284 $ 0.4963 

Jul.l1 $ 2.1125 $ 1.6218 $ 1.7301 $ 0.5138 $ 1.5425 $ 2.1343 $ 1.6462 $ 1.7934 $ 0.5201 , 2.1434 $ 1.6081 $ 1.9932 $ 0.5306 

Aug·11 $ 2.0073 $ 1.6327 $ 2.0773 $ 0.5407 $ 1.5650 $ 2.0291 , 1.6571 $ 2.1308 , 0.5470 $ 2.0328 $ 1.6025 , 2.1219 $ 0,5506 

Sep-l1 $ 2.0634 $ 1.5560 $ 2.1059 $ 0.5576 $ 1.5500 $ 2.0852 $ 1,5804 , 2.1529 $ 0.5639 $ 2.0902 $ 1.5706 $ 2.1390 $ 0.5838 

Oel-11 $ 1,9675 $ 1.5217 $ 1.9101 $ 0,5837 , 1.5000 $ 1.9893 , 1.5461 $ 1.8347 $ 0.5900 $ 2.0288 $ 1.5618 $ 1.7895 $ 0.6056 

Nov-l1 $ 1.7334 $ 1.5084 $ 1,7310 $ 0.6058 , 1.4600 $ 1.7552 $ 1.5328 $ 1.7437 $ 0.6121 $ 1.7634 $ 1.5480 $ 1,7309 $ 0.6263 

Dec-l1 $ 1.8170 , 1.4539 $ 1.7240 $ 0.6279 $ 1,4363 $ 1.8388 , 1.4783 $ 1.7788 $ 0.6342 $ 1.6444 $ 1.4922 $ 1.8206 $ 0.6344 

Jan-12 $ 1.5861 $ 1,4175 $ 1.8483 $ 0.6486 $ 1,4600 $ 1.6079 $ 1,4419 $ 1.8102 $ 0.6549 $ 1.6448 , 1.4145 $ 1.7335 $ 0.6550 

Feb-12 $ 1,5675 $ 1.3911 , 1.5797 $ 0,6852 $ 1.4875 $ 1.5893 $ 1,4155 $ 1.6052 $ 0.6915 $ 1,6070 $ 1.3913 $ 1.5808 $ 0.6806 

Mar-12 $ 1.5002 $ 1.3686 $ 1_5226 $ 0.6468 $ 1,5275 $ 1,5220 $ 1.3930 $ 1,5553 , 0.6531 $ 1,4840 , 1.3690 $ 1.4902 $ 0.6813 

Apr-12 , 1.4081 , 1.3090 $ 1,4676 $ 0.6054 $ 1.5225 $ 1,4299 , 1.3334 $ 1.5186 $ 0,6117 $ 1,4353 $ 1,3537 , 1,4778 $ 0.5425 

May-12 $ 1.4406 $ 1.2398 , 1.5187 $ 0.5959 $ 1,4725 $ 1,4624 $ 1.2642 $ 1.5431 , 0.6022 $ 1.4657 $ 1.3075 $ 1.4895 $ 0,5213 

Jun-12 $ 1,3288 $ 1.1216 $ 1,4997 $ 0.5292 , 1.3413 $ 1.3506 $ 1.1460 S 1.5243 $ 0.5355 $ 1,3311 $ 1.2416 $ 1.5227 , 0,4963 

Jul-12 $ 1.3548 $ 1.0764 $ 1.5113 $ 0.4989 $ 1.2444 $ 1.3766 $ 1.1008 $ 1.5703 $ 0.5052 $ 1.4039 , 1.1187 $ 1.6089 $ 0.4838 

AU9-12 $ 1.5028 $ 1.1344 $ 1.6159 $ 0.4881 $ 1.1688 $ 1.5246 $ 1.1588 $ 1,6781 $ 0.4944 $ 1.5283 , 1.0456 $ 1,6445 $ 0.4888 

Sep-12 , 1.6659 $ 1,2274 $ 1.6914 $ 0.5287 $ 1.1213 $ 1.6877 $ 1.2518 $ 1.7545 $ 0.5350 $ 1.6902 $ 1,1754 , 1.7529 $ 0,5269 

Oct-12 $ 1,8019 $ 1.3464 $ 1.8277 $ 0_5741 $ 1.1525 $ 1.8237 $ 1,3708 , 1.8542 $ 0.5804 $ 1,8463 , 1.2609 , 1.8393 $ 0.5825 

Nov-12 $ 1.8979 $ 1.4259 $ 1.9022 $ 0.6067 $ 1.2219 $ 1,9197 $ 1,4503 $ 2.0186 $ 0.6130 $ 1.9352 $ 1.3843 $ 2.0911 $ 0.6038 

Dec-12 $ 1.8642 $ 1.4868 $ 2.0488 $ 0.6387 $ 1.2294 $ 1.8860 $ 1.5112 $ 2.0717 $ 0.6450 $ 1.8873 $ 1.4643 $ 2.0718 $ 0.6225 

Jan-13 , 1.5908 $ 1.5196 $ 1.8703 $ 0.6525 $ 1.2488 $ 1.6126 $ 1.54-42 $ 1.8250 $ 0.6588 $ 1.6102 $ 1.5020 $ 1.7836 $ 0.6338 

Feb-13 $ 1.5062 $ 1.5359 $ 1.7330 $ 0.6473 , 1.2544 $ 1.5280 $ 1,5603 $ 1.7535 $ 0.6536 $ 1,4830 , 1.5085 , 1.7436 $ 0,6275 

Mar-13 $ 1.5175 $ 1.5400 $ 1.6672 $ 0.6336 $ 1.2556 $ 1.5393 $ 1.5644 $ 1.6480 $ 0.6399 $ 1.5450 , 1.5397 $ 1.6460 $ 0.5831 

Apl-13 $ 1.5691 $ 1.4975 $ 1.6307 , 0.6031 $ 1.2275 $ 1.5909 $ 1.5219 $ 1,6402 $ 0,6094 $ 1.5847 , 1.5400 $ 1.5819 $ 0.5638 

May-13 $ 1.6324 $ 1,4777 $ 1.6198 $ 0_5734 $ 1.2250 $ 1.6542 $ 1.5021 $ 1.6803 $ 0.5797 $ 1.6770 $ 1.4822 , 1.7311 $ 0.5600 

Jun-13 $ 1.6361 $ 1 6123 , 1.8501 $ 0.5678 $ 1.2650 $ 1.6579 $ 1.6367 $ 1.8388 $ 0.5741 $ 1,6577 $ 1.5500 $ 1.8795 $ 0,5738 

Jul-13 $ 1.5372 $ 1.6582 , 1,7732 $ 0.5647 , 1.2936 $ 1.5590 $ 1.6826 , 1.7806 $ 0.5710 , 1,5415 $ 1.5741 $ 1.7390 $ 0.5831 

Aug·13 $ 1.4684 $ 1.6887 $ 1.7119 $ 0.5706 $ 1.3425 $ 1,4902 $ 1.7131 $ 1.7201 $ 0.5769 , 1.4873 $ 1.6730 $ 1,6595 $ 0.5919 

Sep-13 $ 1.4230 $ 1.7435 , 1.7008 $ 0.56B9 $ 1.3625 , 1.4448 , 1.7679 $ 1.7778 S 0.5752 $ 1.4245 , 1.7116 $ 1.7780 $ 0.5875 

Oct-13 $ 1.3658 , 1.7764 $ 1.7380 $ 0.5728 $ 1.3763 , 1.3876 $ 1.8008 $ 1.7739 $ 0.5791 $ 1.4284 $ 1,7686 , 1.7702 $ 0.5769 

Nov-13 $ 1.5333 $ 1.8114 $ 1.7064 $ 0.5694 $ 104350 $ 1.5551 $ 1.8358 $ 1.7936 , 0.5757 $ 1,5927 $ 1.7995 $ 1.7636 , 0,5638 

Dee·13 $ 1,4698 $ 1.8612 $ 1.8176 , 0.5686 $ 1,5650 $ 1,4916 $ 1.8856 $ 1.8774 $ 0.5749 $ 1.5268 $ 1.8301 $ 1.8850 $ 0.5638 

Jan-14 $ 1.6188 , 1.9179 $ 1.8210 $ 0,5606 $ 1.6406 $ 1.6406 $ 1.9423 $ 1,8583 $ 0.5669 $ 1.6489 $ 1.8994 $ 1,8878 $ 0.5775 

Feb-14 $ 1.5721 $ 2.0026 $ 1.9145 $ 0.5876 $ 1.7200 $ 1.5939 $ 2.0270 , 2.0306 $ 0.5939 , 1.5945 $ 1.9576 , 2.0743 $ 0.5963 

Mar-14 $ 1.8258 $ 2.0474 $ 2.2303 $ 0.6175 , 1,7788 , 1,8476 $ 2,0718 , 2.3213 $ 0.6236 $ 1,8693 , 2,0178 $ 2.3111 $ 0.6113 

Apr-14 $ 1.6090 $ 2.0763 , 2.1834 $ 0.6432 $ 1.7681 $ 1.8308 $ 2.1007 $ 2,2211 , 0.6495 , 1,8583 $ 2.0341 , 2,2469 $ 0.6300 

May-14 $ 1.9490 $ 1.9796 $ 2.3477 $ 0,6688 $ 1.7700 $ 1.9708 $ 2.0040 $ 2.3695 $ 0.6751 $ 1.9808 , 2.0140 $ 2.3383 $ 0.5456 

Jun-i4 $ 1,9958 , 1.8524 $ 2,2061 $ 0.6661 $ 1.7663 $ 2.0176 $ 1,8768 $ 2.2029 $ 0.6724 $ 2.0570 $ 1,9627 $ 2.0915 $ 0.6656 

Jul-14 $ 2,1627 $ 1.6282 $ 2.0153 , 0.6704 $ 1,7138 , 2.1845 $ 1.8526 , 2.0334 $ 0,6767 , 2.2566 $ 1.8727 $ 2.0116 , 0.6600 

Aug-14 $ 2.3161 $ 1.B519 , 2.0172 $ 0.6810 $ 1.6431 , 2.3379 $ 1.8763 $ 2.0445 $ 0,6873 $ 2.4038 $ 1.8179 $ 1.9795 $ 0.6575 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 2: Advanced Pricing Factors 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Western Advanced Pricing Factors Announced NASS f NDPSR! AMS Advanced Pricing 
California State Order Advanced Commodity Prices 

(based upon default values) Factors Current! in Use - - FMMOs 

Western 
Weslorn Dry NASS I NOPSR NASS I NDPSR AMS Cileese NASSI NDPSR CME AA Buller NDM ··CWAP 

CME Cheddar DMN Western 
Westem Bulter Western NOM Cheddar 40# Western WPC Blocks (26th 10 01)' Whey (26th 

Blocks 
Whey Butter Prfc€ Nonfat Dry Milk Price Dry Whey (26th to 101h) (26th· 10111) 

10th) 10th) 

$1 pound $1 pound $1 pound $1 pound $1 pound $f pound $1 pound $ I pound $1 pound $1 pound $I!XIund $/ pound $1 pound 

Column DeSignatio A B C D , F G H I J K L M 

Column Math 
8ep-14 $ 2.4101 $ 1.7776 $ 1.9907 $ 0.6863 $ , .593B $ 2.4319 $ 1.8020 S 2.0666 $ 0.6926 , 2.4405 $ 1.8133 $ 2.0325 $ 0.6700 
Ocl·14 $ 2.7434 $ 1.4522 $ 2.1714 $ 0.6684 $ 1.4875 $ 2.7652 $ 1.4766 $ 2.3062 $ 0.6747 $ 2.8373 $ 1.5430 $ 2.3355 $ 0.6525 
Nov-14 $ 2.8100 $ 1.4808 S 2.3564 $ 0.6527 $ 1.3956 $ 2.8318 $ 1.5052 $ 2.3001 $ 0.6590 $ 2.8862 $ 1.4651 , 2.1839 $ 0.6025 
Dec.14\ $ 1.9610 $ 1,4273 $ 2.2050 $ 0.6378 $ 1.3075 $ 1.9828 S 1.4517 $ 2.1872 $ 0.6441 $ 1.9311 $ 1.4916 $ 2.1545 S 0.5931 

AnnlJal Avg 
2005 $ 1.5598 $ 0.9057 $ 1.4994 $ 0.2640 $ 0.8122 $ 1.5816 , 09301 $ 1.5278 $ 0.2703 $ 1.5678 $ 0.9133 $ 1.4981 S 0.2906 
2006 $ 1.2076 $ 0.8624 $ 1.2107 $ 0.3142 $ 0.6867 $ 1.2294 $ 0.8868 $ 1.2512 S 0.3205 $ 1.2530 $ 0.8671 $ 1.2447 S 0.3286 
2007 $ 1.3204 $ 1.5854 $ 1.6384 $ 0.5917 $ 1.3585 $ 1.3422 $ 1.6098 $ 1.6732 , 0.5980 $ 1.3626 $ 1.4797 $ 1.6835 $ 0.5986 
2008 $ 1.4201 $ 1.3052 , 1.9016 $ 0.2716 $ 0.8797 $ 1.4419 $ 1.3296 , 1.9359 $ 0.2779 $ 1.4638 $ 1.3508 $ 1.9138 $ 0.2809 
2009 $ 1.1727 $ 0.8604 $ 1.2815 S 0.2338 $ 0.5857 $ 1.1945 $ 0.8848 $ 1.3135 $ 0.2401 $ 1.2186 $ 0.8554 $ 1.2894 $ 0.2509 
2010 $ 1.6633 $ 1.1708 $ 15136 $ 0.3637 $ 0.9325 $ 1.6851 $ 1.1952 $ 1.5443 $ 0.3700 $ 1.69/2 $ 1.1468 S 1.5222 $ 0.3906 
2011 $ 1.9246 , 1.4668 $ 1.7418 $ 0.5006 S 1.3376 $ 1.9464 $ 1.4912 $ 1.7687 $ 0.5069 $ 1.9605 $ 1.4515 S 1.7881 , 0.5175 
2012 $ 1.5766 $ 1.2954 $ 1.6695 $ 0.5872 S 1.3291 $ 1.5984 $ 1.3196 $ 1.7087 $ 0.5935 $ 1.6049 , 1.2939 S 1.6919 $ 0.5738 
2013 , 1.5208 $ 1.6436 $ 1.7349 $ 0.5911 $ 1.3210 , 1.5426 , 1.6680 $ , .7591 $ 0.5974 $ 1.5466 $ 1.6233 $ 1.7468 $ 0.5841 
2014 $ 2.0978 $ 1.8079 $ 2.1216 $ 0.6450 $ 1.6321 $ 2.1196 $ 1.8323 $ 2.1618 $ 0.6513 $ 2.1472 , 1.8241 $ 2.1373 $ 0.6302 

Ten Year Avg $ 1.5464 $ 1.2903 $ 1,6313 $ 0.4363 $ 1.0875 $ 1.5682 $ 1.3147 $ 1.6644 S 0.4426 S 1.5822 $ 1.2806 $ 1.6516 , 0.4446 
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\0 
Exhibit _ _ _ Attachment e, Table 2: Advanced Pricing Factors 

Pco sa! 2 Dai InsUtute) Proposal Less: 
Announced NASS I NDPSA Western Advanced Pricing Calilernia Siale Order Advanced Commodity Prices 

Factors Currentl in Use - - FMMOs 

Buttler Nonfat Dty Mik """"'" DfyWhey Butner Nonfat Dty Mill 
Chodd~ DtyWhey 

Cheese Cho,,, 
, 

S/ ,Xll.lIld $1 pound S I pound """""" $/pound S/POLlOO S/pound !/pound 

Column Oesignat' N 0 P 0 R S T U 

Column Math A·' B · G C·H D·' A·J B·K C· L O· M 
Jan-OS , (0.0218 l , (0.024.4) , 0.0015 , (0.0063) , 0."'" , (0.0279) , 0.2783 , (0.0196) 

' .... 0 5 , (0.0218 l , (0.0244 I , (0.0216 l , (0.0063) , (0.0211 I , (O.0085) , (0.0366) $ (O.Ol66) 

Mar-OS $ (0.0216) S (0.0244 I , (0.0387) $ (0.0063) , (0.03&4) $ (0.0117) , 0.0343 , (O.0209) 

.oW-OS $ (0.0219) S (0.0244) $ (0.0259) S (0.0063) , 0.(H)l6 , (0.0093) , (O.OS47) $ (o.o278) 

May-OS $ (0.0216) $ (0.0244 I , (0.0374) $ (0.0063) , (0.0383) S (O.(024) , (0.0660) $ (0.0236) 

Jun-05 $ (0.Q218) $ (0.0244 I , (0.0090) $ (0.0063) , (0.0163) $ (0.0054) , 0.0061 , (0.0025) 

... ,-OS , (0.0218) S (0.0244 I , (0.0270) S (0.0063) • (0.0389) , 0._ , (0.0329) S (0.0324 ) 

''''-OS , (0.0218) S (0.0244 I , (0.0274) S (0.0063) , (0.0533) , 0.0050 , (0.0528) $ (0.0321) 

Sop-05 , (0.0218) $ (0.0244 I , (0.0367) $ (0.0063) , (0.0632) $ (0.0012) , 0.0107 • (0.0020) 

Ocl·05 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0851) $ (0.0063) , (0 .0078) $ (0.0011) , (0.0819) S (0.0332) 

Nov·05 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0008) $ (0.0063) , (0.0373) $ (0.0058) , 0.0033 , (0.0227) 

Dec·OS $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0264) $ (0.0063) , (0.0161) $ (0.0237) , 0.0078 , (0.0259) 

Jan·06 $ (0.0218) S (0.0244) $ (0.0361) $ (0.0063) , (0.0055) $ (0.0006) $ (0.0572) $ (0.0200) 

Feb-06 $ (0.02 18) $ (0.0244) S (0.0289) $ (0.0063) , (0.0530) $ (0.0263) $ (0.0072) $ (0.0135) 

Mar·06 $ (0.0218) S (0.0244) $ (0.0189) S (0.0063) , 0.0007 , (0.0171) $ 0.0324 , (0.0046) 

Ap"·06 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) S (0.0256) $ (0.0063) , (0 .0225) , 0.0012 , '.0080 , 0.0034 

May·Q6 S (0.0218) $ (0.0244) S (0.0256) $ (0.0063) , (0.0365) S (0.0239) , (0.0285) $ (0.0132) 

Jun·Q6 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) S (0.0023) $ (0.0063) , (0.0346) $ (0.0239) $ (0.0326) $ (0.0283) 

Jul·06 $ (0.0218) $ (0.()2.4<4) S (0.0508) $ (0.0063) , (0.0440) $ (0.0114) $ (0.0370) $ (0.0156) 

Aug·Q6 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0403) $ (0.0063) , (0.0448) $ (0.0053) $ (0.0239) $ (0.0173) 

Sop-06 , (0.0218) $ (0.0244) S (0.0330) S (0.0063) , (0.0995) $ (0.0054) $ (Q.OSSS) $ (0.0156) 

Qcl.Q6 $ (0.0218) $ {0.0244} $ (0.0857) $ (0.0063) , (0.0754) $ (0.0070) $ (0.1102) $ (0.011 4) 

Nov·Q6 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0S39) $ (0.0063) , (0.0537) , 0.0092 , (0.0077) $ (0.011 3) 

Dec·Q6 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0552) $ (0.0063) , (0.0456) , 0.0534 , (Q.0890) $ (0.0261) 

Jan·07 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0375) $ (0.0083) • (0.0074) , 0.0417 • (0.0027) S (0.0343) 

Feb·07 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) S (0.0245) $ (0.0063) , (0.0328) , 0.0224 , (0.0296) $ (0.0199) 

Mar-07 S (0.02\8) S (0.0244) S (0.0616) $ (0.0063) , (0.0427) , 0.0244 • (0.0505) , 0.0298 

ApI-07 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) S (0.0499) $ (0.0063) , (0.0084) , 0.0333 , (0.0506) • ' .0583 
May·07 S (0.0218) $ (0.0244) S (0.0396) S (0.0063) , (0.0393) , 0.1425 , (0.0351) , 0.0346 

Jun·07 S (0.0218) $ (0.0244) S 0.0402 , (0.0063) , (0.0487) , 0.2332 , (0.0658) $ (0.0303) 

Jul·07 S (0.02 18) $ (0.0244) S (0.0660) S (0.0063) , (0.0482) , 0.4637 , (0.1283) S (0.0706) 

Aug·07 S (0.02 18) $ (0.0244) S (0.0339) $ (0.0063) , (0.047<4) , 0.4178 , 0.0061 , (0.0741) 

Sep-07 $ (0.0218) S (0.0244) S (0.0365) $ (0.0063) , (0.0377) , 0.0812 , (0.031 1) $ (0.0009) 

Oct-07 $ (0.0218) S (0.0244) $ (0.0321) $ (0.0063) , (0.0592) $ (0.0218) , (0.0860) $ 0.0109 

Nov·Ol S (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0425) $ (0.0063) , (0.0243) $ (0.0159) , 0.0193 , 0.0073 

Dec·07 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0345) $ (0.0063) , (0.0504) S (0. 1483) , (0.0867) $ 0.0072 

Jan·08 $ (0.0218) S (0.0244) $ (0.0200) $ (0.0063) , (0.0456) $ (0.0341) , (0.0329) $ 0.0080 

Feb-OS S (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0463) $ (0.0063) , (0.00(3) $ (0.0322) , (0.0645) $ 0.0042 

Mar-08 $ (0.02 18) S (0.0244) S (0.0813) $ (0.0063) , (0.0291) $ (0.1714) , (0.1129) $ (0.0140) 

Apf·08 S (0.02 18) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0221) S (0.0063) • (0.0583) $ (0.0189) , ' .0364 , 0.0041 

May-08 $ (0 .0218) S (0.0244) S (0.0311) $ (0.0063) , (0.0476) S (0.02B6) S (0.0515) $ (0.0185) 

Jun·08 S (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0335) S (0.0063) , (0.0420) , 0.0148 , (0.0403) S (0.0202) 

Jul-08 $ (0.0218) S (0.0244) $ (0.0494) $ (0.0063) , (0.0431) $ (0.0186) S (0.0243) $ (0.0089) 

Aug·08 $ (0 .02 18) S (0.0244) $ (0.0290) $ (OJ)063) , (0.043 1) $ 0.0185 , 0.0362 , (0.0113) 

Sep·08 S (0.0218) S (0.0244) $ 0.0052 , (0.0063) , (0.0500) $ (0.0039) $ 0.0540 , (0 .0316) 

()(:1-08 $ (0.02 18) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0228) , (0.0063) , (0.0520) $ (0.0917) $ (0.0438) $ (0.0310) 

Nov·OS $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0362) , (0.0063) • (O.06tn S (0. 1006) S 0.0402 , 0.0051 

""'08 , (0.0218) S (0.0244) $ (0.0391) , (0.0063) , (0.(492) $ (0.0801) S 0.0512 , 0.0133 

Jan-09 $ (0.0218) S (0.0244) $ (0.0598) $ (0.0063) , 0.0105 , (0.0423) $ (0.0462) , ' .0053 
Feb-09 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ 0.0976 , (0.0063) , (O.OS79) $ (0.0057) S 0.2693 , 0.0138 

Maf-Q9 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0436) , (0.0063) , (0.0495) $ (0.0155) $ (0.(}418) $ (0.0006) 

APf-09 $ (0.0218) S (0.0244) $ (0.0410) , (0.0063) • (0.0601) $ (0.0128) $ 0.0235 , (0.0015) 

MIIY-09 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (O.OSSn $ (0.0063) , (0.0448) $ (0.0132) S (0.0260) $ (0.0361) 

JUIl-09 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) S (0.0066) $ (0.0063) • (0.0480) S (0.0014) $ (0.0007) $ (0.0228) ...... (0.0218) $ (0.0244) S (0.0240) $ (0.0063) , (0.0581) $ (0.0013) S (0.0264) $ (0.0239) ...... , (0.0218) $ (0.0244) S (0.0235) $ (0.0063) , (0.0436) , 0.0020 , (0.002 \) $ (0.0365) 

Sep-09 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0521) $ (0.0063) , (0.0474) $ 0.0155 , (O.0833) S (0 .0325) 

Ocl-09 S (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0300) $ (0.0063) , (0.0258) $ (0.0058) $ 0.0313 , (0 .0321) 

[0 
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Exhibit ~ __ Attachment B, Table 2: Advanced Pricing Factors 

PrQ29sal 2 (Dair Institute) Proposal Less: 
Announced NASS I NDPSR Western Advanced Pr'lcing 

California State Order Advanced Commodity Prices 
Factors Currentl in Use - - FMMOs 

Butl1er Nonfat Dry Milk 
CI1eddar Diy Whey Bumel Nonlat Dry Milk 

Cheddar 
OryWhey Cheese Cheese 

$1 pound $1 pound $/ pound $1 pound $ / pound $1 pound $1 pound SI pound 

Column DesignatiOI N 0 P 0 R S T U 
Column Math A-F 8 ~ G C H O· , A ~ J 8 K CL OM 

Nov-09 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) , (0.0992) $ (0.0063) $ (O.O378) $ 0,0478 , (0.1265) $ (0.0190) 
Dec-09 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) , (0.0441) $ (0,0063) $ (0.0882) , 0.0923 , (0.0597) , (0.0136) 
Jan·l0 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) S 0.0054 , (0,0063) , (0.0078) , 0.0186 S (0.1168) $ (0.0190) 
Feb-lO , (O.021B) , (0.0244) $ 0.0876 $ (0.0063) $ (0.0171 ) $ 0.0182 $ 0,1962 $ (0.0214) 
Mar-1Q , (0.0218) , (0.0244) $ (0.0520) • (0.0063) $ 0,0037 $ 0.0430 $ (00379) $ (O.OIBS) 
Apr-l0 , (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0,0135) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0422) $ 0.0023 S 0.0825 S (0.0286) 

May-l0 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.1108) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0300) $ 0.0597 $ (0.1496) , (0.0427) 
Jun-l0 $ (0.0218) • (0.0244) $ (0.0370) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0346) , 0.1263 $ (0.0089) $ (0.0413) 
Jul-l0 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0322) $ (0,0063) $ (0.0309) • 0.0001 • 0.0218 $ (0,0315) 

Aug-l0 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0657) , (0,0063) , (0.0344) , (0.0076) , (0.0724) $ (0,0308) 
Sep-l0 , (0.0218) , (0.0244) $ (0.0331) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0295) $ (0.0222) $ (0,0369) S (0.0265) 
Gel-l0 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0,0416) S (0.0063) $ (0.1127) $ (0,0076) $ (0.0792) $ (0.0181) 
Nov-I 0 $ (0.0218) $ (O,0244) $ (0.0469) $ (O.0063) $ (0.0421) $ 0.0408 $ (0.0387) $ (0.0229) 
Dec-l0 , (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0281) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0298) $ 0.0158 $ 0.1376 S (0.0222) 
Jan-II $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0429) $ (0.0063) $ 0.0262 , (0.0020) $ (0.0346) S (0.0205) 
Feb·ll • (0,0218) • (0.0244) $ (0.0375) $ (0.0063) , (0.0509) S 0.0709 $ (0.0052) $ (0,0136) 
Mar-l1 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0518) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0398) S 0.0575 S (0.2064) $ (0.0098) 
Apr-II , (0.0218) , (0,0244) $ (0,0315) $ (0.0063) $ (0,0822) $ 0.0614 $ (0.0661) $ (0.0220) 
May-II $ (0.0218) $ (0,0244) $ 0.0395 $ (0.0063) $ (00342) $ 0.0387 , 0.1048 $ (0.0144) 
Jun-l1 , (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0425) $ (0.0063) $ (0,0376) $ 0.0463 $ (0,0296) , (0.0111) 
Jul-l1 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0633) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0309) $ 0.0137 $ (0.2631) $ (0.0168) 

Aug-ll , (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0535) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0255) $ 0.0302 • (0.0446) S (0.0199) 
Sep-ll $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0470) $ (0.0063) , (0.0268) , (0.0146) $ (0.0331) S (0.0262) 
Ocl-11 $ (0,0218) $ (0.0244) $ 0.0754 S (0,0063) $ (0.0613) , (0.0401) $ 0.1206 S (0.0219) 
Nov-II $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0127) $ (0.0063) S (0.0300) S (0.0396) $ 0.0001 $ (0.0205) 
Dec-l1 $ (0.0218) , (0.0244) $ (0,0548) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0274) $ (0.0383) $ (0.0966) $ (0.0065) 
Jan-12 S (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ 0.0381 $ (0.0063) $ (0,0587) $ 0.0030 , 0,1148 $ (0,0064) 
Feb-12 S (0.0218) S (0,0244) $ (0.0255) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0395) $ (0.0002) $ (0_0011) S 0.0046 
Mar-12 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0327) $ (0.0063) $ 0.0162 $ (0.0004) S 0.0324 $ (0.0345) 
Apr-12 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0510) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0272) $ (0.0447) $ (0.0102) S 0.0629 

May·12 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0244) , (0,0063) $ (0.0251) $ (0.0677) $ 0.0292 $ 0.0746 
Jun-12 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0246) , (0.0063) $ (0.0023) $ (0.1200) $ (0.0230) , 0.0329 
JUI-12 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0590) $ (0.0063) S (0.0491) , (0.0423) $ (0.0976) $ 0.0151 

Aug-12 , (0.0218) $ (0,0244) $ (0,0622) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0255) $ 0.0888 S (0.0286) S (0.0007) 
Sep-12 $ (O.0218) S (0.0244) $ (0.0631) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0243) , 0.0520 , (0.0615) , 0.0018 
OCI-12 $ (O.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0265) $ (D.0063) $ (0.0444) $ O.085S , (0.0116) $ (0.0084) 
Nov-12 , (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.1164) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0373) $ 0.0416 $ (0.1889) $ 0.0029 
Dec-12 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0229) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0231) $ 0.0225 $ (0,0230) $ 0,0162 
Jan-13 $ (0,0218) $ (0.0244) $ 0.0453 $ (0.0063) $ (0.0194) $ 0.0178 , 0,0867 $ 0.0187 
Feb-13 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0205) $ (0.0063) $ 0.0232 $ 0.0274 $ (0,0106) , 0.0198 
Mar-13 $ (0.0218) $ (O.0244) $ 0,0192 $ (0.0063) $ (0.0275) $ 0,0003 $ 0.0212 , 0.0505 
Apr-13 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0095) $ (0.0063) , (0.0156) , (0.0425) $ 0.0488 $ 0.0393 
May-13 $ (0.0218) S (0,0244) $ (0.0605) $ (0.0063) $ (0_0446) S (0.0045) $ (0.1113) $ 0.0134 
Jun-13 $ (O.0218) , (0.0244) $ 0.0113 $ (0.0063) $ (0,0216) $ 0.0623 , (0.0294) $ (0.0060) 
Jul-13 , (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0074) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0043) $ 0.0841 $ 0.0342 $ (0.0184) 

Aug-13 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0082) , (0.0063) $ (0.0189) $ 0.0157 , 0,0524 $ (0,0213) 
Sep-13 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0770) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0015) $ 0.0319 $ (0,0772) $ (0.0186) 
OCI-13 $ (0.0218) $ (0,0244) $ (0,0359) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0626) $ 0.0078 $ . (0.0322) $ (0.0041) 
Nov-13 $ (O.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0874) $ (0.0063) • (0.0594) $ 0,0119 $ (0.0572) , 0.0056 
Dec-13 , (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0598) $ (a.0063) S (0.0570) , 0.0311 $ (0.0674) , 0.0048 
Jan-14 S (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0373) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0301) S 0.0185 $ (0.0668) $ (0.0169) 
Feb-14 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.1163) $ (0.0063) $ (0.0224) $ 0.0450 S (0,1598) S (0.0087) 
Mar-14 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0910) $ (0.0063) $ (0,0435) $ 0.0296 $ (0.0808) $ 0.0062 
Apr-14 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0377) $ (O.0063) $ (0,0493) $ 0.0422 S (0.0635) $ 0.0132 

May-14 $ (0,0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0,0218) $ (0.0063) $ (0,0318) $ (0.0344) $ 0.0094 , 0.0232 
Jun-14 $ (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ 0.0032 $ (00063) $ (0.0612) $ (0,1103) S 0,1146 $ 0,0005 
Jul-14 $ (0.0218) S (0,0244) $ (0.0181) $ (0,0063) $ (0.0939) $ (0.0445) S 0,0037 $ 0.0104 

Aug-14 , (0.0218) $ (0.0244) $ (0.0273) $ (0.ClOS3) S (0.0877) $ 0,0340 $ 0,0377 , 0.0235 

\ \ 
Page 5 



Exhibit _ _ _ Attachment B, Table 2: Advanced Pricing Factors 

Bumer Nonlat Dry Milk 
Cheddar 
Ch&ese 

OryWhoy 

California State Order Advanced Commodity Prices 

Bu1tter Nonlat Dry M~k 
Cheddar 

"""', 

Page 6 

Dry Whey 

\2. 

\2. 



Exhibit __ _ Attachment B, Table 3: Class IV Pricing Impacts 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Class IV 
Class IV FMMO Prices - - Oct 2008 Formulas 

California State Order Prices: Current Permanent Formulas 
Component Prices Aug 2012 

Butterfat SNF 
Class IV cwt @ 

Butterfat SNF 
Class IV cwt@ 

4a fat 4a SNF 
4a@CA 4a@ FMMO 

FMMO sid FMMO Sid Standard Standard 

$1 ound $1 ound 3.5/8.685 $lew! $1 ollnd $! ound 3.5/8.685 Slew! $ found $1 ound 3.5/8.7 $Iewt 3.518.685 $/eW! 
Column Designatio A B C D E F G H I J 
Column Math 

Jan-OS $ 1.6512 $ 0.6584 $ 11.50 $ 1.6805 $ 0.7156 $ 12.10 $ 1.6326 $ 0.7038 $ 11.84 , 11.83 
Feb-OS , 1.6939 $ 0.6667 $ 11.72 $ 1.7233 $ 0.7239 $ 12.32 $ 1.6741 , 0.7102 $ 12.04 , 12,03 
Mar-OS , 1.6460 $ 0.6759 $ 11.63 $ 1.6753 $ 0.7331 $ 12.23 $ 1.6108 , 0.7183 $ 11,89 $ 11,88 
Apr-OS $ 1.6143 $ 0.6831 $ 11.58 $ 1.6436 $ 0.7403 $ 12.18 $ 1.5671 $ 0.7244 $ 11.79 S 11,78 

May-OS $ 1.4640 $ 0.6963 $ 11,17 $ 1.4933 $ 0.7535 $ 11.77 $ 1.4286 $ 0.7346 $ 11.39 $ 11.38 
Jun-05 $ 1.5101 $ 0.6933 $ 11,31 $ 1.5394 $ 0.7505 $ 11.91 $ 1,5364 $ 0.7285 $ 11.72 $ 11.70 
Jul-05 $ 1.7195 $ 0.7062 $ 12,15 $ 1.7488 $ 0.7634 $ 12.75 $ 1,7138 , 0.7438 $ 12.47 $ 12.46 

Aug-05 $ 1.7436 $ 0.7272 $ 12.42 $ 1.7729 $ 0.7844 $ 13,02 $ 1.7454 $ 0.7611 $ 12.73 $ 12.72 
Sep-05 $ 1.8068 $ 0.7375 $ 12.73 $ 1.8361 $ 0,7947 $ 13.33 $ 1.7974 $ 0.7737 $ 13.02 $ 13.01 
Oct·05 $ 1.7446 $ 0.7463 $ 12.59 $ 1.7739 $ 0.8035 $ 13,19 S 1.7168 $ 0.7919 $ 12.90 $ 12.89 
Nov-OS $ 1.5284 $ 0.7503 $ 11.87 $ 1.5577 $ 0.8075 $ 12.47 $ 1.5008 $ 0,7961 $ 12.18 $ 12.17 
Dec-05 $ 1.4197 $ 0.7567 $ 11.54 $ 1.4490 $ 0,8139 $ 12.14 $ 1.3834 $ 0,7980 S 11,78 $ 11.77 
Jan-OB $ 1.3842 $ 0.7284 $ 11.17 $ 1,4135 $ 0,7857 $ 11.77 $ 1.3720 $ 0.7596 $ 11.41 $ 11.40 
Feb-06 $ 1.2615 $ 0.6511 $ 10,07 $ 1.2908 $ 0.7083 $ 10.67 $ 1.1966 $ 0.6974 $ 10.26 $ 10.25 
Mar-06 $ 1.1735 $ 0.6377 $ 9.65 $ 1.2028 $ 0.6949 $ 10,24 $ 1,1484 $ 0.6717 $ 9.86 $ 9,85 
Apr·06 $ 1.1479 $ 0.6111 $ 9,33 $ 1.1772 $ 0.6683 $ 992 $ 1.1352 $ 0.6600 $ 9.72 $ 9.71 

May-06 $ 1.1720 $ 0.5972 $ 9.29 $ 1.2013 $ 0.6544 $ 9.89 $ 1.1576 $ 0.6410 $ 9.63 $ 9.62 
Jun·06 $ 1.1572 $ 0.5905 $ 9.18 $ 1.1865 $ 0.6478 $ 9.78 $ 1.1494 $ 0.6300 $ 9.50 $ 9.49 
Jul·06 $ 1.1363 $ 0,5984 $ 9.17 $ 1.1656 $ 0.6556 $ 9.77 $ 1.1275 $ 0.6386 $ 9.50 $ 9.49 

Aug-06 $ 1.2150 $ 0.6166 $ 9.61 $ 1.2443 $ 0.6738 $ 10.21 $ 1.2746 $ 0.6566 $ 10.17 $ 10.16 
Sep-06 $ 1.3344 $ 0.6218 $ 10.07 $ 1.3637 $ 0.6790 $ 10.67 $ 1.3439 $ 0.6620 $ 10.46 $ 10.45 
Oct-06 $ 1,3302 $ 0.6703 $ 10,48 $ 1 3595 $ 0.7276 $ 11.08 $ 1.3374 $ 0.6913 $ 10,70 $ 10.68 
Nov-06 $ 1.3001 $ 0.7505 $ 11.07 $ 1,3294 $ 0.8077 $ 11.67 $ 1.2936 $ 0.7461 $ 11,02 $ 11.01 
Dec-06 $ 1.2627 $ 0.7889 $ 11.27 $ 1.2920 $ 0.8462 $ 11,87 $ 1.2526 $ 0.7999 $ 11.34 $ 11,33 
Jan·07 $ 1.2151 $ 0.8337 $ 11.49 $ 1.2444 $ 0.8909 $ 12.09 $ 1,2040 $ 0.8503 $ 11.61 $ 11.60 
Feb-07 $ 1.2318 $ 0.8677 $ 11.85 $ 1.2611 $ 0.9250 $ 12,45 $ 1.2156 $ 0.8939 $ 12.03 S 12.02 
Mar-O? $ 1.2981 $ 0.9550 $ 12.84 $ 1.3274 $ 1.0122 $ 13.44 $ 1.3114 $ 0.8939 $ 12.37 $ 12.35 
Apr-07 $ 1.3877 $ 1.1977 $ 15.26 $ 1.4170 $ 1.2549 $ 15.86 $ 1.3752 $ 1.0811 $ 14.22 $ 14.20 
May-07 $ 1.4935 $ 1.4270 $ 17.62 $ 1.5228 $ 1,4842 $ 18.22 $ 1.5044 $ 1.1990 $ 15.70 $ 15.68 
Jun-07 $ 1.5693 $ 1.6588 $ 19.90 , 1.5986 $ 1,7161 $ 20.50 $ 1.5562 $ 1.2964 $ 16.73 $ 16.71 
Jul-07 $ 1,5343 $ 1.7745 $ 2078 $ 1.5636 $ 1,8317 $ 21.38 $ 1.5301 $ 1,6302 $ 19.54 $ 19.51 

Aug-07 $ 1.5104 $ 1.8106 $ 21.01 $ 1.5397 $ 1.8678 $ 21.61 $ 1.4998 $ 1,7990 $ 20.90 $ 20.87 
Sep·07 $ 1.4325 $ 1.8118 $ 20.75 $ 1.4618 $ 1,8690 $ 21.35 $ 1.4251 $ 1.8770 , 21.32 $ 21.29 
Oct·07 $ 1.3306 $ 1,8175 $ 20.44 $ 1.3600 $ 1.8748 $ 21.04 $ 1.3110 $ 1.8876 $ 21.01 $ 20.98 
Nov·07 $ 1.3292 $ 1.7133 $ 19.53 $ 1.3585 $ 1.7705 $ 20.13 $ 1,3621 $ 1.7917 $ 20.36 $ 20.33 
Dec-07 $ 1.3566 $ 1.5617 $ 18.31 $ 1.3859 $ 1.6189 $ 18.91 , 1.3477 $ 1.6388 $ 18.97 $ 18.95 
Jan-08 $ 1.2527 $ 1.2706 $ 15.42 $ 1.2820 $ 1.3278 S 16.02 $ 1,2240 $ 1.3742 $ 16.24 $ 16.22 
Feb-08 $ 1,2215 $ 1.0964 $ 13.80 $ 1.2508 $ 1,1536 $ 14.40 $ 1.1952 $ 1.1425 $ 14.12 $ 14.11 
Mar-08 $ 1.2815 $ 1.0153 $ 13.30 $ 1.3108 $ 1.0726 $ 13.90 $ 1.3282 $ 1.0975 $ 14.20 $ 14,18 
Apr-08 $ 1.3969 $ 1.0148 $ 13.70 $ 1,4262 $ 1.0720 $ 14.30 $ 1.4029 $ 1.0624 $ 14.15 $ 14,14 

May-08 $ 1.4790 $ 1,0622 $ 14.40 $ 1.5083 $ 1.1194 $ 15.00 $ 1.5060 $ 1.1210 $ 15.02 $ 15.01 
Jun·08 $ 1.5394 $ 1.1139 $ 15.06 $ 1.5687 $ 1.1712 $ 15.66 $ 1.5326 $ 1.1588 $ 15.45 $ 15.43 
Jul·08 $ 1.6013 $ 1.1679 $ 15.75 $ 1.6306 $ 1.2251 $ 16.35 $ 1.5929 $ 1,1884 $ 15.91 $ 15.90 

Aug-08 $ 1,6659 $ 1.1468 $ 15.79 $ 1.6952 $ 1.2040 $ 16.39 $ 1.6834 $ 1.1714 $ 16.08 $ 16.07 
Sep-08 $ 1.7448 $ 0.9776 $ 14.60 $ 1.7741 $ 1.0348 $ 15.20 $ 1.7528 $ 1.0594 $ 15.35 $ 15.34 
Oct-08 $ 1.8213 $ 0.7654 $ 13.02 $ 1.8507 $ 0.8226 $ 13.62 $ 1.8323 $ 0.8006 $ 13.38 $ 13.37 
Nov-08 $ 1,7437 $ 0.6381 $ 11.64 $ 1.7730 , 0.6953 $ 12,24 $ 1.7197 $ 0.6921 $ 12.04 $ 12.03 
Dec-08 $ 1,2705 $ 0.6107 $ 9,75 $ 1.2998 $ 0.6680 $ 10,35 $ 1.2175 $ 0.6586 $ 9.99 $ 9.98 
Jan-09 $ 1.0791 $ 0.6001 $ 8.99 $ 1.1 084 $ 0.6574 $ 9,59 $ 1.0854 $ 0.6398 $ 9.37 $ 9.36 
Feb-09 $ 1.0648 $ 0,5899 $ 8.85 $ 1,0941 $ 0.6472 $ 9.45 $ 1,0712 $ 0.6311 $ 9.24 $ 9.23 
Mar-09 $ 1.1301 $ 0.5851 $ 9.04 $ 1,1594 $ 0.6423 $ 9.64 $ 1,1530 $ 0.6295 $ 9.51 $ 9.50 
Apr-09 $ 1.1756 $ 0.5880 $ 9.22 $ 1.2049 $ 0,6452 $ 9.82 $ 1.1809 $ 0.6319 $ 9.63 $ 9.62 
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Exhibit __ _ Attachment B, Table 3: Class IV Pricing Impacts 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Class IV Class IV FMMO Prices· • Oct 2008 Formulas 
California Stale Order Prices: Current Permanent Formulas 

Component Prices Aug 2012 

Butterfat SN' 
Class IV cwt@ Bunef'fat SN' 

Class IV CWl@ 
48 fat 4aSNF 

4a@CA 4a@FMMO 

FMMO sId FMMOstd Standard Slandard 

/ """ / "" 3.518.665 "$.iCWt / "" ./ "" 3.518.685 OWl / "" / "" 3.518.7 oWl 3.518.685 OWl 

olumn Desi nali A B C 0 E , G H I J 

Column Math 
May·a :1 : 1.2355 $ O.ro:)1 $ 9.54 • 1.2648 • 0.6574 • 10.14 $ 1.2395 $ 0.6361 $ 9.87 $ 9.86 

Jun-O 1.2250 $ 0.6143 $ 9.62 $ 1.2544 $ 0.67 15 • 10.22 $ 1.2260 $ 0.6440 $ 9.B9 $ 9.88 

Jut-09 $ 1.2145 $ 0.6104 $ 9.55 $ 1.2438 • a.66n • 10.15 , 1.2172 $ 0.6435 $ 9.86 • 9.85 

Aug-09 $ 1.2198 $ 0.6346 $ 9.78 • 1.2491 $ 0.6918 $ 10.38 $ 1.2062 • 0.6695 $ 10.05 • 10.04 

S.".og $ 1.1933 $ 0.7334 $ 10.55 $ 1.2226 $ 0.7906 $ 11.15 $ 1.1938 $ D.nSI $ 10.92 • 10.91 

Oct-D9 $ 1.2459 $ 0.7934 $ 11 .25 • 1.2752 • 0.8506 • 11 .85 $ 1.2546 • 0.8030 $ 11 .38 • 11 .37 

Nov·09 • 1.4362 • 0.8775 $ 12.65 • 1.4656 • 0 .9348 • 13.25 • 1.5096 $ 0.8864 $ 13.00 • 12.98 

Dec·09 • 1.5140 $ 1.0496 • 14.41 • 1.5433 $ 1.1068 • 15.01 $ 1.4474 $ 1.0955 • 14.60 $ 14.58 

Jan-l 0 • 1.4112 $ 0.9576 $ 13.26 $ 1.4405 • 1.0148 $ 13.86 • 1.4101 $ 0.9835 $ 13.49 $ 13.48 

Feb-I 0 • 1.4111 • 0.8470 $ 12.30 $ 1.4404 $ 0.9043 $ 12.89 $ 1.3722 S 0.8934 $ 12.58 $ 12.56 

Mar·l0 • 1.5054 • 0.81 16 $ 12.32 • 1.5347 $ 0.8688 $ 12.92 $ 1.4927 $ 0.8450 $ 12.58 $ 12.56 

Apr-I 0 $ 1.5520 $ 0.8862 $ 13.13 • 1.5813 • 0.9435 • 13.73 • 1.5743 $ 0.8987 $ 13.33 • 13.32 

May-IO $ 1.6765 • 1.0161 $ 14.69 $ 1.7058 $ 1.0734 $ 15.29 $ 1.6592 • 0.9173 • 13.79 $ 13.77 

Jun·IO $ 1.6941 $ 1.0271 $ 14.85 • 1.7234 • 1.0843 $ 15.45 $ 1.6823 • 1.0582 • 15.09 $ 15.08 

JuI· l 0 • 1.8671 S 0.9921 • 15.15 • 1.8964 • 1.0493 $ 15.75 • 1.8628 • 1.0278 $ 15.46 $ 15.45 

Aug- I O • 2.0043 $ 0.9208 $ 15.01 • 2.0336 $ 0.9780 • 15.61 • 2.0440 $ 0.9624 • 15.53 • 15.51 

Sap-l0 • 2.3751 $ 0.9036 $ 16.16 $ 2.4044 $ 0.9608 S 16.76 $ 2.4060 $ 0.9221 $ 16.44 $ 16.43 

Oct-I 0 • 2.4142 , 0.9324 • 16.55 $ 2.4436 $ 0.9896 $ 17.15 • 2.3844 S 0.9355 • 16.48 S 16.47 

Nov·IO • 2.2129 • 0.9600 $ 16.08 $ 2.2422 $ 1.0172 $ 16.68 $ 2.1604 • 0.9899 • 16.17 • 16.16 

Oec-l0 $ 1.7659 $ 0.9496 • 14.43 • 1.7952 • 1.0068 $ 15.03 • 1.6841 • 0.9904 $ 14.51 $ 14.50 

Jan·11 $ 1.9946 • 1.0171 $ 15.81 $ 2.0239 $ 1.0743 $ 16.41 $ 2._ $ 1.0458 • 16.32 $ 16.31 

Feb-II • 2.2674 • 1.1357 • 17.80 $ 2.2967 • 1.1930 • 18.40 • 2.2308 • 1.1386 • 17.71 • 17.70 

Mar-II $ 2.2566 • 1.2562 • 18.81 • 2.2859 • 1.3134 • 19.41 $ 2.2572 • 1.2646 $ 18.90 $ 18.88 

Apr·l 1 $ 2.1820 • 1.3290 • 19. 18 • 2.2 1'3 $ 1.3862 • 19.78 $ 2.1421 $ 1.3554 $ 19.29 • 19.27 

May· 11 $ 2.2204 $ 1.3725 $ 19.69 $ 2.2497 • 1.4298 • 20.29 $ 2.2078 $ 1.3849 $ 19.78 $ 19.76 

Jun-ll • 2.3409 $ 1.4121 $ 20.46 $ 2.3702 • 1.4694 $ 21 .06 • 2.3046 $ 1.4436 • 20.63 • 20.60 

JuI-l1 • 2.2218 $ 1.3764 • 19.73 $ 2.2511 • 1.4336 • 20.33 • 2.1852 $ 1.4089 • 19.91 $ 19.88 

Aug·11 $ 2.2692 • 1.3348 $ ' 9.53 $ 2.2985 • 1.3920 , 20.13 • 2.2498 $ 1.4012 • 20.06 $ 20.04 

Sep-II • 2.1712 • 1.3051 • 18.93 • 2.2005 $ 1.3623 $ 19.53 • 2.0788 , 1.3807 • 19.29 , 19.27 

Oct·l l $ 
I._ • 1.2724 $ 17.81 • 1.9592 • 1.3297 $ 18.41 $ 1.9122 $ 1.3332 $ 18.29 $ 18.27 

NOV-I I • 1.9215 $ 1.2143 • 17.27 • 1.9508 • 1.2716 • 17.87 $ 1.8728 • 1.2810 $ 17.70 $ 17.68 

Dec-\I • 1.7150 • 1.1826 • 16.27 • 1.7443 $ 1.2398 • 16.87 • 1.6930 • \.2259 $ 16.59 • \6.57 

Jan· I2 • 1.6885 $ 1.1569 • 15.96 • 1.7178 • 1.2141 $ 16.56 • 1.6613 $ 1.1913 • 16.18 $ 16.16 

Feb-12 • 1.5446 • 1.1421 • 15.33 $ 1.5739 • 1.1993 S 15.92 $ 1.4869 • 1.1841 • 15.51 • 15.49 

Mar-12 • 1.5004 • 1.0943 • 14.76 • 1.5297 $ 1.1516 $ 15.36 • 1.5137 • 1.1530 • 15.33 $ 15.31 

Apr·12 $ 1.5352 $ 1.0155 • 14. 19 $ 1.5645 $ 1.0728 , 14.79 $ 1.4740 • 1.0986 $ '4.72 $ 14.70 

May· 12 $ 1.4169 • 0.9202 • 12.95 • 1.4462 • 0.9774 , 13.55 $ 1.3628 • 0.9972 $ 13.45 S 13.43 

JUfl-12 $ 1.4573 • 0.8679 $ 12.64 • 1.4866 • 0.9252 $ 13.24 • 1.4934 $ 0.9128 $ 13.17 $ 13.15 

JuI-12 • I ."" • 0.9393 • 13.85 • 1.6556 $ 0 .9965 • 14.45 • 1.6141 • 0.9018 • 13.50 $ 13.48 

Aug-12 • 1.8046 • 1.0184 • 15. 16 $ 1.8339 $ 1.0756 $ 15.76 $ 1.8276 $ 1.0350 $ 15.40 $ 15.39 

Sep-12 $ 1.9754 $ 1.1397 $ 16.81 • 2.0047 $ 1.1969 $ 17.41 • 1.9763 • 1.11 50 • 16.62 • 16.60 

OcI- 12 • 2.0843 S 1.2256 • 17.94 $ 2.1136 • 1.2828 $ 18.54 • 2.0453 $ 1.2421 $ 17.96 $ 17.95 

Nov·12 • 1.9925 • 1.2758 • 18.05 $ 2.0218 • 1.3330 $ 18.65 • 1.9687 • 1.3077 • 18.27 $ 18.25 

Oec-12 $ 1.6983 • 1.2997 $ 17.23 $ 1.7276 • 1.3569 $ 17.83 • 1.6529 • 1.3436 • 17.47 • 17.45 

Jan-13 • 1.5875 • 1.3212 • 17.03 $ 1.6168 $ 1.3784 $ 17.63 • 1.5301 $ 1.3482 • 17.08 $ 17.06 

Feb-13 $ 1.6325 $ 1.3170 $ 17.15 $ 1.6619 $ 1.3742 $ 17.75 • 1.6252 $ 1.3817 $ 17.71 $ 17.69 

Mar-13 $ 1.7183 • 1.2822 $ 17.15 • 1.7476 $ 1.3395 $ 17.75 • 1.6993 $ 1.3362 $ 17.57 $ 17.55 

Apr-13 • 1.7934 • 1.2925 • 17.50 $ 1.8227 $ 1.3498 $ 18.10 $ 1.8016 $ 1.3124 $ 17.72 • 17.70 

May-13 • 1.7591 • 1.3977 $ 18.30 $ 1.7884 $ 1.4549 • 18.90 • 1.6940 • 1.3801 $ 17.94 $ 17.92 

Jun-13 • 1.6306 • 1.4476 • 18.28 $ 1.6599 • 1.5048 • 18.88 • 1.5794 • 1.4789 $ 18.39 $ 18.37 

Jul-13 • 1.5400 • 1.4866 • 18.30 $ 1.5693 $ 1.5438 $ 18.90 • 1.5178 • 1.5116 S 18.40 • 18.44 

Aug-13 $ 1.481' • 1.5296 $ 18.47 • 1.5104 • 1.5868 • 19.07 $ 1.4280 $ 1.5582 $ 18.55 $ 18.53 

IY 
Page 2 



Exhibit __ _ Attachment B, Table 3: Class IV Pricing Impacts 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Class IV 
Class IV FMMO Prices - - Oct 2008 Formulas 

California State Order Prices: Current Permanent Formulas 
Component Prices Aug 2012 

Butterfat SNF 
Class IV cwt@ 

Butterfat SNF 
Class IV ewt @ 

4a fat 48 SNF 
4a@CA 4a@FMMO 

FMMO sId FMMO sId Standard Standard 

$1 ound $1 ound 3.5/8,685 ewl I ound $1 ound 3.5/8.685 $Iew! $ / ound I oocd 3.5/8.7 leW! 3.5/8.685 lew! 
Column Designatio A B C D E F G H I J 
Column Math 

Sep-13 $ 1,4903 $ 1.5671 $ 18.83 $ 1.5196 $ 1.6243 $ 19.43 $ 1.5316 $ 1.6041 $ 19.32 $ 19.29 
Oct-13 $ 1.6345 $ 1.5949 $ 19.57 , 1.6638 $ 1.6521 $ 20.17 $ 1.5998 $ 1.6383 $ 19.85 $ 19.83 

Nov-13 $ 1.6043 $ 1.6470 $ 19.92 $ 1.6336 $ 1.7042 $ 20.52 $ i .6470 $ 1.6918 $ 20.48 $ 20.46 
Dec-13 $ 1.7379 $ 1.7108 $ 20.94 $ 1.1672 $ 1.7680 $ 21.54 $ 1.6812 $ 1.7390 $ 21.01 $ 20.99 
Jan-14 $ 1.7581 $ 1.7898 $ 21.70 $ 1.7874 $ 1.8470 $ 22.30 $ 1.7862 $ 1.8081 $ 21.98 $ 21.96 
Feb-14 $ 1.9816 $ 1.8342 $ 22.87 $ 2.0109 $ 1.8914 $ 23.46 $ 1.9351 $ 1.8576 $ 22.93 $ 22.91 
Mar-14 $ 2.0109 $ 1.8455 $ 23.07 $ 2.0402 $ 1.9027 $ 23.67 $ 2.0070 $ 1.8617 $ 23.22 , 23.19 
Apr-14 $ 2.0914 $ 1.7756 $ 22.74 $ 2.1207 $ 1.8328 $ 23.34 $ 2.0820 $ 1.8242 $ 23.16 $ 23.13 
May-14 $ 2.2428 $ 1.6347 $ 22.05 $ 2.2721 $ 1.6919 $ 22.65 $ 2.2793 $ 1.6600 $ 22.42 $ 22.39 
Jun-14 $ 2.4119 $ 1.6213 $ 22.52 $ 2.4413 , 1.6785 $ 23.12 $ 2.4409 $ 1.6668 $ 23.04 $ 23.02 
Jul-14 $ 2.6056 $ 1.6197 $ 23.19 $ 2.6349 $ 1.6770 $ 23.79 $ 2.6836 $ 1.6309 $ 23.58 $ 23.56 

Aug-14 $ 2.8155 $ 1.5475 $ 23.29 $ 2.8448 $ 1.6047 $ 23.89 $ 2.7983 $ 1.6139 $ 23.83 $ 23.81 
Sep-14 $ 3.2174 $ 1.2337 $ 21.98 $ 3.2467 $ 1.2910 $ 22.58 $ 3.2665 $ 1.2979 $ 22.72 $ 22.71 
Oct-14 $ 2.8214 $ 1.2518 $ 20.75 $ 28507 $ 1.3090 , 21.35 $ 2.7757 $ 1.3552 $ 21.51 $ 21.48 
Nov-14 $ 2.1718 $ 1.1530 $ 17.61 $ 2.2011 $ 1.2102 $ 18.21 $ 2.1005 $ 1.2406 $ 18.14 $ 18.13 
Oec-14 $ 2.0698 $ 1.0195 $ 16.10 , 2.0991 $ 1.0767 $ 16.70 $ 1.9272 , 1.1290 $ 16.57 $ 16.55 

Annual Avg 
2005 $ 1.6285 $ 0.7081 $ 11.85 $ 1.6578 $ 0.7654 $ 12.45 $ 1.6089 $ 0.7487 $ 12.14 $ 12.13 
2006 $ 1.2396 $ 0.6552 $ 10.03 $ 1.2689 $ 0.7124 $ 10.63 $ 1.2324 $ 0.6879 $ 10.30 $ 10.29 
2007 $ 1.3908 $ 1.4524 $ 17.48 $ 1.4201 $ 1.5097 $ 18.08 $ 1.3869 $ 1.4032 $ 17.06 $ 17.04 

2008 $ 1.5015 $ 0.9900 $ 13.85 $ 1.5309 $ 1.0472 $ 14.45 $ 1.4990 $ 1.0439 $ 14.33 $ 14.31 

2009 $ 1.2278 $ 0.6897 $ 10.29 $ 1.2571 $ 0.7469 $ 10.89 $ 1.2321 $ 0.7238 $ 10.61 $ 10.60 
2010 $ 1.8241 $ 0.9337 $ 14.49 $ 1.8535 $ 0.9909 $ 15.09 $ 1.8110 $ 0.9520 $ 14.62 $ 14.61 

2011 $ 2.1242 $ 1.2674 $ 18.44 $ 2.1535 $ 1.3246 $ 19.04 $ 2.0999 $ 1.3053 $ 18.71 $ 18.69 
2012 $ 1.6937 $ 1.0913 $ 15.41 $ 1.7230 $ 1.1485 $ 16.01 S 1.6731 $ 1.1235 $ 15.63 S 15.61 
2013 $ 1.6341 $ 1.4662 , 18.45 $ 1.6634 $ 1.5234 $ 19.05 $ 1.6113 S 1.4984 $ 18.68 $ 18.65 

2014 $ 2.3498 $ 1.5272 $ 21.49 $ 2.3792 S 1.5844 $ 22.09 S 2.3402 $ 1.5788 $ 21.93 , 21.90 

Ten Year Avg $ 1.6614 $ 1.0781 $ 15.18 $ 1.6907 $ 1.1353 $ 15.78 $ 1.6495 $ 1.1 066 $ 15.40 $ 15.38 
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Exhibit _ __ Attachment S, Table 3: Class IV Pricing Impacts 

FMMO Class IV 

Bunerfal SNF Class IV @ Sid 

• • 0.0198 

• • 0.0352 
$ $ 0.0472 

• • 0.0354 

• • • • • $ 

• • • • O.02n 

• • 0.0276 

• • 0.0363 

• • 0.0122 

• • 0.0649 

• • 0.0251 

• • 0.0127 

• • 0.0144 

• $ 0.0079 

• • 0.0088 

• • • • • $ 

• $ 

• $ 

• $ 

• • • • • $ 

• • • • • • $ • • • • • • • • • • • $ • $ • $ • • $ 

• • • • $ • • • • • • • • • $ • $ • $ • • • \10 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 3: Class IV Pricing Impacts 

Proposal 2 Dairy Institute) PrQQosal Less: 

FMMO Class IV 
California State Order Class 4a (Aug 2012 
formula restated to FMMO components) 

Butterfat SNF Class IV @ sid 4a fat 401 SNF 
4a@FMMO 

Standard 

$1 ound $1 co, 3,5/8.685 owl $! Qund S I Qund 3.5/8.685 $Iewl 
Column Designation K L M N 0 P 
Column Math A-D 8-E C F A-G 8-H C - J 

May-09 $ (Q,0293) $ (O.OS72) $ (0.60) $ (O.OO40) $ (0.0360) $ (0.33) 
Jun-09 $ (0.0294) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ (0.0010) $ (0.0297) $ (O.26) 
Jul-09 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ (0.0026) $ (0.0331) $ (D.3D) 

Aug-09 $ (O.O293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.D136 $ (0.0349) $ (O.26) 
Sep-09 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ (0.0004) $ (0,0417) $ (0.36) 
Oct·09 $ (0.0293) $ (0,0572) $ (C. SO} $ (0,0087) $ (0.0096) $ (0.11) 
Nov-09 $ (0.0294) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ (0.0734) $ (0.0089) $ (0.33) 
Dec-09 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (O.BO) $ 0.OB66 $ (O.0459) $ (0.17) 
Jan-lO $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0011 $ (0.0259) $ (0.22) 
Feb-l0 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (O.BO) $ 0.0389 $ (0.D464) $ (0.27) 
Mar-l0 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0127 $ (0.0334) $ (0.25) 
Apr-l0 $ (O.0293) $ (O.0572) $ (O.BO) $ (0.0223) $ (0.0125) $ (0.19) 

May-l0 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0173 $ 0.0988 $ 0.92 
Jun-l0 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0118 $ (0.0311) $ (0.23) 
Jut-l0 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0044 $ (0.0357) $ (0.29) 

Aug-l0 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ (0.0396) $ (0.041B) $ (0.50) 
Sep-l0 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (O.BO) $ (0.0309) $ (0.0185) $ (0.27) 
Oct·l0 $ (0.0294) $ (0.0572) $ (O.BO) $ 0.0298 $ (0.0031) $ 0.08 
Nov-lO $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0525 $ (0.0299) $ (0.08) 
Oec-l0 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0818 $ (0.0408) $ (0.07) 
Jan-ll $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (O.BO) $ (0.0697) $ (0.0287) $ (0.49) 
Feb-l1 $ (O.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0366 $ (0.0029) $ 0.10 
Mar-l1 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ (0.0006) $ (0.0084) $ (0.08) 
Apr-l1 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0399 $ (0.0264) $ (0.09) 

May-l1 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (O.60) $ 0.0126 $ (0.0124) $ (0.06) 
Jun·11 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (O.60) $ 0.0363 $ (0.0315) $ (0.15) 
Jut-ll $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (O.BO) $ 0.0366 $ (0.0325) $ (0.15) 

Aug-ll $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0194 $ (0.0664) $ (0.51) 
Sep-l1 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0924 $ (0.0756) $ (0.33) 
Oct-ll $ (0.0294) $ (0.0572) $ (O.BO) $ 0.0176 $ (O.OB08) $ (0.47) 
Nov-ll $ (O.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (O.BO) $ 0.0487 $ {O.06B7} $ (0.41) 
Dec-ll $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0221 $ (0.0433) $ (0.30) 
Jan-12 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0272 $ (0.0344) $ (0.20) 
Feb-12 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0577 $ (0.0420) $ (O.lB) 
Mar·12 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (O.50) $ (0.0133) $ (0.0587) $ (0.56) 
Apr-12 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0612 $ (0.0831) $ (0.51) 
May-12 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0540 $ (0.0770) $ (0.48) 
Jun-12 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ (0.0361) $ (0.0449) $ (0.52) 
Jul-12 $ (0.0293) $ (O.0572) $ (O.BO) $ 0.0121 $ 0.0375 $ 0.37 

Aug-12 $ (O.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ (0.0230) $ (0.0166) $ (0.22) 
Sep·12 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ (0.0009) $ 0.0247 $ 0.21 
Oct-12 $ (O.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0390 $ (0.0165) $ (0.01) 
Nov-12 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0237 $ (0.O319) $ (0.19) 
Dec-12 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0454 $ (0.0439) $ (0.22) 
Jan-13 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0574 $ (0.0270) $ (0.03) 
Feb-13 $ (0.0294) $ (0.0572) $ {O.60} $ 0.0074 $ (0.0647) $ (0.54) 
Mar-13 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0190 $ (0.0540) $ (0.40) 
Apr-13 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ (0.0082) $ (0.0199) $ (0.20) 

May-13 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0651 $ 0.0176 $ 0.38 
Jun-13 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0512 $ (0.0313) $ (0.09) 
Jul-13 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0223 $ (0.0250) $ (0.14) 

Aug-13 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0531 $ (0.0286) $ (O.OB) 

\7 
Page 5 



I?; 
Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 3: Class IV Pricing Impacts 

Pro sal2 Dai Institute Pro sal Less: 

FMMO Class IV 
California State Order Class 4a (Aug 2012 

formula restated to FMMO components) 

Butteriat SNF Class IV@ Sid 4a fat 4aSNF 
4a@FMMO 

Standard 

I "" I "" 3.518.685 I I """ I "" 3.518.685 CWI 
oIumn Des' nali K L M N 0 P 

Column Math A-O B-E C-F A-G B-H C-J 
~ep- 1 3 $ (O.O293) • (0.0572) $ (0.60) • (0.0413) • (0.0370) $ (0.47) 
Oct-13 $ (0.0293) $ (O.osn) • (0.60) $ 0.0346 • (0.0434) $ (0.26) 
Nov- ,3 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) • (0.60) • (0.0427) $ (0.0446) $ (0.54) 
Dec·13 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) • 0.0567 $ (0.0282) $ (0.05) 
Jan· 14 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ (0.0281) $ (0.0 183) $ (0.25) 
Feb-14 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0464 • (0.0234) $ (0.04) 
Mar·1 4 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0039 • (0.0 162) $ (0.13) 
Apr-14 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) S (0.60) $ 0.0094 • (0.0486) S (0.39) 

May-14 S (0.0293) S (0.0572) S (0.60) $ (0.0365) S (0.0253) S (0.35) 
Jun-14 S (0.0294) S (0.0572) S (0.60) $ (0.0290) S (0.0455) $ (0.50) 
Jul-14 S (0.0293) S (0.0572) S (0.60) $ (0.0780) S (0.0112) S (0.37) 

Aug-14 S (0.0293) S (0.0572) S (0.60) $ 0.0172 $ (0.0664) S (0.52) 
Sep-14 S (0.0293) S (0.0572) S (0.60) • (0.0491) S (0.0642) S (0.73) 
OcH4 S (0.0293) S (0.0572) S (0.60) • 0.0457 $ (0. 1034) S (0.74) 
Nov-14 S (0.0293) S (0.0572) S (0.60) $ 0.0713 $ (0.0876) S (0.51) 
Oec-14 S (0.0293) S (0.0572) S (0.60) $ 0.1 426 • (0.1095) S (0.45) 

Amual Avg 
2005 $ (0.0293) S (0.0572) S (0.60) • 0.0196 $ (0.0406) $ (0.28) 
2006 $ (0.0293) S (0.0572) $ (0.60) • 0.0072 • (0.0026) $ (0.26) 
2007 $ (0.0293) S (0.0572) $ (o.sO) • 0.0039 $ 0.0492 $ 0.44 
2008 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0026 • (0.0539) $ (0,46) 
2009 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ (0.0042) $ (0.0341) $ (0.31) 
2010 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) • 0.0131 $ (0.0183) S (0.11) 
201 1 $ (0.0293) S (0.0572) $ (0.60) • 0.0243 • (0.0380) S (0.24) 
2012 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) • 0.0206 • (0.0322) $ (0.21) 
2013 $ (0.0293) S (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0229 • (0.0322) S (0.20) 
2014 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) • 0.0097 $ (0.0516) S (0,4 1) 

Teo Year Avg $ (0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ (0.60) $ 0.0120 $ (0.0284) $ (0.21) 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment 8, Table 4: Class III Pricing Impacts 

1,2459 
14352 
1.5140 

1.4112 

Proposal 2 {Dairy Institute} Class III Component Prices 

; 
; 
; 
$ 

21510 $ 
2.1823 S 
1.9267 $ 
1.6743 S 
17187 S 
1.6785 $ 
1.6236 $ 
USGS S 
1.8603 S 
1.8613 S 

1.7990 S 
1.9251 $ 
2,1842 S 
2.1551 $ 
2.1096 S 
2.1624 S 
2.2414 S 
2.6975 $ 
3.3661 $ 
3.9775 $ 
3.6914 S 
4.1640 S 
3.9020 $ 
4.0743 S 
4.4998 S 
42270 S 
a 6636 $ 
4.1342 S 
3.5719 $ 
3.8B82 S 
4.4355 S 
37746 $ 
3.4913 $ 

; 
01045 S 
01136 S 
0.1154 S 
0.0976 S-
0.0717 S-
0.0527 $ 
0.0527 $ 
0.0550 S 
o 06Bl S 
00937 S 
0.1290 $ 
0.1705 $ 
0.2079 S 
0.2738 S 
03612 S 
04622 S 
0.5316 S 
0.5912 S 
0.6013 S 

0.5141 S 
03402 S 
01840 S 
0,1756 S 
0.2039 
0.2052 
0.1101 
0,0101 
00082 
0,0398 
0,0433 
0.0424 
0.0424 

0.0656 
0.0629 
0.0636 
0.OB63 

0.1035 
01295 

01572 
01730 

0.0424 
0,0424 
00424 

00424 
00424 
0.0424 
00424 
0,0424 
0,0424 

0.0424 
0.0424 
0.0424 
0.0424 
0,0424 
00424 
0,0424 
0,0424 
0.0424 
0.0424 

; 
0.8683 $ 
0.8526 $ 
0.8193 S 
0.7070 :; 
0.7487 :; 

0,8219 S 
0,7720 S 
0.8094 $ 
0.8262 $ 
0.7393 :; 
0.6407 S 
0,6390 S 
0,6193 S 
0,6627 $ 
0.6390 $ 
0.6165 $ 
0.7026 :5 
07042 S 
07748 S 
0,8886 S 
0.9218 S 
0.9635 S 
1.0478 $ 
1.1207 :; 
13167 S 
1,5543 S 
1 7070 S 
1.4945 S 
1.5549 $ 
1,4591 :; 
1.5371 :; 
1 6844 S 
15281 S 
1.2686 $ 
1,4294 $ 
1.2564 $ 
1.3676 :; 
1,5556 :5 
1,3280 S 
1,2236 S 
1,0309 $ 
1.1191 S 
0.%27 $ 
1.1290 $ 
06988 S 
05239 $ 
0.6433 S 
0.6952 $ 
0.5834 $ 
0.5912 S 
0.5828 $ 
0.S988 S 
0,8391 :; 

08789 S 
0,9562 
1.0969 

1.0480 

0,6059 

0.6559 
0.6307 
0.5997 
0.6689 
06475 
0,6909 

0.7801 
0,7701 
0,7957 

0.8527 
0.9115 
1,0840 
1,3268 

0.7880 
06082 
0,7062 
0,7289 

0.5953 
0.5759 
0.5562 
0.6717 

0.8103 
0.8389 
0,8991 
1,0216 
0,9623 S 

13.35 
12.83 
13.29 
12.67 
12,69 

13.13 
12.24 
12.83 
1324 

1205 
12,00 

12.02 
10.84 
9.67 
9.57 

'" 9,81 

'" 9,61 
10,77 
10,77 

11.28 
12.14 
1226 
12,68 
13,64 

14.59 
16.66 
18.99 S 
20.20 5 
18,27 S 
1852 S 
1733 S 
1800 $ 
19.38 $ 
17.66 S 
IS 29 5 
16,90 S 
15,80 S 
17.05 
18,90 
17.14 
16,46 
15.0S 
16.09 
14,38 
1425 

'"' 8.28 

'" 10.15 

'" 9.42 

'" 1034 
11.46 
11.99 
13.33 
14.83 
14.04 

13-45 
12.88 
1329 
1262 
12.59 
12.97 
12.06 
12.59 

13.00 
11.76 
11,65 
11 ,61 

10.42 
9.36 
9.40 
9,36 
9,75 

''" 9.46 
10.48 
10.28 
10.55 
11.19 
10.94 
11,22 
11,95 

1277 
14,64 

17.02 
18.72 
17.77 
18.64 
17,30 
17 66 
16.95 
17.69 
15.81 
17,36 
16,06 
17,24 
18,90 
1714 
16,52 
15,44 

16.68 
15.06 
14.98 
10 62 
9,01 

10,09 

10.45 
9.49 
9.29 
9.08 

10.10 
11,21 
1165 
12,64 
14,17 
1330 

Class III FMMO Prices· - Oc12008 FormUlas 

1,4933 
1.5394 
1.7488 
1.7729 
1,8361 

17739 
1.5577 
1,4490 

1.4135 
1.2908 
1.2028 
1.1772 
12013 
1,1865 
1.1656 
1.2443 
1,3637 
1.3595 
1.3294 
1,2920 

" ... 
1 2611 
1 3274 S 
1,4170 S 
1.5228 S 
1.5986 $ 
1.5635 S 
I 5397 S 
14618 S 
13600 
1.3585 
1.3859 
1.2820 
1.2508 
1,3108 

1.4262 
1,5083 
1,$687 
1,6306 
1,6952 
1.7741 
1.8507 
1.7730 
1.2998 
11084 
1,0941 

1 1594 S 
1.2049 S 
1.2648 $ 
1,2544 S 
1.2438 S 
1.2491 S 
1,2226 S 
1 2752 S 
1.4656 S 
1,5433 S 
14405 $ 
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25398 
25170 
2,3967 
2.1026 
22410 
2.3187 
2.2152 
23283 
23435 
20673 
18297 
1,8702 

18577 
2,0254 
1.9272 
1,8508 S 
2,0792 $ 
20220 S 
2,1833 S 
2,3841 S 
2.3511 $ 
2.3618 S 
2.3816 S 
2.4690 S 
28893 S 
3,6521 $ 
41532 S 
38878 S 
43403 S 
41179 S 
4.2564 S 
4.6542 S 
4.4485 S 
3,9674 S 
4,2818 $ 
3.7057 S 
4,0578 S 
4.6657 S 
3.9483 S 
3.5951 S 
3.2133 S 

1.7454 $ 
1 7263 $ 
1 6970 $ 
21009 $ 
2.4243 
2.55M 
2.6991 

2.8751 
2.7916 

14.10 
13.48 
14.02 
13,18 
13,33 
13.76 
13.01 
13]0 
13.76 

12,76 
12,77 
12,79 
11,61 
10.52 
10.34 

13.83 
14.74 
15,75 
1725 
19.82 
21.03 
19,49 
19.73 
18.36 
18.87 
2025 
1897 
1668 
17,66 
16,41 
17.83 
19.90 
17 90 
16,97 
15,93 
1707 
15,51 
1528 
10.78 
9.31 

10.44 
10.78 

9,84 
9,97 

1120 

12,11 
1282 
14,07 

14.99 
14.50 

California Prices: Current Permanent Formulas (Aug 2012) 

1.6741 
1,6108 

1.5671 S 
1.4286 S 
1.5364 S 
1.7138 $ 
1.7454 S 
1 ]974 S 
1.7168 S 
1 5008 S 
1 3834 S 
1.3720 S 
1.1966 S 
1.1484 S 
1.1352 $ 
1.1576 S 
1.1494 $ 
11275 S 
1,2746 S 
1,3439 S 
1.3374 S 
1.2936 
1.2526 
1.20~0 

1.2156 
1,3114 

13752 
1,5044 S 
1 5562 S 
1.5301 S 
1-4998 S 
1.4251 $ 
1,3110 
13621 
1,3477 
1,2240 
1.1952 
1.3282 
1.4029 
1.5060 
15326 
1.5929 
1.6834 
1.7528 
1,8323 

17197 
1,2175 
1.0854 
1.0712 
1.1530 
1.1809 
1.2395 
1,2260 
12172 
1,2062 
1,1938 
1.2546 
1.5096 
1,4474 
1,4101 

0.8827 $ 
0.8968 S 
0.9755 S 
0.9160 S 
0.8936 S 
0,8671 S 
0.7335 S 
08507 S 
0.8207 S 
0.7856 :; 

0.8899 $ 
0.8107 S 
0.7211 S 
0.6582 S 
06829 S 
06865 S 
0,7100 $ 
0.6760 S 
0.6766 S 
0.7592 :5 
0.6926 S 
0.8383 S 
0,8418 S 
0.8500 S 
08845 S 
08929 S 
0.9447 S 
1.1779 S 
1.5037 S 
1,4681 S 
1.4587 S 
15675 $ 
1,4452 S 
1,6480 $ 
1.6227 $ 
1,4734 S 
1.5425 S 
1.4127 S 
1,3728 S 
1 5463 S 
15881 S 
1 4090 $ 
1,1855 $ 
1 2073 S 
1,1743 S 
1.0489 S 
1.1 136 S 
0.6003 S 
0.7317 S 
0.7374 S 
07214 S 
06055 S 
0,6084 S 
0.6040 S 
0,8274 $ 
0.8443 S 
0.9686 S 
0.9957 
1.1687 
0.9118 

4b@FMMO 
Slandard 

13,$4 $ 
13.44 $ 
13.97 S 
12.97 S 
1315 S 
1354 S 
12.49 S 
13,69 $ 
13,15 S 
12.09 $ 
12.58 S 
11.86 S 
10.46 S 

9.83 S 
9,91 S 

10,02 S 
1020 $ 
983 $ 

10.35 S 
11.31 
10.71 
11.B2 
11.71 
1161 
1195 

12.36 
13.03 S 
15.51 $ 
18.53 S 
18.13 S 
17,94 S 
18,63 S 
17,16 S 
1910 $ 
1883 $ 
17,10 S 
17,60 S 
16.94 S 
16.85 S 
1872 S 
1918 S 
17 83 S 
16,21 S 
1664 S 
16,63 S 
15.14 $ 
13.95 S 
9.02 S 

10.11 S 
10,45 S 
10,41 S 

9.61 S 
9,58 S 
9,52 $ 

11,42 S 
11,52 $ 
12.82 S 
1395 $ 
15.23 $ 
12.87 S 

1353 
13.43 
13.96 
12.96 
13,14 
13,53 
1248 
1368 
13.14 
12.08 
12.57 
11.84 
10,45 
9,82 

'"' 10,01 
10,19 

9.82 
10.34 
11.30 
10.70 
11,81 
11.70 
11,60 
11,94 
12,34 

13.02 
15.50 
18.51 
18.1 I 
1792 
18.60 
1714 
19.08 
18.81 
17.08 
17.58 
16.92 
16,83 
16,70 
1916 
17 81 
16,19 
16.62 
16.61 
15.13 
13.93 
9,01 

10.10 
1044 
10,40 
,eo 
9,57 
9.51 

11,41 

11.51 
12.80 
1393 
15.22 
1285 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 4: Class III Pricing Impacts 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Class til Component Prices Class 111 FMMO Prices - - Oct 2008 Formulas Calitomia Prices: QJ((ent Permanent Formulas (Aug 2012) 

0.1823 • 12.78 1121 

0.1102 • 12.92 • ,,-" 
• O.I1(M • ,,-" • 12.!l1 

0.8093 • 0.1748 • 13.62 • 12.41 

,."" 0.6629 • 0.1700 • 13.74 • 13.55 

0,11496 0.7850 • 0.1647 • 15.11 • 14.57 

0 .8190 0.7558 • 0.1673 • 1&.21 • , ..... 0.81711 • 0.173& • 16.84 • 
0.B059 0.1315 • 0.1797 • 15.45 • 
0.8013 0.1250 • 12.4 8 0.1852 • 13.83 • 
0.6458 ,,.,. • 11.87 "''''' • 13.49 • 
0.9519 ,."" • 15.32 0.2310 • 17.01 • 
12451 l.lti43 • HI.O, 02665 • HUO • 
0 .9690 0.9173 • 15.60 ,~'" • 18.87 • ,.""" 0.8715 • "'" 

,..,,, • ".., • 
u"'" • 17.74 ,- • 19.11 • 
1.4157 • 20.01 ''''''' • 21.39 • 
1.4052 • 20.15 0.3811 • 21.87 • 
1.1574 • 17.65 , ... " • ,'.01 • .. - • 18.14 0.4286 • ,U .. • 
1.1543 • 111.75 0.452\ • 1Iil.l1II • 
1.236\ • lB.74 0.4683 • lB.76 • 
1.0248 • 14.81 0.5032 • '"'' • .. .", • 14.11 0.4541 • "'" • ,."" • 13.81 0.4239 • 15.72 • o.lm • 13116 OMl48 • 15.13 • 
0.9948 • 13.60 0.3500 • 15.23 • .. "'" • 13.98 0 .3113 • 15.6<1 • .. - • 14.61 O.:U23 • II.U • 
1.0627 • 1.5.55 0.3462 • 17.73 • 
1.13117 • 111.79 0.3971 • 19.01 • .. "'" • 18.63 0 .04340 • 21.02 • ,=, • 18.46 0 .462« • ",., • 
1.1973 • "'" 0.~758 • 18.66 • 
1.1695 • 15.71 0.4841 • 18.14 • 
1.0728 • 15.03 0 .4534 • ",. • • 0.9879 • " ... 0 .4179 • 16.93 • 

0.12111 • 1.0743 • 1.5.61 ""~ • " .. • 
0.3510 0.1429 • 1.2343 • 111.88 0.3887 • 18,52 • 
0.3598 0.1570 • 1.1807 • 15.% 0.3859 • 1$.01 • .,.,. 0.1695 • 1.1008 • 15.41 0.3927 • ,,-" • ."'" O. I1SI • ,."., • 15.94 ,~, • 17.11 • • .,n 0.1_ • 1.2518 • 16.09 0.3914 • 11.05 • 
0.3298 0.2394 • ",,, • 16.80 0.3852 • 1 6.2~ • .. """ 0.25<12 • ,,.,, • 0.395.5 • ".., • ,,,., 0.25<12 • ,..,,, • ,~ • II.iS • 
"'" 0.2542 • 1.5!50.5 • 0.~15.5 • 21.15 • 
0.3i27 0.2542 $ 1.6869 • 0.4453 • ",. • 
0.4160 0.25<12 • 1.6540 • 0.4700 • ".., • 
O.~252 0.25042 • U539 • OA926 • 2~.31 • 
0.4389 0.25042 • ,."" • 0 .<4897 • ,,., • 
0.~308 0.2542 • , ... , • 0 .4942 • ".., • 
O.~39S 0.2542 • 1.1850 • 0.5046 • 21.61 • 18.6B 

0.2434 • 1.1430 • """ • '"'' • III.~ 

02000 • 1.2461 • 0.4876 • 2~.61 • "" 0.3711 0.1637 • '''' .. • 0 .4670 • "., • 20.92 

0.3585 0.1417 • 1.4116 • OA505 • 21 .114 • 18.68 

0.3128 • 0.1212 • 0.0968 • " .. ~ • 17.81 • \4 .76 

Annual A'll 2,0 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 4: Class III Pricing Impacts 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Class III CompOner11 Prices Class III FMMO Prices- - Oct 2008 Formulas California Prices: Current Permanent Formulas (Aug 2012) 

os on dry OS on Iqukl 
Theoretical Theorelical Class III using Class III uSing 

Class III! cwt@ 4b@CA 4b@FII.MO 8utlerlat Protein SNF (dry SNF (liquid dry whey IlquJdWPC Butlerfat Protein 0$ 4b tat 4bSNF whey wee 
who wee fa o"al foposal '" Standard Sianda(d 

S I pound S / pound S I pou"d S I pound $1 pound S I pound 
$lcwt@ S/cwt@ 

S I pound $ I pound S I pound Slew! $1 pound S I pou~d 3.518.7 Slew! 3.518.685 
Whey Faclor WPC Faclor SleW! 

Column Desl nallor , , C 0 S , G " , , , , M , 0 e 
Column Math 

2005 $ 1.6285 , 2.2457 S 0,0621 S 0.0424 , 0,8142 , O_B013 , 12.77 $ 12.66 $ 16578 $ 2.4020 S O.OB15 S 13.45 S 16089 S 0.8721 , 13.22 S 13,21 
2006 S 1.2395 , 1.8487 $ 01032 $ 0.0424 $ 0.7044 $ 0.6646 $ 10.45 , 10.11 $ 12689 $ 2.0357 $ 0.1333 $ 1129 $ 1,2324 S 0,7303 , 10.67 $ 10.56 
2007 $ 1.390B S 3.2536 , 0,3704 $ 01812 $ 1,3635 $ 12395 $ 16,71 $ lS.53 $ 14201 , 3.4596 $ 0.4134 , 17.67 $ 1.3869 $ 12887 $ 16.07 $ 16,05 
200B $ 1.5015 $ 3.6619 , 0,0066 , 00636 , 1,2657 $ 13030 , 16.25 $ 16,57 $ 1,5309 , 3.B~01 $ 0,0528 , 17.18 $ 1.4990 $ 1.3395 $ 16.90 S 16 ss 
2009 $ 12278 , 2,0485 , 0.0409 $ 00424 $ 0,7324 S 07334 , 10.66 $ 10,67 $ 12571 , 2.2087 S 0,0612 , 11.36 , 12321 $ 0.7845 $ 11.14 $ 11.13 
2010 $ 18242 S 21418 , 0,1576 , 0,0424 S 0.8410 S 07655 S 13.69 S 1303 , 18535 $ 2.3091 $ 0.1777 , 14,41 , 18110 $ 0.8059 S 13.35 $ 13,34 
2011 , 2,1242 S 27749 S 0.3212 , 0,1837 S 1.1664 $ 1,0762 $ 17.56 $ 1678 , 21535 $ 2.9663 $ 03434 , 18.37 , 20999 $ 1.0567 S 16.63 $ 1661 

2012 $ 16937 S 2,8701 , 0,3455 , 0,1520 $ 1.2151 $ 108B3 $ 16.46 $ 15,3B , 1.7230 S 3.0426 $ 04063 , 17.45 , 16731 $ 1.1175 S 15.58 $ 15,56 
2013 , 1,6341 S 3.1385 $ 0.34B7 $ 0,1745 S '.3096 $ 1 1954 S 17.09 $ 1610 , 1.6634 S 3.2991 $ 04029 S 17.99 $ 1,6113 , 1.2193 , 16.25 , 1623 
2014 S 2,3499 S 3.6187 $ 0.3997 $ 0.2212 , 1.5084 $ 1.3914 S 21.33 $ 20,31 $ 2.3792 , 3.7935 $ 0.4684 S 2234 S 23402 , 13413 S 19,66 S 19,64 

TenYearAvg $ 1.6614 $ 2,7602 $ 0.2156 $ 0.1146 $ 1.0921 S 1.0259 $ 1530 $ 14,72 S 1.6907 , 2.9368 S 0,2541 $ 16,15 $ 16495 , 10566 S 14,97 $ 14,95 

2\ 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 4: Class III Pricing Impacts 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Proposal Less 

FMMO Class III California Slale Order Glass 4b (Aug 2012 formula 
restated to FMMO components) 

OIS- -dry OIS-
ClaS$1I11 Class III1 

4bSNF - 40 SNF- 4bcw!· 4b cwl--8unerfal Protein CWl (dry GWlllquk! ~bfal 
whey IquldWPC 

whe OIS WPC OIS dry whey IlquldWPC dry whey liquo:JWPC 

$ I pound S I pound S I pound $ I pound SleW! Slew! $1 pound S I pound S Ipound S IcWl S lewt 

Column De.i nalio Q e , , " , W , , , M 
Column Malh , , 

e " c, , , G· , " , eM C· , " G' "' Feb-10 $ 10.0293) $ (0.1956) S 1°_0280) $ (0.1568) s (065) S (1.58) S O.03M S 00237 S (0.0507) $ '" S (Q,39) 
Mar-10 $ (0_0293) $ 101257) S (OD138) $ (01399) S (0,56) S (128) $ 0.0127 S 01052 S 0.0225 S ""' $ 0.24 
Apr-10 $ (0_0293) $ (02063) S (0,0042) $ (0.1278) S (0.74) S (1.4SI $ 10_0223) S (00332) $ (0.1143) $ (0.37) $ (1,07) 
May-lo $ (0.0293) $ (01889) S (0,0062) $ (01280) S (0.71) S (1,40) $ 0,0173 $ 0.0035 $ (0.0749) S 0.09 $ (0,59) 
Jun-10 $ (0.0293) $ (0.1499) $ (0,0195) $ (0.1324) S (0.66) $ (1.30) $ 0,0118 $ 0.0587 $ (0,0153) 5 0.55 $ (0,09) 
JUI-1O $ (0,0293) $ (0 2076) $ (00201) $ (0.1276) 5 (0.84) S (1.45) S 00043 $ (0.0758) $ (0.1463) $ (0.64) $ (1.26) 

Aug-lO S (0,0293) $ (0,1805) $ (00238) $ (0.1223) S (0,78) S (1.34) S (00397) $ (0.0038) $ (00684) S (0.17) $ (0.73) 
Sep'lO S (0,0293) $ (0.1921) $ (0.0285) $ (0.1249) S (0,84) S (1.39) $ (00309) $ (0.0145) $ (00777) S (0,23) $ (0.78) 
Oc!·10 S (0.0294) $ (0.1804) $ (0.0234) $ (01312) S (0,78) S (1.39) $ o 029B $ 0.0259 $ (00447) S 0,33 S (0.2B) 
Nov·l0 S (0.0293) $ (0.1551) $ (0.0238] S (01373) S (0,70) S (1.35) $ 0,0525 $ 0.1435 $ 0,0691 $ 1.43 $ 0.78 
Dec·lO S (0.0293] $ (0.1466) $ (0.0264) $ (0.1426) $ (om) S (1.35) $ 0,0818 $ 0.0522 $ (0,024!) $ "N $ 0.06 
Jan·11 $ (0.0293] $ (0,2211) $ (0.0231) $ (01501) S (0,90) S (1.62) $ (0,0698) $ 0,0117 $ (0,0715) , (0,14) $ (0.87) 
Feb·l1 $ (0.0293) $ (0,2101) $ (0,0128) $ (01676) S (0,80) S (169] S 0,036S S (01239) $ (0.2253) , (095) $ (1,83) 
Mar-l1 $ (0.0293) $ (0.1676) $ (0.0143) $ (0,1375) $ (0.69) S (1,39) $ (0.0006) $ 0,1912 $ 0.11U4 $ 1,66 S 0.96 
Apr·ll $ (0.0293) $ (0,1695) $ (00357) $ (0.1145) S (0,81) S (126) $ 0.0399 S 0,1467 $ 0.0950 $ 1.41 S 0.96 
May·ll $ (0.0293) $ (0,2115) $ (00203) $ (0.0776) S (0.85) $ (118) $ 0.0126 $ 0,0605 $ 0.0230 S 0,57 S "" Jun-ll $ (0.0293) $ (0,2546) $ (0.0202) $ (0.0896) $ (0,96) S (1.38) $ 0,0363 S (0.1306) $ (0.1765) $ (1.01) S (1.411 
Jul·ll $ (0.0293) $ (0,1892) $ (00169) , (0.113B) S (0.76) S (1.32) $ 0.0366 $ 0.0845 $ 0.0210 S 0,86 S 0,31 

Aug·ll $ (0.0293) $ (0,2021) $ (0,0172) S (0.1440) $ (0.81) $ (153) $ 0.0194 S 0.2050 , 0.1219 S 1.85 $ 1,13 
Sep·l1 $ (0.0293) $ (00864) $ (0.Q185) $ (0.1855) $ (0.47) S (1,42) $ 0.0924 $ 0,2150 $ 0.1056 $ 2,19 $ '" Oc!·'1 S (0.0294) $ (0,1646) $ (0,0229) $ (0.2283) S (0.73) $ (1.90) $ 0.0176 $ 0.1591 $ 0.0245 $ 1,44 $ 0,27 
NeV-'l $ (0.0293) $ (02707) $ (0.0352) $ (02484) $ (1.11) $ (2.33) $ 0.04B7 , 0.0601 $ (0.0797) $ 0.69 $ (052) 
Oec-l1 $ (0,0293) $ (0,1492) $ (0.0287) $ (0.2594) S (0,71) S (2.03) $ 00220 $ 0.3174 $ 0.1661 S 2.83 $ 1,52 
Jan-12 S (0,0293) $ (0.1992) S (0.0241) $ (0.2711) S (084) S (2.24) $ 00272 $ 0.2080 $ 0.0461 S 1.90 $ "00 
Feb·12 S (00293) $ (0,1969) $ (0.0407) S (0220B) S (092) $ (1.95) $ 0,0577 $ 0.1652 $ 0.0471 $ 1.64 $ '" Mar-12 S (0,0293) $ (0.2279) S (0.1158) $ (0,1972) S (144) $ (1,91) S (00133) $ 0.0683 S 0.0149 $ 0.55 $ 0.08 
Apr-12 S (0,0293) $ (0.1879) $ (0.12701 S (02106) S (139) $ (166) S 0.0612 $ 0.0731 $ 00183 $ 0.B5 $ 0.37 
May-12 S (0.0293) $ (0.1345) $ (0,0881) , (0,1969) S (1.01) S (1,64) $ 0.0541 $ 0.0501 $ (00225] S 0,62 $ (0.01) 
Jun-12 S (0.0293) $ (0.1419) $ (005B4) S (0,1978) S (0.86) S (1,65) $ (0.0361) $ 0.Q244 $ (00669) $ 0.09 $ (0.71) 
Jul·12 $ (0,0293) $ (0,2389) $ (00412) $ (02197) S (1.05) S (207) $ 0.0122 S 0.0409 $ (0,0761) $ 0.40 $ (0.62) 

Aug-12 S (0.0293) $ (02031) $ (0,0242) $ (02563) S (0.85) S (2,18) $ (0.0230) $ 0,0468 $ (0,1067) $ 0,33 $ (1.01) 
Sep-12 S (0.0293) $ (0,1599) $ (0.0297) $ (0.2876) S (0,75) S (2,22) $ (0.0009) $ 0.0890 S (0.0802) $ 0.77 $ (0.70) 
OC1-12 $ (0.0293) $ (01754) $ (0.0476) $ (0,3094) $ (0.90) S (2.39) $ 0.0390 S 0,0658 $ (0.1048) $ 0,72 $ (0.77) 
Nov-12 S (0.0293) S (011B4) S (00625) $ (0.3350) S (0.81) S (2,36) $ 0.0238 S 0,1699 $ (0.00881 $ 1,56 $ 0.01 
Oec·12 S (0.0293) S (0.0858) S (0.0699) S (0.3441) S (0.761 S (2.32) $ 0.0454 S 01687 $ (0,0111) $ , " $ 0.06 
Jan·13 S (0.0293) $ (0,1506) $ (0.0862) S (0.3283) S (1.Q4) S (2.42) $ 0,0574 $ 01233 $ (0.0354) $ , " $ (0.11) 
Feb·13 S (0,0294) S (0.0966) $ (0.1074) $ (0.3219) S (1,00) S (2.22) $ 0.0073 $ 01308 $ (0.0098) $ 1,16 $ (0.06) 
Mar-13 S (0,0293) S (0.1602) $ (0.08591 $ (02981) $ (1,13) $ (2.34) $ 0,0190 $ 0.1187 $ (0.0204) $ 1.10 $ (011) 
Apr-13 S (0,0293] S (0.1380) S (00521) , (0,2562) S (081) $ (1.99) S (000B2) $ 0.0236 $ (0.1115) S 0.18 $ (1,00) 
May-13 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0481) $ (00377) , (0,2458) S {0,46) S (1.65) $ 0,0651 $ 0.1101 $ {0.0264) S 1.18 $ (0,00) 
Jun·13 $ (0.0293) $ (0.2166) S (0,0261) $ (0.22891 S (0,90) $ (2.05) S 0,0512 $ 0.1200 $ (0,0129) $ 1.22 $ 0,07 
Jul·13 $ (0.0293) $ (0.1783) S (0,0293) $ (022321 S (0,80) S P,91) S 00222 $ 0.1174 $ (00097) S 1.10 $ (001) 

Aug-13 $ (0.0293) $ (0.2140) S (0.034B) $ (0.2150) $ (0.941 $ (197) $ 0,0531 $ 0.0725 $ (0,0456) $ 0.62 $ (0,21) 
Sep-13 $ (0.0293) $ (0.2324) $ (0.0537) $ (0,2050) $ (1.10) $ (1,96) $ (0.0413) $ 0.0700 $ (0,0292) S 0.45 $ (0040) 
OC'·13 $ {0.0293) $ (0.1715) $ (0,0554) $ (0.1458) S (0.931 $ (1,451 $ 0.0347 $ 0.0519 S 0,0026 $ 0.65 $ 0.14 
NeV-13 $ (0.0293) $ (0.1573) S (0.0555) $ (0.1413) $ (0.891 $ (138) $ (0.0427) $ 01110 $ 0,0547 $ ""' $ 0.33 
Dec-13 $ (0.0293) $ (0,1445] $ (0.0265) S (0.1284) S (0.69) $ (127) $ 0.0567 $ 0,0237 $ (0,0430) $ 0,40 S (0.18) 
Jan-14 S (00293) $ (01693) S (0.0382) S (0.1613) $ (0.83) $ P,53) $ (0.0281) $ 0,0321 $ (0.0486) $ 0,18 $ (0.52) 
Feb-14 S (0.0293) S (0.1908) S (0.0526) S (0.1911) $ (0.97) $ (1,76) $ 0.0465 $ 0,1434 $ 0.0526 $ 1,41 $ 0.62 
Mar-14 S (0,0293) S (0.1992) S (0.05401 $ (02158) $ (1,011 $ (1.93) $ 0.0039 S 00370 $ (0.0690) $ '" $ (0.59) 
Apr-14 S (0,0293) S (0.1006) S (00674) S (0,2384) S (0 lS) S (1.76) $ 0.0094 $ 0,2231 $ 0.1110 , 1,97 $ 1.00 
May-14 $ (00293) S (0.1921) S (00508) S (0,2355) S (097) $ (2.02) $ (0,0365) $ 0,2954 $ 0.1744 $ '" $ 1.39 
Jun-14 $ (0,0294) S (0.1691) $ (00636) $ (02400) S (0,97) S (1.98) $ (0,0290) $ 0.1831 $ 0.0674 S "" $ 0.48 
Jul-14 $ (0.0293) $ (0.2234) $ (0,0651) S (0,2504) S (1.14) S (2,20) S (0.07801 $ 0,2372 $ 0.1158 S 1,79 S 0.73 

Aug·14 $ (0.0293) S (0.2946) $ (0,0619) S (0,2602) S (1.34) S (2.47) $ 00172 $ 0.1047 $ (0.0252) S 0.97 , (0.16) 
Sep-14 $ (0.0293) S (02621) $ (0.0958) S (0,2876) S (1043) S (2.52) $ (0,0491) S 0.1123 $ (0.0134) S ""' S (0,291 
Ocl-14 $ {0.0293) $ (01434) S (0.0959) S (0.3033) S (1.08) S (2.26) S 0,0457 $ 0.1910 S 0.0550 S 1.82 $ 0,64 
NeV-14 $ (0.0293) $ (0,0732) S (0.0920) S (0.3088) S (0.65) S (208) $ 00713 $ 0.2492 $ 0.1070 $ 2,41 $ 1.18 
Dec-14 S (0.0293) $ (007971 S (0.OB70) S (0.2734) $ (0.84) S (190) $ 0,1426 $ 0.1975 $ 0.0753 S 2.21 $ 1.15 

Annual Avg 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 4: Class III Pricing Impacts 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Proposal less: 

FMMO Class III California State Order Class 4b (Aug 201210rmula 
reslated to FMMO components) 

0/5. - dry <>s Clan 111 1 Class 1111 
• bSNF - 4bSNF •• 4bCW1- 4b eVIl" Butterfat P,or.in =(~ CWllllqukl "bla1 .... , lkl,ui:lWPC wee<>s ., .... , licpdWPC .,- IiquIdWPC 

",......, ",......, ",......, S/pourxl ,,~ ,,~ " ........ S/pound ",......, ,,~ ,,~ 

~" "' 0 A , T " V W , V Z '" Column Mil1h ,., B· , C·, 0·' G·' H·' ,." C· N O· N G·' H·' 

""''' (0.0293) $ (0.1563) $ (O.o lt4) $ (0.0391) • (0.66) $ (0.19) • 0.0196 • (0.0519) $ (0.0108) $ (0.43) $ (0.55) 

"" . (0.0293) $ (0.1880) $ (0.0302) S (0.0909) • (O.a.) $ (1.18) $ 0.0072 • (0.0259) S (0.0658) $ (0.20) S (0.55) 
2007 $ (0.0293) $ (0.2060) $ CO.o.3Q) S (0.2322) • (O.ge) $ (2.llo1) • 0.0039 • 0.0748 $ (0.0492) S ,., • (0.41) 

"" . (0.0293) S (0.1883) S (0.0460) $ 0.0101 • 1M3) $ (6.60) • . ..,. • (0.073&) $ (0.0368) S (0.631 $ (0.31) 

"'" . (0.0293) S (0.1602) $ (0.0203) S (0.0188) $ {O.70) S (0.69) • (o.rot:?) $ (0.0521) S (0.0511) S (0"'7) $ (0.46) 
2010 $ (0.0293) $ (0.1573) S (0.0201) S (0.1353) S (0.72) S (1.31) • 0.0131 • 0.0351 S (0.0404) S ." • (0.30) 
2011 $ (0.0293) S (0. IIiH4) S (0.0221) $ {0.1591} S (OM) $ (1M) $ 0.0243 $ 0.0991 • 0.00515 • 0.95 • 0.11 
2012 S (D.0293) $ (0.1125) S (O.OS05) S (02542) $ (0.96) S (2.01) • .. - • 0 .0975 S (0.025I2) S 0.92 • (0.15) 
2013 S (0.0293) $ (0.11501) S (0.05-42) s (02283) $ (0.89) $ (1.8B) • 0.022"9 • .. -

s "~'~I' 
0.B6 • (0.13) 

2014 S (0.0293) $ (O.17~B) S (O .OS81) S (02412) S (1.02) S (2.o3) $ 0.0097 $ 0 .1512 S 0.0502 S U9 S 0.~1 

Ten Vear A>g • 10.0293) S (0.1755) S (0.0385) S (0.1395)1 S (o.aS) s (1.42) • 0.0120 • .-"", S (0.0301) S ." • (0.221 
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Exhibit Attachment B, Table 5: Class" Pricing Impacts 
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Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Class II Component 
Class II FMMO Prices· • Oct 2008 Formulas 

Prices 

SNF Skim Class lI@sld Bunerfat SNF Skim Class lI@sld 

$ 1 pound S l ew! $ JOWI S/ pound S I pound 5i / cwl S/ ewt 

olumn si nalion 8 C 0 E F G H 
Column Math 

Jan-OS $ 1.6582 $ 0.7154 $6.44 $12.02 1.6875 0.7728 6.96 $ 12.62 
Feb-OS $ 1.7009 $ .7346 $6.61 $12.33 1.7303 0.7920 7.13 $ 12.93 
Mar'()5 $ 1.6530 $ . 419 $6.68 $ 12.23 1.6823 0.7991 7.19 $ 12.83 
Apr-OS $ 1.6213 $ 0.7 $6.n $12.21 1.6506 0.8099 7.29 $ 12.81 

May-05 $ 1.4710 $ 0.761 $6.85 $11.76 1.5003 0.8184 7.37 $ 12.36 
Jun-05 $ 1.5171 $ a.ma $6.96 $12.03 1.5464 0.8311 7.48 $ 12.63 
Jul-OS $ 1.7265 $ 0.7742 $6.97 $12,7] 1.7558 0.8313 7,48 $ 13.37 

Aug-OS $ 1.7506 $ 0.7828 7.05 $12.93 1.7799 0.8400 7.56 $ 13.53 
Sep-OS $ 1.8138 $ 0.8039 $ 13.33 1.6431 0.8615 7.75 $ 13.93 
Ocl-QS $ 1.7516 $ 0.8151 $7. $13.21 1.7809 0.8745 7.87 $ 13.83 
Nov-05 $ 1.5354 $ 0.8 165 $7.35 $12.47 1.5647 0.8738 7.86 S 13.07 
Dec-05 $ 1.4267 $ 0.8280 $7.45 $12.18 1.4560 0.8852 7.97 $ 12.78 
Jan-06 $ 1.3912 $ 0.8462 $7.62 12.22 1.4205 0.9034 8.13 $ 12.82 
Fot>06 $ 1.2685 $ 0.8229 $7.41 .59 1.2978 0.8801 7.92 $ 12.19 
Mar-06 $ 1.1805 $ 0.7507 $6.76 $1 1.2098 0.8079 7.27 $ 11 .25 
Apr-Q6 $ 1.1549 $ 0.1245 $6.52 $10.3 1.1842 0.7818 7.04 $ 10.93 

May·06 $ 1.1790 $ 0.6861 $6.17 $10.09 1.2083 0.7433 6.69 $ 10.68 
Jun·06 $ 1.1642 $ 0.6739 $6.06 $9.93 1.1935 0.7342 6.61 $ 10.55 
U06 $ 1.1433 $ 0.6665 $6.00 $9.79 1.1726 0.7240 6.52 $ 10.39 

Aug-06 $ >.2220 $ 0.6n4 $6.10 $10. 16 $ 1.2513 0.7302 6.57 $ 10.72 
Sep-06 $ 1.3414 $ 0.6951 $6.26 $10.73 $ 3707 0.7495 6.75 $ 11 .31 
Oct-06 $ 1.3372 $ 0.7092 $6.38 $ 10.84 $ >. 5 0.7573 6.82 $ 11 .36 
Noy·06 $ 1.3071 $ 0.7414 $6.67 $ 11.01 $ 1.33 0.7919 7.13 $ 11 .56 
Dec-06 $ 1.2697 $ 0.8252 $7.43 $ 11 .6 1 $ 1.2990 0.8711 7.84 $ 12.11 
Jan-07 $ 1.2221 $ 0.8979 $8.08 $12.08 $ 1.2514 0.9247 8 .32 $ 12.41 
Feb-07 $ 1.2388 $ 0.9537 $8.58 $12.62 $ 1.2681 $ 0.9473 8.53 $ 12.67 
Mar-07 $ 1.3051 $ 1.0125 $9.11 $ 13.36 $ >.- $ 67 8 .97 $ 13.33 
Apr-07 $ 1.3947 $ 1.0829 $9.75 $14.29 $ 1.4240 $ >. 5 9.59 $ 14.24 

May-07 $ >'5D05 $ 1.2842 $11 .56 $16.40 $ 1.5298 $ 1.267 11.40 $ 16.36 
Jun-07 $ 1.5763 $ 1.5034 $13.53 $18.57 $ 1.6056 $ 1.4980 13.48 $ 18.63 
Jul-07 $ 1.5413 $ 1.7484 $15.74 $20.58 $ 1.5706 S 1.8010 $ 16.21 $ 21.14 

Aug-07 $ 1.5174 $ 1.8667 $16.80 $21.52 $ 1.5467 $ 1.9271 $ 17.34 $ 22.15 
Sep-07 $ 1.4395 S 1.8128 $16.86 $2 1.30 $ 1.4688 $ 1.9296 $ .37 $ 21.90 
Oct-07 $ 1.3376 $ 1.8837 $16.95 $21 .04 $ 1.3670 $ 1.9406 $ $ 21 .84 
NOy·07 $ 1.3362 S 1.9037 $17.13 $21.21 $ 1.3655 $ 1.9609 $ $ 21.81 
Dec-Q7 $ 1.3636 $ 1.7479 $15.73 $19.95 $ 1.3929 $ 1.8056 $ 20.56 
Jan-08 $ 1.2597 $ 1.6664 $15.00 $18.88 $ 1.2890 $ 1.7238 $ 
Feb-08 $ 1.2285 $ 1.5300 $13.n $17.59 $ 1.2578 $ 1.5878 $ 
Mar-08 $ 1.2885 $ 1.1800 $10.62 $14.76 $ 1.3178 $ 1.2381 $ 
Apr-08 $ 1.4039 $ 1.0952 $9.86 $14.43 $ 1.4332 $ 1.1528 $ 

May-08 $ 1.4860 $ 1.0881 $9.79 $14.65 $ 1.5153 S 1.1448 $ 
Jun-Q8 S 1.5464 $ 1.1420 $10.28 $15.33 $ 1.5757 $ ' .1992 $ 
Jul-Q8 $ 1.6083 $ 1.1895 $ 10.71 $15.96 $ 1.6376 $ 1.2461 S 

Aug-08 $ 1.6729 $ 1.2371 $11 .13 $16.60 $ 1.7022 $ 1.2934 $ 
s.p.oo $ 1.7518 $ 1.2194 $10.97 $16.72 $ 1.7811 $ 1.2769 $ 
Oct-08 $ 1.8283 $ 1.1049 $9.94 $16.00 $ 1.8577 $ 1.1622 $ 10.46 
Nov-08 $ 1.7507 $ 0.8931 $8.04 $13.88 $ 1.7800 $ 0.9467 $ 8.52 
Dec·08 $ 1.2n5 $ 0.7080 $6.37 $10.62 S 1.3068 $ 0.7644 $ 6.88 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 5: Class II Pricing Impacts 

P sal 2 (Dairy Institute) Class II Component Class II FMMO Prices - - Oct 2008 Formulas 
Prices 

Butterfat Skim Oass lI@sld Butterfat SNF S.m Class lI @sld 

S / pound S / ewt S l ew! "pound SI pound S / ewt S / owl 

Jan-09 $ 1.0861 • O. $6.27 $9.85 $ 1.1 154 • 0,7489 $ 6.74 $ 10.41 

Feb-09 $ 1.071B • 0.6 $6.12 $9.66 $ 1.1011 • 0.7367 $ 6.63 • 10.25 

M".()9 • 1.1371 • 0.6675 $6.01 $9.78 • 1.1664 • 0.7233 • 6.51 • 10.38 

A",.()9 • 1.1826 • 0.6614 $5.95 $9.88 $ 1.2119 • 0.7189 $ 6.47 • 10.49 

May-09 $ 1.2425 • 0.6643 $5.96 $10.12 $ 1.2718 • 0.7211 $ 6.49 $ 10.71 

Jun-09 • 1.2320 • a.6na .10 $10.20 • 1.2614 • 0.7344 • 6.61 • 10.79 

JuHl9 $ 1.2215 • 0.6903 1 $10.27 • 1.2508 • 0.7478 $ 6.73 $ 10.87 

Aug-09 $ 1.2268 • 0.6876 $6.1 $10.27 • 1.2561 $ 0.7444 $ 6.70 $ 10.86 

Sep-09 $ 1.2003 $ 0.7158 $6.44 $10.42 $ 1.2296 • O.n22 • 6.95 • 11.01 

Oct·Q9 $ 1.2529 • 0.7988 $7.19 $11.32 $ 1.2822 • 0.8567 $ 7.71 • 11 .93 

Nov-09 $ 1.4432 $ 0.8580 $7.72 $12.SO $ 1.4726 • 0.9311 $ 8.38 $ 13.24 

Oec-Q9 $ 1.5210 $ 0.9588 $8.63 3.65 $ 1.5503 $ 1.0156 $ 9.14 $ 14.25 

Jan·l0 $ 1.4182 • 1.1121 $10.01 $1 62 $ 1.4475 • 1.1689 $ 10.52 $ 15.22 

Feb-l 0 $ 1,4181 • 1.1447 $10.30 $14. • 1.4474 • 1.2189 $ 10.97 $ 15.65 

Mar· l 0 $ 1.5124 • 0.9857 $8.87 $13.85 $ 1.5417 • 1.0433 $ 9.39 • 14.46 

Apr·IO $ 1.5590 • 0.8854 $7.97 $13.15 $ 1.5883 $ 0.9467 $ 8.52 $ 13.78 

May· l0 $ 1.6835 • 0.9313 $6.38 $13.98 $ 1.7128 • 1.0256 $ 9.23 • 14.90 

Jun·l0 $ 1.7011 $ 1.0880 $9.79 $15.40 $ 1.7304 • 1.1456 $ 10.31 • 16.01 

Jul·l0 $ 1.8741 $ 1.1450 $10.30 $16.50 1.9034 $ 1.2022 $ 10.82 $ 17.10 

Aug-l0 $ 2.0113 $ 1.0978 $9.88 $16.57 $ 2.0406 $ 1.1322 $ 10.19 $ 16.98 

Sep-l0 $ 2.3821 • 0.9970 $8.97 $17.00 $ • 1.0544 $ 9,49 $ 17.60 

OcI·I O S 2.4212 $ 0.9783 $8.80 $16.97 $ $ 1.0356 $ 9.32 • 17.57 

Nov·l0 $ 2.2199 $ 1.0093 $9.08 $16.54 $ $ 1.0756 $ 9.68 $ 17.21 

Oec·IO $ 1.7729 $ U l330 $9.30 $15.18 $ $ 1.0900 $ • 15.77 

Jan·l1 • 2.0016 $ 1.0526 $9.48 $16.15 $ $ 1.1144 $ • 16.79 

Feb-II $ 2.2744 $ 1.0633 $9.57 $17. 19 $ • • 17.97 

Mar·11 $ 2.2636 $ 1.\877 $10.69 $18.24 $ $ $ $ 18.83 

Apr-II $ 2.1890 $ 1.3152 $11.84 $19.08 $ 2.2163 • $ • 19.66 

May· l1 $ 2.2274 $ 1.3995 $12.60 $19.95 $ 2.2567 • $ • 20.63 

Jun·ll $ 2.3479 • 1.4455 $13.01 $20.77 $ 2.3772 $ $ $ 21 .37 

Jul·l1 , 2.2288 • 1.4842 $13.36 $20.69 , 2.2581 $ 1.541 $ • 21 .29 

Aug·ll • 2.2762 $ 1.5033 $13.53 $21 .02 $ 2.3055 • 1.5522 • 21 .55 

Sep-ll $ 2.1782 $ 1,4236 $12.81 $19.99 $ 2.2075 • 1,4767 • 20.55 

OcHI $ 1.9368 $ 1.3878 $12.49 $18.63 $ 1.9662 $ 1.4422 $ $ 19.41 

Nov· l1 $ 1.9285 $ 1.3673 $12.31 $18.62 $ 1.9578 $ 1.4289 $ • 19.26 

Dec·ll $ 1.7220 • 1.3184 $11.87 $17.48 $ 1.7513 $ 1.3756 $ • 16.08 

Jan·12 $ 1.6955 $ 1.2823 $11.54 $17.07 $ 1.7246 $ 1.3389 $ $ 17.67 

Feb-12 $ 1.5516 • 1.2469 $11 .22 $16.26 $ 1.5809 $ 1.3133 $ • 16.94 

Mar·12 $ 1.5074 • 1.2335 $11.10 $15.99 $ 1.5367 $ 1.2911 $ 16.59 

Apr·12 $ 1.5422 $ 1.1925 $10.73 $15.75 • 1.5715 $ 1.2322 • 16.20 

May·12 $ 1.4239 • 1.1102 $9.99 $14.63 $ 1.4532 $ 1.1633 $ $ 15.19 

Jun-12 $ 1.4643 • 1.0211 $9.19 $13.99 $ 1.4936 $ 1.0467 $ • 14.32 

Jul·12 $ 1.6333 • 0.9451 $8.51 $13.92 $ 1.662ti $ 1.0011 $ • .51 

Aug·12 $ 1.81 16 • 0.9565 $8.61 $14.65 $ 1.6409 $ 1.0589 $ • 15. 

Sep-12 $ 1.9824 $ 1.0735 $9.66 $16.26 • 2.0117 • 1.1511 $ $ 17.04 

Oct·12 $ 2.0913 • 1.1867 $10.68 $17.63 $ 2.1206 • 1.2689 • • 16.44 

Nov·12 • 1.9995 $ 1.2798 $11.52 $18.11 • 2.0288 • 1.3478 • $ 16.81 

Dec-12 $ 1.7053 $ 1.3399 $12.06 $17.61 $ 1.7346 $ 1.4078 • $ 18.30 

Jan·13 $ 1.5945 $ 1.3751 $12.38 $17.52 • 1.6238 $ 1.4400 • $ 16.19 

Feb-13 $ 1.6395 $ 1.3785 $12.41 $17.71 • 1.6689 • 1.4567 $ • 16,49 110 
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xhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 5: Class II Pricing Impacts 

Class II FMMO Prices - - Ocl200a Formulas 

Butterfat Skim Class lI @sld Butterfat SNF Skim Class lI@std 

$ 1 pound $ 1 pound S l ew! S / ewl $ /pound $ 1 pound S/ ew\ S / ewl 

Mar-13 $ 1.7253 • 1.3874 $12.49 $18.09 , 1.7546 • 1.4600 • 13.14 • lB.82 
APf- 13 $ 1.8004 , 1.3814 2.43 $IB.3O $ 1.8297 • 1.4189 • 12.77 $ 18.73 

May-13 $ 1.7661 • 1.3391 " 5 $17.81 $ 1.7954 $ 1.3989 $ 12.59 $ 18.43 
Jun-13 $ 1.6376 $ 1.4582 $13.1 $18.40 $ 1.6669 $ 1.5322 $ 13.79 $ 19.14 
JuI·13 $ 1.5470 $ 1.5153 $13.64 $18.57 $ 1.5763 $ 1.5778 • 14.20 , 19.22 

Aug-13 $ 1.4881 $ 1.5380 $13.64 $18.57 $ 1.5174 , 1.6078 , 14.47 , 19.27 
Sapot3 $ 1,4973 $ 1.5991 $14.39 19.13 , 1.5266 , 1.6622 $ 14.96 , 19.78 
Oct-13 $ 1.6415 $ 1.6254 $14.63 ... $ 1.6708 , 1.6944 $ 15.25 $ 20.56 
Nov-13 $ 1.6113 $ 1.6719 $15.05 •• $ 1.6406 $ 1.7289 $ 15.56 $ 20.76 
Dec·13 $ 1.7449 $ 1.7081 $15.37 $20.9 $ 1.7742 $ 1.7789 $ 16.01 $ 21 .66 
Jan-14 $ 1.7651 , 1.7587 $15.83 $21 .45 $ 1.7944 $ 1.8344 $ 16.51 $ 22.21 
Feb-'4 $ 1.9686 $ 1.8303 $16.47 $22.86 $ 2.0179 $ 1.9189 $ 17.27 $ 23.73 
Mar·,4 $ 2.0'79 $ 1.9005 $17.10 $23.57 2.0472 $ 1.9633 • 17.67 $ 24.22 
Apr·a $ 2.0984 $ 1.9261 $17.33 $24.07 2.12n $ 1.991' $ 17.92 $ 24.74 

May·'4 $ 2.2498 $ 1.8949 $17.05 $24.33 $ $ 1.8956 $ 17.06 $ 24.44 
..!un·14 $ 2.4189 $ 1.7576 $15.82 $23.73 $ $ I.noo $ 15.93 $ 23.94 
Jul·' 4 $ 2.6126 $ 1.7019 $15.32 $23.92 $ $ 1.7456 $ 15.71 $ 24.41 

Aug·14 $ 2.8225 $ 1.7037 $15.33 $24.68 $ $ 1.7689 $ 15.92 $ 25.34 
Sep-14 $ 3.2244 $ 1.6517 $14.87 $25.63 $ 1.6956 $ 15.26 $ 26.11 
OcH 4$ 2.8284 $ 1.4094 $12.68 $22. 14 $ 1.3733 $ 12.36 $ 21.93 
Nov·'4 $ 2.1788 , 1.29n $11.68 $18.90 $ 1.4022 $ 12.62 $ 19.9\ 
Dec· 14 $ 2.0768 $ 1.3002 $11 .70 $18.56 $ B9 $ 12.14 $ 19.09 

Annual Avg 
2005 $ 1.6355 $ 0.n50 $6.97 $12.46 $ 1.6648 , 7.49 13.06 
200. , 1.2466 $ 0.7349 $6.61 $10.75 $ 1.2759 $ 11 .32 
2007 , 1.3978 $ 1.4798 $13.32 $17.74 $ 1.4271 , 1.5054 18.07 
200. $ 1.5085 $ 1.1711 $10.54 $15.45 $ 1.5379 $ 1.2280 16.05 
2009 $ 1.2348 , 0.7297 $6.57 $10.66 $ 1.2641 , 0.7876 11 .26 
2010 $ 1.83 11 $ 1.0339 $9.3 1 $15.39 $ 1.8605 $ 1.0949 • 16.02 
2011 $ 2.1312 , 1.3290 $1 1.96 $19.00 $ 2.1605 $ 1.3879 $ 19.62 
2012 $ 1.7007 $ 1.1556 $ 10.40 $15.99 $ 1.7300 $ 1.2184 $ 10.97 $ 
2013 $ 1.6411 $ 1.4981 $13.48 $18.75 $ 1.6704 $ 1.5631 $ 14.07 $ 
2014 $ 2.3586 • 1.6m $15.10 $22.62 $ 2.3862 $ 1.7257 $ 15.53 $ 

Teo Year Avg $ 1.66S4 $ 1.1585 $10.43 $ 15.90 $ 1.69n $ 12133 $ 10.92 $ 

27 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment S, Table 5: Class II Pricing Impacts 

Cali fomia Siale Order Prices : Current Permanent Formulas 

" " $o~ds solids 
ulilization% utilization % .. .. 

0.772ti • 12.61 0.7402 12.56 4.19 3.61 • 1.7514 • 0.7504 12.65 

0.7827 • 12.35 0.7503 12.30 4.05 4.10 • 1.6534 • 0.7598 • 12.39 

• 0._ • • 12.38 0.7576 12.33 3.96 4.28 • 1.6425 • 0.7668 • 12.41 

• 0.7971 • • 12.25 0.7647 12.20 3.99 4.55 • 1.5890 • 0.7736 • 12.28 

$ 0.8052 • 12.24 $ 12.00 0.7728 11.95 4.32 4.93 • 1.4979 • 0.7817 • 12.03 , 0.8073 • 12.20 • 11 .97 0.7749 11.92 4.56 5.26 • 1.4825 • 0.7837 • 12.00 

• 0.8119 • 12.74 $ 12.51 0.7795 12.46 4.82 5.28 • 1.6251 $ 0.7886 • 12.54 

• 0.8282 • 13.25 • • 13.01 0.7958 12.97 4.35 4.22 $ 1.7296 • 0.8055 • 13.05 

1.7714 • 0.8431 • 13.52 $ $ 13.29 0.8107 13.24 4.41 4.06 • 1.7714 • 0.8206 $ 13.33 

1.7571 • 0.8585 • 13.61 • $ 0.8318 13.37 0.8261 13.32 4.96 3.21 $ 1.7571 • 0.8377 $ 13.42 

1.6088 • 0.8697 • 13.18 • • 0.8430 0.8373 12.90 4.56 2.12 • 1.6088 S 0.8503 • 13.02 

1.4421 • 0.8728 $ 12.63 • 1.4421 • 0.8461 $ 12.35 3.95 3.33 • 1.4421 • 0.8507 $ 12.44 

1.3717 $ 0.8545 $ 12.24 $ 1.3777 $ 0.8278 • 11 .96 4.13 3.38 • 1.3717 • 0.8326 • 12.05 

1.2843 • 0.8042 • 11.48 • 1.2843 • 0.7775 $ 11.20 3.97 3.66 • 1.2843 • 0.7815 • 11.28 

1.1725 • 0.7603 • 10.71 $ 1.1725 $ 0.7336 $ 10.48 10.43 4.02 3.87 • 1.1725 • 0.7376 • 10.51 

1.1418 • 0.7416 • 10.44 $ 1.1418 • 0.7149 • 10.21 • 10.16 4.27 4.27 • 1.1418 • 0.7187 • 10.24 

1.1464 $ 0.7262 • 10.32 $ 1.1464 • 0.6995 $ 10.09 • 10.04 4.30 4.91 • 1.1464 • 0.7027 • 10.12 

1.1535 $ 0.7112 $ 10.21 • 1.1535 • 0.6845 , 9.98 $ 9.93 4.59 5.04 • 1.1535 • 0.6879 • 10.01 

1.1385 $ 0.7100 $ 10.15 $ 1.l385 $ 0.6833 $ 9.92 • • 9.87 4.96 5.03 • 1.1385 $ 0.6871 • 9.95 

1.2011 • 0.72'.33 • 10.49 • 1.2011 • 0.6966 $ 10.25 • • 10.20 4.62 3.75 $ 1.201\ $ 0.7014 • 10.30 

1.3093 • 0 .7350 • 10.97 • 1.3093 • 0.7083 • 10.73 • • 10.68 4.88 3.47 • 1.3093 • 0.7137 , 10.78 

1.3407 • 0.7524 $ 11 .23 • 1.3407 • 0.7257 $ 11.00 • • 5.14 3.28 • 1.3407 • 0.7316 • 11 .05 

1.3155 • 0.7944 • 11 .SO • 1.3155 $ 0.7617 • 11.27 • • • 5.73 2.05 • 1.3155 $ 0.7760 • 11 .34 

1.2731 • 0.8487 $ 11 .83 $ 1.2731 • 0.8220 • 11 .59 $ $ • 4.19 3.01 • 1.2731 • 0.8274 $ 11 .64 

1.2283 • 0.9008 • 12.12 $ 1.2283 $ 0.8741 • 11.89 • • • 11 .64 3.56 • 1.2283 • 0.8785 • 11.93 

1.2098 • 0.9478 • 12.47 • 1.2098 • 0.92 11 • 12.23 • 1.2098 • • 12.18 3.69 • 1.2098 • 0.9257 • 12.27 

1.2635 • 0.9696 • 12.84 • 1.2635 • 0.9429 • 12.61 • 1.2635 • $ 12.56 4.71 • 1.2635 • 0.9462 $ 12.64 

1.3433 $ 1.0632 $ 13.94 • 1.3433 • 1.0365 $ 13.70 $ 1.3433 , $ 13.65 4.89 • 1.3433 $ 1.0402 , 13.74 

1.4398 • 1.2 158 • 15.60 • 1.4398 • 1.1891 S 15.37 $ 1.4398 $ 1.1834 • 15.32 4.88 • 1.4398 • 1.1928 $ 15.40 

1.5303 • 1.3234 • 16.85 , 1.5303 $ 1.2967 • 16.62 • 1.5300 • 1.2910 • 16.57 • 1.5303 • 1.3007 • 16.65 

1.5432 • 1.5390 • 18.77 • 1.5432 • 1.5123 • 18.54 • 1.5432 • 1.5066 • 18.49 1.5432 • 1.5169 • 18.58 

1.5150 • 1.7903 • 20.85 • 1.5150 $ 1.7636 S 20.62 • 1.5150 • 1.7579 • 20.57 1.5150 $ 1.7690 • 20.67 

1.4625 • 1.9137 $ 21.74 $ 1.4625 • 1.8870 • 21.51 • 1.4625 • 1.8813 • 21.46 4.81 $ 1.8925 , 21 .56 

1.3681 • 1.9580 • 21.79 $ \.3681 $ 1.9313 • 21 .56 • 1.3681 • 1.9256 $ 21.5\ 4.67 • • 1.9372 $ 21 .61 

1.3366 • 1.9154 • 21 .31 • 1.3366 • 1.8887 • 21 .08 • 1.3366 • 1.8830 • 21.03 4.07 • 1.8960 • 21.14 

1.3549 • 1.7910 • 20.30 • 1.3549 S 1.7643 , 20.07 • 1.3549 • 1.7586 $ 20.02 3.93 • 1.7692 $ 20.11 

1.2859 $ 1.5822 • 18.24 • 1.2859 • 1.5555 • 18.01 $ 1.2859 • 1.5498 • 17.96 3.94 • $ 18.05 

1.2096 $ 1.3341 • 15.82 • 1.2096 • 1.3074 $ 15.59 $ 1.2096 • 1.3017 • 15.54 3.89 , • • 15.62 

1.2617 • 1.1957 • 14.80 • 1.2617 $ 1.1690 $ 14.57 $ 1.2617 • 1.1 633 $ 14.52 4.24 • • 14.60 

1.3656 $ 1.1557 • 14.82 , 1.3656 • 1.1290 • 14.58 • 1.3656 $ 1.1233 • 14.54 4.26 • • 14.62 

1.4545 • 1.1674 • 15.23 • 1.4545 $ 1.1407 • 15.00 $ 1.4545 • \.1350 • \4.95 4.28 • • 
1.5193 • 1.2156 • 15.68 • 1.5193 • 1.1689 • 15.64 $ 1.5193 • 1.1832 • 15.59 4.80 • • 
1.5628 • 1.2493 • 16.32 • 1.5628 , 1.2226 $ 16.09 • 1.5628 , 1.2169 • 16.04 4.96 • $ 

1.6382 • 1.2556 $ 18.64 • 1.6382 • 1.2289 • 16.41 • 1.6382 $ 1.2232 • 16.36 5.18 $ $ $ 

1.7181 • 1.1911 • 16.36 • 1.7181 S 1.1644 • 16.13 • 1.7181 • 1.1587 • 16.08 5.37 $ 1.7181 $ $ 

1.7926 • 1.0057 • 15.01 $ 1.7926 $ 0.9790 $ 14.78 • 1.7926 • 0.9733 • 14.73 4.74 • 1.7926 • $ 

1.7760 • 0.8221 • 13.36 • 1.7760 • 0.7954 • 13.12 • 1.7760 • 0.7897 $ 13.07 4.63 2.02 • 1.7760 • $ 

2~ 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 5: Class II Pricing Impacts 

California State Order Prices: Current Permanent Formulas 

~SNF SoCal Class 2 NoCal NoGal SNF NoCa! crass 2 NoGal Class 3@Class2TotalClass3TotalWeightedAvgweightedAvgweightedAV9 
Buttei1al Cia 2 @ 3.5, 8.685 Butterfat Class 2 @3.5, 8.685 Butterfat SNF Class 3 3.5, 8.685 solids solids Class 2 and Class 2 and Class 2 and 

I-~Cdl'~'~'~2'--+----'>,~I------t-~--"""~'~~""-i ____ -t ____ +--"C~I'~"~3,--+----t-----{ u\llizalion % utilization % Class 3 _ Cla.ss;3 craJ!S~ 
$ / pound $ { pound" S / ew\ $ / pound S/ pound S l ew! $ 1 pound $ / pound Sf ew! % % lat / pound SNF / pound $ f ew! 

Jan-09 $ 1.4686 $ 07511 !~1166 $ 14686 $ 0.7244 $ 11.43 $ 1.4686 $ 0.71B7 $ 11.38 4.41 3.22 $ 1.4686 $ 0.7297 $ 11.48 
Feb-09 $ 1.1515 $ 07249 $ 1033 $ 11515 $ 0.6982 $ 10.09 $ 1.1515 $ 0.6925 $ 10.04 4.82 3.71 $ 1.1515 $ 0.7033 $ 10.14 
Mar-09 $ 1.0783 $ 07112 $ 95 $ 10783 $ 0.6845 $ 9.72 $ 1.07B3 $ a.B7ae $ 9.67 4.93 4.06 $ 1.0783 $ 0.6892 $ 9.76 
Apr-09 $ 1.1121 $ 07060 $ 10 $ 11121 $ 0.6793 $ 9.79 $ 1.1121 $ 0.6736 $ 9.74 4.94 4.55 $ 1.1121 $ 0.6835 $ 9.83 

May-09 $ 1.1670 $ 07064 $ 1022 ~1670 $ 0.6797 $ 9.99 $ 1.1670 $ 0.6740 $ 9.94 5.07 4.76 $ 1.1670 $ 0.6838 $ 10.02 
Jun-Q9 $ 1.2102 $ 07097 $ 1040 $ 12102 $ 0.6830 $ 10.17 $ 1.2102 $ 0.6773 $ 10.12 5.42 4.83 $ 1.2102 $ 0.6874 $ 10.21 
Jul-Q9 $ 1.2328 $ 07158 $ 1053 $ 2328 $ 0.6891 $ 10.30 $ 1.2328 $ 0.6834 $ 10.25 5.16 4.62 $ 1.2328 $ 0.6935 $ 10.34 

Aug-09 $ 1.2216 $ 07195 $ 1052 $ 1 16 $ 0.6928 $ 10.29 $ 1.2216 $ 0.6871 $ 10.24 5.67 4.67 $ 1.2216 $ 0.6975 $ 10.33 
Sep.Q9 $ 1.2117 $ 07322 $ 1060 $ 121 $ 07055 $ 1037 $ 1.2117 $ 0.6998 $ 10.32 5.70 4.31 $ 1.2117 $ 0.7106 $ 10.41 
Oct-Q9 $ 1.2000 $ 0.7980 $ 11.13 $ 12000 ~n13 $ 1090 $ 1.2000 $ 0.7656 $ 10.85 5.89 3.49 $ 1.2000 $ 0.m6 $ 10.95 
Nov-Q9 $ 1.2242 $ 0.8648 $ 11.80 $ 12242 $ 08381 $ 11 56 $ 1.2242 $ 0.8324 $ 11.51 6.27 2.84 $ 1.2242 $ 0.8455 $ 11 .63 
Oec-Q9 $ 1.3821 $ 0.9204 $ 12.83 $ 13821 $ 8937 $ 12.60 $ 1.3821 $ 0.8880 $ 12.55 5.84 2.29 $ 1.3821 $ 0.9017 $ 12.67 
Jan-1O $ 1.4785 $ 1.0667 $ 14.44 $ 14785 $ 1 $ 1421 $ 1.4785 $ 1.0343 $ 14.16 4.84 2.86 $ 1.4785 $ 1.0463 $ 14.26 
Feb-l0 $ 1.4288 $ 1.1152 $ 14.69 $ 14288 $ 1088 $ 1445 $ 1.4288 $ 1.0828 $ 14.40 4.78 3.16 $ 1.4288 $ 1.0943 S 14.50 
Mar-l0 $ 1.3912 $ 1.0142 S 13.68 $ 13912 $ 0.9875 N345 $ 1.3912 $ 0.9818 $ 13.40 5.38 4.09 $ 1.3912 S 0.9926 $ 13.49 
Apr-IO $ 1.4325 $ 0.9449 $ '3.22 $ 1.4325 $ 09182 $ 1299 $ 1.4325 $ 0.9'25 $ 12.94 5.23 4.64 $ 1.4325 $ 0.9226 $ 13.03 

May-IO $ 1.5335 $ 0.9476 $ 13.60 $ '5335 S 09209 $ 37 $ 1.5335 $ 0.9152 $ 13.32 5.51 4.51 S 1.5335 $ 0.9257 $ 13.41 
Jun-IO $ 1.6168 $ 0.9837 $ 14.20 $ 16168 $ 09570 $ 13 $ 16168 $ 09513 $ 13.92 5.68 4.74 $ ' .6'68 $ 0.96'7 $ 14.01 
Jul-IO $ 1.67OB $ 1.0635 $ 15.08 $ 1.6708 $ 1.0368 $ 1485~6708 $ 10311 $ 14.80 5.46 4.26 $ 1.6708 $ 1.0418 $ 14.90 

Aug-IO $ 1.7726 $ 1.1187 $ 15.92 $ ' .n26 $ 1.0920 $ 1569 $ I m6 $ 10863 $ 15.64 5.61 4.86 $ 1.7726 $ 1.0965 $ '5.73 
Sep-,O $ 1.9534 $ 1.0708 $ 16.14 $ 1.9534 $ 1.0441 $ 1590 $ 534 $ '0384 $ 15.86 6.01 4.25 $ 1.9534 $ 1.0496 $ 15.95 
Oct-l0 $ 2.2250 $ 1.0180 $ 16.63 $ 2.2250 $ 0.9913 $ 1640 $ 22 $ 09856 $ 16.35 5.78 3.24 $ 2.2250 $ 0.9978 $ '6.45 
Nov-IO $ 2.3952 $ 1.0045 $ 17.11 $ 2.3952 $ 0.9778 $ 1688 $ 23952 Hi9721 $ 16.83 5.78 2.51 $ 2.3952 $ 0.9854 $ '6.94 
Dec-'O $ 2.2724 $ 1.0384 $ 16.97 $ 2.2724 $ 1.0117 $ 1674 $ 22724 $ 10060 $ 16.69 5.03 2.10 $ 2.2724 $ 1.0194 $ 16.81 
Jan-II $ 1.9223 $ 1.0659 $ 15.99 $ ' .9223 $ 1.0392 $ 1575 $ 19223 $ 0335 $ 15.70 4.42 2.85 $ '.9223 $ 1.0451 $ 15.80 
Feb-II $ 1.8743 $ '.0938 $ 16.06 $ 1.8743 $ 1.0671 $ 1583 $ 18743 $ I 4 $ 15.78 4.93 3.55 $ 1.8743 $ 1.0725 $ '5.87 
Mar-'I $ 2.1476 $ 1.1 679 $ 17.66 $ 2.1476 $ \.14'2 $ 1743 $ 21476 $ , 135 $ 1738 494 4.15 $ 2.1476 $ \.1459 $ 17.47 
Apr-II $ 2.2440 $ 1.2n3 $ 18.95 $ 2.2440 $ 1.2506 $ 18.72 $ 2.2440 $ 12449 ~867 445 3.45 $ 2.2440 $ 1.2556 $ 18.76 

May-II $ 2.1997 $ 1.3857 $ 19.73 $ 2.1997 $ 1.3590 $ 19.50 $ 2.1997 $ 13533 $ 1945 475 3.42 $ 2.'997 $ 1.3644 $ 19.55 
Jun·11 $ 2.1750 $ 1.4459 $ 20.17 $ 2.1750 $ '.4'92 $ 19.94 $ 2.1750 $ '4135 $ 9 533 4.35 $ 2.1750 $ 1.4240 $ 19.98 
Jul· l, $ 2.2562 $ '.4900 $ . 20.84 $ 2.2562 $ 1.4633 $ 20.61 $ 2.2562 $ 14576 $ 205 N510 4.14 $ 2.2562 $ 1.4681 $ 20.65 

Aug· 11 $ 2.2449 $ 1.5020 $ 20.90 $ 2.2449 $ 1.4753 $ 20.67 $ 2.2449 $ 14696 $ 2062 505 4.21 $ 2.2449 $ 1.4800 $ 20.71 
Sap-II $ 2.2175 $ 1.4808 $ 20.62 $ 2.2'75 $ 1.4541 $ 20.39 $ 2.2175 $ 14484 $ 2034 500 3.47 $ 2.2175 $ ' .4596 $ 20.44 
Oct-II $ 2.1643 $ 1.4667 $ 20.31 $ 2.1643 $ '.4400 $ 20.08 $ 2.1643 $ 14343 $ 2003 4 3.18 $ 2.1643 $ 1.4462 $ 20.13 
Nov-II $ 1.9955 $ 1.4327 $ 19.43 $ 1.9955 $ 1.4060 $ 19.20 $ 1.9955 $ 14003 $ 1915 53 2.68 $ 1.9955 $ 1.4130 $ 19.26 
Dec-II $ ' .8925 $ 1.3828 $ 18.63 $ 1.8925 $ 1.3561 $ '8.40 $ 1.8925 $ 1.3504 $ 18.35 4.70 N.Ol $ 1.8925 $ 1.3637 $ 18.47 
Jan·12 $ 1.7829 $ 1.3292 $ 17.78 $ 1.7829 $ 1.3025 $ 17.55 $ 1.7829 $ 1.2968 $ 17.50 4.49 2.57 $ 1.7829 $ 1.3089 $ 17.61 
Feb-12 $ 1.6n2 $ 1.2843 $ 17.02 $ 1.6772 $ ' .2576 $ 16.79 $ ' .6n2 $ 1.2519 $ 16.74 4.53 . $ 1.6m $ 1.2634 $ 16.84 
Mar,'2 $ 1.5741 $ 1.2634 $ 16.48 $ 1.5741 $ 1.2367 $ 16.25 $ 1.5741 $ 1.2310 $ 16.20 4.34 3.2 ~'5741 $ 1.2419 $ 16.29 
Apr, '2 $ ' .5003 $ 1.2443 $ 16.06 $ 1.5003 $ 1.2'76 $ 15.83 $ 1.5003 $ 1.2119 $ 15.78 4.44 3.33 $ 1.5003 $ 1.2228 $ 15.87 

May·12 $ 1.4939 $ 1.2015 $ 15.66 $ 1.4939 $ 1.1748 $ 15.43 $ 1.4939 $ 1.1691 $ 15.38 4.54 3.43 $ 939 $ 1.1800 $ 15.48 
Jun-12 $ 1.4184 $ 1.1236 $ 14.72 $ 1.4184 $ ' .0969 $ 14.49 $ 1.4184 $ ' .09'2 $ 14.44 4.48 3.61 $ 1.4 $ 1.1011 $ 14.53 
JuI-12 $ 1.4281 $ 1.0307 $ 13.95 $ 1.4281 $ 1.0040 $ 13.72 $ 1.4281 $ 0.9983 $ 13.67 5.16 4.16 $ 1.4281 ~0088 $ 1376 

Aug·12 $ 1.5538 $ 0.9830 $ 13.98 $ 1.5538 $ 0.9563 $ 13.74 $ 1.5538 $ 0.9506 $ 13.69 5.70 4.48 $ 15538 $ 09613 $ 1379 
Sep-12 $ 1.7209 $ 1.0441 $ 15.09 $ 1.7209 $ 1.0174 $ 14.86 $ 1.7209 $ ' .0117 $ 14.81 5.64 3.6' $ 17209 $ 0233 $ 1491 
Oct-,2 $ '.9020 $ 1.1507 $ 16.65 $ 1.9020 $ ' .1240 $ 16.42 $ 1.9020 $ 1.1183 $ 16.37 6.16 3.58 $ 19020 $ , 3 $ 1647 
Nov-12 $ 2.0108 $ 1.2543 $ 17.93 $ 2.0108 $ 1.2276 $ '7.70 $ 2.0108 $ 1.2219 $ 17.65 6.08 2.94 $ 2010B $ 1 $ 1776 
0ec-12 $ 2.0070 $ 1.3506 $ 18.75 $ 2.0070 $ 1.3239 $ 18.52 $ 2.0070 $ 1.3182 $ 18.47 4.54 1.92 $ 20070 $ 13316 ~859 
Jan·13 $ 1.8108 $ 1.4014 $ 18.51 $ 1.8108 $ 1.3747 $ 18.28 $ 1.8108 $ 1.3690 $ 18.23 4.68 1.99 $ 18108 $ 13824 $ 1834 
Feb-'3 $ 1.5915 $ 1.4216 $ 17.92 $ 1.5915 $ 1.3949 $ 17.68 $ 1.5915 $ 1.3892 $ 17.64 4.93 2.85 $ 15915 $ \40'3 $ '774 

SaCal 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 5: Class II Pricing Impacts 

~ California Slate Order Prices: Current Permanent Formulas 

SoCal 

~~F SoCal Class 2 NoCa! 
NoGal SNF NoGal Class 2 

NoGal Class 3@ 
Class 2 Total Class 3 T olal Weighted Avg weighted Avg Weighted Avg 

Butterfat @3.5, 8.685 
Butterfat Class 2 @3.S,8.685 

Butterfat SNF Class 3 
3.5, 8.685 

sOlids solids Class ~~nd Class 2 and CI~~.S:~nd 
Class 2 r.'ass 2 Class 3 utilization % utilization % Class Class 3 lass 

T 

$ 1 pound S/ pound 

fS 
S I pound 

" pound 
S l ew! "pound "pound $/"" " % fat I pound SNF ' pound S/ cw! 

Mar-13 • 1.5771 $ 1.4407 $ 18.03 $ 1.5777 • 1.4140 $ 17.80 • l.sn7 $ 1.4083 • 17.75 4.64 3.21 • 1.5777 • 1.4198 $ 17.85 

Apr-13 $ 1.6623 $ 1.4347 , 8 $ 1.6623 • 1.4080 $ 18.05 $ 1.6623 $ 1.4023 • 16.00 4.91 3.66 $ 1.6623 $ 1.4132 $ 18.09 

MaY-13 $ 1.7505 $ 1.4000 $ 18. S 1.7505 $ 1.3733 $ 18.05 $ 1.7505 $ 1.3676 $ 18.00 5.11 3.72 $ 1.7505 $ 1.3786 $ 18.10 

Jun-!3 $ 1.7478 $ 1.4220 $ 18.47 

~ 
$ 1.3953 $ 18.24 $ 1.7478 $ 1.3896 $ 18.19 4.60 3.75 $ 1.7478 $ 1.4001 $ 18.28 

Jul-13 $ 1.6367 $ 1.5052 $ 18.80 $ 1.6367 $ 1.4785 $ 18.57 • 1.6367 $ 1.4728 $ 18.52 4.84 3.94 $ 1.6367 $ 1.4833 $ 18.61 

Aug-13 $ 1.5486 $ 1.5710 $ 19.06 $ 86 $ 1.5443 $ 18.83 $ 1.5486 $ 1.5386 $ 18.78 5.44 3.55 $ 1.5486 $ 1.5501 $ 18.88 

Sep-13 $ 1.4729 $ 1.6106 $ 19.14 $ 1.4 

Nf! 
$ 18.91 $ 1.4729 $ 1.5782 $ 18.86 5.12 3.39 $ 1.4729 $ 1.5897 $ 18.96 

Oct-13 $ 1.4798 $ 1.6569 $ 19.57 $ 14798 $ 1934 $ 1.4798 $ 1.6245 $ 19.29 5.69 3.18 $ 1.4798 • 1.6367 $ 19.39 

Nov-13 $ 1.5657 $ 1.6969 $ 20.22 $ 1 5657 $ 1 6702 $ 1999 $ 1.5657 $ 1.6645 • 19.94 5.73 3.38 $ 1.5657 • 1.6765 $ 20.04 

Dec-13 $ 1.6234 $ 1.7408 $ 20.80 $ 1 6234 $ 141 $ 20 57 $ 1.6234 $ 1.7064 $ 20.52 5.31 1.78 $ 1.6234 $ 1.7227 • 20.64 

Jan-14 $ 1.6641 $ 1.79 11 $ 21 .38 $ 16641 $ 17 

~ 
$ 1.6641 $ 1.7587 $ 21.10 4.61 3.02 $ 1.6641 $ 1.n02 $ 21 .20 

Feb--1 4 $ 1.7337 $ 1.8493 $ 22. 13 $ 1 7337 $ I 8226 $ 1.7337 $ 1.8169 $ 21.85 4.85 3.23 $ 1.7337 $ 1.8283 S 21 .95 

Mar-14 $ 1.8607 $ 1.9086 $ 23.09 $ 18607 $ 18819 $ 2286 $ 1.8607 • 1.8762 $ 22.81 5.14 3.49 $ 1.8607 • 1.8875 $ 22.91 

ApI'"-1 4 $ 1.9711 $ 1.9354 $ 23.71 $ 19711 $ 1 9087 $ 48 $ 1.971 \ • 1.9030 • 23.43 4.88 3.49 $ 1.971 1 $ 1.9141 $ 23.52 

May-14 $ 2.0445 $ 1.9167 $ 23.82 $ 20445 $ 1 8920 $ 23 

~ 
$ • 8863 $ 23.54 4.72 3.51 $ 2.0445 • 1.8972 $ 23.63 

Jun-14 $ 2.1807 $ 1.8178 $ 23.42 $ 2.1807 $ 1.7911 $ 2319 21807 $ 1 7654 $ 23.14 5.32 4.14 $ 2.1607 $ 1.7961 $ 23.23 

Jul-1 4 $ 2.3601 $ 1.7391 $ 23.36 $ 2.3601 $ 1.7124 $ 2313 $ 23601 $ 1 7067 $ 23.08 5.13 4.56 $ 2.3601 • 1.7168 $ 23.17 

Aug-14 $ 2.5623 $ 1.7246 $ 23.95 $ 2.5623 $ 1.6979 $ 2371 $ 623 $ 1 6922 $ 23.66 5.34 3.70 $ 2.5623 $ 1.7035 $ 23.76 

Sep-14 $ 2.7410 $ 1.698\ $ 24.34 $ 2.7410 $ 1.6714 $ 2411 $ 27 

~ 
$ 24.06 5.66 3.78 $ 2.7410 $ 1.6nl $ 24.16 

Oct-\4$ 3.0324 $ 1.5316 $ 23.92 $ 3.0324 $ 1.5049 $ 23 68 $ 30324 14992 $ 23.63 5.00 3.15 • 3.0324 $ 1.5109 $ 23.74 

Nov-1 4 $ 3.0211 $ 1.4023 $ 22.75 $ 3.0211 $ 1.3756 $ 2252 $ 3021 1 $ 3699 $ 22.47 5.14 2.63 $ 3.0211 $ 1.3825 $ 22.58 

Dec-14 • 2.4381 $ 1.3736 $ 20.46 $ 2.4381 $ 1.3469 • 20 23 $ 24381 $ • $ 20.18 5.02 2.10 • 2.4381 $ 1.3546 $ 20.30 

Annual Avg 
2005 $ 1.6692 $ 0.8102 $ 12.88 $ 1.6692 $ 0.7835 $ 12.65 $ 1.6692 $ 07nB ~ 4 33 4.06 $ 1.6692 $ 0.7878 $ 12.68 

2006 $ 1.2520 $ 0.7655 • 11.03 $ 1.2520 $ 0.7388 $ 10.80 $ 1.2520 $ 07331 
• 10 

455 3.85 $ 1.2520 $ 0.7435 $ 10.84 

2007 • 1.3761 $ 1.3655 • 16.68 • 1.3761 $ 1.3388 $ 16.44 $ 1.3761 $ 13331 $ 1639 

~ 
3.76 $ 1.3761 $ 1.3436 $ 16.49 

2008 $ 1.4949 $ 1.2471 $ 16.06 $ 1.4949 $ 1.2204 $ 15.63 $ 1.4949 $ 12147 $ 1578 452 3.72 $ 1.4949 • 1.2252 $ 15.87 

200' $ 1.2217 $ 0.7550 $ 10.83 $ 1.2217 $ 0.7283 $ 10.60 $ 1.2217 • 07226 $ 1055 3.95 $ 1.2217 $ 0.7336 $ 10.65 

2010 $ 1.7642 $ 1.0322 $ 15. 14 $ 1.7642 • 1.0055 $ 14.91 $ \.7642 $ 09998 $ 1486 542 

N 
$ 1 7642 $ 10111 $ 14.96 

2011 $ 2.1112 • 1.3493 $ 19.11 $ 2.1112 $ 1.3226 $ 18.88 $ 2.1112 $ 1.3169 • 18.83 494 346 $ 21112 $ .3282 $ 18.92 

2012 $ 1.6725 $ 1.1883 $ 16.17 $ 1.6725 $ 1.1616 $ 15.94 $ 1.6725 $ 1.1559 $ 15.89 501 

H! 
$ 11674 $ 15.99 

2013 $ 1.6223 $ 1.5252 $ 18.92 $ 1.6223 $ 1.4985 $ 18.69 $ 1.6223 $ 1.4928 $ 18.64 510 3 $ 1 5045 $ 18.74 

2014 $ 2.3008 $ 1.7242 • 23.03 $ 2.3008 $ 1.6975 $ 22.80 $ 2.3008 $ 1.6918 $ 22.75 507 340 $ 23008 $ 1 7032 $ 22.85 

en Year Avg $ 1.6485 $ 1.1762 $ 15.99 $ 1.6485 • 1.1495 $ 15.75 $ 1.6485 $ 1.1438 $ 15.70 488 365 $ 1648 ~'1548 $ 15.80 

Column W nOle: weighted average calculated using simple averageof SoCa] & NoCal Class 2 prices and statewide Class 3 price weighted by uUlizalion 

~ 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 5: Class II Pricing Impacts 

Column Desl nation 
Column Math 

Jan-QS $ 
Feb-05 $ 
Mar-QS $ 
Apr-05 $ 

May-oS $ 
Jun-05 $ 
Jut-OS $ 

Aug-OS $ 
Sep-05 $ 
Ocl-GS $ 
Nov-oS $ 
Oec-os $ 
Jan-06 $ 
Feb-06 $ 
Mar-06 $ 
Apr-06 $ 
May-06 $ 
Jun-oS $ 
JuI-06 $ 

Aug-06 $ 
Sop-06 $ 

""-os • 
Nov-()6 $ 
Dec-06 $ 
Jan-07 $ 
Feb-07 $ 
Mar-07 $ 
Apr-07 $ 

May-07 $ 
Jun-07 $ 
Jul-07 $ 

Aug-07 $ 
Sap-07 $ 
Oct·07 $ 
Nov-07 $ 
0ec.Q7$ 
Jan-08 $ 
Feb-<l8 $ 
Mar-Qa $ 
Apr-oa $ 

May-oa $ 
Jun-oa $ 
Jul'()8 $ 

Aug-08 $ 
Sep-08 $ 
Oct-08 $ 
Nov-oa $ 
Dec-08 $ 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Proposal Less : 

FMMOClass II Califomia Siale Order Weighted 
Class 2 (restated to current formula) 

Butterfat ~F Skim OassH@sld Butlerial SNF 
Class2@ 

FMMO 
Standard 

$ / pound $ / PO~ $I OWl "OWl $I pound $ 1 pound S/ewl 

U 
A·E 

(0.0293) $ 
(0.0294) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(O.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0294) S 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0293) S 
(0.0294) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) S 

v w X Y Z AA 
B·F C - H 0 - 1 A-T S-U C - V 

(00574) S 1052) $ (0.60) $ (0.2632) $ (0.0191) $ (1.09) 
(00574) $ (0 52) $ (O.60) $ (0.0505) $ (0.0159) S (0.31) 
(OO5n) $ 052) $ (0.60) $ (0.0004) $ (0.0179) S (0.16) 
(0 0572) $ (2) S (0.60) $ (0.0212) $ (0.0141) S (0.20) 
(00571) $ (0 $ (060) S (0.1180) $ (0.0123) S (0.52) 
(00573) $ (052) 110 60) S 0.0192 S (0.0079) S (0.00) 
(0.0571) $ (0 51) (060) $ 0.2440 $ (0.0096) S 0.77 
(0.0572) $ (052) $ (060) S 0.1255 S (0.0058) S 0.39 
(0.0576) S (052) S (060) S 0.0842 $ (0.0016) $ 0.28 
(0.0594) $ (0 53) S 62) $ (0.0 198) S (0.0055) S (0.1 2) 
(0.0573) $ (052) $ (0) S (0.2217) S (0.0212) $ (0.96) 
(0.0572) $ (052) $ (0 $ (0.1821) $ (0.0223) $ (0.83) 
(0.05n) $ (052) $ (0 60) f'\.... $ (0.0509) $ (0.0046) S (022) 
(0.0572) S (051) S (060)1" $ (0 1092) $ (00097) $ (0.47) 
(0.0572) S (0.52) $ (0.60) ~o 1038) S (0 0308) S (0.63) 
(0.0573) S (0.52) $ (0.60) $ (00176) $ (00131) S (0. 18) 
(0.0572) S (0.52) $ (0.60) $ 00372 S (00326) $ (0.15) 
(0.0603) $ (0.54) $ (0.63) $ 178 $ (00288) $ (0.19) 
(0.0575) $ (0.52) S (0.60) $ (00 2) S (00214) $ (0.22) 
(0.0528) $ (0.48) $ (0.56) $ 0083 $ (00097) $ 021 

(0.0544) $ (0.49) $ (0.58) $ 01403 ti0 0063) $ 0.44 
(0.0481) $ (0.43) $ (0.52) $ 00279 $ (00046) $ 0.06 
(0.0505) $ (0.45) $ (0.54) $ (00336) S 0097 $ (0.03) 
(0.0459) $ (0.41) $ (0.50) $ (00458) S 0 91 $ 0.27 
(0.0268) S (0.24) $ (0.34) $ (00510) $ 00 S 0.43 

0.0064 $ 0.06 S (0.05) s. 000
09
'0
53
' $$ 000

08
75 .. N$ 0, 0969 

0.0158 $ 0.14 $ 0.03 
0.0174 S 0.16 S 0.05 S 0.1312 $ 01367 $ 165 
0.0170 $ 0.15 $ 0.04 $ 0.1572 $ 02440 S 267 
0.0054 $ 0.05 $ (0.06) $ 0.1365 $ 03105 $ 17 

(O.0526) $ (0.47) $ (0.56) $ 0.0110 $ 0 4477 S 3 
(0.0604) S (0.54) $ (0.63) $ (0.0258) S 03498 $ 29 
(0.0568) S (0.51) $ (0.60) $ (0.0755) $ 01038 $ 064 
(0.0569) $ (0.51) $ (0.60) $ (0.1249) $ (0.0089) $ (0.5 1) 
(0.0572) $ (0.52) S (0.60) $ (0.0319) S (0.0336) $ (0.40) 
(0.0577) S (0.52) $ (0.60) $ 0.0270 $ (0.1 481 ) S (1.19) 
(0.0574) $ (0.52) $ (0.60) $ (0.0952) $ (0.1028) $ (1.23) 
(0.0578) $ (0.52) $ (0.60) $ (0.0574) $ (0.0302) S (0.46) 
(0.0581) S (0.52) $ (0.6 1) S 0.0789 S (0.1313) S (0.86) 
(0.0576) S (0.52) $ (0.60) $ 0.1 422 $ (0.0777) S (0.18) 
(0.0567) $ (0.51) $ (0.60) S 0.1204 $ (0.0449) S 0.03 
(0.0572) $ (0.52) $ (0.60) S 0.0919 S (0.0019) S 0.31 
(0.0566) S (0.51) $ (0.59) S 0.0890 $ (0.0035) S 0.28 
(0.0563) S (0.51) $ (0.59) $ 0. 1101 S 0.0098 S 0.47 
(0.0575) $ (0.52) $ (0.60) $ 0.1136 S (0.0146) S 0.27 
(0.0573) $ (0.52) $ (0.60) $ 0.11 02 S (0.0654) S (0.18) 
(0.0536) $ (0.48) $ (0.57) $ (0.0419) $ (0.0919) $ (0.94) 
(0.0564) $ (0.51) $ (0.59) $ (0.4985) $ (0.0950) $ (2.57) 
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Exhibit _ __ Attachment B, Table 5: Class II Pricing Impacts 

Jan-09 $ 
Feb-09 $ 
Mar-09 $ 
Apr-Q9 $ 

May.()9 $ 
Jun-09 $ 
JuI-09 $ 

Aug-Q9 $ 
Sep--09 $ 
OcHJ9 $ 
Nov-Q9 $ 
Deo.()9 • 
Jan- l0 $ 
Feb-tO $ 
Mar-tO $ 
Apr-tO $ 

May-tO $ 
Jun- l 0 $ 
JuI-l0 $ 

Aug-. l 0 $ 
Sep- l0 $ 
Oct-tO $ 
Nov-IO $ 
Dec-tO $ 
Jan-1t $ 
feb-ll $ 
Mar-II $ 
Apr-II $ 

May-II $ 
Jun-1! $ 
Jul·11 $ 

Aug-II $ 
Sep-l1 $ 
Oct-ll $ 
Nov-II $ 
Dec-It $ 
Jan-12 $ 
Feb-12 $ 
Mar-12 $ 
Apr-,2 S 

May-12 $ 
Jun-12 $ 
Ju!-12 $ 

Aug-12 $ 
Sep-12 $ 
Oct·12 $ 
Nov-12 $ 
Oec-12 $ 
Jan-13 $ 
Feb-13 $ 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Proposal Less: 

FMMOClass II 

SNF Skim Class lI @std 

$ 1 S{ pound 

(0.0 3) $ (0.0522) $ 
(0.029 $ (0.0567) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0558) $ 
(0.0293) (0.0575) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0568) $ 
(0.0294) $ 0 .0566) $ 
(0.0293) $ ( 575) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0 ) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0 $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0579) 
(0.0294) $ (0.0731) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0568) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0568) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0742) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0576) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0613) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0943) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0576) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0344) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0574) $ 
(0.0294) $ (0.0573) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0663) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0570) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0616) $ 
(0.0293) $ (o.onS) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0567) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0548) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0661) $ 
(0.0293) $ (O.OSS7) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0569) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0489) $ 
(0.0293) $ (O.0531) $ 
(0.0294) $ (0.0544) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0616) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0572) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0566) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0664) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0576) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0397) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0531) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0256) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0560) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.1024) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.On6) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0822) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0680) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0679) $ 
(0.0293) $ (0.0649) $ 
(0.0294) $ (0.0782) $ 

$lew! 

(0.47) $ 
(0.51) $ 
(0.50) $ 
(0.52) $ 
(0.51) $ 
(0.51) $ 
(0.52) $ 
(0.51) S 
(0.51) $ 
(0.52) $ 
(0.66) $ 
(0.51) $ 
(0.51) $ 

.67) $ 
I . 2) • 
(0. $ 
(0.S5 S 
(0.52) 
(0.52) $ 
(0.31) $ 
(0.52) $ 
(0.52) $ 
(0.60) $ 
(0.51) $ 
(0.55) $ 
(0.70) $ 
(0.51) $ 
(0.49) $ 
(0.60) $ 
(0.5 1) $ 
(0.51) $ 
(0.44) $ 
(0.48) $ 
(0.49) $ 
(0.55) $ 
(0.52) $ 
(0.51) $ 
(0.60) $ 
(0.52) $ 
(0.36) $ 
(0.48) $ 
(0.23) $ 
(0.50) $ 
(0.92) $ 
(0.70) $ 
(0.74) $ 
(0.61) $ 
(0.61) $ 
(O.SS) $ 
(0.70) $ 

$/owl 

(0.56) 
(0.60) 
(0.59) 
(0 .60) 
(0.60) 
(0.59) 
(0.60) 
(0.60) 
(0.59) 
(0.61) 
(0.74) 
(0.60) 
(0.60) 
(0.75) 
(0.60) 
(0.64) 
(0.92) 
(0.60) 
(0.60) 
(0.40) 
0.60) 

( 60) 
(0. ) 
(0. 
(0.64) 
(0.78) 
(0.60) 
(0.58) 
(O.SS) 
(O.SO) 
(O.SO) 
(0.53) 
(O.SS) 
(0.58) 
(0.64) 
(O.SO) 
(0.59) 
(O.SS) 
(0.60) 
(OA5) 
(0.56) 
(0.33) 
(0.59) 
(0.99) 
(0.78) 
(0.82) 
(0.69) 
(0.69) 
(0.67) 
(0 .78) 

California Stale Order Weighted 
Class 2 (restated to current formula) 

Class2@ 
Butterfat SNF FMMO 

$ 1 pound $ 1 pound 

(0.3825) $ (0.0330) $ 
(0.0797) $ (0.0233) $ 
0.0588 $ (0.0218) $ 
0.Q705 $ (0.0221) $ 
0.0755 $ (0.0195) $ 
0.0218 $ (0.0096) $ 
(0.0113) $ (0.0032) $ 
0.0052 $ (0.0100) $ 
(0.0114) $ 0.0051 $ 
0.0529 $ 0.0212 $ 
0.2190 $ 0.0125 $ 
0.1389 $ 0.0571 $ 
(0.0603) $ 0.0658 $ 
(0.0107) $ 0.0504 $ 
0.1212 $ (0.0069) $ 
0.1265 $ (0.0372) $ 
0.1500 $ 0.0056 $ 
0.0843 $ 0.1263 $ 
0.2033 $ 0.1032 $ 
0.2387 $ 0.0013 $ 
0.4287 $ (0.0526) $ 
0.1962 $ (0.0195) $ 
(0.1753) $ 0.0239 $ 
(0,4995) $ 0.0135 $ 
0.0793 $ o.oon $ 
0.4001 $ (0.0092) $ 
0.1160 $ 0.0418 $ 

(0.0550) $ 0.0595 $ 
0.02n $ 0.0351 $ 
0.1729 $ 0.0215 $ 
0.0274) $ 0.0161 $ 

.0313 $ 0.0233 $ 
(0. 93) $ (0.0361) $ 
to. ) $ (0.0584) $ 
(0.067 $ (0.0457) $ 
(0.1 705) (0.0454) $ 
(0.0874) (0.0266) $ 
(0.1256) $ (0.01 65) $ 
(0.0667) $ 0.0084) $ 
0.0419 $ ( 03) $ 

(0.0700) $ (0. 98) $ 
0.0459 $ (0.08 S 
0.2052 $ (0.0638 $ 
0.2578 S (0.0048) 
0.2615 $ 0.0502 
0.1893 $ 0.0563 

(0.01 13) $ 0.0450 
(0.3017) S 0.()083 $ 
(0.2163) $ (0.0073) $ 
0.0480 $ (0.0228) $ 

Standard 

$ / owI 

(1.63) 
(0.48) 
0 .02 
0.05 
0.09 

(0.0 1) 
(0.07) 
(0.07) 
0.00 
0.37 
0.87 
0.98 
0.36 
0"0 
0.36 
0.12 
0.57 
1.39 
1.61 
0.85 
1.04 
0.52 

(0,41) 
(1.63) 
0.34 
1.32 
o.n 
0.32 
0.40 
0.79 
0.04 
0.31 

(0.45) 
(1.30) 
(0.63) 
(0.99) 
(0.54) 
(O.SS) 
(0.31) 
(0.12) 
(0.85) 
(0.54) 
0.16 
0.86 
1.35 
1.15 
0.35 

sa) 
(0. ) 
(0.03 
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Exhibit Attachment B, Table 5: Class II Pricing Impacts 

"\ Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Proposal Less : 

\ FMMO Class II 
California State Order Weighted 

Class 2 (restated to current formula) 

Annual 

Class 2@ 
Butterfat 

~ 
Skim Class lI@sld Butterfat SNF FMMO 

Standard 

S/pound " "" "owI "owI S/pound $ 1 pound $/ewl 

Mar-13 S (00293) $ (00 6) $ (0.65) $ (0.73) • 0.1476 • (0.0324) • 0.24 
Apr-13 $ (00293) $ (0037 

~ 
• (043) • 0.1381 • (0.0318) $ 0.21 

May-13 $ (0.0293) $ (0 0598) • (0 62) • 0.0156 • (0.0395) $ (0.29) 
Jurl-\3 $ (0.0293) $ (00740) $ (067) • (075) • (0.1102) $ 0.0581 • 0.12 
Jul-13 $ (0.0293) $ (00625) $ (056) • (065) • (0.0897) $ 0.0320 • (0.04) 

Aug-13 $ (0.0293) $ (00698) $ 063) $ (071) • (0.0605) $ (0.0121) $ (0.32) 
Sap-13 $ (0.0293) $ (0063 1) $ 57) $ (065) • 0.0244 • 0.0094 • 0.17 
OcI-13 $ (0.0293) S (00690) $ (0) $ (070) $ 0.1617 • (0.0113) $ 0.47 
Nov-13 $ (0.0293) S (00570) S (051 

~ 
• 0.0456 • (0.0046) $ 0.12 

Dec-13 $ (0.0293) $ (00708) $ (064) $ 0.1215 • (0.0146) $ 0.30 
Jan-14 $ (0.0293) $ (00757) S (068) $ (076) • 0.1010 $ (0.0115) $ 0.25 
Feb-14 $ (0.0293) $ (00886) S (080) $ (087) $ 0.2549 • 0.()()19 • 0.91 
Mar-1 4 • (0.0293) $ (00628) $ (057) $ 65) • 0.1572 • 0.0129 • 0.66 
Apr-14 • (0.0293) $ (00650) S (059) $ (0 n • 0.1273 • 0.0120 • 0.55 

May-1 4 • (0.0293) $ (00007) S (001) S (0 1 $ 0.2053 $ (0.0023) $ 0.70 
Jun-14 • (0.0294) $ (0.0124) $ (0.11) $ (0.2 1) 

'" 
$ 0.2382 $ (0.0385) $ 0.50 

JuI-14 • (0.0293) $ (0.0437) $ (0.39) $ (0.48) $ 0.2525 $ (0.0149) $ 0.75 
Aug-14 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0652) $ (0.59) $ (0.67) 

~: 
0.0002 • 0.91 

Sep-14 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0439) $ (0.40) $ (0.48) (0.0254) $ 1.47 
OcH 4 $ (0.0293) $ 0.036 1 $ 0.32 $ 0.21 $ (0.2040) $ (0.1015) $ (1.60) 
Nov-14 $ (0.0293) S (0.1045) $ (0.94) $ (1.01) $ 8423) $ (0.0848) $ (3.68) 
Dec-14 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0487) $ (0.44) $ (0.53) $ (0. 13) $ (0.0545) $ (1.74) .. , 

2005 • (0.0293) $ (0.0575) $ (0.52) $ (0.60) • (00337) 

I~ 
• (0 23) 

2006 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0547) $ (0.49) $ (0.58) • (00054) $ 00086) $ (0 09) 
2007 • (0.0293) $ (0.0256) $ (0.23) $ (0.32) • 00216 $ 1362 $ 126 
2008 • (0.0293) $ (0.0569) $ (0.51) $ (0.60) • 00136 $ (0 1) $ (042) 
2009 • (0.0293) $ (0.0579) $ (0.52) $ (0.6 1) • 00132 $ (0003 

N 
2010 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0610) S (0.55) $ (0.63) • 00669 $ 00228 
2011 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0588) $ (0.53) $ (0.61) • 00200 $ 00009 $ 008 
2012 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0628) $ (0.57) $ (0.65) • 00282 $ (00117) $ (000) 
2013 • (0.0293) $ (0.0650) $ (0.58) $ (0.67) • 00188 $ (00064) $ 001 
2014 • (0.0293) $ (0.0479) $ (0.43) $ (0.52) • 00560 $ (00255) $ (3) 

TenYe arAvg • (0.0293) $ (0.0548) $ (0.49) $ (0.58) • 0.0199 • 0.0037 • 0.10 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 6: Class I Pricing Impacts 

Pro osal 2 Oai Institute Class I 
Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Western Advanced Component 

Prices (based upon default values) Proposal 2 Class I Skim Mover per eVIl Skim Mover: Higher of Class III 
(whey or WPC factor) or Class I Component Pflces 

Column Desl n 

Column Math 

Jan-05 S 

Feb_05 S 

Mar·05 $ 

Apr-05 S 

May-05 S 
Jun·05 $ 

Jul'05 S 
Aug-05 S 

Sop·05 S 

Oct·05 S 

Nov-05 S 

Dec·05 $ 
Jan-oo S 

Feb-06 S 

Mar·06 S 

Apr.06 S 
May-06 S 

Jun·06 S 

Jul-06 S 

Aug-06 S 

Sep.05 S 

Oct-06 S 

Nov'06 S 
Dec-06 S 

Jan-07 S 
Feb-07 S 

Mar·07 S 

Apr-07 S 

May-07 S 

Jun·07 S 

Jul-07 S 

Aug-07 S 
Sep·07 S 
Oc!·07 S 

Nov·07 S 

Dec-07 S 

Jan-Oo $ 

Feb·OS S 
Mar-OS S 
Apr-OB S 

May·08 $ 

Jun·OS $ 

Jut·08 S 

Aug-08 S 

Sep-08 S 
Oct-08 S 

N~v·oe S 

Oec·OS S 

Jan-09 S 

Feb-09 S 
Mar·09 S 

Apr-09 S 

May-09 S 

Jun·09 S 

PrOleln 

, 

2.8669 S 

22113 S 

2,6974 

23380 

25346 

2,4447 

2,4196 

22501 S 

20261 

1,9357 

23478 S 

2.1149 

2.16Dl 

2.2022 

2.0278 

1.7195 

1.7642 

16821 

1.8401 S 

1.7872 S 

1.6799 S 

1.8110 S 

1,8651 S 

1.8533 S 

2.2604 S 

22161 S 

2,1461 S 

21439 S 

22925 

2,8078 

33718 

4.0755 

3,6493 

4,1749 

3,9860 

41004 

46659 

4,2653 

3,5333 

43828 S 

3,5349 

3,9047 

4,6517 

38794 S 

36631 

29724 

3.4890 

~.9153 

3.4470 S 

2,6121 S 

1.7033 

2.0148 

2.0659 

1.7019 

Dlher Solids 
Wheyl<.ctor 

0.0065 S 

0.0111 

0.0109 

0.0115 

0.0230 

0.0231 

0,0320 

0.0436 

00484 

0,0547 

0,0702 S 

00732 

0,OS97 

01052 

0,1194 

0,1138 

0.0703 

0.0451 

0,0457 

0.0436 S 

0.0569 S 

0.0813 

0.1161 S 

0.1<08 S 

0.1728 S 

0.2231 S 

0.3721 S 

0.4787 S 

0.5496 S 

0.5408 S 

0.5379 

0.5207 S 

004178 

0.2587 

0.1790 

0.2072 

0.2261 

0.2067 

0.0309 

0.0033 

0.0160 

0,0322 

0.0413 

0.0327 S 

0.0117 S 

(0.0135) S 

(0.0415) S 

(0,0491) S 

(0 C6??) S 

(00692) S 

(0,0853) S 

(D 0763) S 

{00537) S 

(0,C052) S 

Other S<JI,ds 
WPC Faclor 

c 

0,0424 

00424 S 

0.0424 

0,0424 

0.0424 

0.0424 

0.0424 

0.0424 

0.0424 S 

0.0424 

0.0424 

0.0424 

0.0424 

0.0424 S 

0.0424 S 

0,0424 S 

0.0424 S 

0.0424 

0,0424 

0.0424 S 

0,0424 

0.0424 

00424 

0,0424 

00424 S 

0.1053 S 

0,1645 

02127 

0.2363 S 

0,2542 

0,2542 

0.2539 S 

0,2060 

0,1705 

0,1437 

0,1303 S 

01155 S 

01007 

0,0889 

D,0844 S 

00764 

0,0424 S 

0,0424 

00424 

0,0424 S 

00424 S 

00424 

0,0424 

00424 S 

0.0424 

0,0424 

Q.0424 

Q.0424 S 

00424 S 

SNF Solids 
Gill skim Whey CIII'Kim 'NPC 

FaCior Faclor 

{A'3,lj+(B< (Ax31)+(C, 

0,6378 

06570 

0.0641 S 

0,6749 S 

06834 S 

0.6961 S 

0.6963 S 

0.7050 S 

0.7265 S 

0.73S5 S 

0.7388 

0.7502 

0.76B4 

0,7451 

O.072S S 

0.6458 

0.6083 

0.5992 S 

0,589Q 

05952 

05145 

0,6223 

05569 S 

0,7361 

07897 

08123 

08617 S 

0,9305 

1,1322 

13630 

1,6660 

1,7921 

1 7946 S 

1 8056 S 

I 8259 S 

1,6706 

158S8 

14528 

1.1031 

1.0178 

1.0098 

1.0643 

1.1111 S 

1.1584 

Ll419 

1.0268 

O.Bl14 

0.6297 S 

0.6142 

0.6016 

0.58BO S 

0,5837 

05866 S 

05997 S 

5.g) 5,9) 

aS3 S 
6,92 

'" 7.32 S 

7,99 

7,71 

7,69 S 

723 S 

6,57 

6.32 

7.69 S 

6.99 S 

7.29 S 

7A5 

6.99 

6.00 

5.88 

5.48 

5.97 S 

5,80 

554 

.00 
6.47 

'" 8,03 S 

8,19 .. , 
947 S 

10,35 S 

11,8~ 

13.63 S 

15.71 

13,78 

14.47 

1341 

13.93 

15.BO 

14A4 

11.14 

13.04 

11.05 

12.29 

14.66 

12.22 

11.49 S 

9.13 

10.57 

'" 1029 

7,69 

He 

'" 6,09 

'" 

9,14 

7.11 S 

8.61 

7,50 

8.11 S 

7.83 S 

7,75 S 

7.23 S 

6.53 S 

8,25 

'" ." 
7,01 

70S S 

6,54 

5,58 

5?2 S 

546 S 

5.95 S 

5.79 

5.46 

5.86 S 

6.03 

.CO 
7.25 S 

7.49 S 

7,62 S 

7,90 S 

850 S 

10,20 

11,95 

1413 

12,53 S 

13,95 

13,20 

13.48 S 

1515 

13.B2 

11.48 

14.0S 

11.41 S 

12.35 

14.67 

12.28 

11.67 S 

9.46 S 

11.07 S 

9,29 

10.94 

a35 
5,53 

650 S 

665 

5,53 

elV,kim Class I Skim C[~ss I Skim Class I SNF Closs r SNF 

>'"'C'''''V''~C ""-Ot'""j , .... he) L-e'"O_"~ "'.'c::: 
'~clo "010' Ioc'c_ 

(0 <9) Higher of E or G Higher of F or G (Hx 74)19 (I x 74) 19 

5,74 

5,91 

593 S 

6,07 

6.15 

5.25 

5.27 

6.35 

6.54 

6.65 S 

6,65 S 

675 S 

6,92 

6,71 

6.06 S 

5.B2 S 

5.47 S 

5.39 

5.30 S 

5.36 S 

5.53 

5.60 

5.91 

6.62 S 
7.1' S 

73\ S 

'" 8,37 

10,19 

1227 S 

14,99 

16,13 

1615 

1625 
,,~ 

1504 

14,3D 

13.0B 

9.93 

9.16 

9.C9 

9.56 

10.00 

10.43 

10.28 

9,24 

7.30 S 

00, 
5,53 

'" '" 5,25 

e<, 
540 S 

8.93 S 

6.92 S 
8.43 

7.32 

7.99 

7.71 

7.69 

7.23 S 

8,57 S ... 
'" 6,99 

729 

7.45 S 

0.99 

6.00 

5.88 

5.48 

5.S7 S 

5,80 S 

554 S 
eo, 
6.47 .. , 
8,03 

8.1S 

8.85 

9.47 

1035 S 

12.27 S 

14.99 S 

16.13 

16.15 

16.25 

16.43 

1504 S 

15,80 

14.44 

11 14 S 

1364 S 

11,05 

1229 S 

14.56 S 

12.22 

11.49 S 

924 S 

10.57 

B.75 

'0.29 

7,69 

529 S 

'"0 
6,09 

'" 

9.14 

7.11 

8.61 

7.50 S 

B.ll S 

7,B3 

7.75 

723 S 

o~ 

6,66 

753 

6,81 

7.01 

7.08 

0.54 

5.82 

5.72 S 

5.46 

595 S 

"" 5,,, 

5 80 S 

6,03 S 

662 S 

725 S 

H9 S 
7,76 S 

'" 10.19 

12.27 

14.99 

16.13 

16,15 

1625 

16.43 

1504 

1515 

13,82 

11.48 

1408 S 

1141 S 

12,35 

14.67 

1228 S 

11.67 S 

9.46 S 

11.07 

9.29 

10.94 S 

8.35 

5.53 

0;, 

'0; 
5,53 

0,7541 S 

0.5844 

0.7119 

0,6181 

06747 S 

0,6511 S 

0,6494 

06105 
Q.5548 

0.5624 

0.6494 S 

0.5903 

0,6156 

o 62g1 

0,5903 

0,5067 

04965 S 

0.462B 

05041 

04898 S 

0.4678 S 

0.5143 

0.5464 S 

0.5590 S 

0.5781 S 

0.0916 S 

0.7473 

0.7S97 

0.8740 

1.0361 

1,2656 

13621 S 

1.3538 

1,3722 

1.3874 

12700 S 

1.3342 S 

1.21g4 

0.9407 

1.1518 S 

0.g331 S 

10378 

1,2380 

10319 

0,9703 

07803 

05926 S 

0.7389 

o 6E89 

0.6494 S 

0.4467 

0.4898 

0.5143 

0.4560 S 

07718 S 

06004 

0.7271 

0,6333 

0.6848 

0.8612 

0.6544 $ 

0.6105 S 

0.5523 

0,5624 

0.6359 

05751 

0,5920 

05979 

0,5523 

04915 

0.4830 S 

OA611 

0.5024 

04889 S 

0.4670 S 

04948 S 

05092 S 

0,5590 S 

0.6131 S 

00325 

0.5553 

0.7068 

0.Boo5 

1.0361 

1.2£58 

1.3621 

1.3638 

1,3722 S 

1.3874 S 

127GO S 

12793 

11670 

0,9694 

11890 

09035 

1.0429 

1.2386 

1.0370 S 

0.9B55 S 

0.7988 

09348 

0,7845 

0.9236 S 

0.7051 

0,~670 

0.54B9 S 

0.5616 

0.4670 
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Class I Fluid 
Car"er 

Cia", I Fluid 
Carlle' 

M 

(H, 0.24)1 
87,815 {1.0.24)187615 

0.024 

0.0189 

0.0230 

0·0200 

0.0218 

0,0211 

0,02'0 S 

00198 S 

0,0180 

0,01a2 

0.0210 S 

0.0191 

0,0199 

00204 

0,0191 

0,0164 

00161 S 

0,0150 

D.Ole3 

0.0159 S 

0.0151 S 

0.0166 

0,0177 

00181 S 

00219 S 

00224 

0,0242 

0.0259 

0.02B3 

0.0335 

0·0410 

0.0441 

0,0441 

0,C4~4 

0,0449 

00411 

0-0432 S 

0.0395 

0.0304 

0.0373 S 

0.0302 S 

0.n35 

0.0401 

0.0334 

0.03g S 
00253 

0,0289 

° 0239 
o 02Bl S 

0.02\0 S 

0,0145 S 

D.0159 S 

00166 

0,014S 

0,0250 

00184 

00235 

0,0205 

0.Q222 S 

0.0214 S 

0.0212 

0.0198 

0.0179 S 

0,0182 

0.0206 

0018(; 

0,0192 

00193 S 

0,0179 S 

0,0159 S 

0.0156 S 

0.0149 

0,0183 

00156 

0,0'51 

00160 

0,0165 

O,Olal 

o 01SS 

00205 S 

0,0212 

0.0229 

0.0278 S 

0.0335 

0.0410 

O.~441 S 

0.0441 S 

0,0444 

0,04.:9 

00411 

00414 S 

00373 

0,0314 

0.0385 

0.0312 

0.0338 

0,0401 

0,0335 

0.0319 

00259 S 

00303 S 

0,0254 S 

0.02g9 S 

0.022B S 

0.0151 S 

0.0178 S 

0.0182 

0,0'51 

Class I Base Milk Price Class I Prices with Differentials 

NeGal {51.Bu) NoCallS1 ao) SoCaIIS2.IOI SaC"IIS2 I OJ 

- a' 5 'Ie d 

o 

~
(3 5 < N) + (B,6B5 

(3,5 xN)_ (8,68. x K). (87,815' 
• J) + (87.815 < L) M) 

1.9767 S 15.01 IS 15.82 S 

1.6357 S 12.46 i S 12.05 
1.6579S 1401'S 14.lQ 

1.62l? 

1.6007 

1.4165 

1.4511 

1,7323 

1,6794 

1 7750 S 

1.7\51 S 

15544 

1.3912 

1.3665 

1.2653 S 

1.1590 S 

1.\203 

1 1484 

1.1302 

1,102~ 

1.1578 S 

1,3096 S 

1.2891 S 

,2655 

1.2430 

1.17S3 

1.2077 S 

1,2845 

1.33"3 S 

1 442g S 

1,5682 S 

1,4979 

15354 

14\70 

1.3271 S 

1.3072 

1.3286 

1.2SG7 S 

12080 S 

1,2428 

13619 

1 4590 S 
1,5055 S 

1,5779 S 

1,6392 

16B93 

t 7831 S 

1,7363 

1.3426 

1.0583 S 

1.0361 S 

1.Q9"3 S 

1 1462 S 

1.1960 

1282 S 

13,38 

1246 

1256 S 

13.10 

1227 

12.70 S 

13,49 

12,24 

1197 S 

12,03 

1123 

9.90 S 

9.64 

9.35 

9.77 

9,50 

'" ; 
10,51 S 

1081 

18.87 S 

12 17 S 

:2.10 

1<.84 

1371 

14,74 

16 99 

2008 

20,94 

21,09 

20.78 S 

20.64 S 

19.22 

20.03 

18.47 

15.D7 S 

17.63 

15,52 

17 Q7 S 

1954 S 

1742 S 

1692 

1491 

:6.53 

14.60 

14,72 

11 19 S 

'" 9,48 

9,94 

9.44 

13.00 S 

13.50 

12,58 

12,62 

1310 S 

12,24 S 

12.70 S 

13.33 

12.07 

11.69 S 

11,67 S 

10,79 S 

972 $ 

9049 S 

9,33 S 

9.75 S 

9.49 

9.44 S 

10.29 S 

10.30 

IO.B7 

1 ~ ,42 S 

11,41 S 

1176 S 

1264 

1459 

15.99 S 

20.08 

20.94 

2109 

207B 

20 E4 

1922 

19,40 

17,86 S 

15.40 S 

lB.06 S 

15.87 

1?13 

19.55 S 

17,48 S 

17.10 

15,12 

1702 

15.12 S 

1535 

11.83 

9.01 

10,16 S 

;0.48 

957 S 

Class I W».ey 
faclof@ 

q 

0'$\.80 

17.41 S 

1426 

15,81 

g62 S 

15.18 

14,26 

14,36 

14.90 

14.07 S 

14.50 

15.29 S 

14.04 

13,77 

1383 S 

13,03 

11,70 S 

1144 5 

\ \.15 S 

11.57 S 

11.30 

1124 

1231 

12,61 

1267 S 

1397 

1390 

14,64 

15.51 S 

16.54 

18.79 

21.B8 

22.74 

22,69 

22.58 S 

22.44 

2102 S 

2183 

20,27 

16.87 

.9,43 S 

17 32 

18,87 

2134 

1922 S 

18 72 S 

1671 

18,33 

16.40 

16.52 

12.99 

10.56 S 

1128 S 

11,74 S 

11,24 

Class I WPC 
F.clor@ 
Standard 

e 

17.62 S 

14.45 S 

15,98 

14.80 

1530 S 

14,33 S 

14.42 

1490 

14.04 S 

14.50 $ 

15.13 

13,87 

1349 

1347 

12,59 

11,52 S 

11.29 S 

11.13 S 

11.55 S 

1 \.29 S 

1124 S 

12.09 S 

12,18 S 

1267 S 

1322 S 

1321 

13,,6 

14.44 

16.39 

18.79 

218B 

2274 

22,89 

22 58 S 

2244 S 

2102 S 

21.20 

19.56 

17.20 S 

19.86 

17.67 

18.93 S 

2135 S 

1928 S 

1890 S 

16,92 

16,1;2 

1592 

17.15 

13.63 

10 81 S 

'196 S 
12,28 

1137 

CI<ls.;IWhey 
laolor@ 
Staodard 

e 

17.71 S 

14.56 

16,11 

1492 S 

1548 

14,56 

14,68 

15.20 S 

14.37 

1'.80 

15.59 S 

14,34 S 

1407 

14,13 

1333 S 

12.00 S 

11.74 

11.45 

1187 S 

11.60 S 

1154 S 

1261 S 

12,91 S 

12.97 

1427 

14.20 

14.94 

15.81 

16.84 

1909 S 

2218 S 

23,04 

2319 S 

2288 S 

22.74 S 

2132 

22,13 

20.57 

17.17 

1973 

17,62 

19,17 

21.64 S 

1952 S 

19.02 

17.01 

18.63 

16.70 S 

16,82 S 

13,29 

1088 

1155 

12,04 

1154 S 

CI.r.sIWPC 
Facior@ 
Standard , 
? S2.10 

17,92 

14.75 

16.26 

15,10 

15 eo 
1468 

1472 

15,20 

14.34 

14.80 

15.43 

14.17 

13.79 

13.77 

12,89 

11,82 

1159 

11.43 

11.85 

11.59 

11,54 

1239 

1248 

12,97 

13.52 

13.51 

13.68 

14,74 

16.69 

19,09 

22.18 

23.04 

23,19 

22,e8 

22,74 

2132 

21.50 

19.96 

17.50 

2D.lo 

1797 

19,23 

2165 

1958 

1920 

17 ~2 

19,12 

17.22 

17.45 

13.93 

1111 

1226 

12,58 

1167 



Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 6: Class I Pricing Impacts 

Pro osal 2 Dai Institute Class I 

Column Des; n" 

Column~alh 

Jul·09 S 
Aug-09 S 

Sep-09 S 

Ocl·09 S 
Ncv-09 S 

Dec-09 $ 

Jan-IO S 

Feb·tO S 
Mar-1O S 

ApHO S 

May.l0 S 

Jun-l0 $ 

Jul-l0 $ 

Aug.10 S 
Sep-IO S 

Oct-IO S 

Nov·IO S 

Oec-IO S 

Jan·l1 S 

Feb-l1 S 

Mar-l1 S 

Apr.l1 $ 

May-ll 

Jun·ll 

Jul-l1 S 

Aug-ll S 

Sep"1 S 
Ocl·n S 
Nev·ll $ 

Oec-ll S 
Jan·12 S 

Feb·12 S 

Ma!-12 S 

Apr-12 S 

May-12 S 

Jun·12 S 

Jul-12 S 

Aug-I2 S 

Sep"2 S 

Oct·12 S 
No'-12 $ 

Oec-12 S 
Jao-13 $ 

Feb·13 $ 

Msr·13 S 
Ap,-13 S 

MaY-I3 S 

Jun-13 S 
Jul·13 S 

Aug-13 S 
Sop-13 S 
Ocl·l, S 
Nov-13 $ 

00C-13 S 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Western Advanced Component 
Prices (based Lpon default values) Proposal 2 Class I Skim Mover per Cwt Skim Mover: Higher of Class III 

(whey or WPG factor) or 

Protein 

, 

1.5952 

1.6143 

1,7830 S 

2,,984 S 

22143 

2,5364 

2.7410 

,.1336 

2.5090 

2.2007 

17611 S 

19382 S 

2,1838 S 

17851 

2,2562 

2.0934 

2.2869 $ 

2.2646 S 

2.0961 S 

1.6266 S 

1,9924 S 

3.1952 

2,5310 S 

20770 S 

23875 S 

36404 

3,6610 

J,1524 $ 

2.8738 

2.7446 

,.4396 S 

2.5979 

24997 

2.4399 

2,5631 

2.6444 S 

26485 

2,7970 

2,8323 

30980 

32156 

3.7310 

3,5045 

J.1700 $ 

2.9435 S 

2.7601 S 

2.6443 S 

3.J817 S 

3.2599 

3,1502 

3,1723 

J 3651 

3,0497 

3.4690 

ether Solids 
WheyfacloI 

0.0284 S 

0.0515 S 

0,0,82 S 

0.0,86 

00837 

0,1111 

0,1294 

01566 

0,1602 

0.1491 

0.1301 

0.12S6 

0.1355 S 

01282 

0,1249 

0,1271 

01299 

0,1383 

0.1452 

0.1588 

0.1826 

0.2312 

0,2474 

0.261B 

02913 S 

03190 S 

0,3364 S 

03633 

03860 

0.4068 

04301 S 

0.4678 

0.4283 

0.3~56 $ 

0.3758 $ 

0.J071 

0.2759 

0,2646 

0.3056 

03534 

0,3870 

0,4199 

0434' S 

o 428a S 

04147 S 

03833 

0.3527 

0.3469 

0.3437 

0,3498 

o 04BD S 

03521 

0,3466 

03477 

Other Sol,ds 
WPC Faclor 

c 

0.0424 S 
0.0424 

0.0424 

0.0424 S 

0.0424 

0,0424 

0,0424 

00424 S 
o 0~24 S 

0.0424 S 

0.0424 

0.0424 
0.[1424 

0.0424 

0,0424 

0,0424 

001.24 

0,0424 

00501 

0,0634 

0.1290 

0.1757 S 

0.2250 S 

0.2441 S 

02470 S 

0,2371 S 

0,2198 S 

02003 S 

0,2037 

0,2089 

02321 S 

02333 

0,2267 

0.1942 

0.1511 

0.1135 S 

0.0925 

0.0879 

0.10B3 S 

0.1245 

01274 

0,1317 S 

01364 S 

01315 S 

01198 S 

01281 S 

0,1429 $ 

0.1570 S 

0.1695 

0,1751 

0.1864 S 

0.2394 

0,25<2 

02542 

SNF Solids 
CIII s~im Whey 

Factor 
Glil skim WPC 

Factor 

(Ax3,1)+(B< (A.<31)+(Cl 

0.6125 

0.6098 

0.6375 

0,7212 

0,7963 

08802 

10341 S 

1.0835 

0.9083 

0.8121 S 

0.8904 

1,0101 

10573 

0,9976 

a 919J S 

09004 S 

0.9404 S 

0.9551 S 

0.9793 

1.0065 

1.1099 

1,2352 

1,3308 S 

13671 

1,4064 

1.4172 

1.3413 

1.3073 S 

1,2941 S 

1.2402 S 

1.2041 

1.1780 

I 1557 

10967 S 

10282 S 

091 \2 

0,8664 

09239 

1.0159 S 

1.1337 

1.2125 

1.~727 $ 

1.3054 S 

1.3214 S 

13254 

1,2833 

I 26J7 S 

13970 

1.4424 

14726 

1.5259 

1.5594 

1.5941 S 

1 6434 S 

5_9) 5.9) 

5,1\ 

5,31 

5.87 

7.78 

7.36 S 

852 S 
9.25 S 

10.64 S 

872 S 

"" 6,23 $ 

6.77 

7.58 

6.29 $ 

7.73 

'" 7,86 $ 

'M 
7,35 

5.98 

7.25 

11.27 

9.31 

7.9S 

912 S 

1317 S 

1333 

11,92 

1119 

10.92 

13.20 

10.S1 

10.28 

9,84 

1016 

10.Q1 

9,84 S 

1023 

10,59 

11.59 S 

12.25 S 

14.04 

13.43 

12,36 S 

11.57 S 

1082 S 

1028 

12,53 

1213 S 

11.83 

11.89 

1251 S 

11.51 

1287 

5.20 S 

5.25 

5.78 

7.69 S 

7.11 

6,11 

8,75 

996 S 

8.03 

7.07 

5.71 

6.26 

7,02 

578 S 

7,24 

6,74 

7.J4 $ 

7.27 S 
6,7g S 

5.42 

6,94 

1094 

9,17 

7.88 S 

8.86 S 

12.68 S 

12,65 S 

10.95 S 

1011 

9,74 

1203 
,~ 

9,09 

8,71 

8.84 

8.87 S 

8.76 S 

9,19 S 

943 S 

10.34 

In 72 

12,34 

1167 $ 

10.60 S 

9.83 

9.31 

9,04 S 

1141 

1111 

10,80 

10,93 S 

11.B4 

10.95 

12.32 S 

GIV,kim 

G 

Cia •• I Skim 

C~' 0,'" ",'I,ef 

'''O'~r 

c-e'C,,[ W~,; 
i~,:tc' 

(0 x9) H.gher or E Or G Hlghe, of F or G 

5.51 

5,49 

5,74 S 

'" 7,17 

7.92 S 
9.31 S 

9.75 S 

8,17 

'" 8 01 S 
9,09 S 
9.61 

B,98 

8.27 S 

"W 
8,~6 

B.60 S 
8.Bl 

9.06 

g.99 S 

11.12 S 

1198 

1230 

12,66 

12,75 

12.07 S 

11.77 

11,65 

11.16 S 

1084 

10,60 

10,40 

'" 9.25 S 

8.20 

7.80 

8·,2 S 

9.'4 

1020 

10,91 

1145 S 

11 75 

11.89 

11.93 S 

\1.55 S 

1137 S 

1257 

12,98 

1325 

13.74 

14.03 

14.35 S 

14.79 

5,51 

5-49 S 

5.87 

7.76 

7.36 S 

"" .. , 
10.64 

8.72 

no 
"O' 
00, 
9,61 

898 S 

8.27 S 

8.10 

8,46 

B 60 S 

6,81 S 

906 

9,99 

11.27 

11.98 

12,30 

1266 $ 

1317 

13.33 

\1,92 S 

11.65 S 

1116 S 

13.20 S 

1081 S 

10.40 

9.87 

10.16 

10,01 

'M 
1023 

10,59 

11,69 

12.25 

14.04 

13.43 

'2.36 

11,93 

1155 S 

1137 

12,57 

12.96 S 

13.25 

13.74 

14,03 

1435 

14,79 

5.51 S 

'" 5,78 

7.69 S 

7.17 

8,1 t 

9,31 S 

9 g6 S 

8.17 S 

7,31 S 

B.01 S 

909 S 
9,51 

'" 8,27 

9.10 

8.46 S 

8,60 S 

881 S 

9,06 

9,99 

11.12 

!I.n 
12.30 

12.66 S 

1275 

12,65 

11.77 

11.65 

t 1,16 S 

12.03 S 

1060 

10,40 

9,87 S 

9,25 S 

8.87 

8.76 

9.\9 

9.43 S 

1034 S 

1091 S 

12,34 $ 

11 75 S 

11.89 S 

11.93 

1155 

11,~7 S 

1257 S 

1298 

13.25 S 

13.74 S 

'4.03 

14,35 

14,]9 S 

Class I Component Prices 

Class I SNF Class I SNF 

"'c; =e·Tc""d :'.'F'; 
"c','~ 1~"0r 

(H x.74)/9 

0,4653 

0.4636 

04857 S 

06570 

0.6215 

0.7195 $ 

0,7862 

0.8985 S 

0,7364 S 

06502 

06764 

0·7676 

0.8115 

0,7583 

06984 S 

0.0840 

0.7144 

0.7262 S 

0,7440 S 

0,7651 S 

08436 

0,9517 

1.0116 S 

1.0387 S 

1.0691 

1,1121 

I 1256 S 

LOOS6 $ 

0,9838 

0.9424 S 

1.1147 S 

0,9128 

08782 

08335 

08580 

0.8453 

0,8309 S 

0.8639 

08943 

0,9872 

1,0344 S 

1.1856 

1.1341 

1-0437 

1.0074 

0,9753 S 

09601 

10515 

1,0961 

1.1189 

1 1603 

1.1048 

1.211B 

1.2489 

(I •. 74)19 

04653 S 

G.4636 

OA88\ 

0.6494 S 

0.6055 

0.5846 

07862 

O,841l S 

0.6899 S 

0.6!73 S 

06764 

07676 

0,8115 

0.7583 S 

0.6984 S 

0.5B40 

07144 

07262 

0,7440 $ 

0.7651 S 

0,8436 S 

08390 

1,01 \6 

1.0367 

1.0691 S 

1.0757 S 

1.0682 S 

D,9939 

09838 

0,9424 

1.0159 S 

0.B951 

0.8782 

0,8335 

0,7811 

o 74BO $ 

0.7397 S 

0.7760 S 

0.7963 

08732 

09213 

10420 

0,9922 S 

LU040 S 

1.0074 

09753 

0,9601 

1,0615 S 

1.0961 

1 \ !89 

1.1603 

11848 

1.2118 

1,2489 S 

Page 2 

Class I FlUid 
Camor 

""'::'; 

Class I FlUid 
Carr:., 

'", 
M 

(H, 024) 1 
B7.815 

(I.02~1167.815 

0.0151 

0,0150 

D0160 

0.0213 

0,0201 S 

0.0233 S 

00254 S 

00291 S 
0.0238 

0.0210 

0.0219 

0.0246 S 
00263 

0,0245 

0.0226 S 

0.0221 

0,0231 

0,0235 S 

0.0241 

0,0248 S 

00273 S 

0,0306 S 

00327 S 

0.0335 S 

0.034e S 

0,0360 S 

00364 

00326 

0.0318 

0.0305 S 

0.0361 

0,0295 

00284 

00270 

0.0278 

0.0274 

0,0269 S 

00280 S 

0.0289 

0,0319 

0.0335 S 

0.0384 S 

0.0367 S 

0,0336 

00326 

0.0316 

0.0311 S 

00344 

0,0355 S 

0,0362 S 

0.0375 

0.0383 S 

0,D392 

00404 S 

0.0151 S 

00150 

0,0158 

0.G210 S 

0.0196 

0.0222 

0,0254 

00272 

0.0223 

0.0200 

0.0219 S 

00248 S 

0,0263 S 

0.0245 

0.0226 

0.0221 

00231 

0,0235 

0.0241 

0.0248 

0,0273 

00304 $ 

0.0327 S 

00336 S 

0.0346 S 

0.0348 

0,0346 

00322 S 

00318 

0.0305 

0.0329 S 

0.0290 

0,0284 

0.0270 

0,0253 

0.0242 S 

0.0239 

0,0251 

0,0258 

00283 S 

0.0296 

0.0337 

OD321 

0.0325 S 

0.0326 

0.0316 

0.0311 

0,D344 S 

00355 

0.0362 

0.0376 

0.0083 

0,0392 

0,0404 

12125 

1.1592 S 
1.20B9 

\.1484 

'2195 S 

13753 S 
15317 S 

1.3533 S 

1395B S 

14522 S 

1,5363 S 
1.E598 S 

1.6282 

1.6342 

19490 

23037 

2,3936 S 

2.2791 

17139 

18446 S 

2,2579 S 

2,2026 S 

2.1427 S 

2,2\43 S 

2,0212 S 

2,193B S 

22618 S 

2.1456 S 

1.8622 

1 S634 

1,683S 

1.6612 S 

1.5797 

1.4682 

15076 

1.3722 S 

1.4037 

1.5829 

17804 

1,9451 S 

20614 

2.0206 

1.6895 

1.5870 S 

1,6007 S 

1,6632 S 

1.7398 

1.7443 

1,6246 S 

15412 S 

14863 S 

1.4170 S 

1.6198 

15429 

Class I Base Milk Price Class I Prices with Dirterenlials 

~oCai (51.BO) NoCal IS' .80) SoCal ($2,'0) 

o 

9.61 

9,<0 S 

"" 11.59 

11.43 

1311 S 

1442 

15.09 

13.37 S 

12.61 

13,17 

1466 

15.05 

15,16 

1487 S 

1595 S 

'6,61 

10.35 

14,57 S 

152a S 

17.63. 

18,aS 

1916 

19,]2 

20.45 S 

20.50 

20.B9 

19,11 S 

17,86 S 

17.74 S 

18,74 

16,34 

1565 

14.75 

!5.17 

14.55 

14,49 S 

1550 S 

la 54 

18.19 

19,14 

2074 

18.99 

\7.59 

17.22 S 

17,06 

1716 

16.34 

18,32 S 

1829 

1858 

\8.62 S 

19.64 S 

1960 S 

'" 
9.40 

~ 86 S 

11.50 

1\.25 

1271 

1442 S 

14.43 

\284 

1223 

13 \7 

14,66 S 

15.05 

15.16 

1487 S 

1, B5 

16.61 

16.35 

1457 

15,28 

17.63 

18.53 

19.16 S 

1972 

20,45 

20,C9 

20.23 $ 

1897 S 

17,86 S 

1774 S 

17.50 S 

16.13 S 

15.65 S 

14 75 

1428 

.3,44 

13.44 S 

1449 

15.41 

16.87 

17.63 
1,.08 

1735 

1713 

17.22 

17,06 

17 16 

18.34 

18,32 

1<,29 S 

1858 

18,62 

'9.64 

19.80 S 

Ciassl Whey 
faclor@ 
Siandard 

Q 

0+ $1.80 

11.41 

11.20 S 

11,75 

13,,9 S 

1323 

14.91 

1622 

1689 S 

1517 S 
14.4\ 

14.g7 S 

16.46 

16,85 

1695 

16.67 

17,75 $ 

1841 

18.15 

16.37 S 

17.08 

19,Q 

20.48 

20.96 

21.52 S 

2225 S 

2230 S 

22.69 

20.91 S 

1966 

19,54 

20.54 $ 

lB.14 S 

17.45 

16,55 

16.87 S 

16.35 S 

16.29 

\7,30 

18,34 

19.99 

20.94 

22,54 

20.79 S 

19.39 

19.02 S 

18.86 

'8,95 

20.14 $ 

20.12 

20,09 

20,38 

20.42 S 

21.44 

21.60 S 

Class I WPC 
Factor@ 
Standard , 
P + $1.80 

'1,41 S 

1120 S 

11.66 S 

13.30 S 

13.05 

14.51 S 
1622 

16,23 

1'.64 

1403 

14,97 

16,46 S 

16.85 S 

1696 5 
1667 

17.75 

18.41 

1815 S 

16,37 S 

17.D8 S 

19.43 S 

20.33 5 

2096 

21,52 

22.25 S 

2189 

2203 

20.77 S 
Ig.66 

19.54 

19.40 S 

1793 

17.45 

\6,55 

16,08 

15.24 S 

15.24 

t6.29 

17,21 S 

IB 67 S 

19.63 S 

20,28 

19,15 

1B.93 S 

'B.02 S 

18.26 

15,95 

2014 $ 

20.'2 

2009 

20,38 

20.42 

21.44 

21,60 

C'a;sIWhey 
faclor@ 
Standard , 

11,7' 

11.50 S 

1205 S 

13.69 S 

13,53 S 

1521 S 
1652 S 

17.19 

15.47 

14.71 S 

15,27 

16,76 

17.15 

17,26 

'6.97 S 

18.85 

18.71 S 

1645 

1667 

17.3B 

1973 S 

20,78 $ 

21.26 S 

21.82 

22,55 S 

22,60 S 

2299 S 

2121 S 

1986 

1984 

2084 S 

18.44 

17.75 

16,85 

17,27 

16,65 

16.59 S 

1760 

1864 

20,29 

21.24 

22.84 

21.09 S 

t9,69 

19.32 

1916 

1926 

20,44 

20.42 

20.39 

206S 

20,72 S 

21.74 

2190 

CI.ss IWPC 
.~aclor@ 

Standard , 

:1.71 

1150 

11,96 

13.60 

13.35 

14,81 

IS,52 

16.53 

14.94 

14,33 

15.27 

15.76 

17,15 

17.26 

15.97 

16,05 

18,71 

18.45 

16.67 

17,3B 

19,73 

20.03 

21,26 

21.82 

22.55 

22.19 

22,33 

2107 

19.96 

19.84 

1970 

\823 

17.75 

16 a5 

16,38 

1554 

15.54 

16,59 

17 ~1 

1897 

19.93 

21,18 

19.45 

1923 

1932 

19.\5 

t9,26 

20,44 

20,42 

20,39 

20,63 

2072 

2174 

2190 



Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 6: Class I Pricing Impacts 

2 Da' InstiMe Class I 
Proposal 2 (Dairy Ins~lule) Westem Advanced Component Proposal 2 Class I Slim Moyer per Cwt SQn Mover. Higher 01 Class III 

Class I Corrpooenl Prices Class I Base Milk PriCe Class I Prices willi DilI&ren~als 
Pfices !based UDOf\ delault values) (whey or WPC factor) or 

Other Solids Othef Solidi CIII sklmWhay CllliUn w Pe Cllss I Fluid CIa ... FluId AcMnc.d CIuII "'"'" dIy whey UKlgIIquIcIWPC 
Prot'" """'- WPeFaclll< """"'" 'K~ F.,,,,, eN skim Class I Sl<im CIaSI'SkiIro Claul SNF CIuII$NF 

Carrier """. 1.1 ptidng rKICf 
I_In CI ... RI ,.,Ior In Class III NoC.I iSUO) NaCal (S 1.801 SoCaI (S2..10) SoC_I52. ' 0) 

F"' ..... 101 Form"'. 

I"ttewl WPC p., pound I""'", pe'JICIUIldIWPC PI' pound (whey per J)C>UIId IWPC S8.~';'N3F 5 1 
S l ewt(jl.S Clau I Whoy caass I WPC Cllil I Whe y o. .. I WPC 

S ' pound , _00 , _00 , - , ~ , ~, S 'cwt PO' cwt whey S l pound U!55NF ,-" FaelOf (II r~r. Factor. 
laclO1 'K~ 1..:10<) I~CI<I<I lactor) '-I 17.815 fluo<! 87.81 5 11utd Sl~nd.,d Suorodard Sl.tldald $landlord 

~ H " 
, , , G " 

, , , , • " 
, 0 , 

I" ~3.,). (B. IA x3.1). (C. (H.O,24) 1 13.5. N). (8.685 
(3.5. N). (S.W 

Column Mllh (0 " 0) HIgh .. of E 0' G HIgh" 01 F 0' G (Hx .7.)18 (I • . 7.) 19 (I x O.24)1 87.81S xl\). (87.81S x 0. $1J!0 P . $1.BO 0.52. ' 0 P.U. ' O 
5.8) 5.8) 87.815 ,J).(87.8 '$' L) ., 

J.n·,. S .~. , 0.3395 , 0.25'2 , I.ews , '2 .28 • 11.78 • , 5.30 , '5.30 , '5.30 , 1.2820 , 1.2120 , OJ)4,e , 0.1)4,8 , 1.7234 , 20.12 , "'.~ 
, 22.72 , 22.72 , 23.02 , 23.02 

Feb." S 3.8708 • 0.3673 , 0.2S.2 , 1.7834 • ,3.55 , '2.88 , ,6.05 , '8.05 , la.05 , ' .3553 • 1.3!l53 , 0.1)439 , 0.1)439 • 1.8&18 • 2' .43 • 2, .'3 , 23.28 , 23 .26 • 23.~ , 23.~ 

MI"" S 4.3!WI , 0.3~8' , 0.25-12 , 1.8277 • 15.88 • 15.03 , ,8.-45 , 18." , la.45 , 1.3811 , 1.38111 • 0.1)450 , 0.1)450 • ' .I UI , 2U2 , 22.92 , 24.72 , 2 • . 72 , 25.02 , 25.02 

,I,pf·I 4 S 4.2351 , 0.4246 , 0.~2 , 1.8583 , '5.83 • 14.83 • 18.71 , 18.71 • 18.71 , 1.4"1 • 1.4"1 • 0.1)457 , 0.04" , 1.1537 , 23.10 , 23.10 , 24.90 , 24.110 , 2UO • 25.20 
May.,. S 4.5881 , 0.4sog , 0.2S.2 , 1.7808 , 11.88 , '5.72 , 15.85 , 1a.88 • 15.&5 • ' .4254 • ,.= , 0.0461 , .~~ , 2.1232 , " ... , 22.88 , 25.68 , 24.61 , 25." , 24." 

J,m'" S 4.070\ , 0 ..... 82 , 0.2S42 , ' .6347 • 15.25 • ".12 , 14.7' , 15.28 , " .11 , 1.21188 , 1.2422 , 0.0411 , .- , 2.17" • 22.48 • 21.95 , 24.28 • 23.75 , 24 .58 , 24.05 

JuI·1 4 S 3.2425 , 0.4526 , Q.2S42 , UI07 • 12.72 , 11 .55 , 14.50 , " .50 , .. ~ , 1.2244 , 1.2244 , 0.0396 , 0.0391 , 2.3820 • "." • "" • 24.25 , 24.25 • 24.55 , 24 .55 

Aug.,. S 1~ , •. ~ , 0.20134 , 1.6342 , 12.20 , ,0.110 , 14.11 , 14.71 • " .71 • 1.2422 • 1.2422 • 0.0402 , .- , 2.5871 , 23.31 , 
"" 

, 25.11 , 25.11 , 25.41 • 25.41 

s.p.14 $ 2.14n • 0.469(1 , •. "'"" • ..... • 11.511 , ,0.0' , ,.0, , 14.05 , 14.05 , 1. ' H4 , 1.1864 , '~M 
, •. -• 2.6118 • " .. • "."' , 24 .86 , 24.18 , 25. ,8 • 25.18 

Ckl-14 .5 3.0049 • •. ~ , 0. ,637 , ' .2335 • 11.17 , 10.28 , '1 .15 • 11.117 , '1 .15 • 1.0UlI • 0.8418 • 0.0327 , .. "" • .. "'" , "" 
, 21.65 , 24.25 , 23.45 , 2'.55 , 23.75 

Now·l' .5 3.5161 , •. ~ , 0.1"7 , 1.2661 • 13.4a • " .7' , 11.40 , 13.48 , 11 .7' , 1.1388 • 0,",4 , .ro .. , 0.0321 • 3.1651 , 24.11 • ~" 
, 25.111 , 24.31 • .. " • 24.11 

0ec:·14 .5 4.11011 , 0.41110 , 0.1252 , 1.2131 • 1'.22 , 13.41 , ,o.n , ..... , ' :UII , 1.2852 , 1.1312 , 0.0411 , •. ~ • 2. , 37' • ...,. , 20.81 , 24.10 , 22.4 ' • 24.40 • ... " 
'''''''''''' "'"' , 2.34811 , •. "'" , 0.1)424 , 0.81175 , ,.~ • ,-"" , urn , 7.5108 • ,."" • 0.6342 , 0.6391 , •. - , 0.0201 • 1.8511 • 13.0112& • 13.1486 , 14.8928 , " .84M , 15.,'28 , 15.24M .... , I.un , 0.0857 , 0.0424 , O.854a , .. "" • 1.0400 , 5.1_ , .- , 1.1175 , 0.5311 • 0.5161 , 0.0172 , 0.01$7 , U,,. • 'O."tB , ,0.20131 , 12.2111 • 12.0431 • 12.51tB , """ """ 3.1021 , 0.3715 , 0.1112 , 1.3704 , " .1092 • 10.6842 • '"'''' • 12.87Q2 • 12.3808 • 1.0707 • 1.00431 , 0.0347 , 0.0331 • 1.3820 , 17.1018 , 115.7181 , ".11081 , 115.51111 • 19.20 .. • '8.IHII -. 3.'232 • 0.0411 , 0.0638 , '"". , 12.01163 • 12.227!i • ."" • 12.107!i , '2.2275 , 1.0224 , 1.0325 • .=. , .. "'" • 1.4&27 • \8.87SO , 17.0918 , ".nso • 18.19" • '1I.07SO • 19.1"8 

"'" , ,,~ • •. - , 0.0424 $ O.652a , 8.8542 • . ... 11 • 5.1733 , a.7!i75 • 1.1375 • .,,'" • ... " , 0.0185 , 0.0 , 110 , 1.1131 • 10.71. , 10.8i:J8 • 12.5116 , ,2.6931 • 12.1181 • 12.lIl138 

2010 .5 ~. • 0.13e7 $ 0.0424 , O.lI!illll , 7.&217 , , .... , • .~ , •. "'" , ."' . • 0.7' 23 • . "" • 0.0240 • 0.0237 , Un3 • 14.777. , 14.1460 • 11.5n4 , ,~~ • 18.1774 • 18.7460 

201 ' $ U84a • 00.2777 , 0.1137 , 1.2521 • 11.8112 • ' .3442 , 11.2787 , 11. .... " 
, 11.3250 , 0.1882 , 0.1583 , 0.0313 • 0.0310 • 2.0937 • 115.4852 • ,8.3518 , 20.2652 , 20.1518 , 20.5652 , 20.4518 

2012 $ 2.17511 , 0.3669 , 0.1520 • ,."'" , \1 .0713 • 11.'125 • 1.7413 $ II.OIIOB • 10.1551 , O.llel , U.584 , .. "'" , 0.027' • urn , ,a."" , 15.7482 , 115.4466 , 17.5482 • 11.1488 • 17.8482 

20 ,3 $ 3.1575 • 0.3709 , 0.1145 , U27l1 , 11.1775 , 10.1175 , 12.8500 $ 13.0292 , 12.1500 , ' .1002 , 1.0851 , 0.0356 , 0.0351 • 1.8047 • 11.29110 • " . '2~11 , 20.0lI90 , 111.12.6 , 20.3880 • 20.2246 

"''' 
, 3,6877 • 0.4265 , 0.2212 • " ... • 13.1850 • 12.8758 , 14.3187 , 15.0487 • 14.55112 • , .~ $ 1.2294 , 0.0411 , 0.03~ , 2.3035 , 22.7085 • 22.2340 , 24.5085 , 24.03.0 $ 24.8015 , 24.3340 

T." V .. , A"II • 2.7011 • 0.2114 , 0.11 46 , 1.0183 , 9.8001 , 1.3286 , '.7043 , 10.4753 , IO.27eB • 0.1148 , O.a871 , 0.0286 , 0.0281 , 1.6356 , 111.0214 , 15.1281 • 17.72'4 , 17.5281 , 18.0214 , 17.1281 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 6: Class I Pricing Impacts 

Column DeS! n-

Column Malh 

Jan·05 S 

Feb-05 S 

Mar-05 5 
Apr-O, S 

May-OS S 
Jun-05 5 

Jul-05 S 

Aug·05 S 

Sep·05 S 

0:1-05 $ 

Nov·n, S 
Oec-05 S 

Jan·06 S 
Feb-06 S 

Mar-OS S 

Apr-06 S 
May_06 $ 

Jun-06 5 

Jui'06 S 

Aug-06 S 
Sep-06 S 

Oct_06 S 

Noy·OS $ 

Dcc·06 S 

Jan·07 S 
Feb·o7 5 
Mar-O] S 

Ap"07 S 
May,07 S 
Jun-07 S 

Jul'07 $ 
Aug·07 S 

Sep-07 S 

Oct-07 S 
Nov-07 S 

D~c·07 S 

Jan-08 S 

Feb-08 S 

Mar-08 $ 

A~'·08 S 
May-08 S 
Jun-OB $ 

Jul-06 $ 

Aug.08 S 
Sop·08 S 

Oct-08 S 
Nov-08 S 
Dec·08 $ 

Jan·U9 S 

Feb-09 S 

Mar·09 S 
Apr·09 S 

May-09 S 
Jun-09 S 

Class I FMMO Prices - - Restated to Oct 2008 Formulas 
Class I Skim Mover; Higher of Class III or 

Class IV Class I Prices with Differenlials 

Class III Skim 

9,33 

'" 8 83 S 

7.72 S 
8.39 S 

8.12 S 

B.09 

7.63 

6.97 S 

6,72 

8,09 

7.39 

7,69 

7,85 

739 S 

6,40 S 

6,29 S 

5.88 

5,38 

6.20 

5.94 

6.49 

5.87 

6,98 S 
,n 
." 
'" 9,87 

10,75 

1230 S 

14,03 

16,11 

14.18 S 

1487 S 

1381 

t4.33 

t6.20 

14.84 

11.54 

14.04 

11.45 S 

12.70 S 

15.Q7 

12.62 

11,89 

9,~3 S 

1097 

9,15 

10,69 

809 S 

'" 5,20 

6,49 S 

5.65 

Closs I Skim 
I Class I Base Milk 

Acvaoced C'aos II P"ce CI ... iV Skim 
Mover -Higher 01- lal pricing faclor 

6,04 

521 S 

5.27 

6.37 

6.45 

6.56 S 

6.56 

6,64 

6.84 S 

695 S 

6,95 S 

7.05 

7.21 

7.00 

5.35 S 

5.12 

5,77 

5.69 

5,60 

'" 
'" 5,90 

." 
6,92 

7,41 S 

761 S 

B.05 S 

8,67 S 

10.49 S 

12.55 

15.29 

16.43 

15.45 

16.55 

16.73 

15.33 

14 sa S 
13.37 

10.22 

9.46 

939 S 

9.8B 

10,30 

10,72 

10,57 

g,54 S 

n. 
5,97 S 

,,83 

5.71 

5.59 S 
5,5, S 

5.58 5 

5.70 S 

;,',' 

w 

9,33 

7.32 S 

8.83 

7,72 

8.39 

812 S 

.00 
7,63 

697 S 

6,95 S 

8,09 S 

'" 7.69 

7.85 5 

7.39 S 

5,40 S 

0.28 S 

5.88 S 

6,38 S 

620 S 

5,94 S 

649 S 

." 
6,98 

." ." 
9.25 

9.87 

10.75 S 

12.56 

15.29 

16,43 

15,45 

15.55 

1673 
15,33 S 

1620 S 

g84 

11,54 

14,04 

1145 S 

12.70 

15,07 

12.62 

I t.89 

9.54 S 

10.97 

9.t5 

10.69 S 

8.09 

'" 6 20 S 

649 S 

5.70 

(X.35)+{AO. 
9 x ,S651 

2,0060 

16650 S 

1,6872 

1,6570 

1.6300 S 

1 4458 S 

1.4804 

1.7616 S 

1.7087 

1.8043 
1,7444 

1.5837 

1,4205 

13958 

12946 S 

\.1884 S 

11496 S 

11777 S 

1.1595 

1.1317 

Ll671 

1.3389 S 

1.3184 

t 2948 

1.2723 S 
12076 

1.2370 

1,3138 S 

13636 S 

1.4722 S 

1,5976 S 

15272 

1.5647 S 

1.4463 

1.3564 

1.3365 

1.3579 

1.2900 

1.2373 

12722 

1.3912 

1.4883 

1,5348 

1,60n 

16695 

17187 S 

18124 

17661 

1.3719 

1.0876 

1,0654 

1.1236 S 

Ll755 

t 2253 

1602 

1289 S 

14.42 

13,25 

13 eo S 

12,89 

t2.99 

13.53 

12.70 S 

13.03 S 

13.92 S 

1257 S 

12,39 S 

1246 

t 1,66 

10,34 

1009 S 

9,80 $ 

10.21 S 

9.94 

'" 10.95 S 

11,24 

1126 

1259 5 

1251 

13,26 

14.12 S 

15,15 

17.28 

20.35 S 

21.20 S 

21.35 S 

21.0:3 S 

20,89 

19.47 

20.38 

18,84 

15,46 

1800 

1592 

17.45 

19,91 

17.80 S 

17.31 S 

15.22 

15.93 

1501 

15.12 

11.61 
9,12 

'" 10,38 

". 

NnC.1 ($1.80) 

1782 

1469 

16,22 

15.05 S 

15.60 

14.69 

14.79 

15.33 

1450 

14,83 S 

1572 

14,47 

14.19 S 

14.26 

13.46 

12.14 S 

11.89 S 

11.60 S 

1201 

11.74 

11,69 

12.75 

13,04 

13.06 

14.39 S 

14.31 

15,06 

lS 92 S 

1695 

19,08 

22.15 S 

23.00 

23,15 

22.63 

22.69 

21.27 S 

22.18 

20,64 

17,26 S 

19.80 S 

17,72 S 
19,20 S 

21,71 S 

1960 5 
1911 5 

;7.02 

18.73 

16.81 $ 

16.n S 
13,41 S 

1092 S 
1171 

12,18 

1158 

SoCal (52 101 

AA 

y. $2, 10 

1812 

1499 

16,52 

15.35 

15.90 

14,99 

15,09 

1563 

14,80 

15.t3 

16.02 

14.n 

14.49 

14.55 

13,76 

12,44 

1219 

11,90 

1231 

12.04 

11.99 

13.05 

13,34 

1336 

14,69 

14,61 

15,36 

16.22 

17.25 

19.38 

22.45 

23.30 
23,45 

23.13 

2299 

2157 

22.48 

20,94 
1755 

20.10 

18.02 

19.56 

22.01 

19.90 

1941 

17,32 

19,03 

17.11 

17.22 

13.71 

11.22 

12.01 

12,48 

11,a8 

18.7950 

1',6273 S 

165148 S 

16,2237 

16.8908 

15.3261 5 

15.8063 

10.5162 

IS060a S 

160565 

16,2961 

150227 

153645 

14·9095 S 
13.6582 S 

125243 S 

12.7404 S 

125721 

12,9659 

12.5793 

12.a321 

14.3936 

13.5731 

14.5757 

15 IlEa S 

152223 S 

158668 

16,5598 

175673 

20.1364 

23.1110 

23·6163 

229518 S 

236658 S 

23,2816 

23,l1t3 

23,0787 

21.8389 

19.0291 

20.0':46 

18.BDE5 S 

20.3541 

22,6140 

19,920, 

19,3608 

18,3555 

188509 

16.6902 

176,63 

11.7516 

11,6051 

12,o,t6 

1315gc 

12.1714 

Class 1 SoCal 

00298 

0.0257 S 

0.0277 

0,0276 

o 02g3 S 

00270 S 

0,0277 S 

0.0268 S 

0.0232 

0.0253 

0.0266 

00249 

0,0271 

Q0259 

0.0241 

0.0217 S 

0.0225 S 

0,0218 

0,0229 

00221 

0,0217 

0.0248 5 

0.0232 S 

0.0260 S 

0.0278 

00288 S 

0,0301 

0,0314 

00336 

0.0395 

0.046, 

0.04S5 S 

0.0465 

0,0493 

0,C495 

0,0489 

0.0~87 

0.0464 

0.0389 S 

0.D410 S 

0.0369 S 

0.0400 

0,0458 

00377 

0,035, 

00323 S 

0.0326 

0.0273 

00350 S 

0,0201 

0,02CO 

00205 

00233 

0,020\ 

0.9,36 S 

0.8206 S 

0,S858 

0,8835 

09352 

0.8624 

0.8856 

0,8571 

07424 

0,a097 

o 8~89 S 

0,7942 S 

0.8664 S 

0.8277 

0.7688 

0,6934 

07186 S 

0,6963 

0.7328 

0.7072 S 

06924 S 

07917 

07429 

0,8318 S 

08890 S 

0.9195 

0.9634 

I.D021 

1.0746 

1.2627 

1 4~48 S 

15505 

\ 4847 

1.5750 

1.5615 

1.5632 S 

1.5555 S 

1,4837 S 

1,2444 S 

1,3118 

1.1802 

1.2793 

1.4623 S 

1.2050 S 

1.1350 S 

10313 

1,0426 

08725 S 
1.1191 5 
0.643~ S 

0,64D~ S 
06579 S 

0,7445 
0,6420 
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COFA Re ulated Class 1 

s: ~'i;~>2F5 
E; c1S"'c ~ 

" (AE. 3.5) + {AD x 
9, ,96,) + (AC, 

87,815) 

21932 

17232 

1.7635 S 

1.6878 S 

I 7092 S 

1,5002 

1,5617 

1.8576 

1.8170 

1.8812 S 

1.8214 

1,6367 S 

14982 

1.4947 

1.3300 S 

1.2526 S 

1.2310 S 

1.2565 S 

12498 

t,2232 

1.3438 S 

1.4652 $ 

1.4189 S 

1.3858 

1,3536 

1,2840 

13250 S 

13960 

1.4464 

1.5653 

158B9 

1,6182 

1,6438 S 

1.5522 

1.4213 S 

1.432a 

1.4483 

1,3290 

1309D 

13786 

t.4637 

1.5732 S 

1.6205 S 

1.692~ 

17614 

1.8134 

1,9180 

1.6571 

L39~9 S 

1.195. 

1.1532 

12335 

1,2666 

1.3198 S 

18,58 

1541 

16.30 

\6.00 

16.68 S 

15.ll S 

15.59 

16,30 

1484 

15.84 

t6.08 S 

g.81 

15,15 

14,69 

13.45 

12.31 

12.53 

12.36 

12,75 S 

1236 

12,62 

14.18 S 

13,45 S 

;4,36 S 

14 90 5 

1501 

15,65 

16.3, S 

17.35 

19.9\ 

22.69 S 

2339 

2273 

23.44 

2:>06 

22.89 S 

22.85 

2161 

18,81 S 

1982 

18.68 

20.13 

22.39 
19,70 

19,14 5 
1814 

1863 

16.47 S 

17.66 

11.5~ 

11,39 

11,84 

12.95 S 

11.96 

lB.7950 

15.6273 

16,5146 S 

16.2237 

16,8908 

15,3261 

t ,.6063 S 

16.5162 

15,0506 

16,0565 S 

162961 

15,0227 

15.3645 

14.9095 

13,6582 S 

12,5243 S 

127404 S 
t25721 S 
12.9659 

125793 

12 B321 

143936 

13,6731 S 

14.5757 

15.1166 

15.2223 S 

1586BB S 

1655g8 S 

17,5673 S 

20 1364 S 

23.1110 

23.6163 

22%18 S 

23 6658 S 

232816 

231118 

23,0787 

21.6389 S 

19.0291 S 

20.0446 S 

18,906, 

20 35~1 

22.6140 

19.9205 

19.3608 

18,355, 

188509 S 

166902 S 

17.8953 

11.7,18 S 

I1.W51 

120516 

13,1590 S 

121714 S 

Class , NoCal 

0,0267 S 

00226 

00246 

0,024' 
0.0262 

00239 

00246 S 

0,0237 S 

0.0201 5 

0.0222 $ 

0.0235 S 

00218 S 

0,0240 S 

00226 

0.0210 

0-0186 

00187 

0,Ot98 

0-0190 S 

0-0\86 

0.0217 S 

0.0201 S 

0,0229 

00247 5 

00257 

0.0270 

0·0283 S 
0.0305 S 

0,0364 

0,0434 

0.0454 

0.0434 

0.0462 

0.0464 

0,0458 

00455 

00433 

0.0359 

0.0379 S 

00338 

OC359 

0,0427 

00346 5 

0.0324 S 

0.0292 

00295 

0,0242 S 

00319 

0.0170 

0.0169 

o G175 

00202 S 

0,0170 

09535 

0,8205 

0.8S57 S 

0.8835 S 

0.93'2 
0.8624 

08856 

06571 

0,7424 S 

0.8097 

0.8490 

0,7942 S 

08664 S 

0,6277 S 

0.7688 S 

0.6934 

07189 

0,6963 

07326 

0.7072 S 

0.6924 

0,7917 

o 7~29 

08319 

0,8890 S 

0.9:9, 

0.9634 

1.0021 

1,0"7 

12627 

1.4848 

1.5,0, 

1.4647 5 

1 5750 S 

15815 S 

1.5632 

1.5555 

1.4837 

1.2444 

1,3118 

I. t802 

1.2793 

1.4622 

1,2050 

1 1350 

1.0313 S 

1.0425 

0.8725 

1,1191 

06434 S 

06404 S 

0.6,79 S 

07445 5 

o 6~20 

'.-·rlo' 

(AJ.35)+{AUx 
9, 9651 + {AT, 

87.815) 

2,1932 

1 7232 S 

1.7635 S 

1,6878 

17092 

15002 

1.5617 

1.8,76 S 

18170 

1.8812 

1,8214 5 

16367 S 

1.4982 S 

1.4947 

13300 

1,2526 

1.2310 S 

1.2565 S 

1.24g8 S 

1.2252 

1,3438 

14652 S 

1.4189 S 

13658 

13536 

12840 

1,3250 

1.3960 S 

1.4464 

1.5653 

1,6869 S 

15182 S 

1.643a 

1.5522 

1.4213 

14328 S 

1.4483 

1,3290 

1.3090 S 

1.3786 S 

14837 S 

1,5732 

16206 S 

1.6924 S 

1.7514 S 

18134 S 

1.9\80 

1.8571 

1.3949 S 

1.t952 S 

1 1632 S 

12335 

).2666 

1.3196 S 

1630 

'5,Id 

16.02 

15.73 

16.4\ 

14,94 

1532 

1603 

14,57 

lS.55 

1579 

14,'2 

14.B6 

14.41 

13.17 

12.03 

12,25 

1208 

12.47 

1208 

1234 

13,90 

13.17 

14.08 

t4.6: 

14.72 

1536 

1606 

17.05 

19.63 

2260 

23,10 

22.44 

23.15 

22.77 

22,60 

22,57 

2132 

1652 

19,54 

1840 

1985 

22.10 

19.4t 

13.65 
17.85 

1834 

16,19 

1739 

11.25 

\1.11 

1 t,56 

12.06 

11.68 

37 



Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 6: Class I Pricing Impacts 

Class I FMMO Prices - - Restated to Oct 2008 Formulas 
Ctass I Skim Mover: Higher of Class III or 

Class IV [-----,-"''''''-,-----+----, Class I So," Milk 

Class I Prices with Differentials 

Column DEs; n 

Jul·09 S 

Aug.09 S 

Sep-1l9 S 

OcI-09 S 
NDv,OS $ 

D"c-09 S 
Jan-lO S 

Feb-IO S 

Mar·10 S 
Apr-lO S 

May-IO S 
Jun·IO S 

JU!-IO S 
Aug.IO $ 

Sep-IO S 

OcI-lQ S 

Nov·IO S 
OeC-lQ S 
Jan-II 

Feb· II 

Mar-II S 
Apr.11 

May-II 

Jun-11 S 

JUI·11 

Aug·ll 

Sep-ll S 

Oct-11 

Nov·11 

DaC-11 S 

Jan-12 S 

F.b·12 S 

M"'_12 S 

Apr-12 S 

May-12 S 
Jun-12 S 

Jul'12 S 

Aug-12 $ 

Sep-12 S 

Oct-12 S 
Nov·12 S 
Dac_12 S 
Jan-13 S 
Feb-13 $ 

Mar-13 S 

Apr·13 $ 

MoY-13 S 
Jun-13 S 

Jul"3 S 

Aug.13 S 

Sep-13 S 

Ocl-13 S 
Nov·13 S 
Dec·13 S 

c':" 

5.51 

5.71 

'" 8,18 

7 76 S 
8,92 S 

966 S 
11.04 S 

8.12 

8.10 

6.63 

7.17 

7,98 

fi 69 S 
8,13 

7,64 

8.26 S 

8.24 S 

7.76 S 
5.38 

7,65 

1167 S 

971 S 
8,38 S 

952 S 

1357 S 

13.74 S 
12.32 

lL59 

11.32 

13.60 

11.21 

10.68 

10.24 

10.56 

10,41 

1024 

1063 

10,99 

12.og 

1265 

14,44 

13.83 

12.76 

11,97 

11.22 S 

10.58 

12,93 

12,53 S 

1223 S 
12,29 S 

12,91 S 

11.91 

13.27 

Class I Skim Adva~ced Cla~s I p"c. 
Closs IV Skim 

~!Dver 'Higher 01- I~t p,;ci"g lac lor NoCal ($1.60) SoCal ($2 10) 

5.81 S 

5.79 S 
6.03 

6.79 

'" 8,22 

9,60 S 
1005 

W 

7.61 S 

." 
9,39 S 
9,90 

9,28 

8,57 

8.40 S 
8.76 

8,89 

9.11 5 
936 S 

1029 

1141 S 

'2,27 S 
1250 

1296 

13.05 

12.37 

12.06 

11.94 

11,45 

11.13 

10.90 

10.70 

to 17 

9,55 S 

." ." 
8,61 

9.44 S 
10.50 S 
11.21 S 
11.75 

12.05 S 
12.19 S 

12.23 

1185 

11,67 

1287 S 

1328 

13,55 

14,04 S 
g.33 S 

14.64 S 
1509 S 

w 

. ., 
5,79 S 
627 S .,. 
7,76 

8.92 

9.66 

11.04 

9,12 

." 
8,31 

'" 9.90 

9.28 

8.57 S 

8,40 5 
8.76 

889 S 

'" 9,35 

1029 

11.67 

12.27 S 

12.60 

12,96 

13,57 S 

1374 S 

1232 S 

11.94 S 
11,46 S 

1350 

11.21 

10.70 

10.24 S 
10.% S 

10,41 S 
10,24 

10,63 S 

10.99 

1209 

12,65 

14,44 S 

1383 S 
12.75 S 
12.23 

11,85 

11.67 S 
12.93 

13,28 

13,55 

14 04 S 
14,33 

14,64 

15.09 S 

, ';',;0" ";',~i' ';',;0" 
Y Z AA 

(Xx35)+{AOx 
9. ,965) 

1,2418 

1.1885 S 
1.2382 

1,1777 

I 2488 S 

1 4045 S 
1.5610 

1.3826 

1,4251 S 
1-4915 

1,5655 

16891 

16575 

1 8635 S 
1.9783 S 

2.3330 S 

2-4231 S 
2.3084 

1.7432 

18739 5 
2,2872 S 

2,2319 S 
2.1720 

2.2436 

2.3506 S 

2.2232 S 
2.291 I 

2,1750 

1.6915 S 
1.9927 

1.7131 

1,6906 S 

15091 S 
14975 

1.5369 

1-4015 

1.4330 S 

1.5122 S 

I 8097 S 
1,9744 

20907 

20499 

17188 

1,5163 

1.6300 

1.6925 S 
1.7691 S 

1.7736 

1,6539 

1 5705 S 
15156 

1,4463 

16491 S 

1.5722 5 

99S S 
9.74 

10.39 

1202 

1185 

13,52 

14,79 

15.49 

13.79 

13.04 

13.50 S 

14.97 

15,36 

1547 

15,20 

16.27 

16.94 

1666 
14,89 

1559 S 
17,93 S 

19.07 S 

19.45 S 
20.01 

20.73 5 
20.87 

21.27 

19,50 

1815 

1803 

19.12 S 

15.74 

15.95 

15,12 

15,57 

14,95 

1490 S 

15.90 

16,94 

18.58 S 

19.53 S 

21.11 

19.36 

17,97 

17,50 S 

1736 S 
17,45 

18.69 

18.60 S 
18.57 S 
18,85 S 

1889 S 

1990 S 

20.06 S 

Y. $l.90 

11.75 

11.54 

12,19 S 

1382 

13,66 

1532 S 

16.59 S 

17.29 S 
15,59 S 

1484 S 

15,30 5 
16.77 S 
17.16 

17.27 

1700 

1807 S 
18,74 

18.45 

15.69 

17.39 

19.73 S 
20,87 

21,25 

2181 

22,53 

22,57 

23.07 

21.30 

19.95 

19.63 S 

2092 

18,54 

17,76 S 

16.92 S 

17.37 S 

16.75 

16,70 

17,70 

1874 5 
2038 

21.33 

22.91 

21.16 S 

19.77 S 

19.30 

19,16 

19,25 

2049 

20,40 

20,37 

20.65 

2069 

21.70 

21,86 S 

Y+S2.10 

12,05 

11.84 

1249 

14,12 

1395 

1562 

15.89 

17·59 
15.89 

15.14 

15,60 

17.07 

17.45 

17.57 

17,30 

18,37 

1904 

1876 

16.99 

17.69 

20,03 

21.17 

2155 

22,11 

22.83 

22.97 

23.37 

21,60 

2025 

2013 

21,22 

1a.34 

1B.06 

17.22 

17.67 

17,05 

1700 

1800 

19.04 

20.58 

21.53 

2321 

21.45 

20m 

19,60 

19.45 

19.55 

20.79 

20.70 

2067 

2095 

20,99 

22.00 

22.16 

123537 

12.1901 S 

!3.6B47 

142201 

15,5189 S 

165144 S 

18.3442 

10.5904 

16.5674 5 
14.8486 

15,8467 

161567 

17.6164 

17.8055 S 

170275 5 
189169 S 
19,1857 S 

la.7573 S 

10.9203 S 
17.3543 S 

19.7137 S 
22,1360 S 

213743 S 

218874 

228528 

23.7180 S 
240356 

21.9727 

20.7392 S 
21.1424 

20.3544 

18.9962 

18.0792 

17.6877 

174174 

17,2834 

18.0753 S 
18.4E68 

19.8138 

21,0251 

23,6403 S 

235467 

20,7131 

20.2502 

19.7504 

19,9198 

19 aO,6 5 
213177 

20,0320 

20.0562 S 

20.7249 

212322 

22,\684 S 

221752 S 

Glass t SoGal 

0.0203 

00205 

0,0241 S 

00204 

0.0291 

0.0298 

0,0342 

00310 

0.0308 

0.0249 

0.0271 

00267 

0,0311 S 

0.0296 S 

0.0281 

0,0273 

00280 

0,0280 

00290 

0.0280 

0.0307 S 
00374 

0,0364 

0,0371 5 
0.0388 

0.0424 

0.0427 

0.0377 S 
00374 S 

0,0376 S 

00377 S 
0.0344 

0.0333 

0,0328 

0,0317 S 
0,0329 S 

0.0342 

0.0339 

0.0357 

0.0372 

0.0434 

0,0437 

0,0391 S 
0.0393 S 

0.0372 S 
0.0372 

0,0359 

0,0402 

G.G380 S 

0.0403 

0.0413 

00426 S 

00433 

0,0440 

0,6492 S 

06564 5 
07705 

0,8435 

0·9311 S 
0.9523 S 

10943 

0,9917 

0.9845 

0.7973 

0.8667 S 
0.8545 

0,9930 

0.g45B 

0.8973 

0.8719 

0,8940 

0.8958 S 

0.9277 S 
0.8935 S 
0.9821 

1.1951 

11641 

1.1860 

1.2404 S 

13565 S 

1 3533 S 
1,2056 S 

I 1952 5 
1.2007 

1.2051 

1.1003 S 
1.0554 

10490 

10143 

1.0520 S 

1.0944 S 
1.0847 

1 1413 

1.1898 

1,3856 

1.3950 

1.2492 

1.2554 

1,189Q 

1,1892 

1.1457 S 

1.2846 S 
1,2149 S 
1,2893 5 
13183 

1.3612 

1.3845 S 
1.4075 S 
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CDFA Re ulated Glass 1 

IAE x3.5)+ lAO. 
g, .965)_IAC, 

87.815) 

13482 

1,2780 S 

1.3319 

12460 

1,3308 S 

15457 S 

1.S042 S 

1.4385 S 
1,4557 S 
1 5766 

I 635~ 

1.7633 

1.7275 

1,9358 S 

2.0437 S 
2.4950 S 

2.4996 S 
2.3712 

17440 

1,9760 S 

23522 S 

2.3582 S 
22414 5 
23164 ; 

2.4143 S 

2,2816 S 

2.3504 

2.2766 

1,9583 S 
20555 

18160 

1.7706 S 
1.5230 S 

15646 S 

16010 

1,4395 

1,5269 

1.0762 

1.8704 

2.0578 

2,1644 

21070 S 

1.7744 

1.521S 

16962 

1,7438 

1.8546 S 

1.8314 

1.6920 

1,6270 

15516 

1.5563 

1.7534 S 

1.6744 

12.14 

11.97 

13.47 S 
14.01 S 
15,30 S 

1630 S 
1812 S 

1637 $ 

16,35 S 

14.53 

15.63 

15.94 S 

17.40 

17,59 

17.41 S 
18.70 

1897 

18,5~ S 

15.71 

17.14 

19.4g S 
21,92 

21,15 

21.67 

22.63 

23,49 

23,82 

2L75 

20.52 

20.82 S 

20.13 

18,77 

17,85 

17,47 5 
17.20 

17 C6 

1785 

18,26 

19.58 S 

20.80 S 
23,42 

23,33 

20.49 

20.03 

1953 S 
19,70 S 

19,5g S 

2L10 

19.8\ 

20,43 S 

2051 

21.01 

21,96 

2195 S 

12,3537 S 

12.1901 

136847 

14,2201 S 

155189 

16.5144 

18.3442 

16,5904 S 

165674 

14.8486 

15.8487 S 

15.1567 S 
17,6164 S 

17.8055 

'7.6275 

18.9\69 

191857 S 

IS 7573 S 

t6.9263 S 

17.3543 

19,7137 

221380 

21.3743 

21.8874 

n 8528 S 

2371BO S 

24,0356 S 

21.9727 

"0.7392 

21.1424 

20,3544 S 

189962 

18.0792 

~7,6S77 

174174 

17,2834 S 

180753 

18.4858 

19.8138 

21,0251 S 

235403 

235457 

20.7131 

20,2502 

19,7504 

199198 

19.8096 

21.3177 

20,0320 S 

2D.6562 

20.7N9 

21,2322 S 

22 1884 

221752 

Class 1 NoGal 

0.0172 

0.0174 

0.0210 S 
00233 

0,026Q 

0.0267 S 

0.0311 S 
00279 

0,0277 

0.0219 S 
0.0240 S 

0,0236 S 
00280 

Q,0255 

0.0250 S 

0.0242 

00249 

0,0249 5 
0.0259 S 
0,0249 

0.0275 

00343 

0.0333 S 
0.0340 S 
0,0357 S 

0,0393 S 

0.0395 S 
0.0346 

0.0343 S 

0.0345 

00346 

0.0313 

0,0302 S 

00297 S 

00286 

00298 

0.03\1 

0.0308 

00325 

00341 

0.0403 S 

O,04C6 S 
00350 

00362 

0.0341 

0.0341 S 

0,0328 

00371 

0.0349 

0,0372 S 
00382 

0.0395 

0.0402 S 
0.0409 S 

S\F 

" 

0.6492 

0.6554 

0,7705 

Oa435 

0.9311 

0,9523 

1,0943 

09917 5 
0.9845 S 
0.7974 

D.B067 

0,8545 S 

09930 

0.9458 

0,8973 S 
0,8719 S 

0.S940 

0.8958 

09277 

08935 

0.9821 S 

1.1951 

1.l642 

1,1860 

1.2~04 

1.3566 

1.3633 S 

12056 S 

11952 

12007 

1.2051 

11003 

1,0654 S 
1.0~gO S 

1.0143 S 

1.0520 S 

10944 

1.0N7 S 
1.1412 S 

1.1898 S 
13856 S 
l.39.00 S 

1.2492 S 

1.2554 S 
1 1890 

11892 

1.1457 

12645 S 
12149 

),2893 

1.3183 

1.3612 

1.3845 

1.~075 

(AJ '3,5) + {AU , 
9 X ,91>5) + (AT, 

87,815) 

1.3482 

12780 

L3319 5 
1.246G 

13308 

1,5457 

l.6042 

1.4386 S 
14557 

1,5768 

16354 

1.7633 

1,7275 

19358 

2.0437 

2.4950 S 

2499£ 

23712 

1.7440 

1.9780 

2,3622 S 

2.3582 

2.2414 

2.3164 5 
24',43 

22816 

2.3504 

2.2768 

1 S583 

2,0555 

1.6160 

1.7706 

1.6230 S 
1,5G~6 

1,5010 

1.4395 

15269 

1,6762 

1,8704 5 
2.0578 

21644 

2,1070 

1,7744 S 

1.6218 S 

1.6952 

17~8 

1.8546 S 

1.6314 

1.6920 

1,6270 

15516 S 

1.5563 S 

17534 

1,6744 S 

11,8fj 

11.69 

13.19 

13,73 

1501 

10.01 

17.8.\ 

16,08 

15.06 

14.36 

15.34 

15.55 

17,11 

17.30 

1712 

1841 

18,68 

18.25 

16,42 

1585 

19,21 

2102 

2086 

21,37 

22.34 

23.20 

23.52 

21.46 

20.23 

20.53 

19,85 

18.49 

17.57 

17.13 

16,91 

16,78 

17.57 

17.98 

19,31 

20.51 

23.13 

23.04 

20,21 

1975 

19.2~ 

1941 

1931 

20.S0 

19.53 

2015 

20,22 

20.72 

2167 

21,66 

3'3 



Exhibit ___ Attachment S. Table 6: Class I Pricing Impacts 

CLass I Ff,oW,() PriCes - - Restaled to Oct 2008 FOHruLaS 
Class I Skm Mover: Higher 01 CLass 111 or 

Class I PriCes with Oillerentials 
CDFAR ulated Class 1 

Class IV Class 1 SoCaI Class 1 NoCili 
CIau I SaM Milk 

Class I Skim Adv~CIIoul 
, ... 

FIuocIC.." .. SN' Bunerl.t NoCa/ClHs , ClaalllSllm Class IV Skim 
Mover~h .. cI- 1., pricing IKIDI' NoCaI ($1.80) ScCaI ($2.10) ,~ FkndC.,,.r "" Butt"la, SoCaICiau 1 ,~ 

5 CWI03.5 1 S <:wl@3.5 $ CWl03.5 1 S~~;~~3F5 1 S l cwl (it3.5 1 

S cwl ,,~ ,,~ $ I POUI'd ~'''' poIrpound 
~- ~~~ ,~ , pound . ~~ S I pound 8.685 SNF ' ues ..... 8.~88 87.8' 511u ... 878151lUtd 

~ H " 
, , w • , AA '" NO , , 

" " '" 
, .- '" 

(X 03.5) ~ (AD 0 
(AEx3.5)+(AOx (AJ K3·'I. (AU' 

ColuIMMllh Y. $1.80 y. $2.10 9 •. 9&5). lAC. 9x .96,).(ATx 
9 •. 965) 87.115) 87.815) 

J,n·1 4 $ , ... • ,,~ , 15.59 • 1.7527 • 21.18 , 22.98 , 23.28 , 23.2&0111 , O.DoI57 • 1.459& , 1.8209 , 23.06 • 23.2849 , 0.0426 • 1..596 • 1.8209 • 22.77 

FIb-I. S 13.95 , 18.~ • 18.35 • 1.8981 • 21.71 • 23.51 • 23.11 • 23.5577 • O.OHO • ,."" • ' .751!8 , ,,~ • 23.5577 • 0.04311 , 1.5034 • 1.755& , 23.04 

Mil-I. S 11.28 • 16.75 • 1&.75 • 2.0034 , 23. 17 , 24.117 • 25.27 • 25.1220 , 0.0501 , ,.- , . .". • 25.80 • 25.1220 • 0.0470 • UOOoI • ,."'" , 25.31 

Apr.1( S 1&.03 , 17.00 • 17.00 , 1.0830 , 23.35 , 25.15 , 25.45 , 25.324& , 0.a.tS8 , 1.5/110 , 2.0722 • 25.10 , 25.32013 , 0 .0457 , 1.5810 , 2.0122 , 24.81 

May·J. S 17.21 , 16.14 , 17.21 , 2.,528 • 24.21 , 2&.01 , 2&.31 • 28.3178 , 0.0502 • '.8021 • 2.2192 , 21.10 , 28.317& • 0.a.t7 ' , ,.~ , 2.2'92 • 25.11 

Jun·14 S " .. , 15.01 • 15.66 , ._, , 22.85 • 24.65 • 24.95 • 25.5"" • O.DoI72 • ' .5072 , 2.3106 • 2'.32 • 2'.5", • ._, • u,n • 2.3106 , 25.03 

Jul·14 $ 13.12 • 14.79 • 14.79 • 2.04113 • 22.72 • 24.52 • 24.82 , 25.6073 , •. - , 1.4395 • 2.5501 • 25.38 , 25.8073 • 0.a.t19 • 1.4385 , 2.5501 , 25.09 

Aug.,. $ , ... • ".01 , '5.01 • 2.5171 • 23.57 • 25.37 • 25.87 , 25.7535 • ,."" • ,.'" • 2.7268 • 25.53 • 25.7535 • 0.a.t07 • 1.3983 , 2.7288 • 25.24 

S.p-14 S 12.00 , 14.34 • '4.34 , Z.71Oi , ,,~ • 25. 13 • "" • 25.88111 • ,."" • 1.31018 , .~ , 25.64 • 25.8611 • O.DoIDS , 1.3948 • 2.7108 , 25.35 

Oct·14 $ ,.., • 11 .... • 12.37 • 3.11'8 • '.M • 24.64 • 24.114 • 2e.5615 , 0.0410 , 1.lOi8 • 3.2470 • ,,~ • 26.5615 • 0.0371 • ,.'" , 3.2470 • 26.05 

New·l. S " .. , 11.70 , '3.88 , 3.1"2 • .. .. • ,.~ , ".H • 24.1m • ,."" • 1.1373 • ."., , " .. • 24.nt5 • ,."" • 1.1 312 • ." .. • 24.29 

Dtc'14 S 15.82 • un • 15.62 • 2.1871 , .... , 24.4& • 24.76 • 24.1i85 • 0.0«9 • 1.4359 , 2.1595 • 23.97 , 2'.11&5 • 0.0411 • 1.43511 • 2.1595 , " ... 
Annual A'Ig 

'''''"' , . ..., , 6.57411 , 7.9024 , 1.88'2 , 13.5091 • " .... • 15.61:199 • ' 6. 1780 • ."" • O.85U , 1.7627 , 15.0617 , 1&.17110 , 0.0237 , U ... • 1.7627 , 15.6859 

""" . 8.6MO • .,'" • U!lGO • 1.254' • ,.~ , 12.6533 , ,,~ • 13.5857 , 0 .0237 • .,~ , ,...,. • ,3.3517 , 13.5657 • 0.0208 • 0.75S11 , ,.= • 13.*83 

""''' " ..... • ,2.8307 , ,3.0 , 91 , 1.3113 • 11.4326 • 11.2321 • 19.5328 • 20.0175 • ,."" • 1.271l3 • U773 , 19.1975 • 20.0175 • 0.03611 • U~ • 1.4773 , 1I.5O!I8 

""" . 12.49112 • 10.1345 • 12.4996 • 1.5121 • 17.3543 , 11.1543 , 19.4543 , 11.9203 , ,.~ , u"'. • 1.51187 • 111.8983 • 19.1I203 , '"'" • ,."" • '.5917 , 19.4108 

""" . ,."" • 8.1711 • 7.,m • 1.2'24 • 11.1170 • 12.9170 • 13.2110 • 13.51131 • 0.0241 • ,."" • ,-"'" , ,3.3792 , 13.5931 • 0.0210 • •. "" • , .... • 13.0949 

2010 S 1S.22'. • 1.!~317 • 9. ,,9& • , ..... • 15.1233 • 11.11233 • ,,= • 17.l554 • 0.~e9 • 0.11230 • ' .1789 , 17.1375 • ,,- • 0.0258 • 0 .11239 , 1.8789 • 18.850, 

2011 $ 10.3001 , 11.5742 , 11.n33 • 2.1230 • '1.7117 • 20.51117 , 20.8917 , 21.1546 • ,."" • 1.1512 • 2.1948 , 20.9342 , 21.1546 • ,.= • 1.15112 • 2.1947 , 20.6435 

2012 S luna • 10.0HO • 1I .48n • 1.701& • 17.03!13 , IB.1353 , 19. 1353 • 19.5339 • 0.0350 , 1.14111 • 1.7681 • ,9.3117 • IIl.S339 • 0.032' • 1.14111 , 1.7681 • 111.0283 

2013 $ '2.ln2 • 13. 1490 , ,~ .. , 1.&340 • 18.8014 • 20.40'4 • 20.7014 • 20.7308 • 0.0399 , 1.27.1 , 1.6981 , 20.5092 • 20.7308 , 0.0361 , 1.2741 • , .&981 , 20.2209 

2014 $ 14.2867 • 14.&130 • 15.3860 , 2.3328 , 23.0121 , 24.112' • 2'.1121 • 25.2199 • 0.DoI52 • 1.«5' • 2.4188 , 24.9958 , 25.2199 , 0 .0421 • 1.«58 , 2.4188 , 2 •. 7032 

Ten V .... Avg , 10.3007 , 10.0019 • 10.8350 • 1.8~ • 18.2831 • 11.0831 • '8.3831 , 11.7289 , 0.0339 • 1.08·H • 1.7448 • lB.5On • ,8.7281 , •. - • 1.0&017 • 1.7«& , 11.2213 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 6: Class I Pricing Impacts 

, , 

,,, skim (dry skim (WPC· 
whey) 34) '" ''" fluid carri.r ,73151·" d '" '" fluid carr;ef 

""",,jfi 
'.'.h"f 

Sipound S" cw! Slcw! Sfpound S/pound S I pound Slcwl S I pound S ipound Sipound 

Colu",n Math 

LjO 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 6: Class I PriCing Impacts 

p" 5812 Da' Institute Base Mooth Pro sal less: 
p" S812 Oal Inslltute Base MOfIth Pr sal Less: California State Order Class t restated to CUlTent lormula 

FMMO Base Clan I CIa" III otIIef solidi on dry whey factor CIaa II! olll« IIOIdI on Mc,.Iid WPC 11<:10. 
$ I CW1~3_5 5 I cwt@l.5 $ I CWI(jjI3.!i S/ <:W1@3.5 

Uimldry IlUm(WPC- re.685 SNf " .WSNF I 1 8.585 SNF I r1.U5SNF I ,. 878151111111 87.elSIluo:l ,- '"' fluid"" ... , 87.815f1ud ,,, 
'"' 1Iuid",,* 

~!:!:; ..'" UI 
c ..... 'ldry CI .... , {iqIna c&""'ldry 

wh..,l W",I ,'''' ...... 
S/ pound ,,~ ,,~ ,,~ ,,~ S/pcll.lnd ,,- ,,- ,,~ S i pound S/ pound ,,- ,,~ 

lumn esI n 

eo"'mnMalh 

Jul..cg $ (0.0203) S (0.30) $ (0.30) $ (0.35) S (0.35) S (0.1357) $ (0.11311) $ (0.0052) $ (2.5328) 5 (0,1351) $ (0.1839) $ (0.0052) $ (2.5328) 
"";-09 S (0.0293) S (0.30) $ (0.30) $ (O.3ofj 5 (G.3.) S (0.1188) S (0.11128) $ (O.()055) $ (2.5811) s (O."U) $ IO.lr.!e) s (0.0055) S (2.5688) 
s..p-(l9 $ (IUl2Sl3) $ (0.'0) S (0.(9) S (O. .... ) $ (0.53) S (0.1230) S (O.27U ) S {O.00811 S {3.5250J S (0.1230) $ (0.282'1 S (0.001l) $ (UI28) 
0cI-<J9 $ (0.028l) s (O.~O) $ (0.0) S (0.~2) S (UI) S (0.0~7e) S (0.1865) $ (0.00(1) $ {2._175j S (D.0878) $ (0.19oIIj $ (O.DOS-) S (2.5052) 
_~S (0.0203) S (D.-O) S (0.59) S (0.43) S (D.el) S (0.1113) S (0.3001) $ (0.0080) S (3.M7~) S (O.1113) S (0.32:5e) $ (O.DOIlS) S (_.052!1) 

""'~ S (0.(203) S (0.- 0) S (0.81 ) $ (0._2) $ (0.1I2) S (0.17001) S (0.2328) $ (0.0065) $ (3.1~31) S (O.17<U) $ (0.2875) $ (0.D07e) S (3051122) 
an·IO S (0.02113) $ (0.35) $ (0.35) S (0.311) $ (0.3$) S (0.0725) S (O.:tOIII) S (O.ooae) $ (3.&H7) S (O.0725) S (0.3011) $ (0.0088) S (UII87) 
feb- I O $ (0.(203) S (0._0) S (\.08) $ (0.01(1) S (1.06) S (0.0853) $ (0.0832) $ (0.0019) $ (1 .2785) S (O.OB53) $ (0.1.00&) S (0.0038) S (1.113&&) 
Mat_IO $ ((1.0203) S ((1._0) $ (0.115) S (O.~2) S (D.IS) S {O.MH} S (0.2-a1) S (0.007(1) $ (2.117e7) $ {O.O599} $ (O.~) S (O.ooe5) $ (3.5120) 
Apr·IO $ (0.02Il3) $ (0._0) S (0.711) S (0.43) $ (0.81 ) S (O.II " ) $ (0. 1_71) S (0.00311) $ (2.0171) $ (D.II") $ (0.1Il00) S (0.00019) S 12·3987) 

1.4.,·10 $ (0.0203) S (0.30) $ (0.30) S (0.33) S (0.33) S (O.og~l) S (O. ID03) S (0.0052) S (2.4580) S (O.OMI) $ (0.1903) $ (0.0052) S (U5eO) 
Jun·IO $ (0.02Il3) $ (0.30) $ (0.30) $ (0.31) $ (0.3 1) S (O.I\I3!I) S (0.08e8) $ (O.DOI~) S (1.2825) $ (O.1035) $ (0.0889) S (0.00111) $ (1.2825) 
Jut·IO $ (0.0203) S (0.211) S (O.~) S (0.31) $ (0.31) S (0.0993) $ (0.1 815) S (0.00018) S (2.3489) S (0.0993) S (0.1815) S (0.00018) S (2.3469) 

Aug ·I O S (0.0203) S (0.30) S (0.30) S (0.31) $ (0.3 1) S (0.1016) S (0.1875) $ (0.D051) S (2._2112) S (0.1018) S (0.1875) $ (0.0051) S (M202) 
Sep-IO S (0.0203) S (0.30) S (0.30) S (0.32) $ (0.32) S (0.09_7) S (0.111811) S (0.0055) $ (2.5385) $ (0.01147) S (0.1989) s (0.0055) S (2.5385) 
0cl·10 S (o.oZ93) S (0.30) S (0.30) $ (0.33) $ (0.33) S (0.1013) S (0.18711) S (0.0052) S (2.7525) S (0.11113) s (0.18711) $ (0.0052) s (2.7525) 
NaY-IO $ (0.0293) S (0.30) S (0.30) $ (0.32) $ (0.32) S (0.1058) $ (0.17M) S (0.000111) S (2.3587) $ (0.1058) S (0.11116) $ (0.00010) $ (2.3587) 
Dec-IO S (0.02t3) S (0.2~) $ (0.2\1) S (0.31) $ (0.31) S (0.0921) S (0.16M) S (0.00-5) S (2.19111) S (D.DIl2I) S (0.16911) $ (D.000I5) S (2. 11118) 
J ..... II S (0.02113) S (D.30) $ (0.30) $ (D.l2) S (0.32) S (0.0301) S (0.1837) S (0.00019) $ (2.1357) $ (O.DlO I ) S (0.1837) S (O.OOoIII) S 12.13!7) 
Feb-II S (0.0293) $ (0.30) S (0.30) $ (0.31) S (0.31) S (0.1334) S (O.12") S (0.003l!) $ (1.tIII_9) $ (O. I3M) $ (0.1a-) $ (0.0032) $ (1M_It) 
MU-II • (O.QZI3) $ (D.30) $ (0.30) $ (0..31) $ (0.31) S (0.10-3) S (D.13e) S (O.ooa.) $ (U631) S (0.10-3) $ (0 .1385) $ (0.003-4) S (1."'31) 
ApHI S (0.0293) $ (0._0) S iO.5!) S (O.3I) $ (0.5<1) S (0.15511) 5 (0.2U-) (0.0066) $ (3.2407) S (0. 15511) S (0.2561) $ (0.0010) $ (3.3867) 

May-II S (O.QZI3) , (D.2\I) $ (0.2\I) $ (0.2\1) , .'" S (0.0937) S (O.I~) (0.0037) $ (1.118112) S /0.0lIl7) $ (0.1~2!I) $ (0.0037) $ (U81l2) 
Jun-II S (O.QZI3) $ (D.30) S (0.30) S (O.~) S (0.29) S (D.\021) S (0. 1_73) (0.0035) s (l .k71) S (0. 1021) $ (0.1413) S (0.003~) $ (1 .90171 ) 
JuI_11 $ (D.029<I) $ (0.30) $ (0.30) $ (0.28) $ (0.28) • (0.\1931) S (0.1713) (0.00012) S (2.1826) S (0.0131) $ (0. 1713) S (0.00012) $ (2.1828) 

A"!I_II S (0.02Il0l) $ (0._0) S (0.82) S (0.38) s (0.78) S (0.0878) 5 (O.2U!) (O.~) $ (2.9920) S (0.0878) $ (0.27110) $ (0.0078) S (UOO9) ...-" S (O.QZI3) S (0._1) S (1.09) $ (0.38) $ (1.0_) S (0.0886) S (0.2377) (0.0063) $ (2.9283) $ (0.01le) S (0.2951) $ (0.008 1) S (UIlO2) 
OeHI s (0.029<1) S (0.40) S (0.55) $ (0.311) $ (0.53) S (0.1 312) S (0.1990) (0.0051) S (2.8375) s (0.1312) $ (0.2117) $ (0.0055) S (2.7835) 
NaY_lIS (0.02Il3) $ (0.211) S (0.29) $ (0.211) $ (0.211) S (0.0961) $ (0.211_) (0.0056) S (2.6622) S (O.OMI) $ (0.211 _) $ (0.0058) $ (2.8622) 
Dec-lIS (O.QZI3) $ (O.3O) S (0.30) $ (0.30) $ (O.30) S (0.0921) S (0.2~3) (0.0071) $ (3.1\150) S (0.01121) S (0.2S83) S (0.0071) S (3.1850) 
J ... H2 S (O.QZI3) S (O.~O) 5 (1.57) $ (O.lS) $ (1.52) S (0.1322) S (0.01I00I) (0.0016) $ (t.3878) $ (0.1322) $ (0.1892) $ (0.0048) S (2.5267) 
Feb-12 $ (0.02\l0I) S (O.(0) $ (0.61) $ (0.40) $ (0.6 1) s (O.IOIK) $ (0.1875) (0.00019) $ (2.4333) $ (O.IOIK) $ (0.2052) $ (O.Q05o() S (2.8378) .,.,., S (0.02\l0I) $ (0.30) S (0.30) $ (D.lO) $ (0.30) S (0.00133) $ (0. 1872) (0.0049) S (2.2077) $ (O.IU33) S (0.1872) S (0.00411) $ ""n) 
Apr·12 $ (0.02Il3) S (0.37) 5 (0.37) $ (D.lS) S 0'" S (0.096<1) S (0.21") (0 .005B) $ (2.7238) $ (0.0""') $ (0.2155) S (O.OO5B) S 12·72lS) 

"",,·12 S (0.1I2Il3) $ (0.40) S (t.3I) $ (0._1 ) $ (I.2Il) S (0.0934) S (0. 1583) S (0.0039) $ (2.0337) S (0.0113-1) S (0.2332) $ (o.~)S (2.111") 
Ju .... 12 S (0.02Il3) $ • ..., S (1.54) S ((I._I) S (1 .51) s (O.OIIn) $ (0..20117) S (0.0055) $ (2.5138) $ (0.0873) $ (0..3030) $ (0.0087) $ (3.6232) 
JuI·12 S (0.0293) $ (0.40) $ (1.48) S (D.41) $ (U6) S (0. 1232) $ (0.2635) $ (o.oon) $ (3.398) S (O.1232) $ (O.3S-n S (0.0103) $ (_ ._,01 ) 

A"!I·12 S (0.028l) S · (O._O) $ (I.") S (0._1) $ (U21 S (0.0933) S (0.2208) (0.005t) $ (2.7620) $ (O.OIl33) S (0.3OB7) S (0.0088) $ (3. n4.3) 
Sep-12 $ (0.02113) $ (MO) S (1.58) $ (0.01(1) $ (1.53) S (0.0900) $ (0.2_70) (0.0061) $ (3.0503) S (O.OIlOCl) $ (0.:J.l50) S (0.\1099) $ (4.17901) 
0cl·12 S (0.02113) $ (0.40) S (\.75) $ (0.311) S (1 .70) S (0.1127) $ (0.2021) (0.0053) S (2.613 1) S (0.1127) $ (0.31&&) $ (0.0080) S (3.11272) 
Nov.12 S (0.G203) $ (0._0) S (I.U) S (O·:m S (1.811) S (0.1030) S (0.3512) (O.()()9I1) $ «(.2810) $ (0.1030) $ (0._6-.3) S (0.013&) $ (M853) 
Dec·12 S (0.02113) S (0._0) S (2.10) S (0.38) S (2.03) S (0.085<1) S (0.2~) (o.oOM) S (2.51114) S (0.08") s (0.3530) s (0.0100) $ (~.2481) 

J~n-t3 S (0.02113) S (MO) 5 (2.08) S (0.37) $ (2.01) S (O.OS_g) $ (G.II!I) (0.002() S (I.SO-0) $ (0.08-19) S (0.2570) $ (0.D070) S (3. 1393) 
Feb-13 $ (0.02Il3) $ (0.40) S (0.87) 5 (O.lS) $ (0.8_) S (O.03ol8) $ (0.2117) (0.0055) S (2.4443) S (O.O:J.la) S (0.251_) $ (D.0068) $ (2.9018) 
1.4 ... ·13 $ (0.0203) S (0.30) S (0.30) S (0.211) S (D.211) S (0.0955) $ (0.1'16) (0.0046) S (2.31_11) $ (O.09!S) S (0.18 1&) $ (0.004&) S (2.3 1_11) 
Apr_13 $ (0.0293) S (0.30) $ (0.30) S (0.211) $ (0.211) S (0.0808) $ (0.2139) (0.0056) $ (2.&360) S (O.oeoe) $ (0.2131t) $ (0.0056) $ (2.636(1) 

1.4.,-13 $ (0.02Il3) $ (0.30) S (0.30) $ (0.30) $ (0.30) S (O. lIol8) S (0. 1858) (0.0046) S (2.4331) S (O.IIU) $ (0.1858) S (0.0048) S (2.~33 1) 
..., .... 13 $ (0.02Il3) $ (0.38) S (0.36) $ (0.35) $ (D.35) S (0.0871) $ /0.2231) (D.005B) S (2.793) $ (0.0871 ) S (0.2231 ) $ (0.D058) $ (2.7!1l3) 
Jul-13 $ (0.02113) S (0.30) S (0.30) S (0.28) $ (0.28) S (0.0874) $ 1O. I\U) (0.0025) $ (1.4892) S 1O.087~) $ (0.1188) $ (0.0025) S (USt'l) 

Aug-13 $ (0.02Il3) $ 10.30) S (0.30) S (0.28) $ (0.28) S (0.0858) S (O. 171M) (0.0041) S (2.1383) S (O.OII~) S (0.1~) $ (O.OO4I) $ (2. 1383) 
Sep-13 S (0.02113) S (0.30) $ (0.30) $ (0.21) $ (0.28) S (0.0653) $ (D. li5aO) (0.0037) S (1.1I3;:J.l) $ (0.0653) $ (0. 1580) S (0.0037) S (1.113:J.l) 
0e1-13$ (0.0283) S (0.30) S (0.30) $ (0.28) S (0.28) S (0.1393) S (0. 176<Ij (0.0043) $ (2.31137) $ (0.13t3) $ (0.1]6.1,) $ (0.00013) S (2.3937) 
Nov-IS $ (0.0283) S 10.29) S (0.211) $ (0.27) S (0.27) S (0.1336) S (0. 1727) (0.01M1) $ (2.3224) $ (0.1)38) S (0. 1727) $ (0.0001 1) $ (2.322_) 
Dec-13 S (0.0293) S (0.30) $ (0.30) S (0.27) S (0.27) S (0.131Sj S (0. I!I16) (0.0038) 5 (2.1533) $ (0. 131$) s (0.1586) S (0.0036) S (2. 1533) 
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Exhibit ___ Attachment B, Table 6: Class I Pricing Impacts 

,,, skim (dry 

'" '" liuidcarrjer B7.81 5 tluod '" 
,., ltuidearrier J-.it!J urd WP& whey) c3 rtjer(dry 

whey) 

S l pound ,,~ 51 pound $ I pollt\d $ I pound ,,~ 5 1 pound S i pound 5 1 pound 

Page 9 



Exhibit ___ Table 5: Class" Pricing Impacts 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Class II-Component 
Class II FMMO Prices - - Oct 2008 Formulas Prices 

Butterfat SNF Skim Class lI@sld Butterfat SNF Skim Class II @ sid 

$1 pound $1 pound $Iewl $/ew! $ f pound $1 pound $/ew! $/ew! 

Column Oesi nation A B C 0 E F G H 
Column Math 

Jan-OS $ 1.6582 $ 0.7154 $6.44 $12.02 $ 1.6875 $ 0.7728 $ 6.96 $ 12.62 
Feb-OS $ 1.7009 $ 0.7345 $6.61 $12.33 $ 1.7303 $ 0.7920 $ 7.13 $ 12.93 
Mar-OS $ 1.6530 $ 0.7419 $6.68 $12.23 $ 1.6823 $ 0.7991 $ 7.19 $ 12.83 
Apr-OS $ 1.6213 $ 0.7527 $6.77 $12.21 $ 1.6506 $ 0.8099 $ 7.29 $ 12.81 

May-OS $ 1.4710 $ 0.7613 $6.85 $11.76 $ 1.5003 $ 0.8184 $ 7.37 $ 12.36 
Jun-05 $ 1.5171 $ 0.7738 $6.96 $12.03 $ 1.5464 $ 0.8311 $ 7.48 $ 12.63 
Jut-OS $ 1.7265 $ 0.7741 $6.97 $12.77 $ 1.7558 $ 0.8313 $ 7.48 $ 13.37 

Aug-OS $ 1.7506 $ 0.7828 $7.05 $12.93 $ 1,7799 $ 0.8400 $ 7.56 $ 13.53 
Sep-05 $ 1.8138 $ 0.8039 $7.23 $13.33 $ 1.8431 $ 0.8615 $ 7.75 $ 13.93 
Oct-OS $ 1.7516 $ 0.8150 $7.33 $13.21 $ 1.7809 $ 0.8745 $ 7.87 $ 13.83 
Nov-05 $ 1.5354 $ 0.8166 $7.35 $12.47 $ 1.5647 $ 0.8738 $ 7.86 $ 13.07 
Dec-05 $ 1.4267 $ 0.8280 $7.45 $12.18 $ 1.4560 $ 0.8852 $ 7.97 $ 12.78 
Jan-06 $ 1.3912 $ 0.8463 $7.62 $12.22 $ 1.4205 $ 0.9034 $ 8.13 $ 12.82 
Feb-06 $ 1.2685 $ 0.8228 $7.41 $11.59 $ 1.2978 $ 0.8801 $ 7.92 $ 12.19 
Mar-06 $ 1.1805 $ 0.7507 $6.76 $10.65 $ 1.2098 $ 0.8079 $ 7.27 $ 11.25 
Apr-06 $ 1.1549 $ 0.7245 $6.52 $10.33 $ 1.1842 $ 0.7818 $ 7.04 $ 10.93 

May-06 $ 1.1790 $ 0.6861 $6.17 $10.09 $ 1.2083 $ 0.7433 $ 6.69 $ 10.68 
Jun-06 $ 1.1642 $ 0.6739 $6.06 $9.93 $ 1.1935 $ 0.7342 $ 6.61 $ 10.55 
Jul-06 $ 1.1433 $ 0.6665 $6.00 $9.79 $ 1.1726 $ 0.7240 $ 6.52 $ 10.39 

Aug-06 $ 1.2220 $ 0.6774 $6.10 $10.16 $ 1.2513 $ 0.7302 $ 6.57 $ 10.72 
Sep-06 $ 1.3414 $ 0.6950 $6.25 $10.73 $ 1.3707 $ 0.7495 $ 6.75 $ 11.31 
Oct-06 $ 1.3372 $ 0.7092 $6.38 $10.84 $ 1.3665 $ 0.7573 $ 6.82 $ 11.36 
Nov-06 $ 1.3071 $ 0.7414 $6.67 $11.01 $ 1.3364 $ 0.7919 $ 7.13 $ 11.56 
Dec-06 $ 1.2697 $ 0.8251 $7.43 $11.61 $ 1.2990 $ 0.8711 $ 7.84 $ 12.11 
Jan·07 $ 1.2221 $ 0.8979 $8.08 $12.08 $ 1.2514 $ 0.9247 • 8.32 $ 12.41 
Feb-07 $ 1.2388 $ 0.9537 $8.58 $12.62 $ 1.2681 $ 0.9473 $ 8.53 $ 12.67 
Mar-07 $ 1.3051 $ 1.0125 $9.11 $13.36 $ 1.3344 $ 0.9967 $ 8.97 $ 13.33 
Apr-07 $ 1.3947 $ 1.0830 $9.75 $14.29 $ 1.4240 $ 1.0655 $ 9.59 $ 14.24 

May-07 $ 1.5005 $ 1.2842 $11.56 $16.40 $ 1.5298 $ 1.2672 $ 11.40 $ 16.36 
Jun-07 $ 1.5763 $ 1.5034 $13.53 $18.57 $ 1.6056 $ 1.4980 $ 13.48 $ 18.63 
Jul-07 $ 1.5413 $ 1.7484 $15.74 $20.58 $ 1.5706 $ 1.8010 $ 16.21 $ 21.14 

Aug-07 $ 1.5174 $ 1.8667 $16.80 $21.52 $ 1.5467 $ 1.9271 $ 17.34 $ 22.15 
Sep-07 $ 1.4395 $ 1.8728 $16.86 $21.30 $ 1.4088 $ 1.9296 $ 17.37 $ 21.90 
Oct-07 $ 1.3376 $ 1.8837 $16.95 $21.04 $ 1.3670 $ 1.9406 $ 17.47 $ 21.64 
Nov-07 $ 1.3362 $ 1.9036 $17.13 $21.21 $ 1.3655 $ 1.9609 $ 17.65 $ 21.81 
Dec-07 $ 1.3636 $ 1.7479 $15.73 $19.95 $ 1.3929 $ 1.8056 $ 16.25 $ 20.56 
Jan-08 $ 1.2597 $ 1.6664 $15.00 $18.88 $ 1.2890 $ 1.7238 $ 15.51 $ 19.48 
Feb-08 $ 1.2285 $ 1.5300 $13.77 $17.59 $ 1.2578 $ 1.5878 $ 14.29 $ 18.19 
Mar·08 $ 1.2885 $ 1.1800 $10.62 $14.76 $ 1.3178 $ 1.2381 $ 11.14 $ 15.37 
Apr-08 $ 1.4039 $ 1.0953 $9.86 $14.43 $ 1.4332 $ 1.1528 $ 10.38 $ 15.03 

May-08 $ 1.4860 $ 1.0881 $9.79 $14.65 $ 1.5153 $ 1.1448 $ 10.30 $ 15.25 
Jun-08 $ 1.5464 $ 1.1419 $10.28 $15.33 $ 1.5757 $ 1.1992 $ 10.79 $ 15.93 
Jul-08 $ 1.6083 $ 1.1895 $10.71 $15.96 $ 1.6376 $ 1.2461 $ 11.21 $ 16.55 

Aug-08 $ 1.6729 $ 1.2371 $11.13 $16.60 $ 1.7022 $ 1.2934 $ 11.64 $ 17.19 
Sep-08 $ 1.7518 $ 1.2193 $10.97 $16.72 $ 1.7811 $ 1.2769 $ 11.49 $ 17.32 
Oct-08 $ 1.8283 $ 1.1050 $9.94 $16.00 $ 1.8577 $ 1.1622 $ 10.46 $ 16.60 
Nov-08 $ 1.7507 $ 0.8931 $8.04 $13.88 $ 1.7800 $ 0.9467 $ 8.52 $ 14.45 
Dec-08 $ 1.2775 $ 0.7080 $6.37 $10.62 $ 1.3068 $ 0.7644 $ 6.88 $ 11.21 
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Exhibit ___ Table 5: Class II Pricing Impacts 

9 $ Jan-O 
Fob-O 
Mar-o 
A",-o 

May-o 
Jun-O 
Jul-O 

Aug-O 
So.." 
Oc1-o 
N","" 
Doc-o 
Jan- l 
Feb-l 
Mar-l 
Apr-' 

May-, 
Jun-t 
JuI-l 

Aug-1 
Sep-l 
Oct·tO 
NOy·tO 
Dee·l 
Jan·l 
Feb-l 
Mar-l 
Apr·' 

May·' 
Jun·, 
J uI- ' 

Aug-l 
S."., 
0c1-1 
Nov·l1 
Dec-l 
Jan-12 
Feb-12 
Mar·12 
Apr· 12 

May·12 
Jun-12 
JuI-12 

Aug-12 
Sep-12 
Oct-12 
NOy-12 
Dec·12 
Jan·13 
Feb-13 

9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 

$ 
9 $ 
o $ 
o $ 
o $ 
o $ 
o $ 
o $ 
o $ 
o $ 
o $ 

$ 
$ 

o $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 

$ 
1 $ 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

• • • • $ 
$ 
$ 

Proposal 2 (Oairy Institute) Class II Component 
Prices 

Butterfat SNF Skim Class lI@std 

S/ pound S/ pound $ I cwt S/ewt 

1.0861 $ 0.6968 $6.27 $9.85 
1.0718 $ 0.6801 $6.12 $9.66 
1,1371 $ 0.6675 $6.01 $9.78 
1.1826 $ 0.6614 $5.95 $9.a8 
1.2425 $ 0.6643 $5.98 $10.12 
1.2320 $ a.eng $6,10 $10.20 
1.2215 $ 0.6903 $6.21 $10.27 
1.2268 $ 0.6877 $6.19 $10.27 
1.2003 $ 0.7157 $6.44 '10,42 
1.2529 $ 0.7989 $7. 19 $1 1.32 
1.4432 $ 0.8580 $7.72 $12.50 
1.5210 $ 0.9588 $8.63 $13.65 
'.4182 S 1.1121 $10.01 $14.62 
1.4181 S 1,1447 $10.30 $14.90 
1.5124 $ 0.9858 sa.B7 $13.85 
1.5590 $ 0.8655 $7.97 $13.1 5 
1.6635 $ 0.9313 $8.38 $13.98 
1.701' $ 1._ $9.79 $15.40 
1.8741 $ 1.1450 $10.30 $18.50 
2.0"3 $ 1.0978 $9.88 $16.57 
2.3621 $ 0.9970 sa.97 $17.00 
2.4212 $ 0.9783 $8.80 $16.97 
2.2199 $ 1.0093 $9.08 $16.54 
1.7729 $ 1.0330 $9.30 $15.18 
2.0016 $ 1,0528 $9.43 $1S.15 
2.2744 $ 1.0633 $9.57 $17.19 
2.2636 $ U8n $10.69 $18.24 
2.1890 $ 1.3152 $11.84 $19.08 
2.2274 $ 1.3994 $12.59 $19.95 
2.3479 $ 1.4454 $13.01 $2O.n 
2.2288 $ 1.4842 $13.36 $20.69 
2.2762 $ 1.5033 $13.53 $21.02 
2.1782 $ 1.4237 $12.81 $19.99 
1.9368 $ 1.38n $12.49 $18.83 
1.9285 $ 1.3673 $12.31 $18.62 
1.7220 $ 1.3184 $11 .87 $17.48 
1.6955 $ 1.2823 $11 .54 $17.07 
1.5516 $ 12469 $11 .22 $16.26 
1.5074 $ 1.2336 $11.10 $15.99 
1.5422 $ 1.1925 $10.73 $15.75 
1.4239 $ 1.1101 $9.99 $14.62 
1.4643 $ 1.0210 $9.19 $13.99 
1.6333 $ 0.9451 $8.51 $13.92 
1.8116 $ 0.9565 $8.61 $14.65 
1.9824 $ 1.0735 $9.68 $16.26 
2.0913 $ 1.1867 $10.68 $17.63 
1.9995 $ 1.2798 $11 .52 $18.11 
1.7053 $ 1.3399 $12.06 $17.61 
1.5945 $ 1.3751 $12.38 $17.52 
1.6395 $ 1.3784 $12.41 $17.71 

Class II FMMO Prices· - Ocl2008 Formulas 

Butterfat SNF Skim Class lI@sld 

$ /pound $ 1 pound $ / ew! $I owl 

$ 1.1154 $ 0.7489 $ 6.74 $ 10.41 
$ 1.1011 $ 0.7367 $ 6.63 $ 10.25 
$ 1.1664 $ 0.7233 $ 6.51 $ 10.36 
$ 1.21 19 $ 0.7189 $ 6.47 $ 10.49 
$ 1.2718 $ 0.7211 $ 6.49 $ 10.71 
$ 1.2614 $ 0.7344 $ 6.61 $ 10.79 
$ 1.2508 $ 0.7478 $ 6.73 $ 10.87 
$ 1.2561 $ 0.7444 $ 6.70 $ 10.86 
$ 1.2296 $ O.n22 $ 6.95 $ 11.01 
$ 1.2822 $ 0.8567 $ 7.71 $ 11 .93 
$ 1.4726 $ 0.9311 $ 8.38 $ 13.24 
$ 1.5503 $ 1.0156 $ 9.14 $ 14.25 
$ 1.4475 $ 1.1689 $ 10.52 $ 15.22 
$ 1.4474 $ 1.2189 • 10.97 $ 15.65 
$ 1.5417 $ 1.0433 • 9.39 $ 14.46 
$ 1.5883 $ 0.9467 $ 8.52 $ 13.78 
$ 1.7128 $ 1.0256 $ 9.23 $ 14.90 
$ 1.7304 $ 1.1456 $ 10.31 $ 16.01 
$ 1.9034 $ 1.2022 $ 10.82 $ 17.tO 
$ 2.0406 $ 1.1322 $ 10.19 $ 16.98 
$ 2.4114 $ 1.0544 $ 9.49 $ 17.60 
$ 2.4506 $ 1.0356 $ 9.32 $ 17.57 
$ 2.2492 $ 1.0756 $ 9.68 $ 17.21 
$ 1.8022 $ 1.0900 $ 9.81 $ 15.n 
$ 2.0309 $ 1.1144 $ 10.03 $ 16.79 
$ 2.3037 $ 1.1411 $ 10.27 $ 17.97 
$ 2.2929 $ 1.2444 $ 11 .20 $ 18.83 
$ 2.2183 $ 1.3700 $ 12.33 $ 19.66 
$ 2.2567 $ 1.4656 $ 13.19 $ 20.63 
$ 2.3n2 $ 1.5022 $ 13.52 $ 21 .37 
$ 2.2581 $ 1.5411 $ 13.87 $ 21 .29 
$ 2.3055 $ 1.5522 $ 13.97 $ 21.55 
$ 2.2075 $ 1.4767 $ 13.29 $ 20.55 
$ 1.9662 $ 1.4422 $ 12.98 $ 19.41 
$ 1.9578 $ 1.4289 $ 12.86 $ 19.26 
$ 1.7513 $ 1.3756 $ 12.38 $ 18.08 
$ 1.7248 • 1.3389 $ 12.05 $ 17.67 
$ 1.5809 $ 1.3133 $ 11.82 $ 16.94 
$ 1.5367 • 1.2911 $ 11 .62 $ 16.59 
$ 1.5715 $ 1.2322 $ 11.09 $ 16.20 
$ 1.4532 $ 1.1633 $ 10.47 $ 15.19 
$ 1.4936 $ 1.0467 $ 9.42 $ 14.32 
$ 1.6626 $ 1.0011 $ 9.01 $ 14.51 
$ 1.8409 $ 1.0589 $ 9.53 $ 15.64 
$ 2.0117 $ 1.1511 $ 10.36 $ 17.04 
$ 2.1 206 $ 1.2689 $ 11.42 $ 18.44 
$ 2.0288 $ 1.3478 $ 12.13 $ 18.81 
$ 1.7348 $ 1.4078 $ 12.67 $ 18.30 
$ 1.6238 $ 1.4400 $ 12.96 $ 18.19 
$ 1.6689 $ 1.4567 $ 13.11 $ 18.49 
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Exhibit ___ Table 5: Class II Pricing Impacts 

Annual Avg 

Mar·1 
Apr·1 

May·l 
Jun-1 
Jul-1 

Aug-1 
Sap-l 
00t·1 
Nov-1 
Deo·l 
Jan·1 
Feb·1 
Mar·1 
Apr·1 

May·1 
Jun·1 
Jul·1 

Aug·1 
Sap·l 
001·1 
Nov·1 
Deo-l 

3 $ 
3 $ 
3 $ 
3 $ 
3 $ 
3 $ 
3 $ 
3 $ 
3 $ 
3 $ 
4 $ 
4 $ 

200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
201 
201 
201 
201 
201 

4 $ 
4 $ 
4 $ 
4 $ 
4 I 
4 I 
4 $ 
4 $ 
4 $ 
4 $ 

5 $ 
6 $ 
7 $ 
8 $ 
9 $ 
o $ 
1 $ 
2 $ 
3 $ 
4 $ 

Ten Year Avg $ 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Class II Component 
Prices 

Butter/at SNF Skim Class lI@std 

$/pOund $1 pound $Iowl Slow! 

1.7253 $ 1.3873 $12.49 $18.09 
1.8004 $ 1.3815 $12.43 $18.30 
1.7661 $ 1.3390 $12.05 $17.81 
1.6376 $ 1,4582 $13.12 $18.40 
1.5470 $ 1.5153 $13.64 $18.67 
1,4881 $ 1.5379 $13.84 $18.56 
1.4973 $ 1.5991 $14.39 $19.13 
1.6415 $ 1.6254 $14.63 $19.86 
1.6113 $ 1.6719 $15.05 $20.16 
1.7449 $ 1.7081 $15.37 $20.94 
1.7651 $ 1.7587 $15.83 $21.45 
1,9886 $ 1.8303 $16.47 $22.86 
2.0179 $ 1.9005 $17.10 $23.57 
2.0984 $ 1.9261 $17.33 $24.07 
2.2498 I 1.8949 $17.05 $24.33 
2.4199 I 1.7576 $15.82 $23.73 
2.6126 I 1.7019 $15.32 $23.92 
2.8225 I 1.7037 $15.33 $24.68 
3.2244 I 1.6517 $14.87 $25.63 
2.8284 I 1.4094 $12.68 $22.14 
2.1788 $ 1.2977 $11.68 $18.90 
2.0768 $ 1.3002 $11.70 $18.56 

1.6355 $ 0.7750 $6.97 $12.45 
1.2466 $ 0.7349 $6.61 $10.75 
1.3978 $ 1.4798 $13.32 $17.74 
1.5085 $ 1.1711 $10.54 $15.45 
1.2348 $ 0.7298 $6.57 $10.66 
1.9311 $ 1.0340 $9.31 $15,39 
2.1312 $ 1.3290 $11.96 $19.00 
1.7007 $ 1.1556 $10.40 $15.99 
1.6411 $ 1.4981 $13.48 $18.75 
2.3568 I 1.6777 $15.10 $22.82 

1.6684 $ 1.1585 $10.43 $15.90 

Class II FMMO Prices - - Oct 2008 Formulas 

Butterrat SNF S.m Class lI@sld 

$1 pound $1 pound $/ewl $Iowl 

$ 1.7546 $ 1.4600 $ 13.14 $ 18.82 
$ 1.8297 $ 1,4189 $ 12.77 $ 18,73 
$ 1.7954 $ 1.3989 $ 12.59 $ 18.43 
$ 1.6669 $ 1.5322 $ 13.79 $ 19.14 
I 1.5763 $ 1.5778 $ 14.20 $ 19.22 
$ 1.5174 $ 1,6078 $ 14.47 $ 19.27 
$ 1.6266 $ 1.6622 $ 14.96 $ 19.78 
$ 1.6708 $ 1.6944 $ 15.25 $ 20.56 
I 1.6406 $ 1.7289 $ 15.56 $ 20.76 
$ 1.7742 $ 1.7789 $ 16.01 $ 21.66 
$ 1.7944 $ 1.8344 $ 16.51 $ 22.21 
$ 2.0179 $ 1.9189 $ 17.27 $ 23.73 
$ 2.0472 $ 1.9633 $ 17.67 $ 24.22 
$ 2.1277 $ 1.9911 $ 17.92 $ 24.74 
$ 2.2791 $ 1.8956 $ 17.06 $ 24.44 
$ 2.4483 $ 1.7700 $ 15.93 $ 23.94 
$ 2.6419 $ 1.7456 $ 15.71 $ 24.41 
$ 2.8519 $ 1.7689 $ 15.92 $ 25.34 
$ 3.2537 $ 1.6956 $ 15.26 I 26.11 
$ 2.8577 $ 1.3733 $ 12.36 $ 21.93 
$ 2.2081 $ 1.4022 $ 12.62 $ 19.91 
$ 2.1061 $ 1.3489 I 12.14 $ 19.09 

$ 1.8648 $ 0.8325 $ 7.49 $ 13,06 

$ 1.2759 $ 0.7896 $ 7.11 $ 11.32 
$ 1.4271 $ 1.5054 $ 13.55 $ 18.Q7 

$ 1,5379 $ 1.2290 $ 11.05 $ 16.05 

$ 1.2641 $ 0.7876 $ 7.09 $ 11.26 
$ 1,8605 $ 1.0949 $ 9.85 $ 16.02 
$ 2.1605 $ 1.3879 $ 12.49 $ 19.82 
$ 1.7300 $ 1.2184 $ 10.97 $ 16.64 
$ 1.6704 $ 1.5631 $ 14.07 $ 19.42 
$ 2.3862 $ 1.7257 $ 15.53 $ 23.34 

$ 1.6977 $ 1.2133 $ 10.92 $ 16.48 
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Exhibit __ _ Table 5: Class II Pricing Impacts 

California Slate Order Prices: Current Permanent Formulas 

SoCal SoCal SNF SoCal Glass 2 
NoGal NoGal SNF NoGal Class 2 Butterfat Class3@ Class 2 Total Class 3 Total Weighted Avg Weighted Avg Weighted Avg 

Butterfat 
Class 2 @3,5,8,685 Butterfat Class 2 @3.5,8.685 Class 3 SNF Class 3 3.5,8,685 solids solids Class.2 and Class 2 and Class 2 and 

Class .2 Class 2 utilization % utilization % Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 

$1 pound $/pound $1 cwt $1 pound $/pound $/ew! $1 pound $1 pound $/ew! % % fat I pound SNF I pound $/cwt 

Column Desl nation I J K L M N 0 P Q R S T U V 
Column Math see rlola@ bottom of labia 

Jan-OS $ 1.B709 $ 0,7471 $ 13.03 $ 1.8709 $ 0.7204 $ 12.79 $ 1.8709 $ 0,7147 $ 12.74 3.77 3,14 $ 1.8709 I: 0.7251 $ 12.83 
Feb-OS $ 1.7514 $ 0.7726 $ 12.83 $ 1.7514 $ 0.7459 $ 12.80 $ 1.7514 $ 0.7402 $ 12.55 4.19 3.61 $ 1.7514 0.7504 $ 12.64 
Mar-05 $ 1.7514 $ 0.7726 $ 12.83 $ 1.7514 $ 0.7459 $ 12.60 $ 1.7514 $ 0.7402 $ 12.55 4.05 4.10 $ 1.7514 $ 0.7497 $ 12.63 
Apr-05 $ 1.6425 $ 0.7900 $ 12.60 $ 1.6425 $ 0.7633 $ 12.37 I 1.6425 $ 0.7576 $ 12.32 3.96 4.28 $ 1.6425 $ 0.7668 $ 12.40 

May-os $ 1.6425 $ 0.7900 $ 12.60 $ 1.6425 $ 0.7633 $ 12.37 $ 1.6425 $ 0.7576 $ 12.32 3.99 4.55 $ 1.6425 $ 0.7665 $ 12.40 
Jun-05 $ 1.4979 $ 0.8052 $ 12.23 $ 1.4979 $ 0.7785 $ 11.99 $ 1.4979 $ 0.7726 $ 11.95 4.32 4.93 $ 1.4979 $ 0.7817 I 12.02 
Jul-05 $ 1.4979 $ 0.8052 $ 12.23 $ 1.4979 $ 0.7785 $ 11.99 $ 1.4979 $ 0.7726 $ 11.95 4.56 5.26 $ 1.4979 $ 0.7816 $ 12.02 

AU9-05 $ 1.6251 I 0.8119 $ 12.73 $ 1.6251 $ 0.7852 $ 12.50 I 1.6251 $ 0.7795 $ 12.45 4.82 5.28 $ 1.6251 $ 0.7886 $ 12.53 
Sep-05 $ 1.6251 $ 0,8119 $ 12.73 $ 1.6251 $ 0.7852 $ 12.50 $ 1.6251 $ 0.7795 $ 12.45 4.35 4.22 $ 1.6251 $ 0.7892 $ 12.53 
Oct-OS $ 1.7714 $ 0.8431 $ 13,51 $ 1.7714 $ 0,6164 $ 13.28 I 1.7714 $ 0,8107 $ 13,23 4.41 4.06 $ 1.7714 $ 0.8206 $ 13.32 
Nov-OS $ 1.7714 $ 0.B431 $ 13.51 $ 1.7714 $ 0.8164 $ 13.28 $ 1.7714 $ 0.8107 $ 13.23 4.96 3,21 $ 1.7714 $ 0.8223 $ 13.33 
Dec-OS $ 1.6088 $ 0.8697 $ 13,17 $ 1.6088 $ 0.8430 $ 12.94 $ 1.6088 $ 0.8373 $ 12.89 4.56 2.12 $ 1.8066 $ 0.8503 $ 13,01 
Jan-06 $ 1.B066 $ 0,6697 $ 13.17 $ 1.6068 $ 0.8430 $ 12.94 $ 1.6088 $ 0.8373 $ 12.89 3.95 3.33 $ 1.6068 $ 0.8476 $ 12.98 
Feb-De $ 1.37n $ 0.8545 $ 12.23 $ 1.3777 $ Q,8278 $ 12.00 $ 1.3777 $ 0,8221 $ 11,95 4.13 3.38 $ 1.37n $ 0.8326 $ 12.04 
Mar-06 $ 1.3777 $ 0.8545 $ 12.23 $ 1.3777 $ 0.8278 $ 12.00 $ 1.3777 $ 0.8221 $ 11.95 3.97 3,B6 $ 1.3777 $ 0.8318 $ 12.04 
Apr-06 $ 1.1725 $ 0.7603 $ 10,70 $ 1.1725 $ 0.7336 $ 10.47 $ 1.1725 $ 0.7279 $ 10.42 4.02 3.87 $ 1.1725 $ 0.7376 $ 10.50 

May-Oe $ 1.1725 $ 0.7603 $ 10.70 $ 1.1725 $ 0.7336 $ 10.47 $ 1.1725 $ 0.7279 $ 10.42 4.27 4.27 $ 1.1725 $ 0.7374 $ 10.50 
Jun-06 $ 1.1464 $ 0.7262 $ 10.31 $ 1.1464 $ 0.6995 $ 10.0S $ 1.1464 $ 0.6938 $ 10.03 4,30 4.91 $ 1.1464 $ 0.7027 $ 10.11 
Jul-06 $ 1.1464 $ 0.7262 $ 10,31 $ 1.1464 $ 0.6995 $ ;0,08 $ 1.1464 $ 0.6936 $ 10.03 4.59 5.04 $ 1.1464 $ 0.7029 $ 10.11 

Aug-Oe $ 1.1385 $ 0.7100 $ 10.14 $ 1.1385 $ 0.6833 $ 9.91 $ 1.1385 $ 0.6776 $ 9.86 4.96 5.03 $ 1.1385 $ 0.6871 $ 9,94 
Sep·06 $ 1.1385 $ 0,7100 $ 10.14 $ 1.1385 $ 0.6833 $ 9.91 $ 1.1385 $ 0.6776 $ 9.86 4.62 3.75 $ 1.1365 $ 0.6861 $ 9.95 
Oct-06 $ 1.3093 I 0,7350 $ 10.96 $ 1,3093 $ 0.7083 $ 10.73 $ 1.3093 $ 0.7026 $ 10.68 4.86 3.47 $ 1.3093 $ 0.7137 $ 10.77 
Nov-06 $ 1.3093 $ 0.7350 $ 10.96 $ 1.3093 $ 0.7083 $ 10.73 $ 1.3093 $ 0.7026 $ 10.68 5.14 3.28 $ 1.3093 $ 0.7142 $ 10.78 
Dec-06 $ 1.3155 $ 0.7944 $ 11.50 $ 1.3155 $ 0.7677 $ 11.26 $ 1.3155 $ 0.7620 $ 11.21 5.73 2.05 $ 1.3155 $ 0.7760 $ 11.34 
Jan-07 $ 1.3155 $ 0.7944 $ 11.50 $ 1.3155 $ 0.7677 $ 11.26 $ 1.3155 $ 0.7620 $ 11.21 4.19 3.01 $ 1.3155 $ 0.7731 $ 11.31 
Feb-07 $ 1.2283 $ 0.9008 $ 12.12 $ 1.2283 $ 0.8741 $ 11.88 $ 1.2283 $ 0.8684 $ 11.83 4,03 3.56 $ 1.2283 $ 0.8785 $ 11.92 
Mar~07 $ 1.2283 $ 0,9008 $ 12.12 $ 1.2283 $ 0.8741 $ 11.88 $ 1.2283 $ 0.8684 $ 11.63 4.30 3.69 $ 1.2283 $ 0.8787 $ 11.92 
Apr-07 $ 1.2635 $ 0.9696 $ 12.84 $ 1.2635 $ 0.9429 $ 12.60 $ 1.2635 $ 0.9372 $ 12.55 4.24 4.71 $ 1.2635 $ 0.9462 $ 12.63 

May-07 $ 1.2635 $ 0.9696 $ 12.84 $ 1.2635 $ 0.9429 $ 12.80 $ 1.2635 $ 0.9372 $ 12.55 4.75 4.89 $ 1.2635 $ 0.9466 $ 12.64 
JUn-07 $ 1.4398 $ 1.2158 $ 15.59 $ 1.4398 $ 1.1891 $ 15.36 $ 1.4398 $ 1.1834 $ 15.31 4.79 4.88 $ 1.4398 $ 1.1928 $ 15.39 
Jul-07 $ 1.4398 $ 1.2158 $ 15.59 $ 1.4398 $ 1.1891 $ 15.36 $ 1.4398 $ 1.1834 $ 15.31 4.76 4.62 $ 1.4398 $ 1.1931 $ 15.39 

Aug-07 $ 1,5432 $ 1.5390 $ 18.76 $ 1.5432 $ 1.5123 $ 18.53 $ 1.5432 $ 1.5086 $ 18.48 4.74 4.06 $ 1.5432 $ 1.5169 $ 18.57 
Ssp-07 $ 1.5432 $ 1.5390 $ 18.76 $ 1.5432 $ 1.5123 $ 16.53 $ 1.5432 $ 1.5066 $ 18.48 4.77 3.40 $ 1.5432 $ 1.5177 $ 18.57 
00t-07 $ 1.4625 $ 1.9137 $ 21.73 $ 1.4625 $ 1.8670 $ 21.60 $ 1.4625 $ 1.8813 $ 21.45 4.81 3.35 $ 1.4625 $ 1.8925 $ 21.55 
Nov-07 $ 1.4625 $ 1.9137 $ 21.73 $ 1.4625 $ 1.8870 $ 21.60 $ 1.4625 $ 1.B813 $ 21.45 4.67 2.98 $ 1.4625 $ 1.8929 $ 21.55 
Dec-07 $ 1.3366 $ 1.9154 $ 21.31 $ 1.3366 $ 1,8887 $ 21.07 $ 1.3366 $ 1.8830 $ 2:1.02 4.07 1.91 $ 1,3366 $ 1.8980 $ 2:1.14 
Jan-08 $ 1.3366 $ 1.9154 $ 21.31 $ 1.3366 $ 1,8S87 $ 21.07 $ 1.3366 $ 1.8830 $ 21.02 3.93 3.14 $ 1.3366 $ 1,8936 $ 21.12 
Feb-08 $ 1.2859 $ 1.5822 $ 18,23 $ 1.2859 $ 1.5555 $ 18.00 $ 1.2859 $ 1.5498 $ 17.95 3.94 3.28 $ 1.2859 $ 1.5602 $ 18.04 
Mar·08 $ 1.2859 $ 1.5822 $ 1B.23 $ 1,2859 $ 1.5555 $ 18.00 $ 1.2859 $ 1.5498 $ 17.95 3.89 3.86 $ 1.2859 $ 1.5594 $ 18.04 
Apr-DB $ 1.2617 $ 1.1957 $ 14.79 $ 1,2617 $ 1.1690 $ 14.56 $ 1.2617 $ 1.1633 $ 14.51 424 4.21 $ 1.2617 $ 1.1729 $ 14.59 

May-08 $ 1.2617 $ 1.1957 $ 14.79 $ 1.2617 $ 1.1690 $ 14.56 $ 1.2617 $ 1.1633 $ 14.51 4.26 4.09 $ 1,2617 $ 1.1730 $ 14.60 
Jun-08 $ 1.4545 $ 1.1674 $ 15.22 $ 1.4545 $ 1,1407 $ 14.99 $ 1.4545 $ 1.1350 $ 14.94 4.28 4.89 $ 1.4545 $ 1.1439 $ 15.02 
Jul-08 $ 1.4545 $ 1.1674 $ 15,22 $ 1.4545 $ 1.1407 $ 14.99 $ 1.4545 $ 1,1350 $ 14.94 4.80 4.52 $ 1.4545 $ 1,1448 $ 15.02 

Aug-DB $ 1.5628 $ 1.2493 $ 16.31 $ 1.5628 $ 1.2226 $ 16.0B $ 1.5628 $ 1.2169 $ 16.03 4.96 4.15 $ 1.5628 $ 1.2273 $ 16.12 
Sep-08 $ 1.5628 $ 1.2493 $ 16.31 $ 1,5628 $ 1,2226 $ 16.08 $ 1.5628 $ 1.2169 $ 16.03 5.18 3.99 $ 1.5626 $ 1.2277 $ 16.12 

Oct-08 $ 1.7181 $ 1.1911 $ 16.35 $ 1.7181 $ 1.1644 $ 16.12 $ 1.7181 $ 1.1587 $ 16.07 5.37 3.48 $ 1.7181 $ 1,1703 $ 16.17 
Nov-OS $ 1.7181 $ 1.1911 $ 16,35 $ 1.7181 $ 1.1644 $ 16.12 $ 1.7181 $ 1.15B7 $ 16.07 4.74 3.00 $ 1.7181 $ 1.1704 $ 16.17 
Dec-08 $ 1.7760 $ 0.8221 $ 13.35 $ 1.7760 $ 0.7954 $ 13.11 $ 1.7760 $ 0.7897 $ 13.06 4.63 2.02 $ 1.7760 $ 0.8030 $ 13.18 
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Exhibit ___ Table 5: Class II Pricing Impacts 

9 $ 
9 $ 

Jan-O 
Feb-Q 
Mar-a 
Apr-<J 
May-O 
Jun-O 
Jul·O 

Aug-O 
Sep-O 
001-0 
Nov-a 
D90-0 
Jan-! 
Feb-! 
Mar-1 
Apr-1 
May-1 
Jun-l 
Jul-1 

Aug-I 
Sep-l 
DoH 
Nov-l 
Dec-1 
Jan-I 
Feb-l 
Mar-l 
Apr-1 

May-! 
Jun-! 
Jul·1 

Aug-! 
Sep-l 
Oct-l 
Nov-j 
Dec-t 
Jan-1 
Feb-1 
Mar-! 
Apr-l 

May-1 
Jun-! 
Jul·1 

Aug-1 
Sep-l 
Oc\·1 
Nov-1 
Dec-I 
Jan-1 
Feb·1 

9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
o $ 
o $ 
o $ 
o $ 
o $ 
o $ 
o $ 
o $ 
0 $ 
0 $ 
0 $ 
0 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
2 $ 
2 $ 
2 $ 
2 $ 
2 $ 
2 $ 
2 $ 
2 $ 
2 • 
2 • 
2 $ 
2 $ 
3 $ 
3 $ 

SoCal 
Butterfat 
Class 2 

$1 pound 

1,7760 
1.1615 
1.1515 
1.1121 
1.1121 
1.2102 
1.2102 
1.2216 
1,2216 
1.2000 
1.2000 
1.3821 
1.3821 
1.4288 
1.4288 
1,4325 
1.4325 
1.6168 
1.6188 
1.7726 
1.7726 
2.2250 
2.2250 
2.2724 
2.2724 
1.8743 
1,8743 
2,2440 
2.2440 
2,1750 
2.1750 
2,2449 
2.2449 
2.1643 
2.1643 
1,8925 
1.8925 
1.6772 
1.6772 
1.5003 
1.5003 
1.4184 
1.4184 
1,5538 
1.5538 
1.9020 
1.9020 
2.0070 
2.0070 
1.5915 

SoCal SNF 
Class 2 

$1 pound 

$ 0.6221 
$ 0.7249 
$ 0.7249 
$ 0.7060 
$ 0.7060 
$ 0.7097 
$ 0.7097 
$ 0,7195 
$ 0.7195 
$ 0.7980 
$ 0.7980 
$ 0.9204 
$ 0.9204 
$ 1.1152 
$ 1.1152 
$ 0.9449 
$ 0.9449 
$ 0.9837 
$ 0.9837 
$ 1.1187 
$ 1.1187 
$ 1.0180 
$ 1.0180 
$ 1.0384 
$ 1.0384 
$ 1.0938 
$ 1.0938 
$ 1.2773 
$ 1.2773 
$ 1.4459 
$ 1.4459 
$ 1.5020 
$ 1,5020 
$ 104667 
$ 1.4667 
$ 1.3828 
$ 1.3828 
$ 1.2843 
$ 1.2643 
$ 1.2443 
$ 1.2443 
$ 1.1236 
$ 1.1236 
$ 0.9830 

• 0.9830 
$ 1.1507 
$ 1.1507 
$ 1.3506 
$ 1.S506 
$ 1.4216 

SoCal Class 2 
NoGal 

@3.5,8.685 Bulterfat 
Class 2 

$Icwt $1 pound 

$ 13,35 $ 1.7760 
$ 10,32 $ 1.1515 
$ 10.32 $ 1.1515 
$ 10.02 $ 1.1121 
$ 10.02 $ 1.1121 
$ 10,89 $ 1.2102 

$ 10,39 $ 1.2102 
$ 10.52 $ 1.2216 
$ 10,52 $ 1.2216 
$ 11.12 $ 1,2000 
$ 11.12 $ 1.2000 
$ 12.82 $ 1,3821 

$ 12,82 $ 1.3621 
$ 14.68 $ 1.4288 
$ 14.68 $ 1.4288 
$ 13.21 $ 1.4325 
$ 13,21 $ 1.4325 
$ 14.19 $ 1.6168 
$ 14.19 $ 1.6168 
$ 15.91 $ 1.7726 
$ 15,91 $ 1.7726 
$ 16.62 $ 2.2250 
$ 16.62 $ 2.2250 
$ 16.96 $ 2.2724 
$ 16.96 $ 2.2724 
$ 16.05 $ 1.8743 
$ 16.05 $ 1.8743 
$ 18.93 $ 2.2440 
$ 18.93 $ 2.2440 
$ 20.16 $ 2,1750 
$ 20,16 $ 2,1750 
$ 20.89 $ 2.2449 
$ 20.89 $ 2.2449 
$ 20.30 $ 2.1643 
$ 20.30 $ 2.1643 
$ 16.62 $ 1.8925 
$ 18.62 $ 1.8925 
$ 17.01 $ 1.6772 
$ 17.01 $ 1.6772 
$ 16.05 $ 1.5003 
$ 16.05 $ 1.5003 
$ 14,71 $ 1.4184 
$ 14.71 $ 1,4184 
$ 13,97 $ 1,5538 

• 13.97 • 1.5538 
$ 16,84 $ 1.9020 
$ 16.64 $ 1.9020 
$ 18.74 $ 2.0070 
$ 18,74 $ 2.0070 
$ 17,91 $ 1.5915 

California State Order Prices: Current Permanent Formulas 

NoCal SNF NoGal Class 2 Butterfat Class3@ 
Class 2 Total 

Class 2 @3.5,8.685 Class 3 SNF Class 3 3.5,6.685 solids 
utilization % 

$/pound $/cwt $1 pound $/pound $/cwt % 

$ 0.7954 $ 13.11 $ 1.7760 $ 0,7897 $ 13.06 4.41 
$ 0,6982 $ 10.09 $ 1.1515 $ 0.6925 $ 10.04 4.82 
$ 0.6982 $ 10.09 $ 1.1515 $ 0.8925 $ 10.04 4.93 
$ 0,6793 $ 9.79 $ 1.1121 $ 0.6736 $ 9.74 4.94 
$ 0.6793 $ 9.79 $ 1.1121 $ 0.6736 $ 9.74 5.07 
$ 0.6830 $ 10.16 $ 1.2102 $ 0.6773 $ 10.11 5.42 
$ 0.6830 $ 10.16 $ 1.2102 $ 0.6773 $ 10.11 5.16 
$ 0.6928 $ 10.29 $ 1.2216 $ 0.6871 $ 10.24 5.67 
$ 0.6928 $ 10.29 $ 1.2216 $ 0.6871 $ 10.24 5.70 
$ 0,7713 $ 10.89 $ 1.2000 $ 0.7656 $ 10,84 5.89 
$ 0.7713 $ 10.89 $ 1,2000 $ 0.7856 $ 10.84 6.27 
$ 0.8937 $ 12.59 $ 1.3821 $ 0.8880 $ 12.54 5.84 
$ 0.8937 $ 12.59 $ 1.3821 $ 0,8880 $ 12.54 4.84 
$ 1.0885 $ 14.45 $ 1.4288 $ 1.0828 $ 14.40 4.78 
$ 1.0885 $ 14.45 $ 1.4286 $ 1.0828 $ 14.40 5.38 
$ 0.9182 $ 12.98 $ 1.4325 $ 0.9125 $ 12.93 5.23 
$ 0.9182 $ 12.98 $ 1.4325 $ 0.9125 $ 12.93 5.51 
$ 0.9570 $ 13.96 $ 1.6168 $ 0.9513 $ 13.91 5.68 
$ 0.9570 $ 13.96 $ 1.6168 $ 0.9513 $ 13.91 5,46 
$ 1.0920 $ 15,68 $ 1.7726 $ 1,0863 $ 15.63 5.61 
$ 1.0920 $ 15,68 $ 1.7726 $ 1.0863 $ 15.63 8,01 
$ 0.9913 $ 16.38 $ 2.2250 $ 0.9856 $ 16.33 5.78 
$ 0,9913 $ 16.38 $ 2.2250 $ 0,9856 $ 16.33 5.78 
$ 1.0117 $ 16,73 $ 2.2724 $ 1.0060 $ 16.68 5.03 
$ 1.0117 $ 16.73 $ 2.2724 $ 1.0060 $ 16.68 4,42 
$ 1.0671 $ 15,82 $ 1.8743 $ 1.0614 $ 15.77 4.93 
$ 1.0671 $ 15,82 $ 1.8743 $ 1.0614 $ 15.77 4.94 
$ 1,2506 $ 18.70 $ 2.2440 $ 1.2449 $ 18.65 4.45 
$ 1.2506 $ 18.70 $ 2.2440 $ 1,2449 $ 18.65 4.75 
$ 1.4192 $ 19.93 $ 2,1750 $ 1,4135 $ 19.88 5.33 
$ 1.4192 $ 19.93 $ 2.1750 $ 1.4135 $ 19.88 5.10 
$ 1.4753 $ 20,66 $ 2.2449 $ 1,4696 $ 20.61 5.05 
$ 1,4753 $ 2M6 $ 2.2449 $ 1.4696 $ 2Q.61 5.00 
$ 1.4400 $ 20,07 $ 2.1643 $ 1.4343 $ 20.02 5,24 
$ 1,4400 $ 20,07 $ 2.1643 $ 1,4343 $ 20.02 5.38 
$ 1,3561 $ 18,39 $ 1.8925 $ 1.3504 $ 18.34 4.70 
$ 1.3561 $ 18.39 $ 1.8925 $ 1.3504 $ 18,34 4,49 
$ 1.2576 $ 16.78 $ 1.6772 $ 1.2519 $ 16.73 4.53 
$ 1,2576 $ 16.78 $ 1.6772 $ 1.2519 $ 16,73 4.34 
$ 1.2176 $ 15.82 $ 1,5003 $ 1.2119 $ 15.77 4.44 
$ 1.2176 $ 15.82 $ 1.S003 $ 1.2119 $ 15.77 4.54 
$ 1.0969 $ 14.46 $ 1.4184 $ 1.0912 $ 14.43 4.48 
$ 1.0969 $ 14.48 $ 1.4184 $ 1.0912 $ 14.43 5.16 
$ 0.9563 $ 13.73 $ 1.5538 $ 0.9506 $ 13.68 5.70 • 0,9563 $ 13,73 $ 1.5538 • 0.9506 $ 13.66 5,64 
$ 1.1240 $ 16,41 $ 1.9020 $ 1.1183 $ 16.36 6,16 
$ 1.1240 $ 16,41 $ 1.9020 $ 1.118S $ 16.36 8.08 
$ 1,3239 $ 18.51 $ 2.0070 $ 1.3182 $ 18.46 4.54 
$ 1.S239 $ 18.51 $ 2.0070 $ 1.3182 $ 18.46 4.68 
$ 1.3949 $ 17.68 $ 1.5915 $ 1.3892 $ 17.63 4.93 
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Class 3 Total Weighted Avg Weighted Avg Weighted Avg 
solids Class 2. and Class 2. and Class 2. and 

utilization % Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 

% fat I pound SNF 1 pound $/cwt 

3,22 $ 1.7760 $ 0.8007 $ lS.iS 
3.71 $ 1,1515 $ 0.7033 $ 10.13 
4.06 $ 1.1515 $ 0.7029 $ 10.13 
4.55 $ 1.1121 $ 0.6835 $ 9.82 
4.76 $ 1.1121 $ 0.6834 $ 9.82 
4.83 $ 1.2102 $ 0,6874 $ 10,20 
4.62 $ 1.2102 $ 0.6874 $ 10.20 
4.67 $ 1.2216 $ 0.6975 $ 10.33 
4.31 $ 1,2216 $ 0.6979 $ 10,33 
3.49 $ 1.2000 $ 0.7776 $ 10,95 
2.B4 $ 1.2000 $ 0.7787 $ 10.96 
2.29 $ 1.3821 $ 0.9017 $ 12.66 
2.B6 $ 1.3821 $ 0,9000 $ 12.65 
3.16 $ 1,4288 $ 1.0943 $ 14.50 
4.09 $ 1.4288 $ 1.0936 $ 14.49 
4.84 $ 1,4325 $ 0.9226 $ 13.02 
4.51 $ 1.4325 $ 0,9230 $ 13.02 
4.74 $ 1.6168 $ 0.9617 $ 14.00 
4.26 $ 1.6168 $ 0.9620 $ 14.00 
4.86 $ 1.7726 $ 1.0965 $ 15.72 
4.25 $ 1.7726 $ 1.0975 $ 15.72 
3.24 $ 2.2250 $ 0.9978 $ 16.44 
2.51 $ 2.2250 $ 0,9989 $ 16.45 
2.10 $ 2.2724 $ 1,0194 $ 16.79 
2.85 $ 2.2724 $ 1.0176 $ 16.78 
3.55 $ 1.8743 $ 1.0725 $ 15.86 
4.15 $ 1.8743 $ 1.0718 $ 15.86 
3,45 $ 2.2440 $ 1.2556 $ 18.75 
3.42 $ 2.2440 $ 1.2560 $ 18.75 
4.35 $ 2,1750 $ 1.4240 $ 19,97 
4.14 $ 2.1750 $ 1.4240 $ 19.97 
4.21 $ 2.2449 $ 1.4800 $ 20.70 
3,47 $ 2.2449 $ 1,4808 $ 20.70 
3.18 $ 2.1643 $ 1,4462 $ 20.12 
2.66 $ 2,1643 $ 1,4470 $ 20.13 
2.01 $ 1.8925 $ 1.3637 $ 16.46 
2.57 $ 1,8925 $ 1.3625 $ 18,45 
3.00 $ 1.6772 $ 1.2634 $ 16.83 
3.28 $ 1.6772 $ 1.2628 $ 16.83 
3.33 $ 1.5003 $ 1.2228 $ 15.86 
3,43 $ 1.5003 $ 1,2228 $ 15.86 
3.61 $ 1.4184 $ 1.1 017 $ 14.52 
4.16 $ 1,4184 $ 1.1017 $ 14.52 
4.48 • 1.5538 • 0.9613 $ 13.78 
3.61 $ 1.5538 $ 0.9622 $ 13.79 
3.58 $ 1.9020 $ 1.1303 • 16.46 
2.94 $ 1.9020 $ 1.1311 $ 16.47 
1.92 $ 2.0070 $ 1.3316 $ 18.58 
1.99 $ 2.0070 $ 1.3316 $ 18.58 
2.86 $ 1,5915 • 1.4013 $ 17.73 
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Exhibit __ _ Table 5: Class II Pricing Impacts 

California State Order Prices: Current Permanent Formulas 

SoCal SaCal SNF SoCal Class 2 
NoGal NoGal SNF NoGal Class 2 Butterfat Class 3@ 

Class 2 Total 
Butterfat Class 2 @3.6,8,685 Butterfat 

Class 2 @3.5,8.685 Class 3 SNF Class 3 3.5,8.665 solids 
Class 2 Class 2 umlzatlon % 

$/poUnd $1 pound $fcwt $/pound $1 pound $ / owl $1 pound $1 pound $/cwl % 

" $ 
Mar
Apr-1 

May-1 
Jun-l 
JUI-l 

Aug-1 
Sap-l 
Ocl-1 
NOV-l 
Dec-' 
Jan-l 
Feb-l 
Mar-1 
Apr-1 

May-l 
Jun-l 
Jul-l 

Aug-l 
Sap-l 
Oct-l 
Nov-l 
Dec-l 

1.5915 $ 1.4216 $ 17.91 $ 1.5915 $ 1.3949 $ 17.68 $ 1.5915 $ 1.3892 $ 17.83 4.04 

Annual Avg 

Ten Year Avg 

200 
200 
200 
200 
200 

20' 
201 
201 
201 
201 

3 $ 1.6623 $ 1.4347 $ 18.27 $ 1.6623 $ 1.4080 $ 18.04 $ 1.6623 $ 1.4023 $ 17.99 4.91 
3 $ 1.6623 $ 1.4347 $ 18.27 $ 1,6623 $ 1.4080 $ 18.Q4 $ 1,6623 $ 1.4023 $ 17.99 5.11 
, $ 1.7478 $ 1.4220 $ 18.46 $ 1.7478 $ 1.3953 $ 18.22 $ 1,7478 $ 1.3896 $ 18.18 4.60 
, $ 1,7478 $ 1.4220 $ 18.46 $ 1.7478 $ 1.3953 $ 18.22 $ 1.7478 $ 1.3898 $ 18.18 4.84 
, $ 1.5486 $ 1.5710 $ 19.05 $ 1.54B6 $ 1.5443 $ lB.B2 $ 1,5485 $ 1.53813 $ lB.77 5.44 
, $ 1.5486 $ 1.5710 $ 19.05 $ 1.5486 $ 1.5443 $ 18.82 $ 1.5486 $ 1.5386 $ 18,77 5.12 
, $ 1.4'798 $ 1.6569 $ 19.56 $ 1.4798 $ 1.6302 $ 19.33 $ 1,4798 $ 1.6245 $ 19.28 5.69 
, $ 1.4798 $ 1.6569 $ 19.56 $ 1.4798 $ 1.6302 $ 19.33 $ 1.4798 $ 1.6245 $ 19.28 5.73 
, $ 1.6234 $ 1.7408 $ 20.79 $ 1.6234 $ 1.7141 $ 20.56 $ 1.6234 $ 1.7084 $ 20.51 5.31 
4 $ 1.6234- $ 1.7408 $ 20.79 $ 1.6234 $ 1.7141 $ 20.56 $ 1.6234 $ 1.7084 $ 20.51 4.61 
4 $ 1.7337 $ 1.8493 $ 22.12 $ 1.7337 $ 1.8226 $ 21.89 $ 1.7337 $ 1.8169 $ 21.84 4.85 
4 $ 1.7337 $ 1.8493 $ 22.12 $ 1.7337 .$ 1.8226 $ 21.89 $ 1.7337 $ 1.8169 $ 21.84 5.14 
4 $ 1,9711 $ 1.9354 $ 23.70 $ 1.9711 $ 1.9087 $ 23.46 $ 1.9711 $ 1.9030 $ 23.41 4,88 
4 $ 1.9711 $ 1.9354 $ 23.70 $ 1.9711 $ 1.9087 $ 23.46 $ 1.9711 $ 1.9030 I 23,41 4,72 
4 $ 2.1807 $ 1.8178 $ 23.41 $ 2.1807 $ 1,7911 $ 23,17 $ 2,1807 $ 1.7854 $ 23,13 5,32 
4 $ 2.1807 $ 1,8178 $ 23.41 $ 2.1807 $ 1.7911 $ 23.17 $ 2,1807 $ 1.7854 $ 23,13 5,13 
4 $ 2,5623 $ 1,7246 $ 23,93 $ 2,5623 $ 1.6979 $ 23.70 $ 2,5623 $ 1.6922 $ 23,65 5.34 
4 $ 2.5623 $ 1.7246 $ 23.93 $ 2,6623 $ 1,6979 $ 23,70 $ 2.5623 $ 1,6922 $ 23.65 5,66 
4 $ 3,0324 $ 1,5318 $ 23,90 $ 3,0324 $ 1.5049 $ 23,67 $ 3.0324 $ 1,4992 $ 23.62 5.00 
4 $ 3.0324 $ 1,5316 $ 23,90 $ 3.0324 $ 1.5049 $ 23.67 $ 3.0324 $ 1.4992 $ 23,62 5,14 
4 $ 2.4381 $ 1,3736 $ 20.45 $ 2.4381 $ 1.3469 $ 20,22 $ 2,4381 $ 1,3412 $ 20,17 5.02 

5 $ 1.6714 $ 0.8052 $ 12.83 $ 1.6714 $ 0,7785 $ 12.60 $ 1.6714 $ 0,7728 $ 12.55 4,33 

6 $ 1.2678 $ 0,7697 $ 11,11 $ 1.2678 $ 0.7430 $ 10.88 $ 1.2678 $ 0.7373 $ 10.83 4,55 

7 $ 1.3772 $ 1.3156 $ 16,24 $ 1.3772 $ 1.2889 $ 16,01 $ 1,3772 $ 1.2832 $ 15.96 4.51 

6 $ 1.4732 $ 1.2924 $ 16.37 $ 1.4732 $ 1,2657 $ 16,14 $ 1.4732 $ 1.2600 $ 16,09 4,52 

9 $ 1.2457 $ 0.7549 $ 10.91 $ 1.2457 $ 0,7282 $ 1M8 $ 1,2457 $ 0.7225 $ 10.63 5,34 

° $ 1,7172 $ 1.0267 $ 14,92 $ 1,7172 $ 1.0000 $ 14.66 $ 1.7172 $ 0.9943 $ 14,63 5.42 
, $ 2.1308 $ 1.3327 $ 19.02 $ 2.1308 $ 1.3060 $ 18,79 $ 2.1308 $ 1,3003 $ 18.74 4,94 

2 $ 1,6669 $ 1.1921 $ 16,18 $ 1.6669 $ 1.1654 $ 15,95 $ 1.6669 $ 1,1597 $ 15,90 5,01 
, $ 1,6409 $ 1,5087 $ 18,84 $ 1,6409 $ 1,4820 $ 18,50 $ 1.6409 $ 1.4763 $ 18,55 5,10 

4 $ 2.2518 $ 1.7360 $ 22,94 $ 2,2518 $ 1.7093 $ 22,71 $ 2,2518 $ 1,7036 $ 22,66 5.07 

$ 1,6443 $ 1.1734 $ 15.94 $ 1.6443 $ 1.1467 $ 15,70 $ 1,6443 $ 1.1410 $ 15,65 4,88 

Column W note, weighted average calculated using simple averageof SoGal & NoGal Glaas 2 prices and statewide Class 3 price weIghted by utilization 
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Class 3 Total Weighted Avg Weighted Avg WeightEld Avg 
solids Class 2 and Class 2 and Class 2 and 

utlllzatlon % Class 3 Class 3 Class 3 

% tat !pound SNF I pound $/cwt 

3.21 $ 1,5915 $ 1.4007 $ 17.73 
3.6e $ 1.6623 $ 1.4132 $ 18.08 
3.72 $ 1.6623 $ 1.4133 $ 18.08 
3.75 $ 1.7478 $ 1.4001 $ 18.27 
3.94 $ 1.7478 $ 1.4001 $ 18.27 
3.55 $ 1.5486 $ 1.5501 $ lB.87 
3.39 $ 1.5486 $ 1.5501 $ 18.87 
3.18 $ 1.4798 $ 1.6367 $ 19.39 
3.38 $ 1.4798 $ 1.6365 $ 19.38 
1.78 $ 1.6234 $ 1.722.7 $ 2D.63 
3.02 $ 1.6234 $ 1,7199 $ 20.61 
3.23 $ 1.7337 $ 1.8283 $ 21.94 
3.49 $ 1.7337 $ 1.8282 $ 21.94 
3.49 $ 1.9711 $ 1.9141 $ 23.51 
3.51 $ 1.9711 $ 1,9139 $ 23.51 
4,14 $ 2,1807 $ 1.7961 $ 23.22 
4.56 $ 2.1807 $ 1,7955 $ 23.21 
3,70 $ 2.5623 $ 1.7035 $ 23,75 
3.78 $ 2.5623 $ 1,7036 $ 23.75 
3,15 $ 3.0324 $ 1,5109 $ 23,72 
2,63 $ 3.0324 $ 1.5118 $ 23,73 
2.10 $ 2.4381 $ 1.3546 $ 20.28 

4,06 $ 1,6714 $ 0.7827 $ 12,64 
3.85 $ 1.2678 $ 0,7476 $ 10,92 
3,76 $ 1.3772 $ 1.2937 $ 16,05 
3,72 $ 1.4732 $ 1.2705 $ 16,18 
3,95 $ 1,2457 $ 0,7335 $ 10,72 
3.77 $ 1,7172 $ 1,0056 $ 14.73 
3.46 $ 2,1308 $ 1.3116 $ 18,84 
3,33 $ 1,6669 $ 1.1712 $ 16,00 

3.20 $ 1,6409 $ 1.4880 $ 18,66 

'.40 $ 2,2518 $ 1.7150 $ 22,76 

3.85 $ 1.6443 $ 1,1520 $ 15,75 



Exhibit _Table 5: Class II Pricing Impacts 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Proposal Less: 

FMMO Class II 

Butterfat SNF Skim 4afal 

$1 pound $1 pound $/cwt $1 pound 

4aSNF 

$1 pound 

4a@FMMO 
Standard 

$/cw\ 

0.24 
0.27 
0.76 
0.70 
1.44 
1.65 
3.77 
3.18 
5.19 
2.96 
2.73 
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Exhibit _Table 5: Class \I Pricing Impacts 

9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
9 $ 
a $ 
a $ 
a $ 
a $ 
a $ 
a $ 
a $ 
a $ 
a $ 
a $ 
a $ 

Jan-O 
Feb-O 
Mar-O 
Apr-o 

May-O 
Jun-O 
Jul-O 

Aug-O 
Sep-o 
Oct-O 
Nov-O 
Dac-O 
Jan-l 
Feb-t 
Mar-1 
Apr-l 

May-l 
Jun-1 
Jul-I 

Aug-1 
Sep-I 
Ocl-l 
Nov-1 
Dec-I 
Jan-! 
Feb-t 
Mar-1 
Apr-l 

May-! 
Jun-1 
Jul-1 

Aug-l 
Sep-1 
Ocl-l 
Nov-! 
Dec-1 
Jan-1 
Feb-t 
Mar-! 
Apr-1 

May-I 
Jun-! 
Jur-I 

Aug-! 
Sep-1 
Oct-l 
Nov-I 
Dec-i 
Jan-I 
Feb·1 

a $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
1 $ 
2 $ 
2 $ 
2 $ 
2 $ 
2 $ 
2 $ 
2 $ 
2 $ 
Z $ 
2 $ 
2 $ 
2 $ 
, $ 
, $ 

Butterfat 

$1 pound 

(0.0293 ) $ 
(0.0293 ) $ 
(0.0293 ) $ 
(0,0293 ) $ 
(0.0293 ) $ 
(0.O294 ) $ 
(0,0293 ) $ 
(0,0293 ) $ 
(0,0293 ) $ 
(0,0293 ) $ 

) $ (0,0294 
(0,0293 ) $ 
(0.0293 ) $ 
(0,0293 ) $ 
(0,0293 ) $ 
(0,0293 ) $ 
(0,0293 ) $ 
(0,0293 ) $ 
(0,0293 ) $ 
(0,0293 ) $ 
(0,0293 ) $ 
(0,0294 ) $ 
(0,0293) $ 
(0,0293) $ 
(0,0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0,0293) $ 
(0,0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0,0293) $ 
(0,0293) $ 
(0,0293) $ 
(0,0294) $ 
(0,0293) $ 
(0,0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0,0293) $ 
(0,0293) $ 
(0,0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(P,0293) $ 
(0,0293) $ 
(0.0293) $ 
(0,0293) $ 
(0,0293) $ 
(0,0293) $ 
(0,0294) $ 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Proposal Less: 

FMMO Class 11 
Catlfornla State Order Weighted 

Class 2 (restated to current formula) 

SNF Skim Class lI@sld 48 fat 4aSNF 
4a@FMMO 

Standard 

$/pound $/cwt $/cwt $1 pound $1 pound $/cwt 

(0.0521 ) $ (0.47) $ (0.56) $ (0.6899 ) $ (0.1039 ) $ ('.31) 
(0.0566 ) $ (0.51) $ (O.59) $ (0.0797 ) $ ) $ (0.0232 (0.4~ 
(0.0558 ) $ (0.50) $ (0.59) $ (0.0144 ) $ (0.0355 ) $ (0.35) 
(0.0575 ) $ (0.52) $ (0,60) $ 0.0705 $ (0.0221 ) $ 0,06 
(0.0568) $ (0.51) $ (0.60) $ 0.1304 $ (0,0191 ) $ 0,30 
(O,05SS) $ (0,5~) $ (0,59) $ 0,0216 $ (M095 ) $ 0,00 
(0,0575 ) $ (0,52) $ (0,60) $ 0,0113 $ 0.0029 $ 0.07 
(0,0567 ) $ (0.51) $ (0.60) $ 0.0052 $ (0,0099 ) $ (0,06) 
(0,0565) $ (0.51) $ (0.59) $ (0.0213) $ 0.D177 $ 0.09 
(0,0578) $ (0.52) $ (0.60) $ 0.0529 $ 0,0213 $ 0,36 
(0,0731 ) $ (0.66) $ (0,74) $ 0,2432 $ 0.Q793 $ 1.55 
(0,0568 ) $ (0.51) $ (0.60) $ 0.1389 $ 0.0571 $ 0,99 
(0.0568) $ (0.51) $ (0.60) $ 0.0361 $ 0,2121 $ 1.98 
(0,0742) $ (0.67) $ (0.75) $ (0.0107) $ 0.0504 $ 0,41 
(0,0575 ) $ (0.52) $ (0,60) $ 0.0836 $ (0.1078 ) $ (0.64) 
(0.0612 ) $ (0.55) $ (0,63) $ 0.1265 $ (0,0371 ) $ 0,13 
(0.0943) $ (0.85) $ (0.92) $ 0.2510 $ 0,0083 $ 0,96 
(0.0576) $ (0.52) $ (0.60) $ 0,0843 $ 0.1263 $ 1,40 
(0,0572 ) $ (0,52) $ (0.60) $ 0,2573 $ 0.1830 $ 2.50 
(0,0344 ) $ (0,31) $ (0040) $ 0.2387 $ 0.0013 $ 0.86 
(0,0574) $ (0.52) $ (0.60) $ 0.6095 $ (0.1005) $ 1,27 
(0.0573) $ (0,52) $ (0,60) $ 0.1962 $ (0.0195) $ 0,53 
(0,0663) $ (0,60) $ (0,68) $ (0.0051) $ 0.0104 $ 0,09 
(0.0570) $ (0.51) $ (0,60) $ (0,4995) $ 0,0135 $ (1.62) 
(0.0616) $ (0,55) $ (O,64) $ (0,2708) $ 0,0352 $ (0,63) 
(0.0778) $ (0.70) $ (0.78) $ 0,4001 $ (0,0092) $ 1,33 
(0,0667) $ (0,51) $ (0.60) $ 0.3893 $ 0.1159 $ 2,38 
(0,0546) $ (0.49) $ (0,56) $ (0.0550) $ 0.0595 $ 0,34 
(0,0662) $ (0.60) $ (0,6B) $ (0.D166) $ 0.1434 $ 1.20 
(0.0568) $ (0.51) $ (0.60) $ 0,1729 $ 0,0214 $ 0,80 
(0.0569) $ (0,51) $ (0,60) $ 0.0538 $ 0,0602 $ 0,72 
(0.0489) $ (0.44) $ (0.53) $ 0,0313 $ 0.0233 $ 0,33 
(0.0530) $ (0.48) $ (0,56) $ (0,0667) $ (0.0572) $ (0.72) 
(0.0545) $ (0.49) $ (0.58) $ (0,2275) $ (0,0585) $ (1,29) 
(0.0616) $ (0.65) $ (0.64) $ (0.2358) $ (0.0797) $ (1,50) 
(0.0572) $ (0.52) $ (0.60) $ (0,1705) $ (0.0454) $ (0,98) 
(0.0566) $ (0,51) $ (0,59) $ (0,1970) $ (0.0802) $ (1,37) 
(0.0664) $ (0.60) $ (O.BB) $ (0,1256) $ (0.0165) $ (0,57) 
(0,0575) $ (0.52) $ (0,60) $ (0,1698) $ (0.0292) $ (0.84) 
(0.0397) $ (0,36) $ (0.45) $ 0.0419 $ (0,0303) $ (0,11) 
(0.0532) $ (0.48) $ (0.56) $ (0,0764) $ (0.1127) $ (1.24) 
(0.0257) $ (0,23) $ (0.33) $ 0,0459 $ (0.0808) $ (0.53) 
(0,0560) $ (0.50) $ (0.59) $ 0,2149 $ (0,15B7) $ (O,BO) 
(0.1024) $ (0.92) $ (0.99) $ 0,2578 $ (0.0046) $ 0.B7 
(0.0776) $ (0,70) $ (0.78) $ 0.4286 $ 0.1113 $ 2,48 
(0.0822) $ (0,74) $ (0.82) $ 0.1893 $ 0.0563 $ 1.16 
(0.0680) $ (0,61) $ (0.69) $ 0,0975 $ 0.1466 $ 1,64 
(0,0679) $ (0.61) $ (0.69) $ (0,3017) $ 0.0083 $ (0.97) 
(0,0649) $ (0,58) $ (0.67) $ (0.4125) $ 0,0435 $ (1,05) 
(0.0783) $ (0.70) $ (0.78) $ 0.0480 $ (0.0229) $ (0,02) 
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Exhibit _Table 5: Class II Pricing Impacts 

Proposal 2 (Dairy Institute) Proposal Less: 

FMMO Class II California State Order Weighted 
Class 2 (restated to current formula) 

Butterfat SNF Skim Class lI@std 4afat 4a SNF 
4a@FMMO 

Standard 

$1 pound $1 pound $/ew! $/ew! $/pound $1 pound $/ewt 

Mar·l 3 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0727) $ (0.65) $ (0.73) $ 0.1338 $ (0.0134) $ 0.36 
Apr-l 3 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0374) $ (0.34) $ (0.43) $ 0.1381 $ (0.0317) $ 0.22 

May-1 3 $ (0.0293) $ (0.OS99) $ (a.54) I (0.62) $ 0.1038 $ (0.0743) $ (0.27) 
Jun-l 3 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0740) $ (a.67) $ (0.75) $ (0.1102) $ 0.0581 $ 0.13 
Jul-l 3 $ (a.02") $ (0.0625) $ (a.56) $ (0.65) $ (0.2008) $ 0.1152 $ 0.31 

Aug-l 3 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0699) $ (a.63) $ (0.71) $ (0.0605) $ (0.0122) $ (0.31) 
Sep-l 3 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0631) $ (0.57) $ (a.55) $ (0.0513) $ 0.0490 $ 0.26 
Oct-l 3 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0690) $ (a.") $ (0.70) $ 0.1617 $ (D.0113) $ 0,48 
Nov·l 3 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0570) $ (0.51) $ (a.ea) I 0.1315 $ 0.0354 I D.78 
Dec-1 3 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0708) $ (a.'4) $ (a.72) $ 0.1215 $ (0.0146) $ 0.31 
Jan-l 4 $ (0.029J) $ (0.0757) $ (0.66) $ (0.76) $ 0.1417 $ 0.0388 $ 0.84 
Feb-l 4 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0886) $ (0.80) $ (a.87) $ 0,2549 $ 0,0019 $ 0.92 
Mar-l 4 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0628) $ {a.57j $ (0,65) $ 0.2842 $ 0.0722 $ 1.63 
Apr-l 4 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0650) $ (a.59) $ (0.67) $ 0.1273 $ .0.0120 $ 0.56 

May-l 4 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0007) $ (a.01) $ (a.11) $ 0,2787 I (0.0190) $ 0.82 
Jun·l 4 I (0.0294) $ (0.0124) $ (a.11) $ (0,21) . $ 0.2382 $ (0.0385) $ 0.51 
Jul·l 4 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0437) $ (0.39) $ (a.") $ 0.4319 $ (0.0936) $ 0.71 

Aug-l 4 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0652) $ (a.59) $ (0.67) $ 0.2602 I 0.0002 I 0,93 
Sep-l 4 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0439) $ (0040) $ (0,48) I 0.6621 $ (0.0519) $ 1.86 
Oct-l 4 $ (0,0293) $ 0.0361 $ 0.32 $ 0,21 $ (0,2040) $ (0.1015) $ (1.58) 
Nov-l 4 $ (0.0293) $ (0.1045) $ (0,94) $ (1,01) $ (0.8538) $ (0.2141) $ (4.83) 
Dec-l 4 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0487) $ (a.44) $ (0.53) $ (0.3613) $ (0.0545) $ (1.72) 

Annual Avg 
200 5 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0575) $ (0.52) $ (0.60) $ (0.0359) $ (0.0076) $ (a.18) 
200 , $ (0.0293) $ (0.0547) $ (0,49) $ (a.58) $ (0.0212) $ (0.0128) $ (0.18) 
200 7 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0256) $ (a.23) $ (0.32) $ 0.0205 $ 0,1880 $ 1,70 
200 8 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0569) $ (0.51) $ (0.60) $ 0.0353 $ (0.0994) $ (0.73) 
200 9 $ (0.0293) $ (0,0578) $ (0.52) $ (0.60) $ (0.0109) $ (0.0037) $ (0,06) 
201 a $ (0.0293) $ (0.0610) $ (0.55) $ (C.63) $ 0.1140 $ 0.0284 $ 0,66 
201 1 $ (0.0293) $ (0,0589) $ (0.53) $ (0.61) $ 0.0004 $ 0.0174 $ 0.17 
201 2 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0628) $ (C.57) $ (0.65) $ 0.0338 $ (0.0155) $ (0,01) 
201 3 I (0.0293) $ (0.0650) $ (0.58) $ (0.67) $ 0.0003 $ 0.0101 $ 0.10 
201 4 $ (0.0293) $ (0.0479) $ (0,43) $ (0,52) $ 0.1050 $ (0.0373) $ 0.06 

Ten Year Avg $ (0.0293) $ (0.0548) $ (0.49) $ (0.58) $ 0.0241 $ 0.0065 $ 0.15 
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EXHIBIT 

, 
1 11.2.. 

Difference Between Federal Order Prices and Dairy Ins~tIT:tlu':'lII~e---J 
of California Proposal 2 Prices. 2014 Annual Total: 

The New California Discount 

PRICE 
CLASS DIFFERENCE POUNDS ' DIFFERENCE ($$) 

(PER CWT.) 

I 5,242,375,955 

II 3,476,102,486 

III 18,796,169,267 

IV 13,549,978,960 

TOTAL 41,064,626,668 

, Pool pounds annual totals, 20 14 (Exh. 61, CDFA - D) X Class utilizations - total solids (20 14 
annua l) Excel fi le at: https:llwww.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/mp_data_main .html. 



EXHIBIT 

i l ";1 A 
Difference Between Federal Order Prices and Dairy Institute of 

California Proposal 2 Prices. 2014 Annual Total : 
The New California Discount 

PRICE 
CLASS DIFFERENCE POUNDS' DIFFERENCE ($$) 

(PER CWT.) 
USING WPC 

OPTION 

I ($0.7781) 5,242,375,955 $40.79 Million 

II ($0.52) 3,476,102,486 $18.08 Million 

III ($2.03) 18,796,169,267 $381.56 Million 

IV ($0.60) 13,549,978,960 $81.30 Million 

TOTAL 41,064,626,668 $521.73 Million 

, Pool pounds annual totals, 2014 (Exh. 6 1, CDFA - D) X Class utilizations - total solids (201 4 
annual) Exce l file at: https://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/mp_data_main.html. 



Month 

Jan 
Feb 
Mar 
Apr 
May 
Jun 
Jul 

Aug 
Sep 
Oct 
Nov 

Month 

Jan 
Feb 
Mar 
Apr 
May 
Jun 
Jul 

Aug 
Sep 
Oct 
Nov 
Dec 

Avg 

ADV-l11S 

Advanced Prices and Pricing Factors Announcement 
Agricultural Marketing Service 

October 21,2015 

Federal Milk Order Class I and Class II Advanced Prices and Pricing Factors, 2015 

Advanced Advanced Class II 
Class I 

Base Skim Class III Class IV Advanced Class II 
Nonfat 

Base Price 
Milk Price for Skim Milk Skim Milk Butterfat Skim 

Solids 
Class I Pricing Pricing Pricing Factor Milk Price 

Factor Factor 
Price 

t: 
cC\ III 

'f 
>< ..a w -Dollars per cwl. $ per lb. $ per cwl. $ per lb. 

_~(~I"""W 

18.58 11.35 11.35 9.93 2.1787 10.63 !.l811 
16.24 10.76 10.76 7.64 1.6719 8.34 0.9267 
15.56 9.59 9.59 7.61 1.8008 8.31 0.9233 
15.50 9.37 9.37 7.93 1.8442 8.63 0.9589 
15.83 9.52 9.52 7.15 1.8972 7.85 0.8722 
16.14 9.37 9.37 6.96 2.0281 7.66 0.8511 
16.53 9.47 9.47 6.85 2.1115 7.55 0.8389 
16.28 9.13 9.13 6.12 2.1332 6.82 0.7578 
16.34 9.08 9.08 5.21 2.1653 5.91 0.6567 
15.84 6.57 6.57 5.76 2.7152 6.46 0.7178 
16.48 6.65 5.44 6.65 2.8756 7.35 0.8167 

Federal Milk Order Class I and Class II Advanced Prices and Pricing Factors, 2014 

~ass I 
Advanced Advanced 

Class II 
Base Skim Class III Class IV Advanced Class II 

Milk Price for Skim Milk Skim Milk Butterfat Skim 
Nonfat 

Br e Price Class I Pricing Pricing Pricing Factor Milk Price 
Solids 

Factor Factor 
Price 

Dollarsper cwl. $ per lb. $ per cwl. $ per lb. 

M .48 15.81 12.99 15.81 I. 7791 16.51 1.8344 
22.02 16.57 15.06 16.57 1.7225 17.27 1.9189 
23.64 17.14 17.14 16.97 2.0298 17.67 1.9633 
23.65 17.22 16.36 17.22 2.0094 17.92 1.9911 
24.47 17.45 17.45 16.36 2.1790 17.06 1.8956 
22.86 15.58 15.58 15.23 2.2356 15 .93 1.7700 
23.02 15.01 13.26 15.01 2.4377 15.71 1.7456 
23.87 15.22 12.82 15.22 2.6235 15.92 1.7689 
23.63 14.56 12.71 14.56 2.7373 15.26 1.6956 
24.rr 9 13.67 13.67 11.66 3.1410 12.36 1.3733 
24.06 13.25 13.25 11.92 3.2216 12.62 1.4022 
22.53 15.39 15.39 11.44 2.1935 12.14 1.3489 

23.28 15.57 14.64 14.83 2.3592 15.53 1.7258 

... 
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EXHIBIT 

Reconcil iation of Pro~osal 2 (Oai!]llnstitutel Class III & IV Im~acts ! "1 Example using dry whey to value other solids ~ 

Current FMMO Proposal 2 Change per Change per Change per 
Factor Factor Difference component cwt cwt 

Class IV 
SNF 

Make Allowance $0.1678 $0.2012 ($0.0334) ($0.0331 ) ($0.2872) 
Price level ($0.0244) I~Q·02421 I~Q.2098) 
Combined SNF Impact ($0.0572) $ (0.50) 

Fal 
Make Allowance $0.1715 $0.1739 ($0.0024) ($0.0029) ($0.0102) 
Price level ($0.0218) 1~0.02641 1~0.09241 
Combined Fat Impact ($0.0293) $ (0.10) 

T otalClass IV per cwt impact $ (0.60 

Class III 
Protein 

Cheddar Value of Prote in 
Make $0.2003 $0.2306 ($0.0303) ($0.0419) ($0.1254) 
Price level ($0.0341) I~Q·Q4721 I~Q ·1 4 1 11 
Combined Impact ($0.0891 ) ($0.2664) 

Cheddar Value of Fat 
Make $0.2003 $0.2306 ($0.0303) ($0.0557) ($0.1667) 
Price level ($0.0341) I~Q·Q!l271 I~Q·l~7!l1 
Combined Impact ($0. 1184) ($0.3543) 

Credit for Payment of Fat @ Butter Value ~ ~ 
Net F5!J Adjuslment in Protein Price 1~0.087!l1 I~Q·2!l2QI 

Combined Impact ($0.1767) $ (0.53) 

Fat 
Make $0.1715 $0.1739 ($0.0024) ($0.0029) ($0.0102) 
Price level ($0.0218) I~Q·Q2!l41 I~Q·Q~241 
Combined Impact ($0.0293) $ (0.10) 

Other Solids 
Make $0.1991 $0.2325 ($0.0334) ($0.0344) ($0.1959) 
Price level (see notel ($0.0063) 1~0.OQ651 I~O ·Q~!l~1 
Combined Impact ($0.0409) $ (0.23) 

Total Class III per cwt impact $ (0.86) 

Other Solids Note. Price level wlo recognition of snubbers 
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My name is Frank Otis, and I am the President and CEO of Foster Dairy. I 

have brought with me Dennis Lund, Foster Dairy's Director of Cost Accounting, 
I<nl(.ds~n 

who has been with Foster Dairy for 28 years (and with KnMtS6H for 12 years). I am 

here today to testify about Foster Dairy' s Producer-Handler operations, and how 

for nearly 50 years Foster Dairy has participated in the California quota system, 

which has since its inception in 1967 included a class of quota called "exempt" 

quota limited to Producer-Handlers. I offer this testimony in support of the 

Cooperative's proposal number I as combined with the California Producer

Handlers Association's proposal number 3. 

I joined Foster Dairy in 2012, moving from Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, 

where I ran a specialty cheese company (Alouette USA) for five years. Prior to 
wa.s A.. ""'in",;'" ()wn~d 

that I : ,; and operated a large butter/powder company with DFA. I have 

worked in all segments of the dairy business, cheese, ice cream, butter, cultured, 

and powder over the last 27 years! Boy how time flies when you are in the dairy 

business. I have a BA from Southern Oregon University and an MBA from the 

University of Redlands. I have been married to my best friend Ann for 28 years, 

and we have two wonderful children, Ashley 26 and Ryan 21. 

Foster Dairy operates under a d/b/a called Crystal Creamery for its plant side 

of the business dating back to the 1920s. Our dairy farms are operated under a 

separate entity called Foster Farms Dairy, which was originally founded in 1941 by 

Max and Verda Foster. The same family still owns and provides oversight of the 

business today, which sells branded products under the name of Crystal Creamery 

and Humboldt Creamery. Today Foster Farms Dairy has five separate farming and 

milking sites in Hickman, California. 
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Our administrative offices and five processing facilities are located in 

Modesto, California, and two other processing facilities in Fernbridge (Humboldt 

County), California. Crystal Creamery distributes its manufactured dairy products 

from eight distribution centers covering the Central Valley and Northern California 

markets. We manufacture and sell fluid milk, cultured sour cream, cottage cheese, 

ice cream, butter, nonfat dry milk powder, and cream, as well as fruit drinks and 

water. About 45% of our processed dairy product is Class 1 fluid milk. 

Our production plant purchases 15% of our total raw milk supply from our 

own farms. We purchase approximately 75% from 19 independent producers in 

California. The remaining 10% we purchase from different milk brokers. Of the 

15% that is produced at our farms, approximately 56% is exempt quota. That is, 

18% of our total Class I production is exempt. That exempt quota does not offer 

our plant any pricing advantage. The entirety of our exemption benefit is isolated 

with our dairy farm. 

Our entities each have their own profit and loss statements (P&Ls) and they 

are separate legal entities. Our exempt quota is on our dairy farm's P&L and is 

calculated as a benefit to our farm. Our production plant and commercial 

operations do not receive any benefit from our exempt quota. 

Our creamery (plant) pays all of the independent producers the announced 

blend price for the milk. All processors ultimately pay the particular plant's "in 

plant" blend rate through the CDF A pool system to their producers. The amount 

we pay is based on how we use the milk, calculated through the pool system that is 

blended and distributed to producers. When our plant (creamery) pays our own 

farms, we pay the Class 1 rate for the exempt quota volumes that our farm 

produces and delivers to our plant. 
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The reason we pay that rate to our farm is because that volume is exempt 

from the pool system at the Class 1 rate. So we receive a credit from the pool for 

that Class 1 value that is the exact same as what we pay our farm. Our farms will 

realize the benefit, and the creamery pays the same rate as if it acquired the milk 

from any other source. In sum, our creamery pays the same price regardless of 

whether we get the raw milk from our farm, from independent producers, or 

from the milk brokers. 

Foster Farms Dairy has specifically structured its family-owned business in 

a way that would preserve its exempt quota holdings since the quota system was 

created in 1967. This family ownership structure includes the investment of 

hundreds of millions of dollars in capital spending in the dairy farms, processing 

faci lities, and distribution centers, over the last 50 years. In doing so, Foster Dairy 

established business relationships with thousands of retailers with the goal of 

promoting and selling dairy offerings to millions of northern California consumers 

and beyond. 

Foster Dairy, under the leadership of Max Foster, was a key participant in 

the negotiations with the State Legislators, in the establishment of the Pooling Act 

of 1967. His participation resulted in all California producers securing fairer 

distributions of the monies that they received for the milk that they farmed. In 

these negotiations, which resulted in the 1967 Pooling Act, the Producer-Handlers, 

o£which Foster Dairy was the largest, gave away significant advantages as a dairy 

farming and processing company. In exchange for this support of the 1967 

Pooling Act, Foster Farms Dairy was given an initial exempt quota in 1967 based 

on its Class 1 fluid sales at the time. The exempt quota, even back then, was an 

asset that was booked for our farm. 
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Over the decades to follow, Foster Farms Dairy's exempt quota increased 

with the California Legislators' 1978 amendment. This particular amendment 

provided all Producer-Handlers the opportunity to convert any regular quota 

purchased between 1967 and 1977 to exempt quota, in which Foster Farms Dairy 

participated. With the 1993 amendment, any regular quota purchased from 1978 

through 1993 was converted to exempt quota, and the Option 70 Producer

Handlers were able to purchase additional quota until March 1995. Again, Foster 

Farms Dairy invested further into its exempt quota and continued to maintain the 

benefit at its farm level. The exempt quota and the regular quota were given to 

producers to protect from the further dilution of their Class I markets. 

Foster Farms Dairy has spent several millions of dollars to acquire exempt 

quota on just the 1993 amendment alone. Since March 1995, there have been no 

further allowances of additional exempt quota and these exempt quotas remain 

frozen with the 1995 volume that each Producer-Handler had at that time. 

Although these "exempt quotas" cannot be sold, they do represent a measurable 

financial asset to Foster Farms Dairy, which today has a value totaling millions of 

dollars on the Foster Farms Dairy balance sheet. In addition to the value listed in 

Foster Farms Dairy's balance sheet, the cost of maintaining exempt quota has been 

considerable for Foster Farms Dairy, including the additional cost related to 

forgoing strategic business opportunities in favor of maintaining exempt quota 

eligibility. Note that the asset is held by our dairy farm side of the business, and all 

value of the exempt quota is within the dairy farm side as well. Foster Farms 

Dairy does not own regular quota, it holds all of its producer benefit as ~~pt 
quota. 

Like I mentioned, our farm is the entity that receives the exempt quota as an 

asset that is identified on its balance sheet as a "milk pooling right." The quota is 
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booked as pounds of solid nonfat, which can be converted to hundredweight. The 

value of the exempt quota is worth more to my farm than just the booked value, as 

it is a legislative value that was created to compensate us for the markets that were 

created when the exempt quota was issued and then through the two subsequent 

amendments to increase exempt quota. 

Exempt quota is a producer benefit. In this hearing, exempt quota holders 

have been accused of using our exempt quota to disrupt the commercial 

marketplace by targeting customer bids or somehow undercutting our competitors 

on price. This has NEVER occurred. We have to be competitive and be very good 

at what we do, and we do it as efficiently as possible. But we compete on a level 

playing field. We pay the exact same price to our farm as we pay to other 

independent producers. Even when the market is really good for our farm's milk 

prices, we do not use those benefits to cut costs at our plant or the commercial 

level. And when my farms are losing money, it does not impact how I price my 

product. They are separate entities. 

Dean Foods has "assumed" that we have used a price advantage from 

exempt quota, but they are wrong. Dean Foods has not suffered at the hand of any 

exempt quota. Yes, there was one national bid that we won against Dean Foods, 

but it was not because of exempt quota. We won that bid on a level playing field 

for our raw cost of milk. We competed on all of the factors that Dean Foods uses 

for its bid and won fairly. Dean Foods has won more bids against us than we have 

won against them, and that is proof we do not have any pricing competitive 

advantage. In 2011 and 2013, Dean Foods won two separate bids against Foster 

Dairy for a total of 15 )]lillion gallons of milk per year. Adding that to the 10 
mif" per 

million gallons ofl)Year tnat they took from Producers Dairy, they have clearly 

exceeded what they claim we have taken from them. Simply stated, we have lost 
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more bids to Dean Foods than we have won. There is no advantage for our plant 

or in bidding on prices to customers. All of the benefits of exempt quota stay with 

our farm. 

Exempt quota has been ingrained in California's quota system since its 

inception, and, indeed, it was necessary to achieve the consensus that led to the 

adoption of California's system. Exempt quota has been a win-win for all involved 

and has played a part in the significant dairy growth that the state of California has 

enjoyed for decades. It is for these reasons that Foster Dairy and Crystal Creamery 

believe preservation of the quota system intact and recognition of the value of 

California quota necessarily include the maintenance of both regular quota and 

exempt quota. 

To be clear, the CPHA supports the Cooperative's proposal. We are not 

attempting to change or alter the proposed federal order Producer-Handler 

definition, and we do not oppose creating a Producer-Handler exemption for those 

that fit within that criteria even though we do not fit within the volume limitations. 

We are seeking to preserve the treatment of our exempt quota along with the rest of 

the regular quota that makes up the quota system, and we have proposed to include 

an "exempt quota" definition to treat us as exempt quota holders and avoid conflict 

with Producer-Handler definitions in federal orders. While we are proposing 

language through our federal order language expert, we are flexible in the approach 

and welcome help from the USDA to craft or modify the language to accomplish 

our goals as outlined in our testimony. 

Thank you for allowing me to testify before you today. 
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My name is J. Everett Williams. My family and I own and operate WDairy LLC. The farm's 
address is 1141 Broughton Rd, Madison, GA 30650. I am also President of Georgia Milk 
Producers, Inc., and am testifying today in this capacity, as well. Georgia Milk's address 
is 1641 New High Shoals Road, Suite 5, Watkinsville, Georgia 30677. 

I am a graduate of the University of Georgia, with a Bachelor of Dairy Science degree in 
Agriculture. After graduation, I managed a dairy operation in southern Georgia, from 
1975-1978. I returned to the family farm in 1978. 

My father, John E. Williams started the farm in 1958. At the time of my return, the dairy 
consisted of 90 milk cows, 400 acres and one employee. WDairy LLC has since grown to 
its current size of 1,800 milk cows, 1,827 head of young stock and 3,600 acres of owned 
and rented land. The operation has twenty-seven full -time and two part-time employees. 

My two sons, Justin and Daniel, returned to the farm following their graduation from the 
University of Georgia in 2005 and 2007. Justin oversees the cropping operation and 
Daniel oversees the livestock side of the operation. 

;)..ell-
In~, a new 72-stall rotary parlor and a third freestall barn were built to accommodate 
the increased herd size and to replace facilities that had been in use since 1958. No longer 
dependent on milk tanks, the dairy direct loads milk onto milk tankers and has reduced 
milking time from 24 hours a day to 18 hours. Fans and misters in the freestall barns · 
contribute to cow comfort and reduce the effects of heat stress on the herd. 

All forage crops are grown on the farm and fed in the form of silage. In 2014, we harvested 
29,000 tons combined of corn, ryegrass and sorghum. Close attention is paid to ration 
analysis to aid in milk production and cow health. No-till and irrigation is used to improve 
crop production and manure is recycled by applying it to crop land to improve soil 
productivity. 

The dairy also has an integrated recycling program. Sand is used and recycled for freestall 
bedding. Lagoon water is recycled for flushing barns and irrigating crops. Well water is 
used to cool the milk and then goes to the cow water troughs. 

In sum, paying attention to details, researching new ideas and the willingness to try new 
concepts has allowed the dairy to grow and improve. 

As indicated at the outset, I am the President of Georgia Milk Producers, Inc., and am here 
testifying in this capacity. I am a Member of the Board of Directors for Cobblestone Milk, 



Inc., although I am not testifYing on behalf of Cobblestone. I am also a Veterinary Advisory 
Board Member for the University of Georgia School of Veterinary Medicine. 

Georgia Milk Producers is a producer-funded organization located in Watkinsville, 
Georgia. Georgia's dairy producers vote, by referendum, every three years to maintain 
Georgia Milk's operation. Producers pay a 1-cent per hundredweight assessment to 
enable Georgia Milk to operate communication, promotion and education programs. 

Georgia Milk's main objective is to educate dairy producers, the public and governing 
officials on all issues affecting Georgia's dairy industry. These include legislation, 
environmental regulations, animal health and milk pricing. In the last category, milk 
pricing, Georgia Milk works to be directly involved in Federal Orders processes that affect 
Georgia producers. 

Georgia Milk has a 16-member Board of Directors representing the 10 Georgia Milk and 
American Dairy Association districts in Georgia. All directors are dairy producers who 
ship to either the Dairy Farmers of America, Maryland-Virginia Milk Producers, Lonestar 
Milk Producers or Southeast Milk, Inc. Cooperatives. Each director is elected to serve on 
the Board of Directors by dairy producers during Georgia Milk's fall district 
meetings. The Board meetings are open to all Georgia producers. 

Georgia Milk is a strong and vibrant organization because Georgia itself is one of the major 
milk producing states in the deep south. Georgia produces about 1. 7 billion pounds of 
milk annually, and ranks 24th in milk production, nationally. Dairy is in the top 10 of 
Georgia's agricultural commodities, annually contributing $1.2 billion to the state's 
economy. 

Along with favorable temperatures and growing seasons, the state provides a supportive 
educational and regulatory environment for agriculture and dairy farming. Demand for 
milk has increased with the growing population of the state and region. Georgia is home 
to three major milk processing facilities, which assure a stable in-state supply of packaged 
milk for consumers. In addition, Georgia is an important supplier of the large and 
substantially milk deficit Florida marketplace, with almost half of Georgia's raw milk 
production exported and utilized there. 

Despite these advantageous marketing conditions, as with dairy farming across this 
country, maintaining a profitable dairy farm and working to promote the health and 
growth of my state's industry, is a constant uphill struggle. While we have relatively high 
classified minimum prices in the southeast, it yet remains a challenge to be assured of 
adequate producer pay prices and cash flows because a significant amount of the higher 
prices is used to bring in deficit milk and to balance the market. 

Earlier in the hearing, Calvin Covington presented testimony identifYing that milk 
production in the southeast declined from 13.5 to 9.5 billion pounds between 1995 and 
2014. At the same time, according to Mr. Covington, fluid consumption in the southeast 
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was 12.2 billion pounds in 2014. Milk production for our region is thus in deficit of 2.7 
billion pounds, which is almost 30% of fluid demand. 

Our market, in other words, is in severe distress to provide the required raw milk supply 
for the region's Class I fluid demand. According to Mr. Covington, "lower producer prices 
and less milk make this challenge more difficult." I certainly echo his opinion, as both a 
dairy farmer and as President of our state-wide producer organization committed to 
maintaining and growing our local milk supply. 

As is also common for dairy farmers across the country, I strongly believe that farmers 
should support each other in any effort to improve their market circumstance. From this 
vantage point, I recognize that California dairy farmers have petitioned for this hearing in 
Order to improve the operation of their regulated marketplace. From what I understand, 
the California producers are seeking establishment of a federal Order because the 
California state regulation does not fairly allocate market value between processors and 
producers. 

Let me emphasize, therefore, that I support in principle the California producers' effort to 
adopt a federal Order to improve their market circumstance. At the same time, however, 
I also believe the Department has a responsibility to ensure that regulation devised to 
promote Orderly marketing in one marketing area should not cause detriment to 
producers in another marketing area. Based on the information we have received from 
the Department, I am concerned about the possibility of such detriment being the 
outcome of this hearing for my market in the southeast. 

Mr. Covington's prior testimony further cites the Department's analysis indicating the 
potential negative impact that all of the hearing proposals would have on producer 
payments in the southeast. While this information was already received as part of his 
testimony, I would like to present it again to emphasize its significance from my 
perspective as a dairy farmer and as President of Georgia Milk Producers. 

Appalachian - Changes in Blend Prices at Test (2017-2024) 
ProQosal Average ($/cwt.} Minimum ($/cwt.) Maximum ($/cwt.} 
Cooperative -$0.13 -$0.15 -$0.09 
CPHA -$0.13 -$0.15 -$0.09 
Ponderosa -$0.13 -$0.15 -$0.09 
Dairy Institute -$0.04 -$0.27 $0.23 

Florida - Changes in Blend Prices at Test (2017-2024) 
ProQosal Average ($/cwt.} Minimum ($/cwt.) Maximum ($/cwt.} 
Cooperative -$0.22 -$0.31 -$0.10 
CPHA -$0.22 -$0.30 -$0.10 
Ponderosa -$0.21 -$0.29 -$0.10 
Dairy Institute -$0.01 -$0.44 $0.41 
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Southeast - Chanees in Blend Prices at Test 2017-2024) 
ProDosal Average ($/cwt.} Minimum ($/cwt.} Maximum ($lcwt.} 
Cooperative -$0.26 -$0.34 -$0.13 
CPHA -$0.25 -$0.34 -$0.13 
Ponderosa -$0.25 -$0.32 -$0.13 
Dairy Institute -$0.24 -$0.75 $0.33 

In Georgia, the average farm has about 375 cows and produces about 7.5 mil pounds of 
milk annually, or about 75,000 cwt, annually. According to the Department's calculations, 
the average Georgia farm, pooled on the southeast Order, would thus lose, on average, 
about $19,500 per year. For year 2024, (which is the "Minimum" in Mr. Covington's 
calculation), the projected loss is $25,500. 

On my farm, which is quite a bit larger, the average annual loss would be $123,000, and 
the loss projected for 2024 would be $161,000. 

Overall, for the state's aggregate milk production of 1. 7 billion pounds, or 17 million cwt, 
the average loss would be just over $4.4 million, and the loss projected for 2015 would be 
$5.8 million. 

The other potential negative impact of the different proposals is a decline in our region's 
milk production. According to Mr. Covington's further review of the Department's 
analysis, milk production would decline or at best remain flat under all of the different 
proposals. This is understandable, given the projected reduction in producer prices. 

As described above, Mr. Covington has indicated that "lower producer prices and less 
milk" make more difficult our challenge of providing an adequate supply of fluid milk for 
our region. From the calculations provided above, it is quite apparent to the producers 
in Georgia Milk Producers that all the proposals being considered in this hearing would 
likely cause even greater stress for our region, if adopted in their current form. 

On behalf of Georgia Milk, I respectfully request that the Department give careful 
consideration to this potential negative impact from the establishment of a California 
Order on the southeast, as reflected in the Department's own analysis. If further analysis 
confirms the likelihood of such negative impact from the proposals under consideration, 
adjustment must be made to ensure that establishment of a California Order will not harm 
our region, or other regions of the country. 

Finally, I express my support for the recommendation provided by Mr. Richard Sparrow 
regarding follow up regulatory process. As Mr. Sparrow proposes, at the least, if the 
Department is to establish an Order of questionable impact on other regions, it must 
ensure that a follow up regulatory process is in place that will allow for far more timely 
adjustments to be made than is currently possible under existing Order amendment 
procedures. 
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EXHIBIT 
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My flame i!> Ri~harg gparrQw, I afl1 {! Q~i!'¥ fSlfrn~r in. north 9~ntra.1 KfilntlJcky. 'fhe 
Il~dr§s.§ of illY f~rm i\ji ~8e("l Qld N@w !'!P§lFI¥ Rd" QWl'ifltrm, KlillltY§KY, 4035e· I iilffi 
Pre&idenl of !h~ Kentyglw D?liry Pevele.Rn~filflt Q~tJnQil CKQQQ"), an S!QVo,,<!~y grQ\J Fl 
for th~ Kef')tucky dairy indy§try, The' aqdre!>§1 af KI2DC i§ 176 Pa§aden;l Drive, 
l-exinl;l\on, Kentucky, 40t)Q3 

I am testifying pgth as fl S.Oy\hflllst dalFy f~fmer I;lRfj as. presigent of KDOC, I <1m also 
speaking on behalf of the Tellne§reee t;lairy ProdUcers ASf.lQciation, l;Ind have worked 
in coll~.\t;ioratien with !;v§rett Williams sf Geeff;l ia Milk Producers, Inc. in developing 
these comment;:; . 

Introduction 
I preface my testimQflY by ell:llressin~ my strong support for this Cooperative effort to 
join th~ federal Order system in orger to aehievf,l more orderly milrketing eonditions 
!'Ind mgre equitable producer milk prices. 11'1 seeking these most vital objectives, 
dairy farmers always have been, and .. Iways sh!;luld be, united to the extent possible. 

Notwithstanding this heartfelt $UPP9rt, I am Cl'mpelled to travel here and testify 
b~Gause of the potential ne9atlv~ im~act the Department's preliminary analysis 
indiQilted the CQQP@fa.t!ve WqtlQ~@I, Qti w@il a~ thr;; Qth~r prgp'gS~l.s, would have on 
the spytheas! dairy ine;JYatry, TI'1~ D~~l@rtfll~nti~ ~niii!y&i:'l sh(:lwS th~t tJw Pf!:lr;lQs'a.ls 
wO\Jld all lower PFPdb!§€lr prig@§ in;the !iguth~~§t. gn~ hf.jve ti:)~ related §dver§~ impaQ\ 
on mill< prod!Jcti!;>n in our regi!.'lf] , Tnl§ WQ\J.I(1 haVe <;! j:lal'liQ!J!arly damaging imp;;lct fgr 
us, as the sOIJtl'ieast is alreagy ~ milk cj@fi~it region. As I am sure California 
prQ9UCerS Gan Understiilnd, I myst oppose e[;i!§li1lishrnent of a Ciilliforn.ia Order if it 
would cause sUc~ significant harm in our re9ion , n(}twithstanding the benefit it might 
provide for th~rn , 

On behalf of KDOC, th@refor/?, W@ f ir!>t a~k tnat the Department consider the Impact 
that establishment of a Californi<l Or(;Jer Would have on other regions. of the country 
<Is. an essential factor in its qeoision whether to adopt the Order. Further, we ask that 
the Depgrtment not e:;;tablish the Qrder unless it conclydes the Order will not reduce 
preducer milk prices in Qtl'ier regions of the country, anq/or milk production, and so 
not cause adverse harm outside ef the C<llifcrni;;l marketing <lrea and milkshed. In 
support of this conclusion, the Department must be able to make express findings 
and document that the evidence presented CIt this hearing has overcome the 
Department's preliminqry evidence indicating the original proposals would reduce 
milk pricing and produetion in the sc;lutheast. if the Department GhoQses to devise an 
alternative propos<ll, it must theN fino and d\'lcumt.lflt that thf.l evidence demonstrates 
this revised prOPOSi;l1 will nGt S~ harm th~ ti@ulh?~§t. 

We sincerely hope that the te~"mQny ~e"l@iv~d will 1;lllgw f@r one of thesf.l outcomes 
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so as to enable implementation of the California Order. In addition to explaining my 
and KDDC's concern prompted by the Department's preliminary analysis, my 
testimony also identifies some further actions KDDC believes the Department should 
take to enable that the Order, if establ ished, will avoid new or ongoing harm to the 
Southeast. 

In the alternative, if the Department concludes to adapt a California Order with 
evidence still establishing that it will lower milk prices in the southeast and other 
regions of the country, then the Department should include any such affected 
producers as part of the producer referendum required for final approval and 
implementation of the Order. 

I. My Background 
I graduated from the University ef t,entueky with iii degree. in Animal Science in 
1978. After graduation, I wOFked for three milk rnark!:Jting cooperatives, throughout 
the southeast territory, for 33 years. At the start of my career, for a short time after 
graduation, I was employed as a Field Man for Cincinnati Cooperative Milk Sales 
Association, a small, southeast Ohio-based cooperative. In this capacity, I worked 
directly with dairy farmers helping to coordinate delivery of their milk shipments for 
processing. After Cincinnati Cooperative merged with fOiJr other cooperatives, I 
became a Field Supervisor for the resulting, consolidated, regional cooperative, Milk 
Marketing Inc. promoted to F'ield Supervisor for MMI, I supervised fourteen field 
representatives. 

I worked for MMI in this capacity fer 25 years, until MMI merged with the three other 
cooperatives to form the national coeperative, Dairy Farmers of America . With the 
formation of DFA, I became a Regional Manager. As a Regional Manager, I oversaw 
two Field Supervisors and eighteen Field Representatives. I also conducted regional 
producer meetings, and provided market reports and milk pricing forecasts for our 
dairy farmer members. As a Regional Manager, I was also responsible for 
negotiating the cc:mtracts for the milk sales from my region to our processor-handler 
customers. I negotiated prices, including over-order prices, developed delivery 
schedules, and provided on-gelng customer service, In general. 

After working for DFA from 1998·2011, I retired back home to Owenton, Kentucky, to 
build and operate a new dairy with my three sons, We milk 40-50 Brown Swiss. We 
are members of DFA; our milk is pooled in Federal Order 5 and shipped to the 
Kroger, Winchester, Kentucky plant. 

I would add that I was raised in the dairy industry, and so with my professional work 
experience, I have been a part of the industry all my life. My grandfather was the 
head cheese maker at the Kraft Cheese plant in my home town, Owenton. I began 
doing odd jobs at the plant when I was ten and worked at the plant during my 
summers in high school, receiving raw milk in cans and performing laboratory test on 
milk and cheese. 

2 



During my lifetime I have thus observed and experienced the profound transformation 
and consolidation of the processor and cooperative sectors of the dairy industry, both 
regionally and nationally. Kraft, of course, during this time period consolidated its 
cheese processing plant capacity scattered across the country and moved it all 
westward. Among other consequences this shift in processing capacity provided a 
significant basis for the truly remarkable expansion of the California dairy industry. 
Not long after, DFA was formed so as to provide a national coopeiative reach and 
marketing capability for dairy farmers, and Land 0 Lakes also greatly expanded its 
operations out from the Midwest to both the East and West coasts for the same 
purpose. Combined, these changes to the. industry's two core sectors have now lead 
to this hearing for the establishment of a new California, federal Order, 

II. Southeast Marketing COJ'!ditions and the Significance of Milk Pricing 
Amidst these national changes, my professional experienoe working for the three 
dairy coopeniltives revolved around' the eontinyously Challenging effort to provide a 
fluid milk supply for the southeast region . In his testimony, Cal Covington 
summarized our challenges as a milk deficit region. He noted that the ten southeast 
states now have an estimated 76.5 million people, or almost twice the population of 
California. He further identified that fluid milk consumption for this number of people 
requires 12.2 billion pounds of milk supply. Yet milk production in the southeast in 
2014 was only 9.5 billion pounds, or a deficit of 2.7 billion pounds. When balancing 
and standardization are considered, according to Mr. Covington, the deficit of 2.7 
billion pounds is more properly understood as 4.5 billion, This deficit is more than 
one third of the total supply required. 

Mr. Covington also described how to make up for the deficit, we must import milk 
from other regions, either in bulk or packaged form. In both cases, transportation 
adds expense that must be borne by producers, processors and consumers alike. 

Mr. Covington's testimony provides the frame for my work experience. On the one 
hancj, with this deficit always in mind, we in the cooperative sector in the Southeast 
work constantly to maintain the sustainability of our member farmers, and also to 
grow their productive capacity, so as to be able to provide as much local supply as 
possible to our processor customers. On the other hand, given the ever-present 
deficit, we simultaneously confront the add itional challenges presented by the need 
to import the required supplemental milk supply. 

The crux of th is dual challenge is producer prices. Higher milk prices make it far 
more possible to sustain, and grow, our existing, local milk supplies. Lower milk 
prices force farmers out, and thereby increase the pressure and need to import 
greater volumes of milk from away. 

III. Additional Background - The Kentucky Dairy Development Council 
This brings me to my work with the KentUCky Dairy Development Council, KDDC. 
Operating in a deficit market actually represents a tremendous market opportunity. 
And the structure of Kentucky's dairy farming segment hOlds promise for expansion 
so as to take advilntage of this opportunity. Kentucky of course provides greilt 
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commodity crops that can support productive dairy farms. Kentucky has a relatively 
large number of dairy farms for one state, 718 dairy farms, which ranks 12th , 

nationally, for licensed dairies. We produce 1.12 billion pounds of milk, ranking 27th , 

nationally in milk production. Yet we rank 42 0
<;1 in milk production per cow, and the 

average farm size is only 88 cows per farm. We thus have a pretty good base, with a 
lot of capacity for growth.1 

KDDC was formed in 2005, to educate, represent and promote the interests of 
Kentucky dairy farmers, and to foster an environment allowing for the growth of the 
Kentucky's dairy industry. This mission is being fulfilled by the development and 
implementation of a number of pro~rams to educate Kentucky dairy farmers on 
business and prodllction agriculture practioes and to pmvide services that wiil 
enhance sustainabiljW and profitability, and increased prodllctivity. KODG also 
concentrates on working to em !'lower YOUAg people in pursuit of dairy farming 
careers. 

KDDC is a 501 (c)(3) non.profit, combined dairy farmer and allied industry 
organization. KDDC's board consists of 20 members. Twelve are dairy prodllcers 
representing the dairy farmers who reside in KDOC districts. The remaining eight 
members are allied industry dues paying representatives of the other segments of the 
state's dairy industry. 

KDDC has implemented a series of programs to promote top quality locally produced 
milk for Kentucky consumers, The umbrella program is the Kentucky Dairy 
Improvement Program, KDIP, which utilizes regional dairy consultants to provide 
information and services to any dairy farmer in KY. The Market Incentive Leadership 
for Kentucky, (MILK) Program was developed with the specific objective of increasing 
local milk production and quality. We also have the Young Dairy Producer Initiative, 
to provide leadership and management skiils to active farmers 18 to 45 years of age 
and those interested in breaking into the dOliry business. 

KDIP relies on four dairy consultants who work directly with dairy farmers across the 
state. In addition to administering the three pfOgrams identified above, the 
consultants bring awareness to producers of the many other available loans, energy 
development and nutrient management programs offered by local, state and federal 
entities . . The dairy consultants work in cooperation with UK Extension Specialists, 
Cooperative Extension Service County Agents, KY Department of Agriculture staff, 
and the wide range of experts in the many fields touched by dairy farm operation. 

I would like to specifically highlight the Market Incentive Leadership for Kentucky, or 
MILK, Program. This program provides direet incentives to Kentucky producers to 
encourage increased production, and is one of the most dynamic programs of its kind 
in the nation. While I am not yet able to say that the program has succeeded in 

1 Tennesse~ is Similarly situated in the mark~tp.lace, with room for expansion. Tennessee produces 750 
million pOllnds of milk, ranking 30'" in milk productiol] and 19th in the number of licensed dairieS. At the 
same tillle, Tennessee ranks 41st in production per ~OW. 

4 



turning our production challenges completely around, the MILK Program has 
provided a true ray of hope that this objective is attainable. The benefits and success 
of this relatively new program, and the potential adverse impact on its success 
suggested by the Department's analysis, are the primary motivations for my 
appearance in this hearing. 

The MILK Program's incentive premiums are drawn from a grant received by KDDC 
from the State of Kentucky's Agricultural Development Fund and matching funds 
provided collectively by Kentucky's milk handlers. To receive the premium payments, 
participating dairy farmers must increase actual pounds of milk marketed by a 
required percentage over an established yearly base, and their milk must meet or 
exceed a set level of quality standards. Producers must also participate in a 
production testing program (DHIA). 

The program began in 2007. Since the program's inception, $5.6 million in incentive 
premiums have been paid to Kentucky dairy producers through December 2014. The 
total amount of milk produced by the MILK Program participants in 2014 was 
562,061,145 pounds, which is just over half of Kentucky's total annual milk 
production. 

Even more significant, during the cumulative time period of the program 2007-2014 
over 412 million additional pounds of milk has been generated over base years' 
production. Utilizing the average FMMO mailbox price per hundredweight of milk 
over this time, the additional 412 million pounds of milk has yielded $82,409,768.00 
of additional revenue for Kentucky dairy farmers. The program has thus leveraged 
the $5.6 million expenditure by a factor of nearly fifteen times. 

The MILK Program also results in substantial transportation savings. The additional 
412 million pounds of milk produced in Kentucky since 2007 has displaced the need 
for the transport of over 8,240 tankers loads of supplemental milk into the 
Commonwealth for processing. Federal Order Transportation Credits subsidize 
handlers at or near $0.005 per hundredweight per mile. For a 50,000 pound tanker 
load of milk that equals $2.50 per mile. According to information received from the 
Appalachian Market Administrator's office the average load travels approximately 400 
miles to delivery in KY. This equals a cost of about $1,000 per load. The MILK 
Program has thus saved approximately $8,240,000 in transportation cost alone. 

IV. Milk Pricing Concerns 
With the same motivation, other states in the Southeast have also implemented 
programs with the same objective as the MILK program. These programs, along with 
the amendments to Class I differentials and pooling requirements established by the 
2007 FMMO hearing for the three Southeast Orders, have resulted in a slight upward 
trend since 2010 in milk production in the Southeast. It is critical to all segments of 
the dairy industry in the Southeast-- producer, processors, and consumers - that this 
upward trend in production continl,le to increase .in order to provide for the fluid milk 
needs of our ~market. 
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Again, milk prices are the key to all of this. We are thus deeply concemed by the 
Department's prel iminary analysis, which indicates that all of the proposals for a 
Califomia Order will reduce Southeast producer prices. KDDC's concern is that that 
such a price reduction will offset the gains we have made, particularly with the MILK 
program, and set us again on a downward, rather than upward, trend in milk 
production. 

Here is a summary table of the DePartment's analysis of the different proposals' 
impact on Southeast producer prices, prepared and presented by Mr. Covington. 

Southeast. Change:;; in Bh,md Prices at Test(2Q17.2024) 
Proposal Averaqe ($/cwt.) . Minimum ($/cwt.) Maximum ($/cwt.) 

. 

Cooperative -$0.26 -$0.34 -$0.13 
CPHA ~$b .25 

.... ." 
·$0.34 -$0.13 

-$0.25 
- ,,-. ~. 

-$0.13 Ponderosa -$0.32 
Dairy Institute -$0.24 -$0.75 $0.33 

.. 

Overall, for the State's total annual milk production of 1 billion pounds, or 1 million 
cwt, the average loss caused by the COGperative proposal would be just over $2.6 
million, annually. This would wipe ('lut half of the value of the production incentive 
payments that have been made under the MIl.K Program. This loss is projected to 
increase to $3.4 mill ion for 2024 (the projected "Minimum" in Mr. Covington's Table) 

IV. Milk Marketing and Production Concerns 
The Department's additional analysis confirms OUr concerns about the likely impact 
that will result from this reduction in producer r;> rices. As Mr. Covington testified , the 
Department's analysis indicates that milk production will be flat in the near future, and 
decline over time. The Department's Table 5 confirms his assessment with regard to 
the Cooperative's proposal. Here are the Department's calculations of the impacts 
the Cooperative's proposal would have on milk production in the three southeast 
Orders: 

TABLE B5: Milk Production Changes under the Cooperative Proposal 

I Units 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Avg Min Ma~ 
AP Bil. LBS -0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01 0.00 

FL Bil. LBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01 -0.02 0.00 

SE Bil. LBS 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.03 -0.05 -0.07 -0.02 -0,07 0.00 

As may be seen, milk production is at best flat throughout the region. For the 
southeast, there would be an accelerating decline, over time. 

V. Proposed Department Actions 
In my introduction, I stated that the Department must account for the potential 
impacts that imposition of a California Order will have on other rr;;gions of the 
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Country. Again, on behalf of KDDC, I here ask that Department consider the impact 
that establishment of a California Order would have on other regions of the country 
as an essential factor in the Department's decision whether to adopt the Order. 

Further, we ask that the Department not establish the California Order unless it 
concludes that the Order will not reduce producer milk prices in other regions of the 
country, andlor rnilk production, and so fIOt caUSe adverse harm to other regions of 
the country. If the Department is to adopt the Cooperatives' proposal, or one of the 
other proposals, the Department should be able to make express findings and 
document that the evidence presented at th is hearing has overcome the 
Department's preliminary evidence indicating the selected proposal would reduce 
milk pricing and production in the southeast. If the Department is to devise an 
alterni;ltive proposal, it should similarly make express findings and conclusions 
ensuring that its revised proposed California Order would cause no such harm to the 
southeast. 

If the California Order may be so adopted, we further propose that the Department 
include provisions that anticipate the impacts th\i!t wili be experienced in other Orders, 
over time. I defer to the expertise of the Department and others as to what these 
provisions might be, but here emphasize that the Department must account for the 
Order'S impact over time rather tharl just its immediate impact. 

In the alternative, as also reqYe§ted in my Introduction, if the Department concludes 
to adopt a California Order with evidence still establishing that it will lower milk prices 
in the Southeast, Of any other region of the country, then the Department should 
include producers in these other regions as part of the producer rf;!ferendum required 
for final approval (:Ind implement(:ltiQn of the Order. 
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My name is Gino Tosi. I am appearing today on behalf of the California Producer
Handler Association (CPHA) in support of their proposal, published in the Hearing 
Notice as Proposal 3. In this regard, I am only testifying in limited scope that the 

proposed Federal order language that is presented in Exhibit A would accomplish 
the intent of the CPHA to preserve their exempt quota treatment along with 
preservation of the rest of the quota system. 

It is my opinion that, in the event the Department issues a Federal milk marketing 
order (FMMO) for the State of California, these proposed order language 
amendments to the Cooperative's proposal would accomplish the intent of 
Proposal 3. As already testified to by Mssrs. Richard Shehadey and Frank Otis, the 
intent of Proposal 3 is to retain intact fully that aspect of the current feature of 
California's State marketing order quota system as it affects current exempt quota 
holders. Others have testified on the need to retain the current California quota 
system in all its scope and features. 

The proposed order language is modeled after the order language by the 
Cooperatives proposal for a California FMMO. It deviates from the Dairy 
Institute's (01) proposed order language in ways that I will discuss during my 
testimony. In this regard, in the event the Department issues a FMMO that 
resembles the features of the 01 proposal, then inclusion of similar language to 
allow for the definition of "exempt quota" holders and a deduction from the pool 
calculations would accomplish the same result. Neither the Cooperative's or DI's 

proposals provide for the continuation of exempt quota in a Federal order for 
California J;their own respective proposed language. 

Background: 

I retired from Dairy Programs with 31 years of Federal service in November, 2010. 
I currently live in Berea, Ohio, a suburb of Cleveland where I was raised and the 
town in which Baldwin-Wallace University is located. I hold a Bachelor of Science 

and a Master of Science degree in Agricultural Economics from The Ohio State 
University. I am a veteran and a member of the VFW. I began my service with 
the US Department of Agriculture, first as temporary loan officer with the 
Farmer's Home Administration immediately after graduate school. While in 
graduate school I was recruited by the Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS) as an 
economist to work in Washington DC. During my service in FAS I worked on credit 
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and food assistance programs for countries in Latin America; the then US
Canadian Free Trade Agreement; and foreign market development programs for 
US dairy, livestock, and animal genetics. 

Over 20 years of my Federal service was in the Order Formulation and 
Enforcement Branch of Dairy Programs. During my years in Dairy Programs I 
participated in a broad range of events and actions affecting literally all aspects of 
Federal milk marketing orders (FMMOs). I consider the most noteworthy to 
include the 43-day National Hearing held in six cities in 1990 [the first major event 

that considered a number of changes to how the FMMO system operates]; 
separate rulemaking proceedings of several marketing orders before Federal 
order reform; when specific FMMO decisions became the subject of law suits, I 
assisted attorneys of the Justice Department by writing portions of briefs 
explaining FMMO policy and how requirements of the Agricultural Marketing 

Agreement Act are incorporated into FMMO provisions. [In helping prepare 
Justice Department attorneys, I consider my most notable experience was in the 
successful defense of the Federal milk order system in the mid-1990s brought 
about~ interests in the Upper Midwest]; the four-year reform effort resulting in 
the current Federal milk order system of, among other things, larger consolidated 
milk marketing orders; explaining program features and rulemaking decisions on 
Capitol Hill to congressional staffs; the invitation by and participation with the 
Justice Department as a program expert in what is now commonly referred to as 
the "Hillside Dairy" case that went before the Supreme Court of the United States;' 

:!;:I;:::i~I:::::;~::;:: :=:~::I:~~::;;~:;~:~:rt~: 
primary author of nearly every Federal order decision during the 10-year period 
since implementation of the then 11 consolidated orders (now 10 orders) in 2000 
until my retirement in November 2010. Some of the decisions that I authored 
were not published and brought to final implementing actions until after my 
retirement. 

I am now employed by the Cuyahoga Community College as an instructor where I 
teach basic mathematics and economics. I also volunteer as a teaching assistant 
for GED classes for people seeking to earn their high school diploma in Cleveland's 
inner city and English as a second Language (ESL) for new immigrants. I have 

assisted my daughter in opening two (2) retail restaurant/stores in New York City 
and her bakery located in Brooklyn, NY. I am currently assisting in evaluating 
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possible bankruptcy actions. I have done other volunteer work helping to feed 
needy families in the greater Cleveland area. 

Proposal 3 Specifics: 

As shown in Exhibit A, Proposal 3 order language would first amend Section 
1051.17 CDFA, quota premium, quota nonfat solids and non-quota milk of the 
Cooperative's proposal for establishing a FMMO for the State of California. In this 
regard, Proposal 3 adds two subsections/paragraphs: (e) and (f). These two 
paragraphs reference current California State order provisions and language that 
affect exempt quota holders and make these features a part of the proposed 

FMMO. 

The Dairy Institute's (01) proposal is structured differently in minor ways in this 

feature of a FMMO for California. Rather than having a separate Section 1051.17 
(which in their proposal is "reserved") they do nevertheless bring into their 
proposed FMMO for California basically the same references to the quota system 
provided for in the State order. In this regard 01 brings these features into their 
Section 1051.11 California quota program and producer quota. In the event that 
the Department adopts the 01 proposed order, then it is my opinion that this 
Section of the 01 proposal be amended by adding two (2) new paragraphs 
identical to that already specified sub-paragraphs (e) and (f) of the Section 
1051.17. 

Because the California State order provides that exempt quota holders essentially 
receive the difference between the Class I price and the plant blend price, it is 
necessary to subtract that which is exempt quota from the Class I value of milk-ef- in -fh<--. ) 
Section 1051.60 Handler's value of milk. In this regard, this is accomplished by {!Obp~f1Ve-l 
amending paragraph (a) (1) of this section by inserting the words "less that 
portion of milk that is exempt quota as defined in Section 1051.17 (e) and (ft as 
hi-lighted in Exhibit A. Additionally, Paragraph (a) (2) of Section 1051.60 would 

need to be amended by inserting the words "less that portion of milk that is 
exempt quota as defined in Section 1051.17 (e) and (f). ,,,, 

The 01 proposed order language differs from that of the Cooperatives in how the 
Class I value for milk is determined in their Section 1051.60. This is detailed in 
Section 1051.60 (a). While the two competing proposals differ in this regard, they 
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both nevertheless describe how the order will arrive at the Class I milk value in 
determining a handler's value of milk. I make no judgment and have no opinion 

on which of the two competing proposals is superior. I do note that in order to 
accomplish the intent of Proposal 3, then St!CtiOI1 1051.0(5 of the DI proposal 
would similarly need to be amended to provide for deducting that portion of milk 
that is exempt quota as defined in the California State order. 

Now that exempt quota is defined as part of the proposed order, it becomes 
necessary to require this identification in handler reports as specified in Section 

1051.31 Producer delivery and payroll reports. Please note that Exhibit A re
describes the exact order language for this section as in the Cooperative's 
proposal. Because this sections directs payments to producers and cooperative 
associations to that described in Section 1051.73(f) and that this Proposal 3 
proposes to amend Section 1051.73 as noted in Exhibit A, reiteration of the 
Cooperative's proposed order language is provided only for clarity in following all 
of the links that are needed to accomplish the intent of continuing to ensure that 
exempt quota is retained in a new California FMMO. 

Finally, Section 1051.73 of the Cooperative's proposed order language #tt5-
PI opo~<!I1 3 of (PIIA would similarly need to be amended by adding a new sub
paragraph (4) (a), [or in the event that this format may no longer be acceptable in 
the latest drafting guidelines of the Federal Register - then a new sub-paragraph 
(9)], with the words: "The pounds of exempt quota nonfat solids as defined in 
Section 1051.17(f)." 

As with differences in Section 1051.60 of the Cooperative and DI proposals, their 
respective Section 1051.73 differ in how payments are specified in payments to 
producers and cooperative associations. Nevertheless the DI proposal would 
need to be amended in a similar manner. Specifically the pounds of exempt 
quota nonfat solids as defined in Section 1051.17(f) could likewise be made a part 
of DI proposed Section 1051.11. 

This concludes my testimony in support of Proposal 3 for the California Producer
Handler Association. 
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Exhibit A 

Proposed Federal order language of Proposal 3 by the CPHA 

exempT 'J 14ofa, 
§ 1051.17 CDFA, quota premium, quota nonfat solids'flnd non-quota milk. 

(a) CDFA refers to the California Department of Food and Agriculture, which is 
the agency of the State of California responsible for administration of the 
California dairy producer milk quota program as established in the California 
Food and Agriculture Code. 

(b) Quota premium means the value established pursuant to the California 
Food and Agriculture Code. Quota premium and quota premium value 
mean the value per pound of nonfat solids, as adjusted by the regional 
quota adjusters, where and as applicable. 

(c) Quota nonfat solids means the pounds of nonfat solids of a producer, as 
determined and reported by CDFA, which qualify for the quota premium. 

(d) on-quota milk means pool milk not eligible for the quota premium. 
(e) Exem a means the value established ursuant to the California Food 

and A riculture 62708 62708.1 62708.5 and 62722. Exem t 
uota and exem t uota r . m value mean the value er ound of 

nonfat solids as calculated under Ca 
§§ 62708, 62708.1, 62708.5, and 62722. 

(f) Exem ta non at solids means the ounds of nonfat solids of a 
roducer as de . ed and re orted b CDFA which ualifies for 

exem tion from the 001 a ided b the California Food and 
Agriculture Code in §§ 62708, 62708. , 8.5, and 62722. 

(e) exempt 'i"",ra me4-ns +I.e. r~/u';;e of sk.im m//kand 
IoLA,;#uM -eshsJ,li6hd b'f~PFA 

§ 1051.31 Producer delivery and payroll reports. 
(a) On or before the 6th day after the end of each month, each handler that 
operates a pool plant pursuant to § 1051.7 and each handler described in § 

1000.9(c) shall report to the market administrator its producer deliveries for the 
month, in the detail prescribed by the market administrator, showing for each 
producer the information described in § 1051.73(f); and any other information 
deemed necessary by the Market Administrator. 



(b) On or before the 20th day after the end of each month, each handler that 
operates a pool plant pursuant to § 1051.7 and each handler described in § 

1000.9(c) shall report to the market administrator its producer payroll for the 
month, in the detail prescribed by the market administrator, showing for each 
producer the information described in § 1051.73(f) and any other information 
deemed necessary by the Market Administrator. 

(c) Each handler operating a partially regulated distributing plant who elects to 
make payment pursuant to § 1000.76(b) shall report for each dairy farmer who 
would have been a producer if the plant had been fully regulated in the same 
manner as prescribed for reports required by paragraph (a) of this section. 

§ 1051.60 Handler's value of milk. 
For the purpose of computing a handler's obligation for producer milk, the 

market administrator shall determine for each month the value of milk of each 
handler with respect to each of the handler's pool plants and of each handler 
described in § 1000.9(c) with respect to milk that was not received at a pool plant 
by adding the amounts computed in paragraphs (a) through (i) of this section and 
subtracting from that total amount the values computed in paragraphs (i) and (j) 
of this section. Unless otherwise specified, the skim milk, butterfat, and the 
combined pounds of skim milk and butterfat referred to in this section shall result 
from the steps set forth in § 1000.44(al, (bl, and (cl, respectively, and the nonfat 
components of producer milk in each class shall be based upon the proportion of 
such components in producer skim milk. Receipts of nonfluid milk products that 
are distributed as labeled reconstituted milk for which payments are made to the 
producer-settlement fund of another Federal order under § 1000.76(a)(4) or (d) 
shall be excluded from pricing under this section. 

(a) Class I value. Skim 
(1) Multiply the pounds of skim milk in Class I, less that portion o~milk that is 

exempt quota as defiRed iR § lOSl.17(e) BAe (f) , by the Class I skim milk 
price; and reporf-u h'f Cl>p.4 

(2) Add an amount obta~~~)JkultiPIYing the pounds of butterfat in Class I, 
less that portion of . that is exempt quota as eefined in § 1051.17(e~ 

aRe (f), by the Class I butterfat price; reptld-ed Dr (!DP;4 

(3) Deduct for each pound of milk solids-non-fat in nonfat dry milk used for 
fortifying Class I products during the current month a maximum charge 
equal to the current Class I solids not fat price [the Class I skim milk price in 



the $2.10 zone divided by 9], less the current Class IV solids not fat price 
established in § 1051.53. In no case shall the deduction be less than zero 
cents ($0.00) nor more than nineteen and eighty-five hundredths cents 
($0.1985); and 

(4) Deduct for each pound of milk solids-not-fat in condensed skim milk used 
for fortifying Class I products during the current month a maximum charge 
equal to the current Class I solids not fat price [the Class I skim milk price in 
the $2.10 zone divided by 9], less the current Class II solids not fat price 
established in § 1051.53. In no case shall the deduction be less than zero 
cents ($0.00) nor more than nine and eighty-seven hundredths cents 
($0.0987). 

(b) Class II value. 
(1) Multiply the pounds of nonfat solids in Class II skim milk by the Class II 

nonfat solids price; and 
(2) Add an amount obtained by multiplying the pounds of butterfat in Class II 

by the Class II butterfat price. 
(c) Class III value. 
(1) Multiply the pounds of protein in Class III skim milk by the protein price; 
(2) Add an amount obtained by multiplying the pounds of other solids in Class 

III skim milk by the other solids price; and 
(3) Add an amount obtained by multiplying the pounds of butterfat in Class III 

by the butterfat price. 
(d) Class IV value. 
(1) Multiply the pounds of nonfat solids in Class IV skim milk by the nonfat 

solids price; and 
(2) Add an amount obtained by multiplying the pounds of butterfat in Class IV 

by the butterfat price. 
(e) Multiply the pounds of skim milk and butterfat overage assigned to each 

class pursuant to § 1000.44(a)(1l) and the corresponding step of § 

1000.44(b) by the skim milk prices and butterfat prices applicable to each 
class. 

(f) Multiply the difference between the current month's Class I, II, or III price, 
as the case may be, and the Class IV price for the preceding month and by 
the hundredweight of skim milk and butterfat subtracted from Class I, II, or 
III, respectively, pursuant to § 1000.44(a)(7) and the corresponding step of § 

1000.44(b). 



(g) Multiply the difference between the Class I price applicable at the location 
of the pool plant and the Class IV price by the hundredweight of skim milk 
and butterfat assigned to Class I pursuant to § 1000.43(d) and the 
hundredweight of skim milk and butterfat subtracted from Class I pursuant 
to § 1000.44(a)(3)(i) through (vi) and the corresponding step of § 

1000.44(b), excluding receipts of bulk fluid cream products from plants 
regulated under other Federal orders and bulk concentrated fluid milk 
products from pool plants, plants regulated under other Federal orders, and 
unregulated supply plants. 

(h) Multiply the difference between the Class I price applicable at the location 
of the nearest unregulated supply plants from which an equivalent volume 
was received and the Class III price by the pounds of skim milk and butterfat 
in receipts of concentrated fluid milk products assigned to Class I pursuant 
to § 1000.43(d) and § 1000.44(a)(3)(i) and the corresponding step of § 

1000.44(b) and the pounds of skim milk and butterfat subtracted from Class 
I pursuant to § 1000.44(a)(8) and the corresponding step of § 1000.44(b), 
excluding such skim milk and butterfat in receipts of fluid milk products 
from an unregulated supply plant to the extent that an equivalent amount 
of skim milk or butterfat disposed of to such plant by handlers fully 
regulated under any Federal milk order is classified and priced as Class I milk 
and is not used as an offset for any other payment obligation under any 
order. 

(i) For reconstituted milk made from receipts of nonfluid milk products, 
multiply $1.00 (but not more than the difference between the Class I price 
applicable at the location of the pool plant and the Class IV price) by the 
hundredweight of skim milk and butterfat contained in receipts of nonfluid 
milk products that are allocated to Class I use pursuant to § 1000.43(d). 

0) Compute the amount of credits applicable pursuant to § 1051.55. 

§ 1051.73 Payments to producers and to cooperative associations. 

(f) In making payments to producers pursuant to this section, each handler shall 
furnish each producer, except a producer whose milk was received from a 
cooperative association handler described in § 1000.9(a) or (c), a supporting 
statement in a form that may be retained by the recipient which shall show: 



(1) The name, address, Grade A identifier assigned by a duly constituted 
regulatory agency, and payroll number of the producer; 

(2) The daily and total pounds, and the month and dates such milk was 
received from that producer; 

(3) The total pounds of butterfat, protein, and other solids contained in the 
producer's milk; 

(4) The pounds of quota nonfat solids in the produce's milk; 

(4.a) The pounm-o-feJ<empt quota nonfar-sotids;-as-defined ill § 

-t6Stl7(f). 

(5) The minimum rate or rates at which payment to the producer is 
required pursuant to the order in this part; 

(6) The rate used in making payment if the rate is other than the applicable 
minimum rate; 

(7) The amount, or rate per hundredweight, or rate per pound of 
component, and the nature of each deduction claimed by the handler; and 

(8) The net amount of payment to the producer or cooperative association. 
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*** 

2 [Witness sworn] 

3 *** 

4 ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE : Thank you , you may 

5 be seated . 

6 MR . HAHN : Thank you . 

7 ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE : And you may 

8 proceed . 

9 *** 

10 JAMES HAHN , 

II having first been duly sworn , according to the law , 

12 testified as follows : 

13 MR . HAHN : Land O' Lakes , Inc . Continues to 

14 support the Federal Order program and promotes the 

15 concept of efficient and orderly marketing . LOL also 

16 believes pooling should be based on performance and is 

17 not in favor of restricting access to pooling to benefit 

18 a select few. Fewer restrictions provide for market 

19 efficiencies resulting in the least cost to serving the 

20 flui d market. The USDA is to be commended in the 

21 adoption of the Class I pricing surface as a result of 

22 Federal Order Reform . This one change has allowed for 

23 more liberalized pool i ng , which is a means of gaining 

24 access to Class I proceeds on a wider basis , but access 

25 can only be gained through performance . Participants 
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must be willing to serve the market or in other words to 

2 

3 

perform. The net impact of Federal Order Reform has 

been positive for Upper Midwest producers. Class I 

4 utilization has increased from 14-and-a-half percent in 

5 January 2000 to 20.7 percent in May 2001. This 

6 evolutionary process benefits local producers whose milk 

7 is pooled on other Orders as well as producers whose 

8 

9 

milk remains pooled on Order 30. The Orders will 

equilibrate. Utilization will tend to come together as 

10 the needs of the various Orders are met based on 

II performance provisions. Milk of producers should 

12 continue to be allowed to move freely to meet market 

13 conditions. Upper Midwest organizations must be willing 

14 to share local utilization if they expect to share in 

15 Class I proceeds and other areas or risk the loss of 

16 credibility. Proponents of proposal #1 are seeking to 

17 restrict the pooling of milk produced in California on 

18 the basis that it is sharing in a marketwide pool. 

19 California does not have a marketwide pool. Proceeds 

20 from fluid and soft use are paid to producers on the 

21 basis of quota equity and not distributed marketwide. 

22 Overbase or non-quota milk is priced based on 

23 manufacturing values. Only recently did California 

24 institute a number of $1.70 per hundredweight based on 

25 19-and-a-half cents per pound of solids non-fat on the 
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skim side to limit the spread between quota and overbase 

2 milk. Furthermore , adoption of this proposal would 

3 prohibit Federal Order pooling of milk regulated under a 

4 State Order with bona fide marketwide pooling . The 

5 North Dakota State Order and Pennsylvania Milk Marketing 

6 Board currently are considering changing their 

7 provisions to incorporate marketwide pooling. Other 

8 pricing programs such as the Northeast Compact and 

9 various over order pricing agencies such as Upper 

10 Midwest Marketing Agency would appear to be threatened 

II should this proposal be adopted . The PMMB Class I State 

12 Mandated Price is $1 . 65 per hundredweight , yet the 

13 challenge of double dipping goes unheard. The very 

14 nature of the marketing system in place in old Order 68 

15 promotes the type of pooling practices being questioned 

16 at this Hearing . Premium levels fall short of 

17 procurement costs , producer premiums paid by LOL to its 

18 members serving the Minneapolis market have averaged 

19 $1 . 81 per hundredweight for the first five months of 

20 this year. This is an increase of 47 cents per 

21 hundredwe i ght compared to the same period of 2000. The 

22 additional premiums are due to Federal Order pooling on 

23 adjoining Orders , which obviously benefits all local 

24 producers . However , premiums announced by UMMA averaged 

25 $1 . 27 per hundredweight for 2000 compared to $1 . 12 per 
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hundredweight for 2001 ... 

2 *** 

3 [Off the record] 

4 [On the record] 

5 *** 

6 MR. HAHN: ... who effectively retain the 

7 entire announced premium. This system promotes a 

8 distant set up to ship to fluid handlers beyond the 

9 minimum performance level of 10 percent or an incentive 

10 to attach additional volumes of producer milk to 

11 subsidize the costs or losses of serving the fluid 

12 

13 

market. The real issue facing this industry is not 

California milk. The impact of pooling reserve supplies 

14 is similar whether that reserve is located in Pine 

IS Island, Minnesota, Melrose, Minnesota, or Orland, 

16 California. Regardless of location, the performance 

17 criteria must be met to provide for pooling eligibility. 

18 The subsidy received relating to shipping costs is 

19 comparable. The solution to this dilemma is not 

20 artificial restrictions but to address performance 

21 requirements. Increasing shipping percentages to serve 

22 the fluid market will provide all the equity that is 

23 necessary. Those handlers shipping a minimum 

24 requirement will be forced to either ship twice as much 

25 volume or reduce the volume of milk pooled. Producers 
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should be indifferent as to where that reserve supply is 

2 located since the impact is the same . It is LOL ' s 

3 contention that they have the right to pool milk based 

4 on performance . The address of the producer should be 

5 irrelevant. As for double dipping, now the pooling 

6 proceeds is paid to LOL members in California . Pooling 

7 revenue is used to subsidize the losses of serving the 

8 fluid market . Premiums paid to Orland members were 85 

9 cents per hundredweight and 77 cents per hundredweight 

10 in August and September ' 99 respectively based on cheese 

II yield . These months immediately preceded pooling on the 

12 Upper Midwest Order . Premiums for comparable months of 

13 2000 were 51 cents per hundredweight and 72 cents per 

14 hundredweight when approximately 68 percent of the milk 

15 on that particular payroll was pooled. Proponents of 

16 Proposal #1 would suggest that the Market Administrator 

17 recognize the existence of the California State Order 

18 for purposes of excluding producer milk . However , in 

19 the event a fluid plant located in California has route 

20 distribution in a Federal Order Marketing Area , Federal 

2 1 Order provisions dictate the use of Federal Order 

22 pricing for purposes of compensatory payments rather 

23 than the California regulated Class I price . For 

24 purposes of industry accommodation , LOL is willing to 

25 withdraw support for Proposal #2 . However , LOL strongly 

York Stenographic Services, Inc. 

34 North George St. , York, PA 17401 - (717) 854-0077 



271 

supports the premise that overbase milk be eligible for 

2 pooling in the Upper Midwest Order. Additionally LOL 

3 contends that overbase pooling and restricting of the 

4 pooling of quota milk embodies the principles set forth 

5 by proponents of Proposal #1. And if I could make one 

6 other comment? 

7 ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: You may. 

8 MR. HAHN: In addressing questions relating to 

9 Mr. Cooper earlier, the producer payroll report at 

10 Orland lists each month the volume of quota milk 

11 assigned at the milk of each producer that is paid by 

12 LOL and we can very easily define the volume of quota 

13 milk and non-quota milk to each producer. That is not 

14 an issue. And that concludes my statement. Thank you. 

15 ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Thank you. Cross 

16 examination of Mr. Hahn? Yes, Mr. English? 

17 *** 

18 BY MR. ENGLISH: 

19 Q. Mr. Hahn, before you were employed by 

20 Land O'Lakes you worked for a number of years for the 

21 Market Administrator's Office in Order 30 

22 

23 

A. 

Q. 

That is correct. 

Okay. Were you ever employed by the 

24 California Department of Food and Agriculture? 

25 A. No, I was not. 
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Q. Have you attended California Department 

2 of Food and Agriculture Hear i ngs regarding their pooling 

3 and pricing program? 

4 

5 

A. 

Q. 

No , I have not . 

Were you here earlier today to hear the 

6 testimony of the witnesses from the California 

7 Department of Food and Agriculture? 

8 

9 

A. 

Q. 

Yes , I was . 

Did you hear the statement from Mr . 

10 Horton that the pooling system provides the sharing 

II among producers the value from all milk uses? 

12 

13 

A . 

Q. 

Yes , I d i d . 

But does that not conflict with your 

14 statement that overbase milk is priced based on 

15 manufacturing values? 

16 A. I don ' t believe that it does . In my 

17 opinion there is not a marketwide pool of the revenues 

18 in California , it ' s a two- tiered system and the Class I 

19 and soft product revenues are paid primarily to the 

20 quota holders . 

21 Q. Are you aware of two-tier systems that 

22 have existed in the past in Federal Orders? 

23 A. Not really , n o . I ' m not very familiar 

24 with those . 

25 Q . If there were such two- tier systems that 
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existed in Federal Orders at the same time there were 

2 provisions preventing the double pooling of milk and 

3 there was no exception for the milk that was basically 

4 in the second tier Federal Orders, wouldn't that tend to 

5 mean that the Federal Order milk still couldn't double 

6 pool? 

7 A. Milk that was regulated by Federal 

8 Orders. That is correct. 

9 Q. Regardless of whether it had a two-tier 

10 price. Correct? 

I I A. Right. We're talking about multiple 

12 Federal Orders I assume? 

13 Q. Yes. 

14 A. Right. That's correct. 

15 Q. Is there a difference then between that 

16 two-tier pricing in Federal Orders that assuming for a 

17 moment it existed in the past and the state system? 

18 A. Well, I think there's a great deal of 

19 differences. As Mr. Conover suggested it's a difference 

20 of statute. 

21 Q. You testified that none of the money --

22 Let's see now. -- you pool -- approximately how much 

23 milk does Land O'Lakes pool on the Upper Midwest Order 

24 from California? 

25 A. That's proprietary information. 
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Q. Would it be fair to say that it ' s a 

2 significant portion of the portion that is -- Without an 

3 exact number , sir . -- is it a significan t portion of 

4 what is being pooled on Order 3D? 

5 

6 

A. 

Q. 

No . 

You say none of the pooling proceeds is 

7 paid to Land O' Lake members in California. You imply, 

8 but never quite say. Are all the dollars being paid 

9 then to dairy farmers of Land O' Lakes in the Upper 

10 Midwest? 

II A. Not at all . I stated very emphatically 

12 that the revenues received from pooling are used to 

13 subsidize the losses used to service the fluid market . 

14 

15 

16 

17 where? 

18 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

19 at Woodbury . 

20 Q. 

Where? 

Where? 

Yes , the losses in the fluid market 

In Woodbury , Minnesota . The Dean plant 

And is 100 percent of it going for the 

21 purpose of compensating for losses for serving a plant 

22 at Woodbury? 

23 A. And at Thief River Falls. The Thief 

24 River Falls plant is also a customer of LOL and that ' s 

25 also a Dean plant that we service . 
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Q. So is 100 percent of the proceeds that 

2 Land O'Lakes obtains from pooling California milk on 

3 Order 30 used to compensate Land O'Lakes for losses at 

4 those two plants? 

5 A. It would take about 500 percent. The 

6 pooling revenues of the California milk don't come close 

7 to addressing the losses of procuring milk to service 

8 the fluid market in this area. 

9 *** 

10 ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Nevertheless 

11 though, Mr. Hahn, can you answer his question? 

12 

13 

14 

MR. HAHN: Yes, 100 percent are used. Yes. 

MR. ENGLISH: Thank you. 

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: You're welcome. 

15 *** 

16 BY MR. ENGLISH: 

17 Q. And on the third page of your statement 

18 in the paragraph where you're referring to what the 

19 money was used for, you talk about the premiums at 

20 Orland I think for comparable months of 2000 were 51 

21 cents per hundredweight and 72 cents per hundredweight 

22 when approximately 68 percent of that milk on that 

23 particular payroll was pooled. When you say 68 percent 

24 of that milk and then you say was pooled, pooled where? 

25 A. In the Upper Midwest market. 
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Q. Was it also pooled on California? 

2 A. It was regulated by the California 

3 marketing program, yes . 

4 Q. But in other words for clarity of this 

5 record , it was included and participated in the pool 

6 of ... 

7 A. Yes. 

Q. ... California? 8 

9 A. I would make a distinction because only 

10 about 6 percent of that milk is quota milk and so very 

11 little of that milk drew quota value . And so it ' s 

12 really a , you know , a differentiation of the word 

13 pooling. 

14 

15 

Q. 

A. 

16 California . 

17 Q. 

And again you said ... 

That ' s being pooled by the State of 

And again you said you were able to 

18 differentiate quota from overbase milk but were you here 

19 earlier today for the testimony of the CFDA that said 

20 you can ' t differentiate quota in overbase milk? 

21 A. Well , they are making distributions to 

22 Land O ' Lakes based on quota held by its members and that 

23 corresponds with the payroll information that we have on 

24 our database . 

25 Q. But to the extent that you have a 
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proposal that would allow the pooling of -- I take it if 

2 6 percent of the milk was quota that means that the rest 

3 was overbase. So that means everything else is going to 

4 get to be pooled under your Proposal #3. Correct? 

5 A. If it met the performance requirements. 

6 Q. But it's true that if it met the 

7 performance requirements it could be pooled on Order 30? 

8 A. That is correct. 

9 Q. Okay. You heard the testimony of the 

10 witnesses for the California Department of Food and 

11 Agriculture that you can't segregate the milk as a quota 

12 in overbase milk. If you had three tankers of milk, you 

13 wouldn't know which one of those was quota and you 

14 wouldn't know which overbase. Correct? 

15 A. I don't think it's necessary to segregate 

16 the milk, it's a matter of simple subtraction in terms 

17 of what is the total volume of milk and how much of it 

18 holds quota value. 

19 Q. I'm confused by your statement that in 

20 the event a fluid plant located in California has a 

21 route disposition in a Federal Marketing Order, Federal 

22 Order provisions dictate the use of Federal Order 

23 pricing for purposes of compensatory payments. It seems 

24 to imply that somehow that doesn't acknowledge the 

25 existence of the California State Order. Is that what 
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you ' re trying to say? 

2 A. Not at all. Not at all . What I ' m trying 

3 to say is the fact that you have a partially regulated 

4 distributing plant located in California that is making 

5 route sales in a Federal Marketing Area . When the 

6 Market Administrator determines a compensatory payment 

7 applicable to that plant , the Market Administrator is 

8 going to use Federal Order pricing , not the California 

9 mandated pricing that that plant is regulated by. And 

10 so there is no incentive for that plant to reduce the 

II Class I price under the Federal Order system to compete 

12 for sales in a Federal Order because the Market 

13 Administrator is going to use the Federal Order pricing 

14 not the California State Pricing Program. 

15 Q. How does that relate to this question of 

16 the California pool allowing , in this instance without a 

17 change in the regulation , basically drawing money from 

18 two different pools? 

19 A. Well , the point in including that in my 

20 testimony was merely that we ' re talking here in the 

21 Upper Midwest market we ' re talking about Federal 

22 regulations and the Market Administrator has Federal 

23 regulations to abide by , not the California statutes . 

24 I ' m not trying to evade your question , I ' m not sure I 

25 understand what the question is. 
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Q. Well, isn't the point that USDA has 

2 already adopted provisions in 1000.76 that recognize the 

3 existence of a market wide pooling program like 

4 California's? 

5 

6 

7 you. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

I'm not sure that they do. I don't ... 

Okay. I didn't think you did. Thank 

I don't know. 

*** 

8 

9 

10 ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE: Yes, Mr. Vetne? 

11 * * * 

12 BY MR. VETNE: 

13 

14 

15 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

Mr. Hahn, good afternoon. 

Good afternoon. 

The milk that you've testified to that is 

16 pooled by LOL in Order 30 but stays in California, to 

17 what kind of plant, plant or plants, is that milk 

18 delivered or diverted to within the State of California? 

19 

20 

21 

22 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

To a cheese processing plant. 

Only to a cheese processing plant? 

Yes. 

Okay. And for that milk when it stays In 

23 California, if the Class 4-B price is less than the 

24 overbase price LOL receives a payment even on overbase 

25 milk from the California pool. Is that correct? 
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A. I believe that ' s correct. 

2 Q. With respect to I guess it ' s Altadena in 

3 California that has just route distribution in the Upper 

4 Midwest? 

5 A. Yes . 

6 Q. A distributing plant that ' s partially 

7 regulated . When the Market Administrator looks at the 

8 Federal Order price to determine a compensatory payment 

9 for Altadena , is it not true that one of the regulatory 

10 options Altadena may and probably does avail itself of 

II is to demonstrate to the Market Administrator that it 

12 has paid at least as much for milk as the Federal Order 

13 would require if it were fully pooled? 

14 A. 

15 options , yes. 

16 

17 

Q. 

A. 

I would believe that ' s one of their 

Okay . 

And the key point there is , is what the 

18 Federal Order would require based on the Federal Order 

19 pricing, not the California pricing. 

20 Q. Right. But less us -- if Altadena , in 

21 complying with State Order pricing , paid for it ' s Class 

22 I and Class II and its plant blend equaled or exceeded , 

23 the plant blend under the State Order , equaled or 

24 exceeded Federal Order obligation s , it would because of 

25 compliance with the State Order also have no additional 
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compensatory payment obligation under the Federal Order? 

2 A. Yes, I would expect that the Market 

3 Administrator would take a look at what would be the 

4 total blended value paid to those producers on the value 

5 of milk that was distributed to the marketing area and 

6 make a determination of whether that exceeded the Order 

7 obligation. That's correct. 

8 Q. Distributed in the market ... 

9 A. Was equal to or exceeded. 

10 Q. Okay. Are you aware that when what's 

11 called the Wichita Plan is applied that the Market 

12 Administrator looks not just at the value of milk 

13 distributed in the marketing area, but the value of milk 

14 in all uses at the partially regulated plant? 

15 A. I believe that's correct, yes. 

16 Q. Okay. 

17 A. I'm not as familiar with it as you are. 

18 Q. I'm learning still. Do you know whether 

19 Altadena, well, Altadena supplied at all by Land 

20 O'Lakes? 

21 A. No. 

22 Q. Are your ... 

23 A. Not yet. 

24 Q. If Federal Order milk from Land O'Lakes -

25 - Not Federal Order milk. -- if a California producer 
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whose milk is pooled in a Federal Order diverts mil k to 

2 Altadena or another California distributing plant 

3 partially regulated , is i t not true that on Federal 

4 Order milk shipped to a partially r egulated plant that 

5 the Federal Order allocates and grabs the Class I 

6 utilization first of that partially regulated plant to 

7 complete ... 

8 A. I believe you can divert and request a 

9 Class IV , I believe that ' s true . I ' m not sure of that , 

10 John . 

II Q. Well , in that case , that ' s all I have . 

12 Thanks . 

13 A . Okay . 

14 *** 
15 ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE : Thank you , Mr . 

16 Vetne. 

17 MR . VETNE: Just to expand on that -- never 

18 mind . I ' m thinking of qualifying shipments out of a 

19 supply plant . Forget that . 

20 ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE : Mr . Lamers? 

21 *** 

22 BY MR . LAMERS : 

23 Q. Good afternoon , Jimmy. And you had 

24 stated that the pool receipts being acquired through the 

25 pooling provisions between the Cal i fornia and Wisconsin 
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1 THE COURT: Other questions? Anyone? 1 

2 There doesn't appear to be any . Thank you very much, 1 

3 sir. .1 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

We had one more witness that wanted to 

get on -- no, we have two more , don ' t we? Why doesn't 

Jim Hahn , are you here? 

MR . HAHN: Yes. 

THE COURT: Jim Hahn, yes. Sir , could 

you raise your right hand. 

JAMES HAHN, 

after h aving been first duly sworn by 

the Court, says under oath as follows : 

*** 

THE COURT: All right , sir , if you 

could give your full name and affiliation. 

THE WITNESS: My name is James E. Hahn. 

19 I work for Land O'Lakes, Inc . My name is spel l ed 

20 H- a - h -n. I worked for the U.S. Department of 

21 Agriculture from 1972 until 2000 in a variety of 

22 

23 

24 

25 

capacities . In the last ten years , I worked as, seven 

as the Assistant Market Administrator, and the last 

three as the Acting Marketing Administrator. Since 

July of 2000 , I ' ve been employed by Land O'Lakes as 

! 
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~ 
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; 
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1 
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1 director of dairy policy. 

2 THE COURT: Sir, you have a statement 

3 which I'm marking for identification as Exhibit 16. 

4 (Whereupon, Exhibit No. 16 was 

5 marked for identification.) 

6 THE COURT: I presume, like we've said 

7 to everyone, you want the statement to control, but 

8 you'll make changes and indicate them as you go along? 

9 

10 

11 would proceed. 

THE WITNESS: 

THE COURT: 

That is correct. 

All right, sir. If you 

12 THE WITNESS: Thank you. As I said, my 

13 name is James E. Hahn. I'm employed by Land O'Lakes, 

14 Inc., and my mailing address is Land O'Lakes, Inc., 

15 4001 Lexington Avenue North, Arden Hills, Minnesota 

16 55112. 

17 Land O'Lakes, Inc. is a dairy and 

18 agricultural products cooperative. LOL Grade A dairy 

19 members produce approximately 12 billion pounds of 

20 milk annually. Approximately 1,400 of these dairy 

21 members produce milk in the Midwest. 

22 The majority of the LOL milk produced 

23 in the Midwest is used for manufacturing. However, 

24 LOL performs at a much higher level than the minimum 

25 of 10 percent in which -- in meeting the shipping 



Milk in the Upper Marketing Area 8/16/04 

Page 121 

1 requirements of Order 30. 

2 As such, LOL has moderate impact from 

3 the depooling issue resul ting from negative PPD ' s. 

4 There a r e some handl ers who are impacted to a greater 

5 degree due to shipping at a higher percentage leve l . 

6 Most handl ers , however , perform at a lesser leve l than 

7 LOL and , consequently , are impacted to a much lesser 

8 degree . 

9 LOL supports Proposal 2 , because it is 

10 a moderate approach in addressing the negative PPD and 

11 depooling issue. Proposal 2 allows the flexibility of 

12 some depoo l ing with no penalty . I t may , however , have 

13 significant consequences for those handlers who elect 

14 to depool the majority of their milk . This moderate 

15 approach wi l l i nstill more equi ty amongst handlers 

16 with differing levels of shipping performance than 

17 occurs today, while allowing some degree of depooling . 

18 Proposal 2 also places addit i onal 

19 pooli ng r equirements on mil k produced outside the 

20 states In which Order 30 is located. LOL ha s gone on 

21 record in previous hearings with the pos i t i on that 

22 pooli ng provision s should be perfor mance or i ented as 

23 opposed to location base. 

24 Since Order Reform, it appea r s that the 

25 dairy division -- I' m sorry . Since Order Reform , it 
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1 appears the dairy industry is embarking on the second 

2 round of individua l hearings designed to tighten 

3 pooling provisions for the purposes of restricting 

4 access to milk originating across Order boundaries. 

5 This is amazing, considering the Secretary in the 

6 Reform process anticipated milk would cross Order 

7 boundaries to become pooled and priced where the 

8 greatest needs are exhibited for satisfying fluid 

9 demand. This attempt to build higher fences is 

10 designed to limit access to Class I markets . 

11 LOL firmly believes that this issue 

12 must be dealt with on a national level, because Class 

13 I utilization continues to decline each year . In 2002 

14 the national Class I utilization in Federal Orders was 

15 less than 37 percent. The Class I utilization for 

16 2003 is skewed upward due to massive depooling, as 

17 will be the case in 2004 . Fluid sales are down 2 

18 percent year over year for the first half of 2004 . 

19 Cal ifornia Class I is now at 18 percent and falling 

20 rapidly -- that should be California Class I 

21 utilization is now at 18 percent and falling rapidly . 

22 The following basic questions must be 

23 addressed at some future point in time . What 

24 mechanism should be used to pool surplus reserves not 

25 needed by any Order? How will market reserves be 
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1 addressed? National Federal Order average is 63 

2 percent and rising, and that 63 percent is just the 

3 lnverse or the reciprocal of the 37 percent Class I 

4 utilization. Will we come to a point where someone 

5 will be denied pooling because the reserves are too 
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6 high? If so, whose milk? Do all Federal Orders have 

7 the burden of pooling excess national reserves? 

8 This issue becomes all the more 

9 relevant with the termination of the Western Order . 

10 Putting additional pooling restrictions on distant 

11 milk for Order 30 will only cause pressure to be 

12 exerted on some other Federal Order for pooling 

13 access. This will undoubtedly create a request for a 

14 local hearing to tighten pooling provisions. 

15 LOL is supporting Proposal 2 in regards 

16 to distant milk, because of its negative impact on the 

17 

18 

PPD. 

LOL also supports the limit on 

19 transportation credits to 400 miles as provided in 

20 Proposal 2. 

21 THE COURT: Does this conclude your 

22 statement , sir? 

23 THE WITNESS: Yes , it does. 

24 THE COURT: All right. Let's receive 

25 the statement. 
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1 (Whereupon , Exhibit No. 16 

2 was received into evidence.) 

3 THE COURT: And are there questions? 

4 Mr. Vetne? 

5 

6 BY MR. VETNE: 

EXAMINATI ON 
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7 Q. Good afternoon , Jim, John Vetne . Until 

8 I got to the next- to- the- last sentence of your 

9 testimony , I thought I knew where you stood on the 

10 distant pooling, but now I'm not sure, so I'm going to 

11 ask you to better characterize your position , and 

12 maybe I can ask you if you will agree with me, that 

13 you're philosophically opposed to the Proposal 2 on 

14 distant milk pooling, but you're in practical support? 

15 A. Good afternoon , John. We think this is 

16 a bigger issue than just a local Order 30 issue, and 

17 philosophically we think that there needs to be a 

18 national consensus on the level of reserves in the 

19 Federal Order system, because what's happening is, 

20 with Federal Order Reform, we had a system that was 

21 put in place where the Secretary indicated in the 

22 recommended and in the final decision that the higher 

23 Class I utilization markets would attract milk from 

24 the lower utilization markets, and those blend prices 

25 would tend to equilibrate over time , and that, In 
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1 effect , did happen in 2000 and 2001. 

2 Consequently , the higher utilization 

3 Class I markets began to recognize that their 

4 utilization began to slip from what they had prior to 

5 Federal Order Reform, and so we went through a first 

6 r ound of Federal Order hearings to basically start to 

7 build some fences. And we did that , and that pushed 

8 milk from the higher utilization markets back onto the 

9 lower utilization , Class I utilization markets , and 

1 0 they were already carrying an inordinate volume of 

11 reserve or level of reserve , much more than was 

12 needed. And so what ' s happening with round two is 

13 we're just going to build the fences a little bit 

14 higher , and the higher utilization markets are those 

15 that are losing milk production , so t heir Cl ass I 

16 utilization is automatically going up anyway. And as 

17 they push milk away from the market , it just pushes 

18 milk, again , on the lower Class I utilization markets, 

19 so they ' re basically carrying excess national 

20 reserves. 

21 Now, I think that issue has to be 

22 addressed . We don ' t have a venue today to address it , 

23 so Land O' Lakes signed on with a group and developed a 

24 consensus position, which is Proposal 2, and we're 

25 supporting it. 

I 
L-~==================================~~-=-=~j 
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1 Q. Huh? In the last --

2 A. Let me clarify for your benefit . 

3 THE COURT: Wel l, wait for a question. 

4 He ' s got a question. Go a head . 

5 BY MR. VETNE: 

6 Q. Okay. My question is , will you state 

7 your c l arification. 

8 A. Sure. The only venue we have here 

9 today is this hearing. Land O'Lakes has a significant 

10 number of dairy farmer members l ocated in the Midwest , 

11 and so the Idaho milk that's being pooled on the Upper 

12 Midwest market is lowering the PPD, and that ' s 

13 impact i ng Land O'Lakes ' loca l producers. And so we 

14 are in favor of limiting access to the Idaho milk to 

15 the Upper Midwest, and that ' s our position today, but 

16 that's not going to solve the problem. The problem is 

17 still going to exist , it's just going to push it over 

18 to some other market , and we think that needs to be 

19 addressed , not local, area by area, but on a national 

20 basis. 

21 Q. Okay . Is it your testimony that you 

22 believe it would be unwise to do it on a 

23 market- by-market basis? 

24 A. Yes, I do, because I don't believe t hat 

25 will solve the problem . 
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1 Q. Is it your testimony that you ' re 

2 generally opposed to fences , but accept the fence 

3 being constructed here for the benefi t of your local 

4 producers? 

5 

6 

A. 

Q. 

Yes . 

Is it -- Does it continue to be LOL's 

7 position, as stated at the last hearing in 

8 Minneapolis , that LOL is not in favor of restricting 

9 access to pooling in any market to benefit a select 

10 few? 

11 A. Generally , that ' s correct, on a 

12 national basis. 

13 

14 

15 

MR . VETNE : Okay . Thanks. 

THE WITNESS: You ' re welcome . 

THE COURT : Mr. English. 

16 EXAMINATION 

17 BY MR. ENGLISH: 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Q. Good afternoon , Mr. Hahn. 

A. Good afternoon , Jim. 

Q. Given your statement that you are 

concerned about regulating the geographic using 

geographic borders, but that the negative impact on 

the PPO causes you to have a different position for 

this consensus , does that mean that you agree that 

when there's a negative impact o n the PPO by 

. ------ - -- .. ,_. 

1 

1 
I 
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opportunistic pooling, that you think that's a bad 

thing? 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

A. We think it causes this -- Land O'Lakes 

10 

11 

12 

13 

thinks it causes disruption in the marketplace, that 

is correct. 

Q. Depooling also causes that disruption 

in the marketplace? 

A . Yes. 

Q. So depooling is also a thing that you'd 

like to see eliminated? 

A. We have mixed feelings -- or we have 

reservations about that. We take advantage , as an 

organization, of the ability to depool when it's to 

14 our advantage. We try to maximize our ability to do 

15 that, but we also servi ce the fluid market to a large 

16 extent, and so we wear two hats, we're not biased one 

17 way or the other to a great extent , and so we think 

18 the market would be better off if there was some 

19 moderation on t h e ability to depool milk, and that's 

20 what Proposal 2 addresses. It doesn't element it, but 

21 it does create some level of orderliness within the 

22 marketplace, in our opinion. 

23 Q . Some level of orderliness. Your 

24 statement says, "Proposal 2 allows the flexibility of 

25 some depooling with no penalty." Would you agree that 



Milk in the Upper Marketing Area 8/16/04 

Page 129 

1 under the present circumstances , there is effectively 

2 unlimited depoo1ing permitted by all marketing 

3 participants , except for Class I handlers with the 

4 milk going through their plant , that has no penalty? 

5 

6 

A. 

Q. 

That's correct , potentially. 

Other than the economic benefit that it 

7 provides to individual organizations , which you 

8 yourself said that you have to do to maximize for your 

9 entity , depooling has no social benefit, does it? 

10 

11 

12 

A. 

Q. 

A . 

Absolutely. 

Under the Federal Order system? 

It benefits those to who are attached 

13 to milk that's not being pooled. 

14 Q. That doesn't create uniform prlclng, 

15 does it , sir? 

16 A. No. 

17 Q. And Federal Orders are all about 

18 uniform pricing; correct? 

19 

20 

A . As a minimum price, that ' s correct. 

MR . ENGLISH: Thanks. I have no 

21 further questions. 

22 THE COURT: Mr. Beshore. 

23 EXAMINATION 

24 BY MR . BESHORE: 

25 Q. Jim, I just have one question . Your 
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1 articulation of performance-based pooling has been , 

2 you've stated it before and you stated it again , and 

3 would it be fair to conclude that wh en you look at the 

4 Market Admi nistra t or ' s i nformation with respect to the 

5 Idaho milk where you ' ve had 3 million out of 4.7 

6 billion pounds pooled , 3 million came to distributing 

7 plants in Order 30 , that t hat's not the kind of 

8 performance you talked about when you look for 

9 performance - based poo l ing? 

10 A. I have to be careful in answerlng that, 

11 because milk was moved to a distributing plant to 

12 qualify that milk at some location , so the minimum 

13 requirements were met under the Order to qualify milk 

14 in total , but it's obvious , when you look at t he 

15 Federal Order statistics that that block of milk 

16 that ' s being pooled and is really carried as an 

17 excessive reserve on the Upper Midwest Market , is 

18 performing very l i ttle or no performance in terms of 

19 servicing the fluid market . 

20 MR . BESHORE: Okay. Thanks. 

21 

22 

THE WITNESS: You ' re welcome. 

THE COURT: Yes . Yes , sir. Come 

23 forward and state your name. 

24 MR . LAMERS : My name is Richard J. 

25 Lamers of Lamers Dairy in Appleton , Wisconsin. 

c. 
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)if' Payment shall be the amount, if any, by which the amount specified in paragraph 
(a), less the value of exempt quota as determined by the Market Administrator to 
the volume of exempt quota milk determined by Hie Califaraia Del"" hnent 61' Faad
and A.!!ri~'1ltu~ exceeds the amount specified in paragraph (b) ofthis section. 

IIC1>FA 

§ 1051.17 CDFA, quota premium, quota nonfat solids, exempt quota, and non-quota milk. 
(a) CDFA refers to the California Department of Food and Agriculture, which is the agency 

of the State of California responsible for administration of the California dairy producer 
milk quota program as established in the California Food and Agriculture Code. 

(b) Quota premium means the value established pursuant to the California Food and 
Agriculture Code. Quota premium and quota premium value mean the value per pound of 
nonfat solids, as adjusted by the regional quota adjusters, where and as applicable. 

(c) Quota nonfat solids means the pounds of nonfat solids ofa producer, as determined and 
reported by CDFA, which qualify for the quota premium. 

(d) Non-quota milk means pool milk not eligible for the quota premium. 
(c) Exem{lt quota means the volume of skim milk and butterfat as calculated bv-tlte- C-DPI4 

Califuntis Depsl·tment ef Feed and Agl'ieultul'e and reported to the Market /l 
Administrator. 
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My name is Gino Tosi. I previously testified in support of Proposal 3 on behalf of 

the California Producer-Handler Association. I am now appearing on behalf of 

Ponderosa Dairy ("Ponderosa") in support of its proposal, published in the 

Hearing Notice as Proposal 4. 

The intent of Proposal 4 is to provide for, in the event that this proceeding results 

in the issuance of a Federal milk marketing order ("FMMO"), continuing the 

exclusion of out-of-state milk from the pooling and pricing provisions of the 

FMMO as it is currently excluded from pooling and pricing under the California 

State order. Specifically, this would be accomplished through a provision that is 

part of all FMMOs specifying payments to be made by handlers operating a 

partially regulated distributing plant. 

The Cooperative proposal does not provide for such exclusion. I understand the 

Dairy Institute of California ("01") proposes two pools in its proposal- one 

delegated to the State of California for quota and one for "traditional" FMMO 

pooling that results in a Federal order blend price. 

The need for the Ponderosa proposal arises from the inability of milk produced 

outside the State of California and delivered to plants in California from receiving 

the full benefits of being pooled. Such out-of-state milk would receive differential 

treatment and bear pricing burdens that, in my opinion, constitute a trade barrier 

to the out-of-state producer. The current California State order, which once 

pooled and priced out-of-state milk, no longer does so because the U.S. Supreme 

Court40und this to be in violation of the commerce clause of the U.S. 

Constitution. ' and on re-mand -fa 'f1,~ !!I3I-rF(/f-~urf 

Background 

I make reference to my earlier testimony in which I described my background. 

ask that testimony be noticed here for the purposes of my testimony on behalf of 

Ponderosa's proposal. 
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Proposal 4 Specifics 

Proposal 4 would add a new paragraph (e) to Section 1051.76 as described in 

either Proposal 1 of the Cooperatives or Proposal 2 of the DI. The order language 

would be as follows: 

Section 1051. 76 Payments by a handler operating partially regulated 

distributing plant. 

(e) Any handler may elect partially regulated distributing plant status for 
any plant located within the California marketing area with respect to 
receipts of milk from farms located outside of the California marketing area. 
Such plant shall with respect to such receipts make an election provided for 
in Section 1051.76 and shall meet the reporting and payment requirements 
of paragraph (a) or paragraph (b) of this section with respect to such 

receipts. 

While the above is the proposed order language for a FMMO for the State of 

California, there may be concern about how the proposed California FMMO order 

might view receipts of out-of-state milk at California plants. Specifically, the 

concern is whether such milk receipts may be treated as "other source milk" as 

currently defined in Part 1000.14 of all current FMMOs. If that milk is downgraded 

to a lower classified valued use because it is treated as other source milk, then 

the objective of the Ponderosa proposal is defeated as the milk being shipped is 

for Class I use. 

The Ponderosa proposal is structured after and incorporates paragraphs (a) and 

(b) of Part 1000.76, which is applicable to all FMMOs. Part 1000.76 never makes 

reference to other source milk. However, other source milk is referenced in 

Section 1051.60, but only to conditions specified in 1000.76(a)(4) as it relates to 

only plants that would utilize the option in 1000.76(d), which has never been used 

by any entity utilizing the partially regulated distributing plant provision. 

The regulatory options provided in Part 1000.76 have worked well, and to my 

knowledge milk receipts by a partially regulated distributing plant have not been 

downgraded as other source milk. If you examine Section xxxx.30(b) of current 
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FMMOs, all provide that handlers operating a partially regulated distributing plant 

with respect to such milk receipts would be producer milk as if the plant had been 

fully regulated and is reported in lieu of producer milk. 

This is rather technical and tedious. In the event that out-of-state milk may be 

treated as other source milk, then the regulatory language is proposed to read as 

follows: 

Section 1051.76 Payments by a handler operating partially regulated 

distributing plant. 

(e) Any handler may elect partially regulated distributing plant status for 

any plant located with[in) the California marketing area with respect to 

receipts of milk from farms located outside of the California marketing 

area. Such plant shall with respect to such receipts make an election 

provided for in Section 1051.76 and shall meet the reporting and payment 

requirements of paragraph (a) or paragraph (b) of this section with respect 

to such receipts. The reporting and classification requirement in calculating 

the value of milk pursuant to Section 1051.60 pertaining to producer milk 

shall apply to the volume of milk subject to an election hereunder, and such 

milk shall not be treated as other source milk. 

(The testimony in italics and underlined is the additional language that may need 

to be added to the Ponderosa proposal and should settle any issues with the 

regulatory treatment of out-of-state milk as other source milk.) 

Throughout my career at Dairy Programs I was relied upon to have a working 

knowledge of various court cases and the legal requirements for imbedding into 

milk marketing order provisions. 

My previous participation with the Justice Department in a commerce clause 

violation before the u .S. Supreme Court and other lawsuits also gave me insight 

into the applicability of certain conclusions and requirements that are applied in 

promulgating or amending a FMMO. During my work in Dairy Programs, orders 

promulgated or amended by formal rulemaking needed to be consistent with, for 

example, Sections 608(c)(5) and 608(c)(18) of the Agricultural Marketing 
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Agreement Act ("AMAA"). I have in past decisions drawn direct reference to 

Section 608(c)(5), and every decision issued by the Department made specific 

findings related to Section 608(c)(18). The Hillside Dairy v. Kawamura case was a 

very recent and important case that went before the U.S. Supreme Court in 2004. 

It was not a case directly concerning FMMOs but I find it to be instructive for this 

proceeding in identifying the shortcomings of the Cooperative and DI proposals 

regarding out-of-state milk, giving rise to the need for Proposal 4. 

The combination of the Supreme Court ruling and the District Court ruling on 

remand found that California's 1997 decision to pool and price milk received from 

out-of-state discriminated against such milk and was an impermissible trade 

barrier. Exhibit 113 reflects these decisions and the further discussion from the 

courts'ruling. 

I am of the opinion that if the Cooperative's proposal for a California FMMO is 

promulgated without providing for the exclusion of out-of-state milk from pooling 

and pricing provisions, it would result in out-of-state milk's differential treatment 

and present an unfair trade barrier that burdens out-of-state milk producers. This 

would place an unwarranted burden on out-of-state producers and would 

needlessly force out-of-state milk producers, such as Ponderosa, to again seek 

redress on an issue that has already been decided by the nation's highest court. 

do recognize why the Cooperatives take their position - they see themselves as 

the entities that balance the Class I needs of the marketing area/market, and, if 

that milk is not pooled, it will avoid or not share in the costs associated with 

balancing. This point may be valid if there were no quota pricing system that 

confers benefits only to milk that is produced within the boundaries of California, 

and if out-of-state producers could participate in transportation allowances that 

are funded from pool revenues. 

Out-of-state milk can never opt into the State quota. Specifically, in-state 

producers can purchase/own quota and enjoy the pricing benefits conferred 

under the order. I contrast this to FMMOs that provided a degree of seasonal 

price differences for milk that did not meet certain criteria for a higher price. 

Base-excess plans are a good example. The last Federal order to provide for a 
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base-excess plan was the pre-reform Carolinas order. (No current Federal 

marketing order provides for such a plan, and the authority provided in the AMAA 

expired a while ago.) 

Unlike California's quota system, in which out-of-state milk is denied the benefits 

of the State order program, milk that was priced at a lower "excess" price could 

graduate to receiving the higher "base" price when new base forming times were 

provided. Such milk had nothing to do with where or in what state the milk was 

produced. I do note that in the late 1960s, the State of Oregon temporarily 

administered a base-excess plan in conjunction with the Federal order until the 

termination of the order. I am of the opinion that this is not the same as the State 

of California continuing to administer its quota system, which is essentially a 

feature under the Cooperative proposal that makes it impossible for out-of-state 

milk to own quota. This is also true under the 01 proposal depending on whether 

current quota holders would opt out of the quota system of milk valuation (an 

unlikely event given that the value of quota has been capitalized into the 

valuations of quota holder assets). The purpose of base-excess plans was to "even 

out" milk production during the year rather than face the large milk price swings 

that usually occur in the spring months, when milk production is usually higher 

and prices are lower, compared to the fall months, when production is usually 

lower and prices are higher. 

As discussed in Dr. Scheik's testimony, the 01 proposal shows a much higher 

sensitivity to the pricing requirements of the AMAA when compared to the 

Cooperative's proposal. Ponderosa chooses to avoid the complexities and 

arguments of whether or not the concept of two separate pools - a "traditional" 

Federal order pool and a California State order pool- that would exist to 

recognize/redistribute revenue and recognize quota value is the magic bullet that 

settles such a complex issue. The entire issue of quota is something that the State 

of California and its dairy farmers have been debating for a long time. It is not 

clear that offering a choice to "opt out" of quota/nonquota pricing will ensure the 

AMAA requirement of uniform pricing (Section 608(c)(S)(B)) simply because 

producers can choose the basis on which they are paid, versus being paid based 

on whether the order requires or that it similarly avoids the creation of a trade 
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barrier (Section 608(c)(S)(G)). It is an innovative idea for bringing an end to quota 

by looking at them as a sort of annuity payment that pays out the estimated $1.2 

billion of quota value over time. However, the quota issue remains far from being 

settled. 

As presented, the Cooperative proposal provides also for transportation credits or 

allowances on milk and is restricted only to milk produced within California. DI 

recently amended its proposal to allow out-of-state producers to qualify for 

transportation allowances, which we support in furtherance of equal treatment 

for producers. If transportation benefits were deprived to out-of-state producers, 

it would be another example of how pooling out-of-state milk may be viewed as, 

and found to be, discriminatory. Out-of-state milk paying into the pool provides 

the revenue that funds transportation credits and allowances - a benefit that is 

not available to out-of-state milk. 

As I said earlier, my work experience in Dairy Programs required an understanding 

of Section 608(c)(S) of the AMAA. This has often been referred to as the pricing 

standard of the AMAA. It provides mandatory requirements that essentially 

prohibit using pricing methods as a way to erect trade barriers. In this regard, 

Congressional intent in the 2014 Farm Bill was to establish a separate FMMO for 

California and give California the right to reblend and distribute milk pooled under 

it so as to recognize quota value. Nowhere in the legislation does Congress 

suspend any of the requirements of what a milk marketing order must contain 

and adhere to with respect to the treatment of out-of-state milk and trade 

barriers - especially Section 608(c)(S). I have read many briefs of many lawsuits 

that discuss whether the intent of Congress is clear or silent in legislation. As I 

read and understand the Farm Bill, Congress has not suspended any requirement 

of the AMAA in promulgating a separate FMMO for California with respect to the 

treatment of out-of-state milk and trade barriers. It is my opinion, and seems to 

be DI's opinion, that Congress would have at least mentioned what part of the 

AMAA is being suspended or modified in promulgating a California FMMO if it had 

wanted to change the Supreme Court's ruling or the treatment of out-of-state 

milk. Why is this important here? Not excluding out-of-state milk from a FMMO 
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for California can be reasonably concluded to have used Section 608(c)(S) to erect 

a trade barrier, and we know what the Supreme Court has ruled about that. 

As the Department is being asked to facilitate the operation of California law, it 

cannot realistically address discrimination on out-of-state milk by somehow 

allocating quota to out-of-state milk to "level the playing field." California law 

does not allow out-of-state producers to own quota or participate in 

transportation benefits. Accordingly, it is reasonable to conclude that the 

Department has limited options to avoid a trade barrier outcome in promulgating 

a California FMMO. These include denying a FMMO; "federalizing" quota that is 

not requested by any hearing participant; or eliminating from a FMMO the 

pooling of out-of-state milk. Ponderosa proposes elimination from FMMO 

pooling out-of-state milk. It is simple, clean, and consistent with California's 

current exclusion of out-of-state milk from being pooled under the State order. 

It is important to note that the Ponderosa proposal is superior to how California 

excludes out-of-state milk from the pool. Because Federal orders have pricing 

authority across State lines, and Ponderosa's proposal would have California 

handlers buying out-of-state milk to satisfy one of the two pricing options 

(commonly referred to as the "Wichita option"), the unknown minimum price for 

milk excluded from the pool would be known under a Federal order. The Wichita 

option that California handlers receiving out-of-state milk would most likely utilize 

is the pricing option provided in paragraph (b) - that the receiving plant 

demonstrate that the price it pays for out-of-state milk is at least equal to what it 

would have paid if it had been fully regulated. (This price is currently "assumed" 

as being paid; otherwise it is unlikely such milk would have been delivered to the 

plant. Nevertheless, it would now be factually known.) 

This concludes my testimony on behalf of Ponderosa Dairy in support of Proposal 

4. 

8 
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bon for certiorari." Blessing 1). Freestone, 
520 U.S. :129, :110, n. 8, 117 S.Ct. 1:]53, 1:17 
L.Ed.2d 569 (1997). 

Petitioners' second constitutional claim, 
like their statutory onc, is subject to plain
error review. "No procedural principle is 
more familiar to this Court than that a 
constitutional right may be forfeited in 
criminal as well as civil cases by the failure 
to make timely assertion of the right be
for~ja tribunal having jurisdiction to de
termine it." Y"k'Us ·v. United Sta.tes, 321 
U.S. 111, 111, 64 S.Ct. 660, XX L.E,l. 831 
(1944); Johnson, ,020 U,S" at 165, 117 
S,Ct. 1544, See also Cott0?4 535 U.S., at 
(;:11-633, 122 S.Ct. 1781 (applying plain
error review to a claimed violation of Ap
prendi ·v. New Jersey, 530 U.S. 466, 120 
S.Ct. 2:,48, 147 L.Ed.2d 435 (2000)); Pla'Ut 
v. Spendthrift Farm, Inc., 514 U.S. 211, 
231, 110 S.Ct. 1447, 131 L.Ed.2d 328 (1995) 
("rTlhe proposition that legal defenses 
based upon dodrines central to the courts' 
structural independence can never be 
waived simply does not accord with our 
cases"); Commodity P'utures Trading 
COYnm.'n V. Sch01; 478 U.S. 833, 848-849, 
lOG S.Ct. 3245, 92 L.gd.2d 675 (1986) 
("rAls a personal right, Article Ill's guar
antee of an impartial and independent fed
eral adjudication is subject to waiver, just 
as are other personal constitutional rights 
that dictate the procedures by which civil 
and criminal matters must be tried"). 

Assuming, argLwndo, that petitioners 
could satisfy the first three elements of the 
plain-error inquiry, see Olano, G07 U.S., at 
732, 113 S.Ct. 1770; supra, at 2139, their 
constitutional claim fails for the same rea
son as does their statutory claim: Petition
ers have not shown that the claimed error 
seriously affected the fairness, integrity, or 
public reputation of judicial proceedings. 
See svpra, at 2140. I would therefore af
firm the judgment of the Court of Appeals. 

w'-=.,.,.."".., o ~ KEY NUMBtR SYSTfM 
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539 U.S. 59,156 L.EJ.2J 54 

HILLSIDE DAIRY INC., A&A Dairy, 
L&S Dairy, and Milky Way 

Farms, Petitioners, 

v, 

William ,J, LYONS, Jr., Secretary, 
California Department of Food 

and Agriculture, ct al. 

Ponderosa Dairy, Pahrump Dairy, 
Rockview Dairies, Inc., and D. 

Kuiper Dairy, Petitioners, 

v. 

William J. Lyons, Jr., Secrctary, 
California Departmcnt of Food 

and Agriculture, et al. 
Nos, 01-950, 01-1018. 

Argued April 22, 2003. 

Decided ,June n, 2003. 

Out-of-state dairies that sold raw milk 
to processors in California brought action 
challenging provisions of California's milk 
pricing and pooling regulations as violative 
of rights which they enjoyed under the 
Commerce, Equal Protection, and Privi
leges and Immunities Clauses. The United 
States District Court for the Eastern Dis
trict of California, Garland E. Burrell, J., 
dismissed, and dairies appealed. The Court 
of Appeals, Sedwick, District Judge, sitting 
by designation, 25~) F.3d 1148, affirmed. 
Certiorari was granted. The Supreme 
Court, Justice Stevens, held that: (1) regu
lations were not exempt from Commerce 
Clause scrutiny, and (2) regulations were 
not exempt from Privileges and Immuni
ties Clause challenge. 

Vacated and remanded. 

Justice Thomas concurred in part, dis
sented in part, and filed opinion. 

1. Commerce <960(2) 

Food <91.9(2) 

California's milk pricing and pooling 
regulations do not come within exemption 
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from Commerce Clause scrutiny granted 
by statute authorizing state to regulate 
composition and labeling of fluid milk 
products. U.S.C.A. Const. Art. 1, § 8, cI. 
3; Federal Agriculture Improvement and 
I,eform Act of 1996, § 111, 7 U.S.CA 
§ 7251. 

2. Commerce e=>12 

Congressional authorization of st.ate 
regulations that burden or discriminate 
against interstate commerce must be 
clearly expressed. lJ.S.CA Canst. Art. 1, 
§ 8, cl. 3. 

3. Constitutional Law e=>207(2) 

Food e=>UJ(2, 3) 

Absence of express statement. in Cali
fornia milk pricing laws and regulations 
identifying out-of-st.ate residency or citi
zenship as a basis for disparate treatment 
did not, without more, preclude out-of 
state producers' Privileges and Immunities 
Clause challenge. U.S.CA Const. Art. 4, 
§ 2, cI. 1. 

Syllabus * 
In most of the country, but not Cali

fornia, the minimum price paid to dairy 
farmers producing raw milk is regulat.ed 
pursuant to federal marketing orders, 
which guarantee a uniform price for the 
producers, but through pooling mecha
nisms require the processors of different 
classes of dairy products to pay different 
prIces. California has adopted a similar, 
although more complex, program to regu
late the minimum prices paid by California 
processors to California producers. Three 
st.ate statutes create California's milk mar
keting structure: 193" and 1967 Acts es
tablish milk pricing and pooling plans, 
while a 1947 Act governs the eomposition 
of milk products sold in the State. Under 
the state scheme, California processors of 
fluid mill, pay a premium price (part of 
which goes into a price equalization pool) 
that is higher than the prices paid to pro-

.. The syllabus constitutes no part of the opinion 
of the Coun but has been prepared by the 
Reporter of Decisions for the convenience of 

ducers. During the 1990's, it became prof
itable for Some California processors to 
buy raw milk from out-of-state producers. 
In 1997, the California Department of 
Food and Agriculture amended its regula
tions to require contributions to the price 
equalization pool on some out-of-state pur
chases. Petitioners, out-of-state dairy 
farmers, brought these suits, alleging that 
the 1997 amendment unconstitutionally 
discriminates against them. Without. 
reaching the merits, the District Court 
dismissed both cases. The Ninth Cireuit 
affirmed, holding, inter alia, that a 1996 
fed.eral statute immunized California's milk 
pricing and pooling laws from Commerce 
Clause challenge, and that the individual 
petitioners' Privileges and Immunities 
Clause claims failed because the 1997 
amendment did not, on its face, create 
classifications based on any individual's 
residency Ot citizenship. 

Held. 

1. California's milk pricing and pool
ing regulations are not exempted from 
Commerce Clause scrutiny by § 144 of the 
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re
form Act of 1996, 7 U.S.C. § 7254, which 
provides:...1:i!"N othing in this Act shall 
be construed to limit the authority of 

California to effect any law 
regarding the percentage of milk 

solids or solids not fat in fluid milk prod-
ucts sold in I that I State ... ; or 
the labeling of such fluid milk products 
.... " Section 141 plainly covers California 
laws regulating the composition and label
ing of fluid milk products, but does not 
mention pricing laws. This Court will not 
assume that Congress has authorized state 
regulations that burden or discriminate 
against interstate commerce unless such 
an intent is clearly expressed. South
Central Timber Development, Inc. ·U. Wun
nicice, 467 U.S. 82, 91, 104 S.Ct. 2237, 81 
L.Ed.2d 71. Because * 144 does not ex-

the reader. See United Stales v. Detroit Tim
ber& Lumhereo., 200 U.S. 321, 337, 26 S.Ct. 
282. SO LEd 499 
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press such an intent with respect to Cali
fornia's pricing and pooling laws, the Ninth 
Circuit erred in relying on that section to 
dismiss petitioners' Commerce Clause 
challenge. Pp.2146-2147. 

2. The Ninth Circuit's rejection of 
the individual petitioners' Privileges and 
Immunities Clause claims is inconsistent 
with Chalker v. lhrrningha:m & North
western R. Co., 249 U.S. 522, 527, 39 S.Ct. 
366,63 L.E:d. 748, in which this Court held 
that the practical effect of a Tennessee 
tax-which did not on its face draw any 
distinction based on citizenship or resi
dence, but did impose a higher rate on 
persons having their principal offices out 
of State~was disc1'iminatory, ,briven that 
an individual's chief office is commonly in 
the State of which he is a citi~en. In these 
cases as well, the absence of an express 
statement in the California laws and regu
lations identifying out-of-state residency or 
citizenship as a basis for disparate treat
ment is not a sufficient basis for rejecting 
petitioners' claim. In so holding, this 
Court expresses no opinion on the merits 
ofthat claim. P.2147. 

259 F.3d 1118, vacated and remanded. 

STEVENS, J., delivered the opinion 
of the Court, Parts I and III of which were 
unanimous, and Part II of which was 
joined by RIOHNQUlST, C. J., and 
O'CONNOR, SCALIA, KENNEDY, 
SOUTER, GINSBUI\G, and BREYER, 
JJ. THOMAS, ,J., Illed an opinion 
concurring in part and dissenting in part, 
post, p. 2147. 

Barbara B. McDowell, for United States 

Bill Lockyer, Attorney General of the 
State of California, Manuel M. Medeiros, 
State Solicitor General, Richard M. Frank, 
Chief Assistant Attorney General, Linda 
L. Berg, Bruce F. Reeves, Mark J. Urban, 
Sacramento, CA, Steefel, Levitt & Weiss, 
A Professional Corporation, Andrea Hack
ett, San Francisco, CA, for H,espondents. 

For U.S. Supreme Court briefs, sec: 

2003 WL 554456 (Pet.Briel) 

2003 WL 1785763 (Resp.Briel) 

2003 WL 1922432 (Reply.Briel) 

Justice STEVENS delivered the opinion 
of the Court. 

In most of the United States, not includ
ing California, the minimum price pain to 
dairy farmers producing raw milk is regu
lated pursuant to federal marketing or
ders. Those orders guarantee a uniform 
price for the producers, but through pool
ing mechanisms require the processors of 
different classes of dairy products to pay 
different prices. Thus, for example, pro
cessors of fluid milk pay a premium price, 
part of which goes into an equalization 
pool that provides a partial subsidy for 
cheese manufacturers who pay a net price 
that is lower than the farmers receive. 
See West Lynn Creamery, Inc. v. Hea.ly, 
512 U.S. 186, 189, n. 1, 114 S.Ct. 2205, 129 
L.Erl.2d 157 (1994). 

The California Legislature ha13 adopted 
a similar program to regulate the mini
mum prices paid by California processors 
to California producers. In the cases be
fore us today, out-of-state producers arc 

as amicus curiae, by special leave of the challenging the constitutionality of a 1997 
Court, supporting the petitioners. amendment to that program. They p1'es-

.J.r;JMal'k J. Urban, for respondents. ent us with two questions: (1) whether 

Lawrence S. Robbins, I\oy T. Englert, § 144 of the Federal Agriculture 
Jr., Robbins, Russel, Englert Orseck & ~Improvement and Reform Act of 199G, 
Untereiner LLP, Washington, D.C., 110 Stat. 917, 7 U.S.C. § 7254, exempts 
Charles M. English, Jr., Wendy M. Yo- California's milk pricing and pooling regu
viene, Nicholas C. Gcale, Thelen Reid & lations from scrutiny under the Commert:e 
Priest, LLP, Washington, D.C., John H. Clause; and (2) whether the individual pe
Vetne, St. Amesbury, MA, Richard Hesse, titioners' claim under the Privileges and 
Concord) NH, for Petitioners. Immunities Clause is foreclosed because 
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those regulations do not discriminate on 
their face on the basis of state citizenship 
or state residence. 

I 

Government regulation of the marketing 
of raw milk has been continuous since the 
Great Depression. 1 In California, three 
related statutes establish the regulatory 
structure for milk produced, processed, or 
sold in California. First, in 1935, the State 
enacted the Milk Stabilization and Market
ing Act, Cal. Food & Agric. Code Ann. 
§§ 61801-62103 (West 2001), "to establish 
minimum producer prices at fair and rea~ 
son able levels so as to generate reasonable 
producer incomes that vrill promote the 
intelligent and orderly marketing of mar
ket milk ... " § 61802(h). Then, Califor
nia created reqnirements for composition 
of milk products in the Milk and Milk 
Products Act of 1917. §§ 32501-39912. 
The standards c1'eated under this Act man~ 
date minimum percentages of fat and sol~ 
ids~not~rat in dairy products and often re~ 
quire fortification of milk by adding solids
not-fat. In 1967, California passed anoth
er milk pricing Act, the Gonsalves Milk 
Pooling Act, §§ 62700-62731, to address 
deficiencies in the existing pricing scheme. 
Together, these three Acts (including nu
merous subsequent revisions) create the 
state milk marketing structure: The 1935 
and 1967 Acts establish the milk pricing 
and pooling plans, while the 1947 Act gov
erns the composition of milk products sold 
in California. 

While it serves the same purposes as the 
federal marketing orders, California's reg~ 
ulatory program is more complex. 

...hJFederal orders typically guarantee all 

1. The history and purpose of federal regula
tion of milk marketing is described in some 
detail in Zuber v. Alien, 396 U.S. 168. 172-
187. 90 S.Ct. 314, 24 L.Ecl.2cl 345 (1969). 

2. Bec3u,<,e processors of fluid milk typically 
manufacture some other products as well. 
their respective pool contributions reflect thc 
relative nmounts of those end uses. Eo.ch 
processor's mix of end uses produces an indi" 
vidual monthly "hlend price" that is multi-

producers the same minimum price and 
create only two or three c1as:;es ot' end 
uses to determine the processors' contribll~ 
tions to, or withdrawals from, the equaliza~ 
tion pools, whereas under the California 
scheme some of the farmers' production 
commands a "quota price" and some re
ceives a lower "overbase price,') and the 
processors' end uses of the milk are divid~ 
cd into five different classes. 

The complexities of the California 
scheme are not relevant to these cases; 
what is relevant is the fact California pro
cessors of f1uid milk pay a premium price 
(part of which goes into a pool) that is 
higher than either of the prices paid to the 
prodllcers.2 During the early 1990's, mar~ 
ket conditions made it profitable for some 
California processors to buy raw milk from 
out~of-state producers at prices that were 
higher than either the quota prices 01' the 
overbase prices guaranteed to California 
farmers yet lower than the premium prices 
they had to pay when making in-state pur
chases. The regulatory scheme was at 
least partially responsible for the advan
tage enjoyed by out-of-state producers be
cause it did not require the processors to 
make any contribution to the equalization 
pool on such purchases. In other words, 
whereas an in~state purchase of raw milk 
resold as fluid milk required the processor 
both to pay a guaranteed minimum to the 
farmer and also to make a contribution to 
the pool, an out-of~state purchase at a 
higher price would ollen be cheaper be
cause it required no pool contribution. 

In 1997, the California Department of 
Food and Agriculture amended its plan to 
require that contributions to th~pool be 
made on some out-of-state purchases.:; It 

plied by its total purchases. Under federal 
orders the term "blend price" has a different 
meaning; it usually refers to the price tho.t the 
producel' receives. Sec West Lynn Cre(/meIY, 
Inc. v. Healy, 512 U.S. 186. 189, n. 1. l1t! 
S.C!. 2205.129 L.Ed.2cllS7 (1994). 

3. Afkr the 1997 amendment, pl"Ocessors 
whose hlend price exceeds the quot;) price 
must make contributions to the pool on their 
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is the imposition of that requirement that 
gave rise to this litigation. Petitioners in 
No. 01-950 operate dairy farms in Nevada; 
petitioners in No. 01-1018 operate such 
farms in Arizona. They contend that the 
1997 amendment discriminates against 
them. In response, the California officials 
contend that it merely eliminated an unfair 
competitive advantage for out-of-state pro
ducers that was the product of the regula
tory scheme itself. 

Without reaching the merits of petition
ers' constitutional claims, the District 
Court dismissed both cases and the Court 
of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit affirmed. 
259 F.3d 1148 (2001). ]\elying on its earli
er decision in Sha'rnrock Fc/.,rms Co. v. 
Venernan, 146 F.3d 1177 (C.A.9 1998), the 
court held thal a federal statute enacted in 
1996 had immunized California's milk pric
ing ami pooling laws from Commerce 
Clause challenge. [t also held that the 
corporate petitioner.s had no standing to 
raise a claim under the Privileges and 
Immunities Clause, and that the individu
als' claim under that Clause failed because 
the 1997 plan amendments did not, "on 
their face, create classifications based on 
any individual's residency or citizenship." 
259 F.3d, at 1156. We granted certiorari 
to review those two holdings, 537 U.S. 
1099, 123 S.Ct. 818, 154 L.Bd.2d 766 
(2003), but in doing so we do not reach the 
merits of either constitutional claim. 

II 

In some respects, the State's composi
tion standards set forth in the 1947 Act 
exceed those set by the federal Food and 
Drug Administration (FDA). For exam
ple, California's minimum standard for re
duced fat milk requires that it contain at 
least 10 percent solids-nat-fat (which in
clude protein~calcium, lactose, and other 
nutrients). Cal. Food & Agric. Code 
Ann. § 38211 (West 2001). Federal stan
dan!s require that reduced Jat milk con
tain only 8.25 percent solids-not-fat. See 
21 CFR §§ 1~1.l10, 101.62 (2002). Some 

OUl-or-state purchases <IS well as their in-state 

of California's standards were arguably 
pre-empted by Congress' enactment of the 
Nutrition Labeling and Education Act of 
1990, 104 Stat. 2353, which contains a pro
hibition against the application of state 
quality standards to foods moving in inter
st.ate commerce. Sec 21 U.S.C. ~ :143-· 
l(a). The District Court so held in Sham
rock Farms Co. v. Venenuln, No. Civ-S-
95-318 (E.D.Cal., Sept. 25, 1996). In re
sponse to that decision, California sought 
an exemption from both the FDA and 
Congress. See Shamrock I<'(mns, 146 
F.3d, at 1180. Before the FDA acted, 
Congress responded favorably with the en
actmcnt of the statutc that governs our 
disposition of these cases. That statute, 
§ 144 of the Federal Agriculture Improve
ment and Reform Act of 1996, provides: 

"Nothing in this Act or any other provi
sion of law shall be construed to 
preempt, prohibit, or otherwise limit the 
authority of the State of California, di
rectly or indirectly, to establish or con
tinue to effect any law, regulation, or 
requirement regarding-

"(1) the percentage of milk solids or sol
ids not fat in fluid milk product.s sold at 
retail or marketed in the State of Cali
fornia; or 

"(2) the labeling of such tluid milk prod
ucts with regard to milk solids or solids 
not fat." 7 U.S.C. § 7254. 

[1] Thereafter, Shamrock Farms 
brought another suit against the Secretary 
of the California Department of Food and 
AgTiculture challenging the validity of both 
the State's compositional standards and its 
milk pricing and pooling laws. In that 
case, the Court of Appeals held that § 144 
had immunized California's marketing pro
grams as well as the compositional stan
dards from a negative Commerce Clause 
ch~nge.(;(; Sham,rock Farrns, 116 F.3d, 
at 1182. In adhering to that ruling in the 
cases before us today, the Ninth Circuit 
erred. 

purchases. 
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[2J The text of the federal statute 
plainly covers Califol'nia laws regulating 
the composition and labeling of fluid milk 
products, but does not mention laws regu
lating pricing. Congress certainly has the 
power to authorize state regulations that 
burden 01' discriminate against interstate 
commerce, Prudential Ins. Co. v. BenJa
min, 328 U.S. 408, 66 S.Ct. 1142, 90 L.Ed. 
1342 (1946), but we will not assume that it 
has done so unless such an intent is clearly 
expressed. South-Centml Timber Devel
opment, Inc. v. Wunnicke, 467 U.S. 82, 91-
92, 101 S.Ct. 2237, 81 L.Ed.2d 71 (1984). 
While § 144 unambiguously expresses 
such an intent v..rith respect to California's 
compositional and labeling laws, that ex
pression does not encompass the pricing 
and pooling laws. This conclusion is but
tressed by the separate California statutes 
addressing the composition and labeling of 
milk products, on the one hand, and the 
pricing and pooling of milk on the other. 
See supra, at 2145-2146, 2147. The mere 
fact that the eomposition and labeling laws 
relate to the sale of fluid milk is by no 
means sufficient to bring them within the 
scope of § 144. Because § 144 does not 
clearly express an intent to insnlate Cali
fornia's pricing and pooling laws from a 
Commerce Clause challenge, the Court of 
Appeals erred in relying on § 144 to dis
miss the challenge. 

III 

[3J Article IV, § 2, of the Constitution 
provides: 

"The Citizens of each State shall be 
entitled to all Privileges and Immunities 
of' Citizens in the several States." 

Petitioners, who include both individual 
dairy farmers and corporate dairies, have 
alleged that California's milk pricing laws 
violate that provision. The Court of' Ap
peals held that the corporate petitioners 
have no I::ltanding to advance suth--.U1a 
claim, and it rejected the individual peti
tioners' claims because the California laws 
"do not, on their face, create classifications 
based on any individual's residency or citi-

zenship." 259 F.3d, at 1156. Petitioners 
do not challenge the first holding, but they 
contend that the second is incont:;isLent 
with our decision in Chalker v. HinrbinrJ
harn & Northwestern R. Co., 249 U.S. 522, 
39 S.Ct. 366, 6:1 L.Erl. 748 (1919). We 
agree. 

In Chalker, we held that a Tennessee 
tax imposed on a citizen and resident of 
Alabama for engaging in the business of 
constructing a railroad in Tennessee violat
ed the Privileges and Immunities Clause. 
The tax did not on its face draw any 
distinction based on citizenship or resi
dence. It did, however, impose a higher 
rate on persons who had their principal 
offices out of State. Taking judidal notice 
of the fact that "the chief omcc of an 
individual is commonly in the State of 
which he is a citizen," we concluded that 
the practical effect of the provision was 
discriminatory. Id., at 527, 39 S.Ct. 36fi. 
Whether Chalker should be interpreted as 
merely applying the Clause to classifica
tions that are but proxies for differential 
treatment against out-of-state residents, or 
as prohibiting any classification \vith the 
practical effect of discriminating against 
such residents, is a matter we need not 
decide at this stage of these cases. Under 
either interpretation, we ah,YTee with peti
tioners that the absence of an express 
statement in the California laws and regu
lations identifying out-of-state citizenship 
as a basis for disparate treatment is not a 
suffidcnt basis fol' rejecting this claim. In 
so holding, however, we express no opinion 
on the merits of petitioners' Privileges and 
Immunities Clause claim. 

* :I: * 
The judgment of the Court of Appeals is 

vacated, and these cases are remanded for 
further proceedings consistent with this 
opinion. 

It is so ordered. 

...h!Justice THOMAS, concurring in part 
and dissenting in part. 

I join Parts I and III of the Court's 
opinion and respectfully dissent from Part 
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II, which holds that § 144 of the Federal 
Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act 
of 1996, 7 U.S.C. § 7254, "does not clearly 
express an intent to insulate California's 
pricing and pooling laws from a Commerce 
Clause challenge." Ante, at 2147. Al
though I agree that the Court of Appeals 
erred in its statutory analysis, I neverthe
less would affirm its judgment on this 
claim because "[t]he negative Commerce 
Clause has no basis in the text of the 
Constitution, makes little sense, and has 
proved virtually unworkable in applica
tion," Camps Newfound/Owatonna) Inc. v. 
Town ollIarrison, 520 U.S. 564, 610, 117 
S.Ct. 1590, 137 L.Ed.2d 852 (1997) 
(THOMAS, J., dissenting), and, conse
quently, c:anl1ot serve as a basis for strik
ing down a state statute. 

o i K",,"',,""''''"'''',,''',,:::n7.,,, 

539 U.S. 90, 156 L.Ed.2d 84 

DESERT PALACE, INC., dba 
Caesars Palace Hotel & 

Casino, Petitioner, 

v. 

Catharina F'. COSTA. 
No. 02-679. 

Argued April 21, 2003. 

Decided June 9, 2003. 

Female former employee sued former 
employer for gender discrimination and 
sexual harassment under Title VII. The 
United States District Court for the Dis
trict of Nevada, David W. Hagen, J., dis
missed harassment claim and entered 
judgment on jury verdict in favor of em
ployee on discrimination claim. Employer 
appealed. The United States Court of Ap
peals for the Ninth Circuit, 268 F.3d 882, 
vacated judgment. On en bane rehearing, 
the Court of Appeals, 299 F.3d 838, rein-

stated the judgment. Certiorari was grant
ed. The United States Supreme Court, 
Justice Thomas, held that direct evidence 
of discrimination is not required in order 
to prove employment discrimination in 
mixed-motive cases under Title VI I, abro
gating Mohr v. Dustrol, lnc., 30G F.3d 6:16, 
Fenwndes v. Costa 81'0:5. [V1a.'wn1~lf, Inc., 
199 F.3d 572, TmtteT v. RO(Hd oj'Tnstees 
q( Uni1!. of Ala., ~)] F'.:ld 1449, FulleT 1). 

Phipps, 67 F'.:Jd 1137. 

Judgment affirmed. 

.Justice O'Connor concurred and f"ilod 
an opinion. 

1. Statutes <2=1!lO 

VVhere the words of the statute arc 
unambiguous, the judicial inquiry is eom
plcte. 

2. Civil Rights <2= 154,1 

Direct evidence of discrimination is 
not required in order to prove employment 
discrimination in mixed-motive cases under 
Title VII; statute imposes no special or 
heightened evidentiary burden on a plain
tiff in a mixed-motive case; abrogating 
MohT v. DustTOI, Inc., 306 F'.:Jd 636, Fer
nandes v. Costa Bros. Masonry, Inc., 199 
F.3d 572, Tmtter v. Boar'd oj' Trustees of 
Univ. of Ala., 91 F.3d 1449, FnUer v. 
Phipps, 67 F.3d 1137. Civil Rights Act of 
1961, § 70:1(m), 12 U.S.C.A. § 2000e-2(m). 

3. Civil Rights <2=1544 

Conventional rule of civil litigation, 
which requires a plaintiff to prove his case 
by a preponderance of the evidence, using 
direct or circumstantial evidence, generally 
applies in Title VII cases. Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, § 701 et seq., 42 U.S.C.A. 
§ 2000e et seq. 

4. Evidence <2=587 

Circumstantial evidence is not only 
sufficient, but may also be more certain, 
satisfying and persuasive than direct evi
dence. 
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limited to the administrative record. See 
42 U.S.C. § ~J613(j)(1). Therefore, pursu
ant Lo Lhe language in section 9613(j)(1), 

this court will not look past the administra
tive record in determining whether Plain

LifT DTSC deviated from the N CP in re
sponding to contamination at the Site. 

Finally, Defendant.s also argue that 
Plaintiff produced the administrative rec
ord too latc. However, the administrative 
record was produced on November 13, 
2003, nearly four months prior to the filing 
date of the instant motion. Trial is pres
ently set for August OR, 200,1. Defendants 
have more than enough time to review the 
record.'J 

IV. RUUNG 

Plaintiff State of California Department 

of Toxic Substances Control's Motion for 
Summary Judgment as to the Appropriate 
Scope and Standard of Review of Agency 
Action is hereby GRANTED. 

o i K',,",CC",",",,"ss"s,",,"'
T 

4. Defendants raise two other arguments: (1) 
that Plaintiff failed to meet and confer prior 
to the filing of the instant motion; and (2) the 
instant motion is untimely because it should 
be brought as a motion ill limine. It is the 
court's understanding lhat the parties dis
cussed the filing and hrichng of the instant 
motion in the pre!::oence of the court months in 
advance. I\s a result, the first argument lacks 
merit. On the second point, Rule 56 of the 

JIlLLSIDE DAIRY, INC., 
ct a!. Plaintiffs, 

v. 

A.G. I<A WAMURA, Secretary, Califor
nia Department of Food & Agri

culture, ct aI., Defendants. 

Ponderosa Dairy, et a!. Plaintiffs, 

v. 

A.G. Kawamura, Secretary, California 
Department of Food & Agriculture, 

et a!., Defendants. 

Nos. CV-S-97-117!J GEB .JFM, 
CV-S-97-1195-GEB .JFM. 

United States District Court, 
E.D. California. 

May 7, 2004. 

Background: After remand, 71 Fed.Appx. 
757, milk producers in two actions moved 
for summary judgment on their facial chal
lenge to sections of California Food & 
Agricultural Code and certain amendments 
to the California Department of Food and 
Agriculture pooling plan for market milk, 
arguing that those statutes and the 
amendments were unconstitutional under 
the Commerce Clause. 

Holdings: The District Court, Burrell, J., 
held that: 

(1) it would be inappropriate to pass upon 
the constitutionality of the statutes be
cause the suit was not adversary, and 
there was no actual antagonistic asser
tion of rights, and 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure provides no 
such limit on issues raised through motions 
for summary judgment. See Fed.R.Civ.P. 
Rule 56. Indeed, the question presented in 
the instant motion is suitable for resolution at 
an early stage because it is a purely lcgnl 
question and it would be waste of resources 
for the court and the parties to engage in 
useless discovery when judicial review will be 
limited at tl-ial to the administrative I"ccorci. 
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(2) amendment to pooling plan requiring 
certain California processors who 
bought raw milk from out·of·state pro· 
ducers to make a payment to an cquali
%ation pool from which dh;bursements 
were made to various California raw 
milk producers and processors violated 
Commerce Clause. 

Motions granted in part. 

I. Injunction =11 
Before a permanent injunction issues, 

plaintiffs have to demonstrate a likelihood 
of substantial ancI immediate irreparable 
injury. 

2. Constitutional Law =16(1) 
Where California Department of Food 

and Agriculture had not applied challenged 
statutes to out-of-state raw milk produc
ers, it would be inappropriate to pass upon 
the constitutionality of the statutes be· 
cause the suit was not adversary J and 
there was no actual antagonistic assertion 
of rights; speculation that Department 
could eventually alter its position on en
forcement of those statutes was insuffi
cient to justify judicial relief. U.S.C.A. 
Canst. Art. :3, § 1 et seq.; West's Ann.Cal. 
Food & Ago·ic. Code ~§ 62077, 62078. 

3. Commerce =54.1 
If a restriction on commerce is dis

criminatory, it is virtually per se invalid. 
U.S.C.A. Const. Art. 1, § 8, cl. 3. 

1. Commerce =60(2) 
Food =1.9(:)) 

Amendment to California Department 
of Food and Agriculture pooling plan for 
market milk requiring certain California 
processors who bought raw milk from out
of·state producers to make a payment to 
an equalization pool [rom which disburse
ments were made to various California raw 
milk producers and processors violated 
Commerce Clause; facial requirement in 
the pooling plan prescribing that payment 
be made constituted a monetary assess-

mcnt on interstate raw milk sales for the 
economic protection of California dairy 
businesses, which discriminated agaim;t in
terstate raw milk sales. U.S.C.A. Const. 
Art. 1, § 8, cl. 3. 

5. Commerce =54.1 
Commerce Clause requires that any 

justification aclvanced for a discriminatory 
restriction on commerce pass the strictest 
scrutiny. U.S.C.A. Const. Art. 1, § 8, cl. :l. 

Rebecca Michelle Ceniceros, Livingston 
and Maltesich, Sacramento, CA, Patrick 
Martin Ryan, Thelen Reid and Priest 
LLP, San Francisco, CA, Wendy M. Yo· 
viene, Ober Kaler Grimes and Shriver, 
Washington, DC, Charles M English, The· 
len j(eid and Priest LLP, Washington, DC, 
for Plaintiffs. 

Leonard R. Stein, Dena Lee Ann N ar· 
baitz, Steefe! Levitt and Weiss, San Fran· 
cisco, CA, Mark Joseph Urban, Bruce F. 
Reeves, Linda L. Berg, Attorney General's 
Office for the State of California, Sacra· 
mento, CA, Eugene M. Pak, Piper Rud· 
nick, San Francisco, CA, Bruce F. Reeves, 
Longyear O'Dea and Lavra, Estela Olivia 
Pino, Pino and Associates, Sacramento, 
CA, for Defendants. 

ORDER 

BURRELL, District Judge. 

Plaintiffs in both actions move for sum
mary judgment on their facial challenge to 
California Food & Ago'icultural Code 
§ § 62077 and 62078, and certain 1997 
amendments to the California Department 
of Food and Agriculture Pooling Plan for 
Market Milk ("Pooling Plan"), arguing 
these statutes and the amendments are 
unconstitutional under the Commerce 
Clause. Defendants oppose the motion, 
except for the portion that seeks to enjoin 
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Defendants from enforcing §§ G2077 and 
62078 on interstate raw milk sales. 

CHALLENGE TO 62077 AND 62078 

fll Defendants state the Department 
of Food and Agriculture has not applied 
~§ 62077 and G2078 to out-of-state raw 
milk producers, "does not intend to do so 
in the future, and docs not object to a 
permanent injunction prohibiting the De
partment from enforcing these provisions 
on out-at-state dairy farmers .... " (Del's.' 
Supp. Brief in Opp'n to PIs.' Joint Mot. for 
Summ. J., filed April 5, 2004, at 2.) In light 
of Defendants' position, it must be deter
mined whether Plaintiffs need an injunc
tion preventing Defendants from doing 
what they say they have not done and will 
not do; specifically, Defendants state they 
have not applied and will not apply 
§§ 62077 and 62078 to interstate raw milk 
sales. Before a permanent injunction is
sues, Plaintiffs have to demonstrate a like
lihood of substantial and immediate irrepa
rable injury. See Easyriders Freedom 
F.I.G.Il.T. 1). Hannigan, 92 F.3d 1486, 
1,195 (!Jth Cir.1996) ("The requirements for 
the issuance of a permanent injunction are 
'the likelihood of substantial and immedi
ate irreparable injury and the inadequacy 
of remedies at law.' "). 

l2] Plaintiffs contend even though De
fendants state they do not intend to en
force §* 62077 and 62078 on interstate raw 
milk sales, Defendants lack authority un
der Article Ill, section 3.5(a) of the Cali
fornia Constitution to "refuse to enforce a 
statute unless an appellate court has 
made a determination that such statute is 
unconstitutional .... " (PIs.' Supp. Memo. 
of P. & A. at 19.) Therefore, Plaintiffs 
contend an injunction is required because 
the Department of Food and Agriculture 

1. Californb law establishes five cla""c~ of 
dairy products which California processors 
create from raw milk. See Food & !\rgic. 
Code §§ 61932-61935. The Pooling Plan "es
tublishcs minimum prices to be pnid by han-

"may [eventually] attempt to enforce" 
these statutes on interstate raw milk pur
chases. (ld.) But speculation that Defen
dants may eventually alter their position 
on enforcement of these statutes is insuffi
cient to justify injunctive relief. Since De
fendants have ab'Tced not to enforce these 
statutes on interstate raw milk sales, it is 
inappropriate to "pass upon the constitu
tionality of [the statutes because the] suit 

is not adversary, [andJ there is no 
actual antagonistic assertion of rights." 
Congress of Indus. Orgs. v. McAdory, 325 
U.S. 472, 475, 65 S.Ct. 1395, 89 L.Ed. 1741 
(1945) (holding that no decision should be 
reached on the constitutionality of a stat
ute, since the government agreed not to 
enforce it). Therefore, Plaintiffs' chal
lenge to these statutes is dismissed. See 
generally Enrico's, Inc. v. Rice, 730 F.2d 
1250, 1253-55 (9th Cir.1984) (dismissing 
appeal after government ceased enforcing 
challenged regulations, since Article III 
jurisdiction ceased to exist). 

CIIALLENGE TO 1997 POOLING 
PLAN AMENDMENT 

Plaintiffs also seek to prevent Defen
dants' application of a 1997 amendment to 
the Pooling Plan, contending that it dis
criminates against some interstate raw 
milk purchases. The challenged 1997 
amendment amends § 900 of Article 9 of 
the Pooling Plan to require certain Califor
nia processors who buy raw milk from out
of-state producers to make a payment to 
an equalization pool ("the pool") from 
which disbursements are made to various 
California raw milk producers and pro
cessors. This payment is calculated as 
follows: First, the raw milk purchased is 
assigned a class price corresponding to the 
use made of that raw milk under § 900(a).' 

dlers to producers for market milk in the 
various classes." [d. § 62062. But "itlhe 
price that a [California processor] pays for 
raw milk based upon its r class l does not nec-
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Then, the lower of the "value based on the 
receiving plant's inplanL usage" or a modi
fied quota price is deducted from the class 
price aesigned under § 900(a).2 The re
mainder must be paid into the pool under 
§ 1003. 

Defendants explain the effect of this 
amendment as follows: 

Under the Pooling Plan, as amended, 
California processors account to the pool 
for their purchases of out-of-state milk 
based on the utilization of that milk. 
The quota and over base pool prices 
[which arc paid to California raw milk 
producers] arc generated from that pool 
of revenue, whereas prior to the Amend
ments, the quota and ovcrhase prices 
were calculated after the out-of-state 
milk had, in effect, been subtracted out 
of the pool. The effect of this change is 
that quota and over base prices have in
crease(l 

(Defs.' Supp. Undis. Facts 11 6.) Plaintiffs 
contend this payment, which is made be
cause of interstate raw milk sales and only 
disbursed to certain California dairy husi
ne~ses for their benefit, is an unc:onstitu
tional tariff. 

[3] The issue is whether the facial re
quirement in the Pooling Plan prescribing 
that this paymcnt be made constitutes a 
monetary assessment on intcrstate raw 
milk sales for the economic protection of 
California dairy businesses, which discrim
inates against interstate raw milk sales. 
"[Vlse [ofJ the term .. 'discrimination' 
simply means differential treatment of in-

essarily equal the price that a [California pro
duccr] rcceives for thc raw milk" undcr the 
Pooling Plan. (Pis.' Undis. Facts '113.) 
"Thus, for example, proccssors ot i1uid milk 
pay a premium price, part of which goes into 
an equalization pool that provides a partial 
subsidy for cbeese manufacturers who pay a 
nct price that is lowcr than the farmers r·c
ccivc." Hillside Dairy, Inc. v. Lyons, 539 U.S. 
59. 123 S.Ct. 2142. 2145. 156 L.EJ.2J 54 
(2003) (citation omitted). 

state and out-of-state economic interests 
that benefits the former and burdens the 
latter. If a restriction on commerce is 
discriminatory, it is virtually per se inval
id." Oregon Waste Sys., Inc. v. Dep't of 
Envtl. Quality Qrthe Stale of Oregon, 511 
U.S. 93, 99, 114 S.Ct. 1345, 128 L.Ed.2d 13 
(1994). 

[4] Under the Pooling Plan, when a 
California dairy products processor pur
chases raw milk from a California produc
e}', the processor pays into the pool an 
"establishe[dJ minimum price" set by De
fendants. Cal. Food & Agric. Code 
§ 62062. Plaintiffs competitor, a Califor
nia raw milk producer, receives a guaran
teed minimum raw milk pl'ice because of 
the Pooling Plan, irrespective of the dairy 
product to which the raw milk is convert
ed, (Pis.' Vndis. Facts ~ 14), payment of 
its shipping costs, (Defs.' Opp'n to Pis.' 
Undis. Facts 117), and the right to vote on 
the manner in which the Pooling Plan op
erates. (Pis.' Vndis. Facts 1120.) When 
a California dairy products processor pur
c;hases raw milk from an out-of-state pro
ducer, ~ 900 requires the processor to pay 
the amount set by Defendants under 
§ 900, regardless of the raw milk purchase 
price negotiated between the processor 
and producer. Although California pro
cessors, rather than out-of-state raw milk 
producers, make this payment, that is im
material to the Commerce Clause analysis. 
West Lynn Creame'ry, Inc. v. Healy, 512 
U.S. 186, 203, 114 S.CL 2205, 129 L.Ed.2d 
157 (1994) ("The idea that a discriminatory 

2. The quota price, established by Defendants, 
is "compute[d] based on the weighted avcrage 
classified prices of all raw milk purchases in 
the State." (Pis.' Undis. Facts ~ 15.) Thc 
quota price is used to dctermine the pricc 
certain C<1lifomia raw milk produccrs receive 
whcn they sell raw milk to a California pro
cessor. 
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tax does not interfere \vith interstate com
merce merely because the burnen of the 
tax was borne by consumers in the taxing 
State r rather than out-of-state sellers has 
beenl thoroughly repudiated ... ") (cita
tion and quotation marks omitted). The 
payments by California processors for in
terstate raw milk purchases arc pooled, 
and each California raw milk producer is 
paid "a weighted average 'pool price' " for 
all raw milk sold to California processors. 
(Dds.' Memo. of P. & A. at 10.) The face 
of the Pooling Plan reveals that out-af
state raw milk producers selling milk to 
California processors receive no benefit 
from the pooL 

Plaintiffs contend Lhe Pooling Plan is 
similar to the milk system considered in 
West Lynn, 512 U.S. at 190-91, 111 S.Ct. 
2205, which was declared unconstitutional 
under the Commerce Clause. That sys
tem "require[d] every [milk] 'dealer' in 
Massachusetts to make a monthly 'premi
um payment' into the 'Massachusetts 
Dairy Equalization Fund' [based on] 
the amount of the dealer's [fluid milk] 
sales in MassachuseUs [regardless of the 
state where that milk was produced], Each 
month the lund [was] distributed to Mas
sachusetts [raw milk] producers." Id. The 
Supreme Court stated this payment was 
"effcctively a tax which makes milk pro
duced out of State more expensive." [d. at 
194, 114 S.Ct. 2205. The Court explained: 
"Massachusetts not only rehates to domes
tic milk producers the tax paid on the sale 
of Massachusetts milk, but also the tax 
paid on the sale of milk produced else
where." Id. at 197, 111 S.Ct. 2205. 

Defendants argue West I~1fnn is distin
guishable, contending the Pooling Plan 
does not "require the out-of-state producer 
to accept [aJ minimum pricc, [becauseJ he 
can negotiate against [the minimum price 
applied to in-state raw milk sales], he can 
compete against his California counter
parts but he isn't eompeting based on the 

minimum price for butter [sic], he's com
peting based on the higher minimum floor 
price that the department has given 
him ... " (April 19, 2004, hearing tran
script at 9.) But this argument is unper
suasive because as stated in West, Lynn: 
"out-of-staters' ability to remain competi
tive by lowering their prices would not 
immunize a discriminatory measure" from 
being invalidated under the Commerce 
Clause. [d. at 195, 114 S.Ct. 2205. 

Since the 1997 amendment to § 900 re
quires out-of-state raw milk producers to 
pay for benefits received exclusively hy 
California dairy businesses, it is similar to 
the milk pricing order invalidated in West 
Lynn. Like the charge in West Lynn, this 
charge attendant to interstate milk sales, 
which is evident on the face of the Pooling 
Plan and just benefits certain California 
dairy businesses, renders § 900 discrimi
natory "because it, like a tariff, neutralizes 
advantages belonging to the place of ori
gin." West Lynn, 512 U.S. at 196, 114 
S.Ct. 2205 (citation and quotation marks 
omitted). 

[5J Defendants argue notwithstanding 
this discriminatory effect, § 900 should 
not be invalidated because it "advances a 
legitimate local purpose that cannot be 
adequately served by reasonable nondis
criminatory alternatives." Oregon Waste, 
511 U.S. at 101, 11~ S.Ct. 1345. The 
Commerce Clause requires that any justi
fication advanced for a discriminatory re
striction on commerce "pass the strictest 
scrutiny." Id. (citation and quotation 
marks omiUed). 

Defendants assert the need to prevent 
"roundtripping" is a justification for § 900. 
"Roundtripping" refers to truckloads of 
raw milk exiting California and then turn
ing around and re-entering California so 
that the raw milk could be reported as out-
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of-state milk when it is sold to a California 
processor.' (Lombardo Decl. 11 6.) 

At the hearing, Defendants' counsel was 
asked whether this practice could be halt
ed by simply requiring California pro
cessors to swear under penalty of perjury 
whether the raw milk they purchased was 
produced in California. Defendants' coun
sel responded: 

Your Honor, that was what thc depart
ment tried initially. And what happens 
is that a particular dairy, a particular co
op in California entered into an 3!:,rrce
menL with an out-of-sLate co-op whereby 
they sold their milk to the out-of-state 
co-op and the out-of-staLe co-op in turD 
sold approximately the same amount of 
milk into the state and gave the in-state 
dairy a kickback, which was the benefit 
of roundtripping. If the processor pur
chasing that milk had stated under pen
alty of perjury who it purchased that 
milk from, it would not be identified as 
round-tripping, it wouk! be identified as 
a legitimate purpose, coming from out
of-state. 

(April 19, 2001, hearing transcript at 54.) 
This argument is un persuasive. Defen
dants have only addressed the effective
ness of requiring a California processor to 
identify the seller of the raw milk. Defen
dants have not shown that requiring Cali
fornia processors to state whether the raw 
milk they purchase was produced in Cali
fornia would be ineffective in preventing 
raw milk produced in California from bc-

3. It is <1ssumed without deciding that prevent
ing roundtripping is a legitimate local pur
pose. 

4. Since this injunction remedies the harm to 
Pbintiffs at issue in this litigation, no injunc
tive relief regarding other sections of the 
Pooling Plan is warr<1nted. See Armstrong v. 
Davis, 275 F.3d 849, 872 (9th Cir.2001) ("In 
determining the scope of injunctive relief that 
interferes with the arbirs of a state agency, 
we must enSllre, out of feder~tlism concerns, 
that the injunction heels dose to the ir..lcntified 

ing reported as produced elsewhere. De
fendants have failed tu carry their burdcn 
of shov.ring the absence of reasonable, non
discriminatury alternatives to § 900. 

Since § 900 discriminates on its face 
against interstate raw milk sales and De
fendants have not carried their burden of 
justifying this discrimination, § 900 vio
lates the Commerce Clause. See Camps 
NeWfound/Owatonna, Inc.v. Town of lIar
rison, Me. 520 U.S. 564, 5S1, 117 S.Cl. 
1590, 137 L.Ed.2d 852 (1997) (holding a 
statute which discriminated against inter
state commerce was "all but per se invalid" 
and violated the Commerce Clause). 
Therefore, Defendants are permanently 
enjoined from enforcing § 900 on inter
state raw milk sales. I 

The Clerk's Office shall enter judgment 
in accordance with this Order. Lastly, 
Plaintiffs' request for leave to file their 
respective motions for attorneys' fees with
in forty days of the date on which this 
Order is filed is granted. 

w ":-===-, o ~ KEY NUMBER SYSTEM 

T 

violation and is not overly intrusive ... ") (ci
tation and quotation marks omitted). Nor is 
Pbintiffs· request for a declaratory judgment 
granted. A federal court need not issue de
claratory rclief "[ w]here a party [has ob
Lained] a subsLantially similar alternative 
remedy such as an injunction." Kinghorn v. 

Citibank, N./!., 1999 WL 30534, at *7 
(N.D.Cal. Jan. 20, 1999); see also Allis-Chal
mers Corp. v. Arnold, 619 F.2r..l 44. 46 (9th 
Cir.1980) (finding judge may refuse declarato
ry ,·cHef "lw]here more effective relief can be 
obtained by other pmceedings"). 



RECENT DAIRY DISPERSALS AND HEIFER SALES AT LOCAL SALE YARDS 

OVERLANDS STOCKYARD -owner Peter Belezzuoli 

Sales last 60 da'ls 
GMC Dairy 1850 10/30 
Jose Areias Dairy 400 10/26 
Brown's Dairy 750 10/2 
Jersey Dairy 250 9/21 

10375 cows Jan-Nov 1" 
Jan-Nov 1" 18100 Heifers *70% exported out of state 

TURLOCK LIVESTOCK -Rep Steve F.aria 

Sales Last 60 da'ls 
Manuel Soares & Sons 1000 
Belo Dairy 300 
Joey Nunes Dairy 150 
DM Costa Dairy 600 

A&M LIVESTOCK -owner Nick Martella 

Sales Last 60 Da'ls 
Ray Sousa Dairy 671 
V&G Da iry 1200 
Travares Dairy 327 
Harold Dragt Dairy #2 600 

Jan- Nov 1" 14000 Heifers * 90% exported out of state 

DOS PALOS Y AUCTION -owner Joel Cozzi 

Sales Last 60 Da'lS 
Manuel Vierra Dairy 550 

EXHIBIT 

11'f 
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Order 
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Fresno, California, November 2015 

Testimony of Ted DeGroot 

In Support ofProposa13 of California Producers-Handlers Association 
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My name is Ted DeGroot. I am a principal and the general 

manager of Rockview Farms. I grew up at Rockview since my 
I¥;.Vl. 

grandfather Pete DeGroot took over the plant in 1966. IJlworked full time 

with the company for over 30 years. Our company really started when 

my grandfather bought his first cow sometime in the 1930s. He 

emigrated from the Netherlands in the late 1920s and worked very hard 

to build something for himself. By the 1960s he had several farms in 

southern California and a growing family. 

In 1965 he was operating three dairy farms and sold all his milk to 

a third-party handler, Rockview. In 1965 Rockview encountered 

financial trouble, and my grandfather was faced with either taking over 

the plant or losing everything. He acquired Rockview by purchasing it 

out of bankruptcy on January 2, 1966. The years following were a 

struggle, but he built up Class 1 sales for Rockview. When pooling came 

to California, he and my father, Amos, fought to avoid losing the value 

of the Class 1 share of the market that they created through pool 

dilution. 

When the Gonsalves Milk Pooling Act was enacted, our farms 

were issued exempt quota that was reflective of our historical Class 1 

production. Currently 100% of the stock in the corporation for both the 

farm entity and our plant is held by descendants of my grandfather. We 

have two farms producing the exempt quota milk that is delivered to 

Rockview each day. The first farm in Ontario, California is "S.D. 

2 



Chino." The second fann near Hanford, California is "Lakeshore 

Dairy." The exempt quota is held through certificates of ownership that 

show our farms are the lawful owners of the exempt quota. Attached in 

my exhibit ill is a copy of a certificate of ownership for our exempt 

quota showing that our farms (SD Chino and Lakeshore Dairy) own our 

exempt Quota. 

These two farms produce the entire exempt quota that goes to 

Rockview. Exempt quota makes up 40% of the total production from 

these two fanns, and approximately 12% of the total milk received at 

Rockview. Rockview also purchases milk from Ponderosa in Nevada 

and a third party cooperative California Dairies Inc. Our California 

farm and plant are located in southern California which is a deficit milk 

production area. If we were to lose the exempt quota benefit for our 

farms, it would be more difficult to source milk into Southern California. 

Over-order premiums may increase. California regular quota and 

exempt quota have always been part of the same quota system and each 

type of quota has unique benefits. While regular quota can participate in 

the California transportation credit system, exempt quota does not get 

that benefit. 

At the inception of the quota system there were 49 companies who 

held PIH exempt quota. For many reasons today there are only four. 

That decline would not have happened if the exempt quota provided the 

P/Hs such a price advantage that they could displace others within the 

3 



market. The price advantage of exempt quota is with our farm and 

measured as the difference between Class 1 and the price we would 

receive in Southern California for Quota. Attached as Exh. 11" is a 

calculation showing the average benefit to our farm over the last 20 

years. 

A big difference between exempt quota and the federal order 

producer handler exemptions is that exempt quota must stay within the 

same family as the exemption was originally issued in the 1960s. As a 

family we have always made decisions around preserving our exempt 

quota provisions for our farms. We agonized each time a family member 

considered leaving our farm, which meant they had to sell the quota to 

the family in order to preserve the exempt quota. In one instance we 

decided not to keep the quota within the family, so the quota was 

converted to regular quota and sold to a third party. 

In this corporate world in which we live - where big business is 

the norm - we believe our family business and the three other exempt 

quota holders are very special and serve each of our communities well. 

The way exempt quota is held by our farm and booked as an asset for 

our farms means any "price advantage" must also go to our farm, not our 

plant. Our plant does not have any price advantage because it pays the 

Class I price to the farm for all of the raw milk for fluid sales. We pay 

the same price to our own farms that we pay for the milk we purchase 

from CD!. 
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We account for our raw milk cost at the price we pay our farms, 

the Class I price. Because our plant pays the Class I price, we must 

calculate that amount into the manufactured cost of goods for our 

finished products. When bidding on contracts for fluid milk sales we 

calculate that raw milk price in our manufactured costs. 

Furthermore, CDF A has a below-cost law that prohibits us from 

selling our products below manufactured cost. That means we cannot 

use the farm benefit to artificially reduce the raw milk cost that we pay 

for our milk. If we were to sell below cost, our competitors in the 

industry would report violators to the CDF A, which would investigate 

the claims. If there were any real concerns that exempt quota holders 

were using their exemption to sell below cost, they would have been 

reported to the CDF A and there would or could have been an 

investigation. It simply has not been an issue in our market. 

As a close family ownership structure allows, we have a tight-knit 

management team. We communicate well and work to build efficiencies 

into our business. In my opinion, our family ownership structure gives 

us a competitive advantage over corporate structures that do not have the 

same emotional investment in their business. As a family we take pride 

in our products to ensure that they represent the quality of our brand. 

We believe our exempt quota is a part of the entire quota system 

for which Congress instructed USDA in the Farm Bill to recognize the 

value. Our proposal is to preserve the exempt quota along with the rest 

5 



of the quota system. We do not seek to obtain the benefits under the 

"federal producer-handler" definition or to be considered to fall within 

the producer-handler definition proposed by the cooperatives or Dairy 

Institute. None of the CPHA who holds exempt quota would qualify as 

a producer-handler under the definition proposed by either the 

Cooperative or the Dairy Institute. 

The quota system, both regular and exempt quota, is a producer 

benefit. Our farms own our exempt quota, just as regular quota is owned 

by other farms that do not own a manufacturing facility. Our farms 

should be able to continue to preserve their exempt quota as part of any 

preservation of the quota system. The quota system has always included 

regular quota and exempt quota, and if quota is going to be included in 

an FMMO, it should also preserve exempt quota. 

Thank you for your time and consideration of my testimony. 

6 



Month Year 

Calculation 

Sept 2015 

Aug 2015 

July 2015 

June 2015 

May 2015 

Apr 2015 

Mar 2015 

Feb 2015 

Jan 2015 

Dec 2014 

Nov 2014 

Oct 2014 

Sept 2014 

Aug 2014 

July 2014 

June 2014 

May 2014 

Apr 2014 

Mar 2014 

Feb 2014 

Jan 2014 

Dec 2013 

Nov 2013 

Oct 2013 

Sept 2013 

Aug 2013 

July 2013 

June 2013 

May 2013 

April 2013 

March 2013 

Feb 2013 

Jan 2013 

Dec 2012 

Nov 2012 

Oct 2012 

Sept 2012 

Aug 2012 

July 2012 

June 2012 

May 2012 

Apr 2012 

Mar 2012 

Feb 2012 

Jan 2012 

Dec 201 1 

Nov 2011 

Oct 201 1 

Sept 2011 

Aug 2011 

July 2011 

Class 1 
Northern 
California 

SlCWT 

A 

$18.08 

~~ Difference 

$16.68 $1.40 

$17.66 $16.33 $1 .33 

$18.42 $16.02 $2.40 

$17.47 $16.34 $1.13 

$17.06 $15.94 $1.12 

$16.94 $15.55 $1.39 

$16.66 $15.52 $1.14 

$17.08 $15.53 $1 .55 

$19.49 $15.85 $3.64 

$23.72 $18.22 $5.50 

$24.33 $20.70 $3.63 

$26.09 $23.19 $2.90 

$25.39 $24.15 $1.24 

$25.28 $23.34 $1 .94 

$25.13 $22.53 $2.60 

$25.10 $22.75 $2.35 

$25.88 $22.77 $3.11 

$24.88 524.04 $0.84 

$25.38 $24.17 $1 .21 

$23.11 $23.39 -$0.28 

$22 .84 $22.53 $0.31 

$21 .73 $20.98 $0.75 

$21 .74 $20.31 $1.43 

$20.79 $19.80 $0.99 

$20.28 $19.44 $0.84 

$20.21 $19.01 $1 .20 

$19.59 $18.55 $1.04 

$20 .84 $18.78 $2 .06 

$19.39 $19.13 $0 .26 

$19.49 $18.99 $0.50 

$19.33 $18.03 $1.30 

$19.83 $18.36 $1.47 

$20.24 $18.30 $1 .94 

$23.08 $18.97 $4.11 

$23.17 $20.19 $2.98 

$20.55 $20.17 $0.38 

$19.34 $18.42 $0.92 

$18.01 $17.48 $0.53 

$17.60 $16.14 $1.46 

$16.81 $15.67 $1 .14 

$16.94 $15.35 $1 .59 

$17.21 $15.80 $1 .41 

$17.60 $16.28 $1 .32 

$18.52 $16.29 $2.23 

$19.88 $17.25 $2.63 

$20.67 $17.80 $2.87 

$20.26 $19.31 $0 .95 

$21.50 $18.91 $2 .59 

$23.56 $19.87 $3.69 

$23.24 $21.23 $2.01 

$22.38 $21.24 $1.14 

Class 1 
Southern 
California 
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$/CWT 

C 

$18.35 

$17.93 

$18.70 

$17.74 

$17.34 

$17.21 

$16.93 

$17.36 

$19.76 

$23.99 

$24.60 

$26.36 

$25.66 

$25.55 

$25.40 

$25.37 

$26.15 

$25.15 

$25.65 

$23.38 

$23.11 

$22.00 

$22.01 

$21.06 

$20.56 

$20.48 

$19.86 

$21 .12 

$19.66 

$19.77 

$19.60 

$20.10 

$20.51 

$23.35 

$23.44 

$20.82 

$19.61 

$18.28 

$17.87 

$17.08 

$17.21 

$17.48 

$17.87 

$18.79 

$20.15 

$20.94 

$20.54 

$21.77 

$23.84 

$23.51 

$22.65 

Quota 
CWT 

B 

$16.68 

$16.33 

$16.02 

$16.34 

$15.94 

$15.55 

$15.52 

$15.53 

$15.85 

$18.22 

$20.70 

$23.19 

$24.15 

$23.34 

$22.53 

$22.75 

$22.77 

$24.04 

$24.17 

$23.39 

$22.53 

$20.98 

$20.31 

$19.80 

$19.44 

$19.01 

$18.55 

$18.78 

$19.13 

$18.99 

$18.03 

$18.36 

$18.30 

$18.97 

$20.19 

$20.17 

$18.42 

$17.48 

$16.14 

$15.67 

$15.35 

$15.80 

$16.28 

$16.29 

$17.25 

$17.80 

$19.31 

$18.91 

$19.87 

$21.23 

$21 .24 

Difference 

C-B 

$1.67 

$1.60 

$2.68 

$1.40 

$1.40 

$1.66 

$1.41 

$1.83 

$3.91 

$5.77 

$3.90 

$3.17 

$1.51 

$2.21 

$2.87 

$2.62 

$3.38 

$1 .11 

$1.48 

-$0.01 

$0.58 

$1 .02 

$1 .70 

$1.26 

$1 .12 

$1.47 

$1.31 

$2.34 

$0.53 

$0.78 

$1 .57 

$1 .74 

$2.21 

$4.38 

$3.25 

SO.65 

$1.19 

$0.80 

$1 .73 

$1.41 

$1 .86 

$1.68 

$1.59 

$2.50 

$2.90 

$3. 14 

$1.23 

$2.86 

$3.97 

$2.28 

$1.41 

Class 1 
NorthlSouth CA 

Difference 

Average(A-B,C-B) 

$1.54 

$1.47 

$2.54 

$1 .27 

$1 .26 

$1 .53 

$1 .28 

$1.69 

$3.78 

$5.64 

$3.77 

$3.04 

$1.38 

$2.08 

$2.74 

$2.49 

$3.25 

$0.98 

$1.35 

-$0.15 

$0.44 

$0.89 

$1.57 

$1 .13 

$0.98 

$1.34 

$1.18 

$2.20 

$0.40 

SO.64 

$1.44 

$1 .61 

$2 .08 

$4.25 

$3.12 

$0.51 

$1.06 

$0.67 

$1 .60 

$1.28 

$1.73 

$1.55 

$1.46 

$2.37 

$2.77 

$3.01 

$1 .09 

$2.73 

$3.83 

$2 .15 

$1.28 

Class 1 Price· Quota Difference (1995-2015).xlsx 



Month Year 

Calculation 

June 2011 

May 2011 

Apr 2011 

Mar 2011 

Feb 2011 

Jan 2011 

Dec 2010 

Nov 2010 

Oct 2010 

Sept 2010 

Aug 2010 

July 2010 

June 2010 

May 2010 

Apr 2010 

Mar 2010 

Feb 2010 

Jan 2010 

Dec 2009 

Nov 2009 

Oct 2009 

Sept 2009 

Aug 2009 

July 2009 

Apr 2009 

Mar 2009 

Feb 2009 

Jan 2009 

Dec 2008 

Nov 2008 

Oct 2008 

Sept 2008 

Aug 2008 

July 2008 

June 2008 

May 2008 

Apr 2008 

Mar 2008 

Feb 2008 

Jan 2008 

Dec 2007 

Nov 2007 

Oct 2007 

Sept 2007 

Aug 2007 

July 2007 

June 2007 

May 2007 

Apr 2007 

Mar 2007 

Feb 2007 

Jan 2007 

Class 1 
Northern 
California 

Quota Difference 
CWT 

$ICWT 

A B A-B 

$21.41 $21 .19 $0.22 

$20.90 $18.97 $1.93 

$21.66 $18.70 $2.96 

$19.24 $19.01 $0.23 

$16.88 $18.44 -$1.56 

$16.45 $16.12 $0.33 

$18.28 $15.42 $2.86 

$18.71 $16.45 $2 .26 

$18.44 $17.94 $0 .50 

$17.15 $17.25 -$0.10 

$17.33 $16.54 $0.79 

$17.14 $15.94 $1.20 

$15.68 $15.17 $0.51 

$15.37 $14.65 $0.72 

$14.37 $14.33 $0.04 

$16.44 $14.11 $2.33 

$16.46 $14.81 $1 .65 

$18.22 $15.18 $3.04 

$16.04 $16.17 -$0.13 

$15.04 $14.83 $0.21 

$13.75 $13.61 $0.14 

$13.21 $12.74 $0.47 

$11 .71 $12.18 -$0.47 

$11 .88 $1 1.30 $0.58 

$11 .70 $11.32 $0.38 

$12.68 $11.46 $1.22 

$11 .58 $11.57 $0.01 

$1 1.13 $11.54 -$0.41 

$11.27 $11.28 -$0.01 

$17.42 $12.10 $5.32 

$16.57 $14.11 $2.46 

$18.72 $15.97 $2.75 

$18.23 $17.14 $1 .09 

$19.23 $17.92 $1 .31 

$19.79 $18.01 $1 .78 

$22.49 $19.05 $3.44 

$20.23 $19.12 $1.11 

$18.78 $18.47 $0.31 

$19.92 $17.56 $2.36 

$18.90 $17.71 $1.19 

$21 .71 $18.42 $3.29 

$22.96 $19.14 $3.82 

$22 .99 $20.79 $2.20 

$23.16 $21.93 $1 .23 

$23.54 $21.16 $2.38 

$22.83 $21 .69 $1 .14 

$23.49 $21.74 $1 .75 

$22.99 $21.60 $1 .39 

$20.01 $20.70 -$0.69 

$17.44 $18.29 -$0.85 

$16.44 $16.33 $0.11 

$15.74 $15.28 $0.46 

$15.10 $14.45 $0.65 

$13.73 $13.70 $0.03 

Class 1 
Southern 
California 
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$/CWT 

C 

$21.68 

$21 .17 

$21.93 

$19.51 

$17.15 

$16.72 

$18.55 

$18.98 

$18.71 

$17.43 

$17.60 

$17.42 

$15.95 

$15.64 

$14.64 

$16.71 

$16.74 

$18.49 

$16.31 

$15.31 

$14.02 

$13.48 

$11.98 

$12.15 

$11 .97 

$12.96 
$11.85 

$1 1.40 

$11 .55 

$17.69 

$16.84 

$19.00 

$18.50 

$19.51 

$20.07 

$22.77 

$20.50 

$19.05 

$20.19 

$19.17 

$21 .98 

$23.23 

$23.26 

$23.43 

$23.81 

$23.10 

$23.76 

$23.26 

$20.28 

$17.71 

$16.71 

$16.01 

$15.37 

$14.00 

Quota 
CWT 

B 

$21 .19 

$18.97 

$18.70 

$19.01 

$18.44 

$16.12 

$15.42 

$16.45 

$17.94 

$17.25 

$16.54 

$15.94 

$15.17 

$14.65 

$14.33 

$14.11 

$14.81 

$15.18 

$16.17 

$14.83 

$13.61 

$12.74 

$12.18 

$11 .30 

$11 .32 

$11.46 

$11.57 

$11 .54 

$11 .28 

$12.10 

$14.11 

$15.97 

$17.14 

$17.92 

$18.01 

$19.05 

$19.12 

$18.47 

$17.56 

$17.71 

$18.42 

$19.14 

$20.79 

$21.93 

$21 .16 

$21 .69 

$21 .74 

$21 .60 

$20.70 

$18.29 

$16.33 

$15.28 

$14.45 

$13.70 

Difference 

C-B 

$0.49 

$2.20 

$3.23 

$0.50 

-$1 .29 

$0.60 

$3.13 

$2.53 

$0.77 

$0.18 

$1 .06 

$1 .48 

$0.78 

$0.99 

$0.31 

$2.60 

$1.93 

$3.31 

$0.14 

$0.48 

$0.41 

$0.74 

-$0.20 

$0.85 

$0.65 

$1 .50 

$0.28 

-$0.14 

$0.27 

$5.59 

$2.73 

$3.03 

$1.36 

$1.59 

$2 .06 

$3.72 

$1.38 

$0.58 

$2.63 

$1 .46 

$3.56 

$4.09 

$2.47 

$1.50 

$2.65 

$1.41 

$2.02 

$1 .66 

-$0.42 

-$0.58 

$0.38 

$0.73 

$0 .92 

$0.30 

Class 1 
North/South CA 

Difference 

Average(A-B,C-B) 

$0.35 

$2.07 

$3.10 

$0.36 

-$1.43 

$0.46 

$3.00 

$2.40 

$0.64 

$0.04 

$0.93 

$1.34 

$0.65 

$0.86 

$0.18 

$2.47 

$1.79 

$3.18 

$0.00 

$0.35 

$0.28 

$0.61 

-$0.33 

$0.72 

$0.52 

$1 .36 

$0.15 

-$0.27 

$0.13 

$5.46 

$2.60 

$2.89 

$1.23 

$1.45 

$1 .92 

$3.58 

$1 .25 

$0.45 

$2.50 
$1.33 

$3.43 

$3.96 

$2.34 

$1 .37 

$2.52 

$1.28 

$1.89 

$1.53 

-$0.55 

-$0.71 

$0.25 

$0 .60 

$0 .79 

$0 .17 

Class 1 Price - Quota Difference (1995-2015).xlsx 



Month Year 

Calculation 

Dec 2006 

Nov 2006 

Oct 2006 

Sept 2006 

Aug 2006 

May 2006 

Apr 2006 

Mar 2006 

Feb 2006 

Jan 2006 

Dec 2005 

Nov 2005 

Oct 2005 

Sept 2005 

Aug 2005 

July 2005 

June 2005 

May 2005 

Apr 2005 

Jan 2005 

Dec 2004 

Nov 2004 

Oct 2004 

Sept 2004 

Aug 2004 

J uly 2004 

June 2004 

May 2004 

Apr 2004 

Mar 2004 

Feb 2004 

Jan 2004 

Dec 2003 

Nov 2003 

Oct 2003 
Sept 2003 

Aug 2003 

July 2003 

June 2003 

May 2003 

Apr 2003 

Mar 2003 

Feb 2003 

Jan 2003 

Dec 2002 

Nov 2002 

Oct 2002 

Sept 2002 

Aug 2002 

July 2002 

June 2002 

May 2002 

Apr 2002 

Class 1 
Northe rn 
Califo rnia 

S/CWT 

A 

$13.34 

$13.08 

$13.57 

Quota Difference 
CWT 

B A-B 

$13.50 -$0.16 

$13.31 -$0.23 

$12.87 $0.70 

$12 .62 $12.80 -$0.18 

$12.03 $12.13 -$0.10 

$12.37 $11.71 $0 .66 

$12.35 $1 1.90 $0.45 

$12.33 $11 .90 $0.43 

$12.53 $11.90 $0.63 

$13.19 $12.19 $1.00 

$14.47 $12.75 $1 .72 

$14.49 $13.91 $0.58 
$14.99 $14.41 $0.58 

$15.52 $14.35 $1 .17 

$15.56 $15.07 $0.49 

$15.22 $15.26 -$0.04 

$15.84 $14 .65 $1 .19 

$15.19 $14 .99 $0.20 

$14.75 $14.56 $0.19 

$16.38 $14.60 $1.78 

$15.74 $15.06 $0.68 

$16.08 $1 4.98 $1.10 

$15.22 $14.96 $0.26 

$18.42 $15.50 $2.92 

$16.10 $15.74 $0.36 

$15.66 $15.74 -$0.08 

$16.01 $14.81 $120 

$15.64 $15.21 $0.43 

$15.32 $14.74 $0.58 

$18.36 $15.03 $3.33 

$22.04 $17.46 $4.58 

$21.26 $18.69 $2.57 

$15.78 $18.23 -$2.45 

$13.74 $15.44 -$1.70 

$13.34 $13.32 $0.02 

$13.88 $12.71 $1 .17 

$15.11 $13.09 $2.02 

$16.21 $13.56 $2.65 

$16.20 $14.45 $1.75 

$16.14 $14.34 $1.80 

$14.46 $13.96 $0.50 

$11.76 $12.72 -$0.96 
$1 1.79 $1 1.17 $0.62 

$11 .72 $11.05 $0.67 

$11.63 $11 .02 $0.61 

$11.89 $10.93 $0.96 

$12.00 $11.11 $0.89 

$12.65 $11.40 $1.25 

$12.33 $11.48 $0.85 

$13.20 $11.44 $1.76 

$11.97 $11.84 $0.13 

$12.33 $11.58 $0.75 

$12.32 $11.48 $0.84 

$12.51 $11.28 $1 .23 

$1 2.49 $11 .60 $0.89 

$13.02 $12.06 $0.96 

$13.26 $12.41 $0.85 

Class 1 
Southe rn 
Ca lifornia 

Quota 
CWT 

Page 3 of 10 

$fCWT 

C 

$13.61 

$13.35 

$13.85 

B 

$13.50 

$13.31 

$12.87 

$12.89 $12.80 

$12.30 $12.13 

$12.64 $11.71 

$12.62 $11 .90 

$12 .61 $11 .90 

$12.80 $11 .90 

$13.46 $12.19 

$14.74 $12.75 

$14.76 $13.91 

$15.26 $14.41 

$15.79 $14.35 

$15.83 $15.07 

$15.49 $15.26 

$16.11 $14.65 

$15.46 $14.99 

$15.03 $14.56 

$16.65 $14.60 

$16.02 $15.06 

$16.35 $14.98 

$15.49 $14.96 

$18.69 $15.50 

$16.38 $15.74 

$15.93 $15.74 

$16.28 $14.81 

$15.92 $15.21 

$15.59 $14.74 

$18.63 $15.03 

$22.31 $17.46 

$21.53 $18.69 

$16.05 $18.23 

$14.01 $15.44 

$13.62 $13.32 

$14.15 $12.71 

$15.39 $13.09 

$16.48 $13.56 

$16.47 $14.45 

$16.41 $14.34 

$1 4.73 $13.96 

$12.03 $12.72 

$12.06 $11 .17 

$12.00 $11 .05 

$11 .91 $11 .02 

$12 .17 $10.93 

$12.27 $11 .11 

$12.93 $11.40 

$12.60 $11.48 

$13.47 $11.44 

$12.24 $11 .84 

$12.60 $11 .58 

$12.60 $11 .48 

$12.79 $1 1.28 

$12.76 $11 .60 

$13.30 $12.06 

$13.54 $12.41 

Diffe rence 

C-B 

$0.11 

$0.04 

$0.98 

$0.09 

$0.17 

$0.93 

$0.72 

$0.71 

$0.90 

$1.27 

$1 .99 

$0.85 

$0.85 

$1.44 

$0.76 

$0.23 

$1.46 

$0.47 

$0.47 

$2.05 

$0.96 

$1 .37 

$0.53 

$3.19 

$0.64 

$0.19 

$1.47 

$0.71 

$0.85 

$3.60 

$4.85 

$2.84 

-$2.18 

-$1.43 

$0.30 

$1.44 

$2.30 

$2.92 

$2.02 

$2 .07 

$0.77 

-$0.69 

$0.89 

$0.95 

$0.89 

$1.24 

$1 .16 

$1.53 

$1 .12 

$2 .03 

$0.40 

$1 .02 

$1 .12 

$1.51 

$1 .16 

$1 .24 

$1.13 

Class 1 
North/South CA 

Difference 

Average(A-B.G-B) 

-$0.03 

-$0.10 

$0.84 
-$0.05 

$0.03 

$0.79 

$0.58 

$0.57 

$0.77 

$1.14 

$1 .86 

$0.72 

$0.72 

$1.31 

$0.63 

$0.10 

$1 .33 

$0.34 

$0.33 

$1.92 

$0.82 

$1 .24 

$0.40 

$3.06 

$0.50 
$0.05 

$1.34 

$0.57 

$0.72 

$3.47 

$4 .72 

$2 .71 

-$2.32 

-$1.57 

$0.16 

$1 .31 

$2.16 

$2.79 

$1.89 

$1.94 

$0.64 

-$0.83 

$0.76 

$0.81 

$0.75 

$1.10 

$1.03 

$1.39 

$0.98 

$1.90 

$0.27 

$0.89 

$0.98 

$1.37 

$1 .03 

$1 .10 

$0.99 

Class 1 Price - Duota Difference (1995-2015).xtsx 



Month Year 

Calculation 

Mar 2002 

Feb 2002 

Jan 2002 

Dec 2001 

Oct 

Sept 

A"g 

July 

June 

May 

Ape 

Mac 

Feb 

Jan 
Dec 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2001 

2000 

2000 

Oct 2000 

Sept 2000 

_r:-::!!iL~ 
July 2000 

June 2000 
~~-"~-

May 2000 

Apr 2000 

Mar 2000 

Feb 2000 

Jan 2000 

Dec 1999 

Nov 1999 

Oct 1999 

Sept _ 1999 

Aug 1999 

July 1999 

June 1999 

May 1999 

Apr 1999 

Mar 1999 

Feb 1999 
-.--~~~ 

Jan 1999 

Dec 1998 

Nov 1998 

Oct 1998 

Sept 1998 

Aug 1998 
--------

July 1998 

June 1998 

May 1998 

Apr 1998 

Mar 1998 

Feb 1998 

Jan 1998 

Dec 1997 

Nov 1997 

Oct 1997 

Sept 1997 

Aug 1997 

July 1997 

Class 1 
Northern 
California 

$/CWT 

A 

$13.27 

$13.69 

$13.51 

Quota Difference 
CWT 

a A-a 

$12.37 $0.90 

$12.53 $1.16 

$13.18 $0.33 

$13.61 $12.93 $0.68 

$16.14 

$17.73 

$17.11 

$17.05 

$17.01 

$16.66 

$13.67 $2.47 

$14.71 $3.02 

$16.95 $0.16 

$16.70 $0.35 
.-.--~~~ 

$16.35 $0.66 

$16.46 $0.20 

_~$1:-S::-,9:::2~-,,$15.70 $0.22 
$15.17 $14.65 $0.52 

$14.43 $13.88 $0.55 

$13.80 $13.04 $0.76 

$16.35 $12.73 $3.62 

$14.59 $12.98 $1.61 

$13.76 $12.69 $1.07 

$13.84 $12 .29~-,$",1::-, S",S,---
$13.83 $13.31 $0.52 

$13.93 $13.02 $0.91 

$14. 50~-c$c.c1 ",3',,00::---,,$c:-' ,:--SO=----
$13.72 $12.78 $0.94 

$13.50 $12.24 $1.26 

$12.97 $12.06 $0.91 

$11.61 $11.73 -$0.12 

$11.69 $11.65 $0.04 

$11.92 $11.75 $0.17 

_~$':-3~,7::-0~~$'::-2~,':-6~ __ $_'_,S_4~, 
$19.48 $13.81 $5.67 

$19.48 $14.55 $4.93 

$14.61 $15.32 -$0.71 

$14.61 $16.14 -$1.53 

$14.12_-'$'-"::4,"'40"-____ -$"0,,,2'"8_ 
$14.12 $13.85 $0.27 

$13.96 $13.11 $0.85 

$13.96 $13.26 $0.70 

$19.78 $14.86 $4.92 

$19.78 $14.90 $4.88 

$19.15 $16.46 $2.69 

$19.15 $17.64 $1.51 

$17.58 $17.85 -$0.27 

$17.58 $18.64 -$1.06 

$15.83 $17.73 -$1.90 

$15.'083o--_$'O',",6-;,8-;4~_-'O$'",0:c';-
$13.76 $15.53 ~-;-$::-:'-;.7-;7_ 
$13.76 $15.05 -$1.29 

$15.14 $13.91 $1.23 

$15.14 $13.99 $1.15 

$15.17 $14.19 $0.98 

$15.17 $14.61 $0.56 

$14.82 $14.12 $0.70 

$14.82 $14.54 $0.28 

$14.43 $14.40 $0.03 

$14.43 $14.22 $0.21 

$12.50 $13.27 -$0.77 .. _._. __ ._---------
$12.50 $13.56 -$1.06 

$13.23 $12.78 $0.45 

Class 1 
Southern 
California 

$ICWT 

Quota 
CWT 

Difference 

C a C-B 

$13.54 $12.37 $1.17 

$13.96 $12.53 $1.43 

$13.78 $13.18 $0.60 

$13.88 $12.93 $0.95 

$16.42 $13.67 $2.75 

$18.01 _-c$c.c14", .. 71'--____ $,,3::--3:--0_ 
$17.38 $16.95 $0.43 

$17.32 $16.70 $0.62 

$17.29 $16.35 $0.94 

$16.94 $16.46 $0.48 

$16.19 $15.70 $0.49 

$15.44 $14.65 _-,$:--0,,,79=----

$14.70 $13.88 $0.82 

$14.07 $13.04 $1.03 

$16.62 $12.73 $3.89 

$14.86 $12.98 $1.88 

$14.03 $12.69 $1.34 

$14.11 $12.29 $1.82 

$14.10 $13.31 $0.79 

$14.20 $13.02 $1.18 

$14.77 $13.00 $1.77 

$13.99 $12.78 $1.21 

$13.77 $12.24 $1.53 

$13.25 $12.06 $1.19 

$11.88 $11.73 $0.15 

$11.96 $11.65 $0.31 

$12.19 $11.75 $0.44 

$13.97 $12.16 $1.81 

$19.75 $13.81 $5.94 

$19.75 $14.55 $5.20 

$14.88 $15.32 -$0.44 

$14.88 $16.14 -$1.26 

$14.39 $14.40 -$0.01 

$14.39 $13.85 $0.54 

$14.24 $13.11 $1.13 

$14.24 $13.26 $0.98 

$20.05 $14.86 $5.19 

$20.05 $14.90 $5.15 

$19.42 $16.46 $2.96 

$19.42 $17.64 $1.78 

$17.85 $17.85 $0.00 

$17.85 $18.64 -$0.79 

$16.10 $17.73 -$1.63 

$16.10 $16.84 -$0.74 

$14.03 $15.53 -$1.50 

$14.03 $15.05 -$1.02 

$15.42 $13.91 $1.51 

$15.42 $13.99 $1.43 

$15.44 $14.19 $1.25 

$15.44 $14.61 $0.83 

$15.09 $14.12 $0.97 

$15.09 $14.54 $0.55 

$14.70 $14.40 $0.30 

$14.70 $14.22 $0.48 

$12.77 $13.27 -$0.50 

$12. 7 .. 7 ~-,$c.c' ",3 -:cS6::-~-$ .... 0~-7,,9,--
$13.51 $12.78 $0.73 

Class 1 
North/South CA 

Difference 

Average(A-a,C-B) 

$1.04 

$1.30 

$0.47 

$0.82 

$2.61 

$3.16 

$0.30 

$0.49 

$0.80 

$0.34 

$0.36 

$0.65 

$0.68 

$0.90 

$3.76 

$1.75 

$1.21 

$1.69 

$0.65 

$1.05 

$1.64 

$1.08 

$1.40 

$1.05 

$0.01 

$0.18 

$0.31 

$1.68 

$5.81 

$5.07 
------

-$0.58 

-$1.40 

-$0.15 

$0.41 

$0.99 

$0.84 

$5.06 

$5.02 

$2.83 

$1.65 

-$0.14 

-$0.93 

-$1.77 
_ ... _--" 

-$0.87 

-$1.64 

-$1.16 

$1.37 

$1.29 

$1.12 

$0.70 

$0.84 

$0.42 

$0.16 

$0.34 

-$0.64 

-$0.93 

$0.59 
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Class 1 

Month Year 
Southern Quota 

Difference 
California eWT 

$/CWT 

Calculation C B C-B I 
Sept 2015 $18.35 $16.68 $1.67 

Aog 2015 $17.93 $16.33 $1.60 

July 2015 $18.70 $16.02 $2.68 

June 2015 $17.74 $16.34 $1.40 

May 2015 $17.34 $15,94 $1.40 

Ape 2015 $17.21 $15.55 $1,66 

Mac 2015 $16.93 $15.52 $1.41 

Feb 2015 $17.36 $15.53 $1.83 

Jae 2015 $19.76 $15.85 $3.91 

Dec 2014 $23.99 $18.22 $5.77 

No, 2014 $24.60 $20.70 $3.90 

Oct 2014 $26.36 $23.19 $3.17 

Sept 2014 $25.66 $24.15 $1.51 

Aog 2014 $25.55 $23.34 $2.21 

July 2014 $25.40 $22.53 $2.87 

June 2014 $25.37 $22.75 $2.62 ----"-_._.-------
May 2014 $26.15 $22.77 $3.38 

Ape 2014 $25.15 $24.04 $1.11 

Mac 2014 $25.65 $24.17 $1.48 
------

Feb 2014 $23.38 $23.39 -$0.01 

Jae 2014 $23.11 $22.53 $0.58 

Dec 2013 $22.00 $20.98 $1.02 

No, 2013 $22.01 $20.31 $1.70 

Oct 2013 $21.06 $19.80 $1.26 

Sept 2013 $20.56 $19.44 $1.12 

Aog 2013 $20.48 $19.01 $1.47 

July 2013 $19.86 $18.55 $1.31 

June 2013 $21.12 $18.78 $2.34 

May 2013 $19.66 $19.13 $0.53 

April 2013 $19.77 $18.99 $0.78 
---------------

March 2013 $19,60 $18.03 $1.57 

Feb 2013 $20,10 $18.36 $1.74 

Jae 2013 $20.51 $18.30 $2.21 
----------

Dec 2012 $23.35 $18.97 $4.38 

No, 2012 $23.44 $20.19 $3.25 

Oct 2012 $20.82 $20.17 $0.65 

Sept 2012 $19.61 $18.42 $1.19 

Aog 2012 $18.28 $17.48 $0.80 

July 2012 $17,87 $16.14 $1.73 

June 2012 $17.08 $15.67 $1.41 -._----
May 2012 $17.21 $15.35 $1.86 

Ape 2012 $17.48 $15.80 $1.68 

Mac 2012 $17.87 $16.28 $1.59 

Feb 2012 $18.79 $16.29 $2.50 

Jae 2012 $20.15 $17.25 $2.90 
--- --_._.-

Dec 2011 $20.94 $17,80 $3.14 

No, 2011 $20.54 $19.31 $1.23 

Oct 2011 $21.77 $18.91 $2.86 

Sept 2011 $23.84 $19.87 $3.97 

Aog 2011 $23.51 $21.23 $2.28 

July 2011 $22.65 $21.24 $1.41 
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Class 1 

Month Year 
Southern Quota 

Difference 
California cwr 

$/CWT 

Calculation C B C-B I 
June 2011 $21.68 $21.19 $0.49 

May 2011 $21_17 $18.97 $2.20 
---------

Ape 2011 $21.93 $18.70 $3.23 

Mac 2011 $19.51 $19.01 $0.50 

Feb 2011 $17.15 $18.44 -$1.29 

Jao 2011 $16.72 $16.12 $0.60 
-

Dec 2010 $18.55 $15.42 $3.13 

No, 2010 $18.98 $16.45 $2.53 

Dc' 2010 $18.71 $17.94 $0.77 

Sept 2010 $17.43 $17_25 $0.18 

Acg 2010 $17.60 $16.54 $1.06 

July 2010 $17.42 $15.94 $1.48 

June 2010 $15.95 $15,17 $0.78 

May 2010 $15.64 $14.65 $0.99 
--- --------

Ape 2010 $14.64 $14.33 $0.31 

Mac 2010 $16.71 $14.11 $2.60 
-----

Feb 2010 $16,74 $14.81 $1.93 

Jao 2010 $18.49 $15.18 $3.31 

Dec 2009 $16.31 $16.17 $0.14 

No, 2009 $15.31 $14.83 $0.48 

Dc' 2009 $14.02 $13.61 $0.41 

Sept 2009 $13.48 $12.74 $0.74 

Acg 2009 $11.98 $12.18 -$0.20 

July 2009 $12.15 $11_30 $0.85 
---- --------- ---

June 2009 $11.97 $11.32 $0.65 

May 2009 $12.96 $11.46 $1.50 

Apr 2009 $11.85 $11.57 $0.28 
----------- ----

Mac 2009 $11.40 $11.54 -$0.14 

Feb 2009 $11.55 $11.28 $0.27 

Jao 2009 $17.69 $12.10 $5.59 

Dec 2008 $16.84 $14.11 $2.73 

N" 2008 $19.00 $15.97 $3.03 

Dc' 2008 $18.50 $17.14 $1,36 

Sept 2008 $19,51 $17.92 $1.59 

-~yg 2008 $20.07 $18.01 $2.06 

July 2008 $22.77 $19.05 $3.72 

June 2008 $20.50 $19.12 $1.38 

May 2008 $19.05 $18.47 $0.58 

Ape 2008 $20.19 $17.56 $2.63 

Mac 2008 $19.17 $17,71 $1.46 

Feb 2008 $21.98 $18.42 $3.56 

Jao 2008 $23.23 $19.14 $4.09 

Dec 2007 $23.26 $20.79 $2.47 

N" 2007 $23.43 $21.93 $1.50 

Dc' 2007 $23.81 $21.16 $2,65 

Sept 2007 $23.10 $21.69 $1.41 

Acg 2007 $23.76 $21.74 $2.02 

July 2007 $23.26 $21.60 $1.66 

June 2007 $20.28 $20.70 -$0.42 

May 2007 $17.71 $18.29 -$0,58 

Ape 2007 $16.71 $16.33 $0.38 

Mac 2007 $16.01 $15.28 $0.73 

Feb 2007 $15.37 $14.45 $0.92 
-_._----------

Jao 2007 $14.00 $13.70 $0.30 
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Class 1 

Month Year 
Southern Quota 

Difference 
Caltfornia CWT 

$/CWT 

Calculation C B C-B J 
Dec 2006 $13.61 $13.50 $0.11 

No, 2006 $13.35 $13.31 $0.04 

Oct 2006 $13.85 $12.87 $0.98 

Sept 2006 $12.89 $12.80 $0.09 

A'9 2006 $12.30 $12.13 $0.17 

Ju!y 2006 $12.64 $11.71 $0.93 

June 2006 $12.62 $11.90 $0.72 

May 2006 $12.61 $11.90 $0.71 

Ape 2006 $12.80 $11.90 $0.90 

Mac 2006 $13.46 $12.19 $1.27 

Feb 2006 $14.74 $12.75 $1.99 

Jan 2006 $14.76 $13.91 $0.85 

Dec 2005 $15.26 $14.41 $0.85 

Nov 2005 $15.79 $14.35 $1.44 

Oct 2005 $15.83 $15.07 $0.76 

Sept 2005 $15.49 $15.26 $0.23 

A'9 2005 $16.11 $14.65 $1.46 

July 2005 $15.46 $14.99 $0.47 

June 2005 $15.03 $14.56 $0.47 

May 2005 $16.65 $14.60 $2.05 

Ape 2005 $16.02 $15.06 $0.96 

Mac 2005 $16.35 $14.98 $1.37 

Feb 2005 $15.49 $14.96 $0.53 

Jan 2005 $18.69 $15.50 $3.19 

Dec 2004 $16.38 $15.74 $0.64 

No, 2004 $15.93 $15.74 $0.19 

Oct 2004 $16.28 $14.81 $1.47 

Sept 2004 $15.92 $15.21 $0.71 

A'9 2004 $15.59 $14.74 $0.85 

July 2004 $18.63 $15.03 $3.60 

June 2004 $22.31 $17.46 $4.85 

May 2004 $21.53 $18.69 $2.84 

Ape 2004 $16.05 $18.23 -$2.18 

Mac 2004 $14.01 $15.44 -$1.43 
----

Feb 2004 $13.62 $13.32 $0.30 

Jan 2004 $14.15 $12.71 $1.44 

Dec 2003 $15.39 $13.09 $2.30 

Nov 2003 $16.48 $13.56 $2.92 

Oct 2003 $16.47 $14.45 $2.02 

Sept 2003 $16.41 $14.34 $2.07 

A'9 2003 $14.73 $13.96 $0.77 

July 2003 $12.03 $12.72 -$0.69 

June 2003 $12.06 $11.17 $0.89 

May 2003 $12.00 $11.05 $0.95 

Ape 2003 $11.91 $11.02 $0.89 

Mac 2003 $12.17 $10.93 $1.24 

Feb 2003 $12.27 $11.11 $1.16 

Jan 2003 $12.93 $11.40 $1.53 

Dec 2002 $12.60 $11.48 $1.12 

No, 2002 $13.47 $11.44 $2.03 

Oct 2002 $12.24 $11.84 $0.40 

Sept 2002 $12.60 $11.58 $1.02 

A'9 2002 $12.60 $11.48 $1.12 

July 2002 $12.79 $11.28 $1.51 

June 2002 $12.76 $11.60 $1.16 

May 2002 $13.30 $12.06 $1.24 

. __ ~£.r 2002 $13.54 $12.41 $1.13 
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Class 1 

Month Year 
Southern Quota 

Difference 
California eWT 

S/CWT 

Calculation C B C-B I 
Mar 2002 $13.54 $12.37 $1.17 

Feb 2002 $13.96 $12.53 $1.43 

Jan 2002 $13.78 $13.18 $0.60 

_D=ce:oc=-----c2:o00c-1'--- $13.88 
Nov 2001 $16.42 

$12.93 $0.95 

$13.67 __ $,,2:--7,,5,---
$14.71 $3.30 Oct 2001 $18.01 

Sept 2001 $17.38 $16.95 $0.43 

$16.70 $0.62 Aug 2001 $17.32 
---'J","'I,'----;2"0=0 ':--$0:1-7 .29 $16,35 $0.94 

June 2001 $16.94 $16.46 $0.48 

$15.70 _-;$=0-=49c-
$14.65 $0.79 

May 2001 $16.19 

Apr 2001 $15.44 

Mar 2001 $14.70 $13.88 $0.82 

Feb 2001 $14.07 $13.04 $1.03 

Jan 2001 $16.62 $12.73 $3.89 

Dec 2000 $14.86 $12.98 $1.88 

Nov 2000 $14.03 $12.69 $1.34 

Oct 2000 $14.11 $12.29 $1.82 ------------
Sept 2000 $14.10 $13.31 $0.79 

Aug 2000 

July 2000 

June 2000 

May 2000 

Apr 2000 

Mar 2000 

Feb 2000 

Jan 2000 

Dec 1999 

Nov 1999 

Oct 1999 

Sept 1999 

$14.20 

$14.77 

$13.99 

$13.77 

$13.25 

$11.88 

$11.96 

$12.19 

$13.97 

$19.75 

$19.75 

$14.88 

$13.02 

$13.00 

$12.78 

$12.24 

$12.06 

$11.73 

$11.65 

$11.75 

$12.16 

$13,81 

$14.55 

$15.32 

$1.18 

$1.77 

$1.21 

$1.53 

$1.19 

$0.15 

$0.31 

$0.44 

$1.81 

$5.94 

$5.20 

-$0.44 

.. __ ~.~"" 1999 $14.88 $16.14 -$1.26 
July 1999 $14.39 $14.40 -$0.01 

June 1999 $14.39 $13.85_--:::$0-;'--;'540-
May 1999 $14.24 $13.11 $1.13 

Apr 1999 $14.24 $13.26 $0.98 

Mar 1999 $20.05 $14.86 $5.19 

Feb 1999 $20.05 $14.90 $5.15 

Jan 1999 $19.42 $16.46 $2.96 

Dec 1998 $19.42 $17,64 $1.78 

Nov 1998 $17.85 $17.85 $0.00 

Oct 1998 $17.85 $18.64 -$0.79 

---,8",e"p:-' _-"9:o9"'B=---_$'"-',,6,,-,,,0'---_____ $17,.73 -$1 .63 
Aug 1998 $16.10 $16.84 -$0.74 

July 1998 $14.03 $15.53 -$1.50 

June 1998 $14.03 $15.05 -$1.02 

May 1998 $15.42 $13.91 $1.51 

Apr 1998 $15.42 $13.99 $1.43 

Mar 1998 $15.44 $14.19 $1.25 

Feb 1998 $15.44c---:::$-"4,,_6:c';----;$,,0-;_B,,3 _ 

_ ='Ja""'------:-'9,,9,,B=---_$,,'-;5,,-0,,9,--- $14.12 $0.97 
Dec 1997 $15.09 $14.54 $0.55 

Nov 1997 $14.70 $14.40 $0.30 
Oct 1997 ---C$;:'C;4~.7;;;OC---;;$:;-'4;-.2;;;2O--$;;OO-.4"B;-

Sept 1997 $12.77 $13.2c7 __ -,,$O:c-,,50=---
Aug 1997 $12.77 $13,56 -$0,79 

~y_~997 $13.51 $12.78 $0.73 
-~~~~-
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Class 1 

Month Year 
Southern Quota 

Difference 
California eWT 

$/CWT 

Calculation C B C-B I 
June 1997 $13.51 $12.64 $0.87 

May 1997 $14.59 $12.74 $1.85 

Apc 1997 $14.59 $13.30 $1.29 

Mac 1997 $14.59 $13.59 $1.00 

Feb 1997 $14.59 $13.49 $1.10 

Jao 1997 $18.06 $13.94 $4.12 

De, 1996 $18.06 $13.78 $4.28 

Nov 1996 $17.84 $14.42 $3.42 
0,( 1996 $17.84 $16.57 $1.27 

Sept 1996 $16.62 $16.76 -$0.14 

Acg 1996 $16.62 $16.49 $0.13 

July 1996 $15.22 $15.10 $0.12 

June 1996 $15.22 $14.67 $0.55 

May 1996 $15.00 $13.87 $1.13 

Apc 1996 $15.00 $13.29 $1.71 

Mac 1996 $15.48 $13.15 $2.33 

Feb 1996 $15.48 $13.21 $2.27 

Jao 1996 $15.33 $13.49 $1.84 

De, 1995 $15.33 $13.50 $1.83 

Nov 1995 $14.12 $13.62 $0.50 
0,( 1995 $14.12 $13.45 $0.67 

_ Sep~. 1995 $13.68 $12.93 $0.75 

Acg 1995 $13.68 $12.65 $1.03 

July 1995 $13.89 $12.42 $1.47 

June 1995 $13.89 $12.40 $1.49 

May 1995 $13.68 $12.05 $1.63 -----
Apc 1995 $13.68 $12.07 $1.61 

Mac 1995 $13.64 $12.34 $1.30 

Feb 1995 $13.64 $12.22 $1.42 

Jao 1995 $14.41 $12.25 $2.16 

Average: $1.40 

Source: CDFA 
(https: ffwww.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/prices_main.hlml) 
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" \ I / :r-:.cdta CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
~ L I, FOOD & AGRICULTURE 

_1'' ---= 

EXHIBIT 

~ __________ Koren Ross, Secretory .=.-- ~ 
j 171 

FA210 

141943 
ROCKVIEW DAIRIES INC 
PO BOX 668 
DOWNEY, CA 90241 

We have received transfer application(s) from one or more of your producers, upon 
approval of the Secretary, the transfer(s) will be made effective November 1, 2013. 

New Quota Holdings 

Cert 
Number Name 

23143 LAKESHORE DAIRY #1 (PO) 
33516 LAKESHORE DAIRY #2 
28940 SO FARMS 

P/BFAT P/QFAT P/QSNF 

*8ased upon above transaction(s} the following Quota andlor Overbase Certificate 
Number(s) will be DEACTIVATED: 

Cert 
Number 

Producer 
Name PIB FAT PIQ FAT PIB SNF PIa SNF 

FAMILY AND/OR BUSINESS TRANSACTIONS 
FROM: TO: 

CDFA M~k Pooling Branch • 1220 N Street • Sacramento, California 95814 
Telephone: 916.900.5012 • Fax: 916.900.534lJ • wwy!.cdfa.ca.9Ql! 
Email: pooling@cdfa.ca.gov 

Stateo"fCatifornia @_.'=" ~. 
Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor __ 

" 



cdfa 
.~. 

C A li FO RNI A DEP A RTME N T OF 
f OOD & AGR I CULTU RE 

DE GROOT PETE & JEAN 
DE GROOT EJ & KATHLEEN 
DBA: LAKESHORE DAIRY #1 
5520 W DELAWARE AVE 
VISALIA, CA 93291 

POOLING 
CERTIFICATE 

23143 

ALLOCATION OF 
PRODUCTION BASE AND POOL QUOTA 

Your dairy allocation of production base and pool quota pursuant to the Gonsalves 

Milk Pooling Act and the Pooling Plan for Fluid Milk, as amended, is: 

Fat 

Solids-Not-Fat 

Effective Date 

Don Shippelhoute 
Research Manager \I 
Milk Pooling Branch 

November 1, 2013 

KEEP THIS DOCUMENT IN A SAFE PLACE 
210-030 (Rev 2/01 ) 

CDFA MUk Pooling Branch 1220 N Street- Sacramento, Canfornla 958 14 
Telephone: 9 16.900.5012 • Fax: 916.900.5340 • wVIW.cdr~...&o'y 
EmaJ[: pooling@cdfa,ca.gov 

State of California 
Edmund G. Brown Jr., Gove rnor 

• 



" \ J / :r-:::cdfa CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
~ L~ FOOD & AGRICULTURE 

~ ,.~ Karen Ross, Secretory 

OCT -1 2012 

FA 210 

RockviewDairies Inc. 
PO Box 668 
Downey, CA 90241 

We have received transfer application(s) from one or more of your produoers, upon 
approval of the Secretary, the transfer(s) will be made effective October 1,2012. 

Certificate 
Number 

33516 

Name 

De Groot Pete Jean 
EJ & Kathleen 
DBA: Lakeshore Dairy 

Producer 
PIB FAT. 

FAMILY AND/OR BUSINESS TRANSACTIONS 
FROM: TO: 

CDFA Milk Pooling Branch • 1210 N Street • Sacramento, California 95814 
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My name is Ted DeGroot. I am the managing owner of Ponderosa 

Dairy in Amargosa Valley, Nevada, which is just seven miles from the 

California border. I have been involved in the operations of Ponderosa 

Dairy since its inception on April 1, 1994. The location was chosen for 

several reasons, including the fact that water was readily available, 

existing alfalfa farming made dairy farming suitable and the land was 

reasonably priced. We opened Ponderosa Dairy for the specific purpose 

of providing milk to our plant in Downey, California, approximately 280 

miles from the dairy. In evaluating the economics of developing 

Ponderosa Dairy, we made the decision to invest in the dairy assuming 

we would receive our plant blend price for milk sold into California, but 

knowing we sacrificed the ability to participate in the California quota 

program. 

When Ponderosa Dairy was established, California producers 

establishing dairies were eligible to purchase or otherwise obtain quota 

or obtain transportation subsidies. Out-of-state producers, such as 

Ponderosa Dairy, were not. Instead, out-of-state producers were 

permitted to receive the plant blend for their milk (the average class 

price based on the plant's utilization). The plant blend has been 

important to Ponderosa Dairy to essentially compensate it for not being 

able to own quota or obtain the benefit oftransportation subsidies. 

Several years after Ponderosa Dairy was started, CDF A and the 

dairy farmers supported a California Food & Agriculture Code 
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regulation that required California processors to account to the pool for 

their purchases of out-of-state milk based on the utilization of that milk. 

The quota and overbase pool prices are paid to California raw milk 

producers with revenue generated from the pool. Prior to the 

introduction of the new regulation, quota and overbase prices were 

calculated after the out-of-state milk had been subtracted from the pool. 

The effect of this change was that quota and overbase prices increased, 

but the price to out-of-state producers was decreased by the pro rata 

reduction caused by the payments made first to quota and transportation 

from the pool. 

Along with other out-of-state producers, we filed a lawsuit 

challenging the legality of such disparate treatment of out-of-state 

producers. Many in this room are intimately familiar with the litigation 

known as the Hillside Dairy case, after the first named plaintiff in that 

lawsuit. After years of litigation, Ponderosa Dairy prevailed in the U.S. 

Supreme Court. We prevailed because the CDFA action treated out-of

state producers differently: our out-of-state milk was at a price 

disadvantage because we were forced to pay into the California quota 

pool, but we were precluded from receiving any benefits of the pool. 

We participated in this litigation to ensure equal treatment for producers 

outside of California and to protect our out-of-state production. 

The Cooperative's proposal attempts to do the same thing that was 

disallowed by the Supreme Court in Hillside Dairy: pay out-of-state 
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milk producers the non-quota blend price, after the pool deducts quota 

premium payments and all transportation allowance. But out-of-state 

milk is not permitted to participate in the quota or transportation 

benefits. We would contribute our producer milk to a pool that pays out 

benefits to which we cannot participate. And the only justification for 

this treatment is that we are seven miles beyond the California state line. 

As I understand it, most federal orders are not drawn on state lines; 

they are drawn to accommodate the dairy farms and plants: that need the 

milk in a larger geographic region. The proposed order would further 

facilitate the discrimination of dairies simply because they are located 

outside of California. If a federal order were implemented, it could 

encompass our farm in Nevada and allow our farm to receive 

transportation allowances (similar to the Dairy Institute's proposal on 

this point) and other benefits of a federal order in California. It could 

also exclude from the pool the volume coming from outside the state to 

protect those who cannot participate in the quota program. 

If a federal order is adopted in California without incorporating 

Proposal 4, Ponderosa Dairy's milk would be punished so drastically 

that it could not travel across state lines. This leaves Ponderosa Dairy 

with few choices to market its milk. And there is little downside to 

preserving the treatment of our out-of-state milk as it is treated now

allowing us to collect plant blend payments rather than forcing us to take 

a lower overbase price. The USDA concluded that, as measured against 
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base, adopting Proposal 4 would not have much, if any, impact on the 

parties as measured against baseline. There would not be a huge influx 

of out-of-state producers because there are still logistical issues with 

shipping out-of-state milk to California from Nevada (i.e., mountains). 

Another deterrent is that out-of-state milk cannot be used to produce any 

products branded with the "Real California" seal that is used for 

consumer products in California. Attaelted as Exhibit _ i~ a li~t {'Jf 

plants eligible te use the Real Califomift 3elt1. 

Our J3{;r;t'does not have a lot of choices outside of shipping to 

California. The logical choice is one or both of the two fluid plants in 

Clark County, Nevada: Dean Foods and Anderson Dairy. However, 

several years ago, Clark County was allowed to be exempt or excluded 

from the federal order pricing. The Nevada State Dairy Commission sets 

the minimum prices those two fluid plants pay Nevada dairy farms. 

Currently they buy all their milk from either Utah or California farmers 

at a price that is cheaper than a Nevada dairy farmer can sell it to them 

under the Nevada State Dairy Commission statutes. And even though 

Ponderosa Dairy is the most local milk to Las Vegas, Ponderosa Dairy 

has a built-in disadvantage. 

There has been testimony that out-of-state milk has caused 

"disruption" in the California market. I do not believe that the 

California market has been "disrupted" or that out-of-state milk 

competes with in-state milk, as some have claimed in their testimony. 
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As an example, many products are labeled with the Real California milk 

and cheese seals, making those products more attractive to California 

consumers. Milk from out-of-state dairies cannot be used to produce 

products with those seals. Also, the plant blend that Ponderosa Dairy 

receives is less than the Class I price. 

If or when a federal order is adopted, it is our sincere hope that 

consideration will be made for equal treatment of our milk, which has 

supplied the Southern California market for over 20 years. Ponderosa 

Dairy would not be opposed to being regulated under a California 

federal order, if payment under the federal order traditional payment 

pool allows it to receive plant blend payments. In our view, any 

California federal order that requires out-of-state dairies to pay into the 

quota pool, from which it obtains no benefit, improperly discriminates 

against out-of-state dairies. 

Thank you again for taking the time to listen to my testimony. 
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EXHIBIT 

My nanw i~ Walt@f E. Whitcomb, I!jm t~stifYill~ illlny official .. ",pacity as the Commissioner 

of the Department of i\gricliltilf~, CQ!l§ervlltioll <lnq Forestry for the St!'ltc of Maine. I also 

s()rve a~ the Chllir of the Nort.h\lij~t i\s~(i~jati\ll] 9f Stll,te Pepa.r!l)1ent~ (If Alp-icv1t,U"e, whiej1 

includes Pern1sylvania, New York, New Jer~eY, Dc\aw!\l"I" and til\; siJ.; New Engl~lld states. 

The State of Maine !'Ind the Stat~ agency that [ [laW i1S a responsibility <!fe very involved with 

dairy policy, partin!l&rly, as it imp!l,c\s thl;: prOdl!cQfS in the prl"OQminately Class J markets in 

Maine and New England. 

J am also testifying 'IS 1\ f<lrrJwl"- My c;ia'!j;li1tiffS l!Hving rct llr/wd to th\i falllily farm following 

thllir st\)dleS at (:ornclJ are, at least, the tifU} gcns:ra!jon to farm th~ land and milk cows ill op, 

town of WaldO, MaiQIl, J am al~o t!~~titylli~ a~ it t~nner greatly \lonG~rn~d abou.t my 

dapghtel'~' c<1pabiliiy to kc~p tn(; !ilrm thf;¥ QW ;J.OW OPI'l!"llti!lg. My fa!1lily ' s multi. 

generational experi'~mGe is repr<:lslintMive ()j' f<lmilies th?t continllC to rnakl': investments in 

dairy farming <!cro~s New f~ngl!\nd and (lw North\l!)"t, 

My testimony aJ~o r~flects my jO'y~~f ;;Ap\lri@Il~\l, bpth GIS II ij:;l'!l1er i.md as CO.lTlm issiQn~r, 

working to promote fU1 allwnctrn<:!1t tt) thy f\ld(;raJ Ordtll' sy&tem'~ Cli'\ss 1lI pricing series. This 

effort was started in 2006 by OUr S!at~ )s Producllf gNl)P, the Maine Dairy Inclusn-y 

Association, which is similar tt) both (he KI'lf!iill;l<y Dairy Developmej1t Council anQ Georgia 

Milk, which you heard about Ytlsttl!'d~y , At that time I was a Board Member and the 

designated point perSOn for the \'!ffo!'\. As part of this effort, we formally proposed an 

alternative Class III pricing ~ed\lS, testit1ed in favor of this proposal during the 

Department's Make AlIowllllce htj/lring, in 2007, and conthwed to ,\g!;ressively pl(fSUe our 

prOpOS\i9 change right up tbroygh thl;) 2014 1"<11'111 Bill. Thi~ eXp!;:rience tallght me 11 !lumber of 

Ie.ssons, including iust how hard H i~ (0 nlllK!? n.i#~\l?d !Jlw.ngt?s to f\ld\lf@! Orde.rs, 
~ . . . 



I support the inclu~.ion of Californi;t in (hil fllQera l order syst\l!I\, but only jf sw;hincll!sion can 

be achieved without ,my detri(l1entlll imp,lot 011 the Northeilst dairy ind\lstry, As <l policy 

maker, I support this effort by the three CpoPtlHttives to join thc federal Order system. Federal 

dairy policy should be greatly strengthened by bavinfi; California dairy an integral part of the 

federal system, subject to uniform regulatory provisions, rather than operating on its own 

regulatory island. In particular, the in.elusion of California wO\lld make it easier for the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture (the "Department") to proceed without further delay and hold a 

hearing to rationalize the CI<lsS III pricil1g seri<l3, Further, as a d<liry farmer, I certainly 

understand the ne;ld fur produGers to oht,lil1 mOrC orderly marketing i;onditions and improved 

producer prices. 

However, I <1111 herll testifying becau~e of th~ potl1ntial l}e~ative irnpact the Department's 

preliminary analysis indicates the ~o()per/ltiv\l propos1\l, as well as the Institute's, will have on 

the Northe<lst Q<li1')' industry, The Pepartment's analysis inQicalt';s both proposals will lower 

prod~!cer price~ in th.e Northeast. The amount of thiS reduction is predicted to be relatively 

small, but so are dairy proD! margins most years, Caliti.))'nia prodllcers should understand that 

no dairy farmers sho,lld be asked, nOr can thllY afford, to absorb even a minimal reduction if a 

reduction may be <!voided. 

I appreciate that the D~partment h~s IncJ\lded an/liysjs of the proposals' impact on regions 

outside of California !IS part of the h!;:<trinl;l n,<<;;ord. As it weighs the many nationwide impacts, 

the Dep<ll'lment must <lCoollnt fOr this j;lvidencl> as /In essential consideration in deciding 

wh.ether to promulgate the California Qrder a~ proposed. Th~ f)~part!Uent should only 

est<lblish. the On.1er if it I)om;ludes the prc!imio<IYY evidence hl\s bel'ln overcome and 

detcrmine~ that (he Orcl\'lr will not redu>:e prOdUCGf pay priG~s in other regions. If it C<\llnot be 

so determined, tlwn the pepartm;;:nt ~h9ul\:l !lot prolUtllgi;\tl; thtl Order. . ~ - . 

As indicated at rhe Olltset, the first ba~is fbI' my testimony is to oJ'ficia)ly represent the . . 

interests of th.e State of Maine. My (es\ilJ1()11Y in tbjs ~§q tion is primarily intended to express 

conCern tbr the pot\lntiaUy adv!.1fse impa9t the propos~d Order wOllld have on dairy farm 



interests in my state and the state's support programs that serve to maintain Maine dairy farm 

pay prices at a marginally sustainable level. The public policy importance of the presence of 

local milk production in all re~ions Cif t1w qountry should, I hope, be a given in all of this 

discussion. 

Th(:rc are other states in the east and sPlIth that, b§ca\ls\l of the federal price yolatility, also try 

to stabilize local prodllcer prices. In (lur slate these pl'ognlllls afe a litcline for modem Maine 

family fanns that now operate;: Sl,lbjflCt to an incrllasil1gly <!nresPQn~ive fcd!)ral Pricing policy 

and in an almost completl;)ly consolidated mark;:ting eovir(lnment, neither of which provides 

the consistent cash flows required for sustainable oper;;tion. These are fanners who have 

traditionally lived with sel1~d i scipline, adjllsting to meet local market demands. 

Despite my concerns, I hope the Department will find that the evidence will in the end support 

adoption of a Cal ifornia Order. My t~sli111ony a~ Commissioner serves further to propose 

50111e provisioll~ the Qepartrnent ClUJ [like to Il,llow the Order to be 1110re easily amended than 

has recently prov~l1 pos~ibie for \.ll\iatin~ f~derl;! l Qrdql's, Thi~ testimony draws from the 

recent conccrt~d effort;> with l]ly fellow Norll)il<!sl {~pll1m is~iQn\lrs, ill II regipn that inch,ldes 

Pennsylvania and N"w York as well as smaller milk production states, to make the federal 

Order amendment process more dynamic in response to our now more dynamic dairy 

marketplace. The Depmll11l)ll\ has held only two hearings sinGe the conlprehe!)sive federal 

Order reform occurred mortl tlWJl 15 years allo, IlVIl!j though Secretary Vi lsacl'\'s review 

committee strongly highlighted Hw ne!.;d for oorrfJ~tiv~ change to the basic (jass IIJ cheese 

price. It is Calise for concern that the Depal'tn1!lnt might prov\) tlql.lally unable [0 amend the 

California Order over time, given that thi~ new Order will introduce more than 20% of the 

nation's miik supply into the federal syst~rn. 

As noted ilt the beginning, my testimony is further derived from my family's mutli

generational experience in dairy farlllin.g. The family's d~iry farm is the basis of both my 

personal testimony and the background tor the broader, public interest-based discussion. 
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Like most New En~land farms \!p to the World Wrw II era, my grandparents operated a 

diversitied, mUlti-purpose farm. The fann had other animals beside cows, and my grandfather 

worked his team in the woods, sold butter and produce that went on the boat to Boston's 

Faneuil Hall and sold small amowlt~ <If gravel d\!ring the Depression for local road building. 

This form of farming provided a W(ly ()f life thilt WaS not nearly as dependent on money, or 

"cash flow", to be sustainable. Family members (lTld neighbors provided a "labor force" not 

requiring much cash for wages and benefits. Family and neighbors worked together to enable 

the farm to operate without reliance on the roost l)1odcl."n. machinery and all the accompanying 

operating expenses. 

As occurred everywhere else, accwnulated technological and productivity changes, 

accelerating in. the 1950s, significantly alten;:d the long-standing working equation on our 

fal111 and all around us. This tal\) of cement floors, bull<; tanks, manure pits and milking 

parlors has been often told. With the assQci(!ted incr~ased demand [or capital prompted by 

these changes, decisiop-making 9n the farm more and 1110re became depend.ent on the price of 

milk. Farmers who chose to remain in production had to find a return from the milk price 

sufficient to cover their increased ortpital \lOSts for the improvements in their dairying 

operation and improvements in the quality of the resulting COnS\ll11er products. This greater 

reliance on the milk price as a source of stable income for the farm has accompanied the dairy 

specialization trend as n(Osl of us have f!. l'own ti'om smaller multi.purpose farming. 

In OUf Pitrticular case, my father and mother l'ilsponded to this gr(ji:\ter cash now need by 

developing Ouf dairy farm to indude the ~al iJ of hl'litldiug stoc;k as well as a milking operation. 

This combl.!latiop allowed the futl)l to oj]\:ratll profitably iwd over time reduce the need to 

borrow capital for land and bllildings. As J look over managing tht: farm, my parents equity 

investment had been paid down to the point when'l SOtUt: hu:;iness owners could have realized 

retiremen.t. As a note of cauti (lll, please don't sugl,\;lS! to my Mother, now we ll over 90 years 

old, that she is really retired. 

Until my current re-entry into this public poUcy work, I had been able to operate the farm and 

make necessary improvements, but could see the constant uptick of annual operating 
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expenses. The farm's stability and profitability has largely been the result of continuing the 

combined dairy and breeding cattle sales operation. Our particular form of specialization was 

a workable response to the changes in the dairy m!\rketplace over the life of our farm. 

As Commissioner, I can confidently represent that, across the industry, Maine' s dairy farmers 

have similarly adapted and improvi st;ld. Structured around the in-state, high-valued fluid 

demands, ours has been a long-time, stable and self-supporting industry. AJihough many 

know Maine for our unique blueberries, potatoes, or maybe lobsters, dairying has the first or 

second largest fann gate value in Maine's diverse agricu ltural economy. 

While I am proud of our ability to evolve and adapt, I am increasingly concerned tor my 

farm's future , and for all our dairy farms across the state and the region. Well known to 

everyone here, there is a persistent, cfu·onic discrepancy between cost of production and the 

combined federall y regulated minimum and market-based over-order pay prices. With dairy 

farming now so cash flow dependent, this recurring discrepancy has for too long now required 

my family, and my neighbors, to perpetually contront inculTing more operating debt or 

dissipating our property's equity to cash now our operations. 

Following expiration of the Northeast Dairy Compact, largely at the initiative of Maine Dairy 

Industry Association, the State of Maine adopted two programs to respond to the increasing 

threat this distress poses for oW" local milk supply. These two programs operate to boost 

Maine dairy farm pay prices <md cash flows to a short-run, break even, sustainable, albeit 

minimal level. Maine farms receive a pooled, over-order price payment through operation of 

the Maine Milk Commission and a variable market driven subsidy payment from the state 

general fund through the state 's "Tier Program". In combination, these payments have for a 

decade enabled Maine dairy farm pay prices to approach break even levels 

For purposes of brevity, I will note (hat intorn1ation on these state progran1s can be easily 

accessed on the State of Maine public record to provide greater description. Given its 

significance for this hearing, I will summarize and highlight the c>peration and outcome of the 

Tier Program. 
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Since 2012, the State' s "Tier Program" has paid out $15.5 million in direct support payments 

to Maine's 300 dairy farmers, covering about 600 million pounds of milk production, 

annually. Last year, alone, the State paid $10.6 million. These payment levels may not seem 

like much here in California, given that our production is so miniscule compared to the 

volume of production in California. For comparison, California would have had to pay its 

producers, since 2012, over $1 billion to approach the level of support provided by the Maine 

state government for its dairy industry. From this perspective, the fiscal and political 

challenges may be better understood. The total size of Northeast milk production could not 
-

be viewed as a marketing threat to California. However, the positive benefits of local dairy in 

my region and every other are immeasurable. 

Most significantly, the two Mlline support programs have had their impact. I certainly don't 

wish to dwell on the misery of my neighbors. But if one compares the attrition of dairy farms 

and milk production across New England and the Northeast, one will see that the attrition rate 

is substantially less in Maine than in the region's other states. 

Maine's dairy industry has no capabil ity to abs()rb any long-tenn reduction from a new source 

in market derived producer pay prices. The state's dairy aid programs are under severe 

budget stress just to respond to the negative conditions created by the combined circumstance 

of inadequate federal Order minimum and market-based over-order pricing. The level of 

supplemental support currently provided is only break even. Any reduction in pay prices 

from another source will threaten the viability of our programs and hence the sustainability of 

our industry. And we are not unique as a state. 

As indicated at the outset, I do hope that the evidence presented at the hearing will 

demonstrate that a Cali fornia Order may be crafted that does not adversely harm other regions 

of the country in this manner. If so, I suppo11 its promulgation. If, however, the evidence is 

not convincing on this key point, the Department should conclude that such a California Order 

is contrary to the greater interest of the rest of the industry's producers, and reject it. 
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With the hope that u Caliiornia Ordcr may be adopt~d, T provide soml': brief additional 

thoughts to encourage the new Order be crafted to enable il~ amendment in a more timely 

/1lanner. The amen.dment process for the California Order must be more responsive than the 

present federal Order anlendment process, to ensure it may account for the substantial 

regional and natiOllill market changes tll,,\ witl inevitably occur with the new inclusion in the 

federal Order ~ystclll or Over ZO% uftlll) nation 's milk supply. 

Based on my combined experience with the formal federal hearing process and the Maine 

Milk COtmnission's more informal but tlexible hearing process, I believe the Department 

could establish conditions allowing for the ()rder'~ adjustment by informal rulemaking. 

ClearJy the Department is bound by the law's requirement of a producer referendwll . The 

referendum approval proces~, however, may itself be used to approve the conditioJ.ls, and 

thereby allow for marc flexibl () l'ulemaking. 

Once the California Order is adopted, the ])ep!lrtll1ent should also aggressively employ 

informal notice and comment rulemaking to respo\1d to its impacts on the other federal 

Orders. Notice and comment ru!emaking would provide a regulatory dialog that is more 

formal than a simple discussion between industry and Department representatives but far less 

rigid than the fonnal, contested cllse l'ulemakiJlg proce~s. This revised form of rulemaking 

would enable producers more immj':diat~ly and effectively to raise issues of concern and to 

begin to develop with the DcpilrlmeJ;t a fomlal record that CQuid be used to initiate the more 

formal rulemaking procedure, If the proc",~~ reveals such <l hearing is needed. 

It does not serve the public or dairy interest~ for the USDA. pearing process to take years to 

advance. The Departll)enl needs to respond to situations lik.e the vo latility in Class II! pricing 

that has caused so much damage to our industry, The Department should take care to craft the 

California Order to enable it to be @lnended in a more dY]lamic fashion, in response to the 

profound changes that will inevitably rs:sult from imposition of the Calitornia Order. 

This concludes my t\!stimollY, 'l'hank ytHi t\;r your con,.icll)ration. 
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The Value of Regulating Interstate Transactions 

We noted in our earlier testimony that one of the reasons the Cooperatives initiated this 

proposal was to regulate all milk that competes in the marketing area including interstate 

transactions. Since January 2009, data published by the California Department of Food and 

Agriculture (CDFA) indicate an average of 54.5 million pounds of milk per month came from 

farms located outside of the proposed marketing area and were marketed to processing plants 

located inside the proposed Order boundaries. The same data series indicates that an average of 

36 million pounds of milk per month is produced inside the marketing area and sold to plants 

located outside the marketing area. Including these volumes in the pool will increase the blend 

prices by an average of 4 cents per hundredweight per month. 

A California Federal Milk Marketing Order (FMMO) will enable this milk to be fully 

pooled. Currently these milk movements escape regulation because the State cannot regulate 

interstate commerce. Milk delivered to § 1051. 7( a) or (b) plants, whether the plants are located 

inside or outside the marketing area, will be fully pooled. 

A. Milk Originating Outside the Market and Delivered to Processors Located Inside 
the Market 

Exhibit 61 - CDFA Table Z details the data for milk originating outside the state and 

delivered to handlers inside the state. This data is reported by the receiving processors and is 

neither priced nor pooled by the California State Order (CSO). Monthly data is available on the 

total pounds received and the usage by classification. Regulating this milk in a California 

FMMO would have resulted in an average blend price improvement of 2.9 cents per 

hundredweight for the period January 2009-July 2015. 
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Cooperatives Table 9.A. (4 pages) "Added Pool Value With Milk Produced Out of 

State and Marketed in California Included in the Proposed FMMO Pool" shows the 

monthly calculations we made for the period January 2009 - July 2015. 

!. Columns C - 0 are the result of multiplying the pounds by class as reported by CDFA, by 

the respective FMMO class prices that we determined would apply for each month as noted 

in Exhibit 64 Table 5.A. Since we do not have exact pounds delivered to specific plant 

locations, we used the weighted average differential of $1. 92 per hundredweight calculated in 

earlier testimony for the Class 1 po1iion of this estimate. 

2. The total sum of additional dollars accruing to the pool is posted in Column P. 

3. The monthly FMMO blend price we computed in Exhibit 64 Table 5.C multiplied by 

the existing total CDF A pool pounds yields the total dollars available in the FMMO pool 

without the "Outside" milk included and is shown in Column S. 

4. Adding the additional dollars gained (Column P) to the existing pool dollars 

(Column S) and dividing by the existing pool pounds plus the new pounds resulting from 

adding the new milk to the pool (Column U) yields a new estimated blend price 

(Column V). 

5. The difference gained from pooling the new volumes is shown in Column W. 

For the 79 months shown, the average increase is 2.9 cents per hundredweight. The smallest 

increase was three tenths of a cent and the largest 10.8 cents. The average monthly increase 

in pool revenue was $10,213,208. 
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B. Milk Originating Inside the Market and Delivered to Processors Located Outside 
the Market 

Additionally, an estimate can be made of the impact of milk produced inside the state and 

marketed to a plant located outside the state, which is expected to be pooled. Two additional 

assumptions are made for this calculation since the available data is not as complete. 

The pounds are available because of data from the producer promotion check-off 

program. However, because the use classification is not needed for that payment, it is not 

available. We chose to use the same classification that is available for the milk from outside the 

state delivered to plants located in the state. This data is shown in Table 9.B. (3 pages), 

"Classification Percentage of Milk Produced Out of the State and Marketed in California". 

The destinations of the milk shipments are generally the distributing plants owned by 

Dean Foods in Las Vegas, NV and the GH Processing and/or the Sarah Farms plants in Yuma, 

AZ. We have little knowledge of other destinations but acknowledge that there may be some. 

We expect that the Las Vegas plant will not be fully regulated in a California FMMO but one of 

the Yuma plants will be fully regulated. So, absent any significant additional information we 

treated the pounds as shipped equally to the two locations, and to estimate shipments to the 

Arizona location only, the total volume was reduced by 50%. 

Cooperatives Table 9.C. (4 pages) "Added Pool Value With Milk Produced In the 

State and Marketed Out of California Included In the Proposed FMMO Pool" details our 

estimates. The process follows the same pattern as done for the calculation of milk delivered 

from farms located outside the state to processors located inside the state with the following 

adjustments. The Class I differential in Yuma, Arizona of $2.10 was used to calculate the added 

value of milk used in Class I. A California FMMO would result in an average blend price 

4 



improvement of I. I cents per hundredweight. The smallest increase was two tenths of a cent and 

the largest 3.6 cents. The average monthly increase in pool revenue was $3,429,333. 

The promulgation of a California FMMO results in a more orderly market. The CSO 

cannot regulate these interstate transactions. Currently, the out of state producers delivering to 

California plants are able to extract a higher plant blend price than in-state producers serving the 

same market. Additionally, the costs of serving and balancing the market are shifted to the in

state producers who are regulated by the state order. Similarly, processors who receive these 

milk supplies are able to pay lower prices than their competitors. Otherwise, there would be no 

incentive to purchase the supplies. Likewise, the milk supplied to an out of state plant with the 

majority of its sales in California that is not currently in the California pool will become part of 

the California pool. The creation of an FMMO will bring all these transactions into the pool, 

adding an estimated average of 4 cents per hundredweight to the blend price. 
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Cooperatives Table 9.A. J 
Added Pool Value With Milk Produced Out of State and Marketed In California Included In the Proposed FMMO Pool 

A B c D E F G H I J K L M N 0 p Q R s T u v w l 
Exhibit 64 Table 

S.CColumn I 

Exhibit64 Exhibit 64 Top Une 

CDFA #61 Tables.A CDFA #61 Table 5.A CDFA #61 Table Exhibit 64 Table CDFA #61 Table Exhibit 64 Table Estimated FMO CDFA #61 Table 

CDFA #61 Table Z Table z ColumnD (D/100) • E Table Z Column H (G/100) • H z 5.AColumnO (J/100) • K z S.AColumnQ (M/100) • N F+l+ L+O Blend D (R/100) • Q P + S R+C TI (U/100) V - Q 

Volume of Monthly Pounds 0 Class I Price New Value Pounds Cll Oass II Price New Value Pounds Clll Class Ill Price New Value Pounds CIV Class IV Price New Value Total Computed Existing Computed New New Computed Difference 

Protiuctlon New Value FMMO Blend CSO Pool FMMO Blend FMMO Pool FMMO New FMMO Blend New FMMO Blend 

Year Date Entering Price Pounds Total Dollars Value Pool Pounds Price Price 

2009 1/1/2009 67,2S7,334 56,713,869 $ 17.66 $ 10,015,669 6,178,474 $ 10.41 $ 643,179 1,754,929 $ 10.78 $ 189,181 2,610,062 $ 9.59 $ 250,305 $ 11,098,335 s 11.29 3,185,788,199 $ 359,547,992 $ 370,646,327 3,253,045,533 $ 11.39 $ 0.108 

2009 2/1/2009 64,832,627 56,239,253 s 12.64 s 7,108,642 5,041,738 s 10.25 $ 516,778 1,435,827 $ 9.31 $ 133,675 2,115,809 $ 9.45 $ 199,944 $ 7,959,039 $ 9.94 2,896,116,750 $ 287,886,690 $ 295,845,729 2,960,949,377 $ 9.99 $ 0.051 

2009 3/1/2009 74,411,167 64,806,798 $ ll.35 s 7,355,572 5,690,277 $ 10.36 s 589,513 1,825,420 $ 10.44 $ 190,574 2,088,672 $ 9 .64 $ 201,348 s 8,337,006 s 10.28 3,232,973,051 $ 332,244,526 s 340,581,532 3,307,384,218 $ 10.30 $ 0.021 

2009 4/1/2009 64,055,849 55,78 9,250 s 12.28 s 6,850,920 5,434,168 $ 10.49 $ 570,044 l,138,766 $ 10.78 $ 122,759 1,693,665 $ 9.82 $ 166,318 $ 7,710,041 $ 10.63 3,165,271,579 $ 336,421,111 $ 344,131,152 3,229,327,428 $ 10.66 $ 0.028 

2009 5/1/2009 65,297,510 57,230,633 $ 12.89 $ 7,377,029 4,714,179 s 10.71 $ 504,889 1,710,823 s 9.84 $ 168,345 1,641,875 s 10.14 $ 166,486 $ 8,216,748 s 10.48 3,240,437,458 $ 339,530,315 $ 347,747,063 3,305,734,968 s 10.52 s 0.042 

2009 6/1/2009 67,172,535 59,240,687 s 12.00 $ 7,108,882 4,458,157 $ 10.79 $ 481,035 1,603,075 $ 9.97 $ 159,827 l ,870,616 s 10.22 $ 191,177 $ 7,940,921 $ 10.44 3,023,658,215 $ 315,773,992 $ 323,714,913 3,090,830,750 $ 10.47 $ 0.030 

2009 7/1/2009 64,118,534 54,926,598 $ 12.18 $ 6,690,060 5,755,198 $ 10.87 $ 625,590 1,963,731 $ 9.97 $ 195,784 1,473,007 $ 10.15 s 149,510 s 7,660,944 $ 10.46 2,985,848,167 $ 312,375,554 $ 320,036,497 3,049,966,701 $ 10.49 $ 0.031 

2009 8/1/2009 61,793,170 53,385,072 $ 11.96 $ 6,384,855 4,624,409 $ 10.86 $ 502,211 2,138,989 $ 11.20 s 239,567 1,644,700 $ 10.38 $ 170,720 $ 7,297,352 $ 11.02 2,983,939,675 $ 328,692,414 $ 335,989,766 3,045,732,845 $ 11.03 $ O.Dl6 

2009 9/1/2009 59,963,159 50,070,918 $ 12.85 $ 6,434,113 4,996,878 $ 11.Dl $ 550,156 2,871,431 $ 12.11 $ 347,730 2,023,932 $ 11.15 $ 225,668 $ 7,557,668 $ 11.83 2,820,771,945 $ 333,568,130 $ 341,125,798 2,880,735,104 $ 11.84 $ 0.016 

2009 10/1/2009 59,942,741 50,508,642 $ 14.27 $ 7,207,583 4,646,968 $ 11.93 $ 554,383 2,918,277 $ 12.82 $ 374,123 1,868,854 $ 11.86 $ 221,646 s 8,357,736 $ 12.66 2,950,019,796 $ 373,380,790 $ 381,738,526 3,009,962,537 $ 12.68 $ 0.026 

2009 11/1/2009 54,008,925 45,702,439 $ 14.78 $ 6,754,820 3,314,815 $ 13.24 $ 438,882 2,752,897 $ 14.08 $ 387,608 2,238,774 $ 13.25 $ 296,638 $ 7,877,947 s 13.83 2,886,548,239 $ 399,231,761 $ 407,109,709 2,940,557,164 $ 13.84 $ 0.014 

2009 12/1/2009 53,975,665 44,550,383 $ 15.91 $ 7,087,966 4,899,157 $ 14.25 $ 698,130 3,084,327 $ 14.98 $ 462,032 1,441,798 $ 15.01 $ 216,414 $ 8,464,542 $ 15.08 3,031,220,901 $ 457,076,163 $ 465,540,705 3,085,196,566 $ 15.09 $ 0.011 

2010 1/1/2010 51,449,394 43,453,666 $ 16.95 $ 7,365,396 4,310,808 $ 15.22 $ 656,105 1,260,657 $ 14.50 $ 182,795 2,424,263 $ 13.85 $ 335,760 $ 8,540,057 $ 14.68 3,088,823,230 $ 453,542,417 $ 462,082,474 3,140,272,624 $ 14.71 $ 0.031 

2010 2/1/2010 45,403,412 38,965,283 $ 16.76 $ 6,530,581 2,868,771 $ 15.65 $ 448,963 1,362,438 $ 14.28 $ 194,556 2,206,920 $ 12.90 $ 284,693 $ 7,458,793 $ 14.25 2,827,588,207 $ 402,883,590 $ 410,342,383 2,872,991,619 $ 14.28 $ 0.034 

2010 3/1/ 2010 51,641,803 47,340,394 $ 16.26 $ 7,697,548 2,256,744 $ 14.46 $ 326,325 1,469,134 $ 12.78 $ 187,755 575,531 $ 12.92 $ 74,359 $ 8,285,987 $ 13.52 3,187,716,702 $ 430,929,952 $ 439,215,939 3,239,358,505 $ 13.56 $ 0.040 

2010 4/1/2010 51,159,648 46,725,850 $ 15.14 $ 7,074,294 2,497,101 $ 13.78 $ 344,101 828,235 $ 12.92 $ 107,008 1,108,462 $ 13.73 $ 152,192 $ 7,677,594 $ 13.63 3,147,220,623 $ 428,990,562 $ 436,668,156 3,198,380,271 $ 13.65 $ 0.022 

2010 5/1/2010 55,343,979 50,752,731 $ 15.72 $ 7,978,329 2,490,050 $ 14.90 $ 371,017 627,749 $ 13.38 $ 83,993 1,473,449 $ 15.29 $ 225,290 $ 8,658,630 $ 14.56 3,246,132,950 $ 472,758,201 $ 481,416,831 3,301,476,929 $ 14.58 $ 0.018 

2010 6/1/2010 54,245,171 49,790,990 $ 17.20 $ 8,564,050 2,379,231 $ 16.01 $ 380,915 677,733 $ 13.62 $ 92,307 1,397,217 $ 15.45 $ 215,870 $ 9,253,142 $ 15.01 3,111,048,789 $ 467,020,512 $ 476, 273,654 3,165,293,960 $ 15.05 $ 0.035 

2010 7/1/2010 56,978,682 50,981,213 $ 17.58 $ 8,962,497 2,972,582 $ 17.10 $ 508,312 624,355 $ 13.74 $ 85,786 2,400,532 $ 15.75 $ 378,084 $ 9,934,679 $ 15.28 3,116,549,437 $ 476,327,089 $ 486,261, 768 3,173,528,119 $ 15.32 $ 0.039 

2010 8/1/2010 53,726,739 47,573,357 $ 17.69 $ 8,415,727 3,988,180 $ 16.98 $ 677,193 928,185 $ 15.18 $ 140,898 1,237,017 $ 15.61 $ 193,098 $ 9,426,917 $ 15.88 3,119,948,369 $ 495,464,649 $ 504,891,565 3,173,675,108 $ 15.91 $ 0.028 

2010 9/1/2010 50,399,310 46,069,060 $ 17.42 $ 8,025,230 2,309,109 $ 17.60 $ 406,403 853,249 $ 16.26 $ 138,738 1,167,892 $ 16.76 $ 195,739 $ 8,766,110 $ 16.73 3,018,207,823 $ 505,004,420 $ 513,770,531 3,068,607,133 $ 16.74 $ 0.011 

2010 10/1/2010 54,099,915 46,174,559 $ 18.SO $ 8,542,293 4,708,044 $ 17.57 $ 827,203 2,581,133 $ 16.94 $ 437,244 636,179 $ 17.15 $ 109,105 $ 9,915,845 $ 17.31 3,059,242,820 $ 529,540,584 $ 539,456,430 3,113,342,735 $ 17.33 $ 0.018 

2010 11/1/2010 53,852,304 47,085,948 $ 19.16 $ 9,021,668 4,414,660 $ 17.21 $ 759,763 1,476,030 $ 15.44 $ 227,899 875.666 $ 16.68 $ 146,061 $ 10,155,391 $ 16.58 2,995,527,263 $ 496,647,482 $ 506,802,873 3,049,379,567 $ 16.62 $ 0.040 

2010 12/1/2010 55,655,561 48,240,102 $ 18.88 $ 9,107,731 4,891,595 $ 15.77 $ 771,405 1,201,955 $ 13.83 $ 166,230 1,321,909 $ 15.03 $ 198,683 $ 10,244,049 $ 15.17 3,088,878,890 $ 468,652,026 $ 478,896,075 3,144,534,451 $ 15.23 $ 0.057 



Cooperatives Table 9.A . .J. 
Added Pool Value With Milk Produced Out of State and Marketed In Cal ifornia Included In the Proposed FMMO Pool 
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CDFA#61 Tables.A CDFA #61 Table 5.A CDFA #61 Table Exhibit 64 Table CDFA #61 Table Exhibit 64 Tobie Estimated FMO CDFA #61 Table 

CDFA #61 Table Z Table Z Column D (D/100) • E TobleZ Column H (G/100) • H z 5.AColumnO (l/100)' K z 5.AColumnQ (M/100) • N F+l+L+ O Blend 0 (R/100) • Q P+S R+ C TI (U/100) V - Q 

Volume of Monthly Pounds Cl Class I Price New Value Pounds Cll Class II Price New Value PoundsClll Cla.ss Il l Price New Value Pounds CIV Class IV Price New Value Total Computed Existing Computed New New Computed Difference 

Production New Value FMMOBlend C50 Pool FMMO Blend FMMO Pool FMMO New FMMO Blend New FMMO Blend 

Year Date Entering Price Pounds Total Dollars Value Pool Pounds Price Price 

2011 1/1/2011 59,818,992 52,931,485 s 17.ll s 9,061,870 3,984,669 s 16.79 s 669,026 1,169,249 s 13.48 s 157,615 1,733,589 s 16.42 s 284,655 s 10,173,166 s 15.27 3,247,116,004 $ 495,788,265 s 505,961,431 3,306,934,996 $ 15.30 s 0.031 

2011 2/1/2011 56,336,045 49,332,215 s 17.81 $ 8,786,067 4,450,422 $ 17.97 $ 799,741 962,922 s 17.00 s 163,697 1,590,486 s 18.40 s 292,649 $ 10,042,154 s 17.68 3,028,854,495 s 535,645,448 $ 545,687,602 3,085,190,540 $ 17.69 s 0.003 

2011 3/1/2011 54,403,186 48,078,209 s 20.15 $ 9,687,759 4,065,526 s 18.83 s 765,539 522,732 s 19.40 s 101,410 1,736,719 s 19.41 s 337,097 s 10,891,805 s 19.46 3,439,776,345 $ 669,251,562 s 680,143,367 3,494,179,531 $ 19.47 $ 0.009 

2011 4/1/2011 55,209,826 49,743,020 s 21.35 s 10,620,135 3.014,487 s 19.66 s 592,648 677,270 s 16.87 s 114,255 1,775,049 s 19.78 $ 351,105 s 11,678,143 s 18.73 3,368,668,650 s 631,085,984 s 642,764,127 3,423,878,476 $ 18.77 $ 0.039 

2011 5/1/2011 57,445,414 50,806,962 s 21.67 $ 11,009,869 3,441,814 $ 20.63 s 710,046 948,524 $ 16.52 $ 156,696 2,248,114 $ 20.29 $ 456,142 $ 12,332,753 s 18.89 3,527,429,161 $ 666,331,197 $ 678,663,950 3,584,874,575 $ 18.93 $ 0.041 

2011 6/1/2011 58,077,222 52,444,895 s 22.24 $ 11,663,745 2,277,941 $ 21.37 $ 486,796 1,492,806 $ 19. U $ 285,275 1,861,580 s 21.05 $ 391,863 $ 12,827,678 $ 20.41 3,361,817,762 $ 686,155,075 $ 698,982,753 3,419,894,984 $ 20.44 $ 0.028 

2011 7/1/2011 63,419,807 56,258,040 s 22.95 s 12,.911,220 3,470,711 $ 21.29 s 738,914 1,060,081 $ 21.39 $ 226,751 2,630,975 $ 20.33 $ 534,877 $ 14,411.763 $ 21.20 3,390,297,942 $ 718,604,977 s 733,016,740 3.453,717,749 $ 21.2.2 $ 0.028 

2011 8/1/2011 58,675,525 50,696,841 $ 23.35 $ 11,837,712 4,537,356 $ 21.55 $ 977,800 579,294 $ 21.67 $ 125,533 2,862,034 $ 20.14 $ 576,414 $ 13,517,459 $ 21.39 3,356,387,792 $ 717,849,626 $ 731,367,085 3.415,063,317 $ 21.42 $ 0.028 

2011 9/1/2011 53,364,590 46,682,723 $ 23.70 $ 11,063,805 3,508,169 $ 20.55 $ 720,929 638,957 $ 19.07 $ 121,849 2,534,741 $ 19.53 $ 495,035 s ll,401,618 $ 20.01 3,174,956,443 $ 635,343,108 $ 647,744,726 3,228,321,033 $ 20.06 $ 0.053 

2011 10/1/2011 56,049,420 48,855,504 $ 21.48 $ 10,494,162 3,998,122 $ 19.41 $ 776,035 738,555 $ 18.03 s 133,161 2,457,239 $ 18.41 s 452,378 s 11,855,737 $ 18.76 3,282,640,006 s 615,779,564 $ 627,635,301 3,338,689,426 $ 18.80 $ 0.040 

2011 11/1/2011 55,899,619 47,044,749 s 20.37 s 9,583,015 4,503,537 $ 19.26 $ 867,381 1,339,945 $ 19.07 s 255,528 3,011,388 s 17.87 $ 538,135 s 11,244,059 $ 18.85 3,205,364,283 $ 604,363,773 $ 615,607,832 3,261,263,902 $ 18.88 s 0.022 

2011 12/1/2011 53,103,783 46,480,178 s 20.39 s 9,477,308 3,529,942 $ 18.08 $ 638,214 539,963 s 18.77 $ 101,351 2,553,700 $ 16.87 $ 430,809 $ 10,647,682 $ 18.23 3,352,871,165 $ 611,359,635 $ 622,007,317 3,405,974,948 $ 18.26 $ 0.028 

2012 1/1/2012 57,391,073 50,382,003 $ 20.72 s 10,439,151 4,046,185 $ 17.67 s 714,961 494,297 $ 17.05 $ 84,278 2,468,588 $ 16.56 $ 408,798 $ 11,647,188 $ 17.39 3,503,922,644 $ 609,478,327 $ 621,125,514 . 3,561,313,717 $ 17.44 s 0.047 

2012 2/1/2012 52,619,357 46,144,711 $ 18.95 $ 8,744,423 3,454,819 $ 16.94 $ 585,246 686,118 $ 16.06 $ 110,191 2,333,709 $ 15.92 $ 371,526 $ 9,811,386 $ 16.43 3,406,725,978 $ 559,873,462 $ 569,684,848 3,459,345,335 $ 16.47 $ 0.034 

2012 3/1/2012 62,478,119 53,951,551 $ 18.22 $ 9,829,973 4,446,463 $ 16.59 $ 737,668 961,622 s 15.72 s 151,167 3,118,483 $ 15.35 $ 478,687 $ 11,197,495 $ 15.95 3,695,520,970 $ 589,413,323 $ 600,610.818 3,757,999,089 $ 15.98 $ 0.033 

2012 4/1/2012 63,368,709 53,125,578 $ 17.58 $ 9,339,477 5,259,707 $ 16.20 $ 852,073 1,854,115 $ 15.72 $ 291,467 3,129,309 s 14.80 s 463,138 $ 10,946,154 s 15.64 3,527,542,167 $ 551,858,704 $ 562,804,857 3,590,910,876 $ 15.67 s 0.029 

2012 5/1/2012 63,771,532 55,531,109 $ 17.77 $ 9,867,878 4 ,398,013 $ 15.19 $ 668,058 1,778,455 s 15.23 $ 270,859 2,063,955 $ 13.55 $ 279,666 $ 11,086,461 s 14.91 3,632,724,020 $ 541,546,479 $ 552,632,940 3,696,495,552 $ 14.95 $ 0.043 

2012 6/1/2012 62,074,467 54,022,192 $ 17.16 $ 9,270,208 4,409,151 $ 14.32 $ 631,390 1,369,006 $ 15.63 s 213,976 2,274,118 $ 13.24 $ 301,093 $ 10,416,667 $ 14.82 3,421,683,809 $ 507,083,095 $ 517,499,763 3,483,758,276 $ 14.85 $ O.o35 

2012 7/1/2012 64,178,968 55,216,320 $ 17.43 $ 9,624,205 4,780,604 $ 14.51 s 693,666 1,796,639 $ 16.68 $ 299,679 2,385,405 $ 14.45 $ 344,691 $ 10,962,241 $ 15.81 3,395,054,264 $ 536,84 7 ,321 $ 547,809,561 3.459,233,232 s 15.84 $ 0.024 

2012 8/1/2012 60,407,683 49,247,126 $ 18.47 $ 9,095,944 4,693,590 $ 15.64 $ 734,077 3,917,575 s 17.73 $ 694,586 2,549,392 $ 15.76 $ 401,784 $ 10,926,392 $ 17.04 3,189,335,715 s 543,342, 702 $ 554,269,094 3,249,743,398 s 17.06 $ 0.020 

2012 9/1/2012 57,488,214 50,363,731 $ 19.51 $ 9,825,964 3,793,729 $ 17.04 $ 646,451 1,053,999 $ 19.00 $ 200,260 2,276,755 $ 17.41 $ 396,383 $ 11,069,058 $ 18.38 3,078,335,025 $ 565,660,151 $ 576,729,209 3,135,823,239 $ 18.39 $ 0.016 

2012 10/1/2012 55,611,332 50,250,297 $ 20.80 $ 10.452,062 2,716,320 $ 18.44 $ 500,889 950,918 $ 21.02 $ 199,883 1,693,797 $ 18.54 $ 314,030 $ 11,466,864 s 19.96 3,195,454,758 $ 637,909,513 $ 649,376,377 3,251,066,090 $ 19.97 $ O.Oll 

2012 11/1/2012 49,017,247 42,981,578 $ 22.62 $ 9,722,433 2,573,467 $ 18.81 $ 484,069 1,564.417 $ 20.83 $ 325,868 1,897,785 $ 18.66 s 354,127 $ 10,886,497 $ 20.20 3,154,388,743 $ 637,297,930 $ 648,184,427 3,203,405,990 $ 20.23 $ 0.031 

2012 12/1/2012 52.041,656 45,007,273 $ 23.31 $ 10,491,195 3,898,241 $ 18.30 $ 713,378 1,229,448 $ 18.66 $ 229,415 1,906,694 $ 17.83 $ 339,964 s 11,773,952 $ 18.96 3,303,044,903 $ 626,247,147 $ 638,021,098 3,355,086,559 $ 19.02 $ 0 .057 
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CDFA 1161 Table 5.A CDFA 1161 Table 5.A CDFA 1161 Table Exhibit 64 Table CDFA 1161 Table Exhibit 64 Table Estimated FMO CDFA 1161 Table 
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Volume of Monthly Pounds Cl Class I Price New Value Pounds Cll Class II Price New Value Pounds (Ill Class Ill Price New Value Pounds CIV Class IV Price New Value Total Computed Existing Computed N•w N•w Computed Difference 

Production New Value FMMO Blend C50 Pool FMMO Blend FMMO Pool FMMO New FMMO Blend New FMMO Blend 

Year Date Entering Price Pounds Total Dollars Value Pool Pounds Price Price 

2013 1/1/2013 52,886,854 44,689,462 $ 20.89 $ 9,B5,629 5,295,935 $ 18.19 $ 963,331 754,633 $ 18.14 $ 136,890 2,146,824 $ 17.63 $ 378,485 $ 10,814,335 $ 18.34 3,321,974,145 $ 609,110,602 $ 619,924,936 3,374,860,999 $ 18.37 $ 0.033 

2013 2/1/2013 49,598,422 43,374,688 $ 20.13 $ 8,731,325 3,932,552 $ 18.49 $ 727,129 796,340 $ 17.25 $ 137 ,369 1,494,842 $ 17.75 $ 265,334 $ 9,861,157 $ 17.90 3,090,633,381 $ 553,169,076 $ 563,030,233 3,140,231,803 $ 17.93 $ 0.031 

2013 3/1/2013 57,398,966 49,513,586 $ 19.72 $ 9,764,079 5,031,974 $ 18.82 $ 947,018 976,702 $ 16.93 $ 165,356 1,876,704 $ 17.75 $ 333,115 $ 11,209,567 $ 17.73 3,522,624,070 $ 624,449,954 $ 635,659,521 3,580,023,036 $ 17.76 $ 0,029 

2013 4/1/2013 58,528,363 51,460,538 $ 19.58 s 10,075,973 4,664,186 $ 18.73 $ 873,602 769,905 $ 17.59 $ 135,426 1,633,734 $ 18.10 $ 295,706 $ 11,380,708 $ 18.12 3,471,759,253 $ 629,114,183 s 640,494,890 3,530,287,616 $ 18.14 $ 0.022 

2013 5/1/2013 59,813,509 51,929,216 $ 19.68 s 10,Z19,670 5,571,156 $ 18.43 $ 1,026,764 820,811 $ 18.52 $ 152,014 1,492,326 $ 18.89 $ 281,900 $ 11,680,348 $ 18.79 3,567,794,880 $ 670,293,650 s 681,973,998 3,627,608,389 $ 18.80 $ 0.012 

2013 6/1/2013 56,545,609 48,684,191 $ 20.85 s 10,150,654 5,107,918 $ 19.14 $ 977,656 1,096,049 $ 18.02 $ 197,508 1,657,451 $ 18.88 $ 312,927 $ 11,638,744 $ 18.75 3,345,239,288 $ 627 ,233,403 s 638,872,147 3,401,784,897 $ 18.78 $ 0.030 

2013 7/1/2013 54,259,151 45,954,327 $ 20.83 $ 9,572,286 4,935,256 $ 19.22 $ 948,556 1,666,979 $ 17.38 $ 289,721 1,702,589 $ 18.90 $ 321,789 $ 11,132,353 $ 18.49 3,232,790,652 $ 597 ,853,757 s 608,986,110 3,287,049,803 $ 18.53 $ 0.033 

2013 8/1/2013 51,665,691 45,213,318 $ 20.80 $ 9,404,370 4,383,586 $ 19.27 $ 844,717 968,941 $ 17.91 $ 173,537 1,099,846 $ 19.07 $ 209,741 $ 10,632,365 $ 18.80 3,273,269,387 $ 615,472,188 s 626,104,553 3,324,935,078 $ 18.83 $ 0.028 

2013 9/1/2013 48,760,269 41,738,443 $ 21.08 $ 8,798,464 3,881,981 $ 19.78 $ 767,856 1,297,902 $ 18.14 $ 235,439 1,841,943 $ 19.43 $ 357,890 $ 10,159,649 $ 19.11 3,078,337 ,153 $ 588,172,626 s 598,332,275 3,127,097,422 $ 19.13 $ 0.027 

2013 10/1/2013 54,796,709 46,590,081 $ 21.12 $ 9,1139,825 3,833,652 $ 20.56 $ 788,199 2,414,704 $ 18.22 $ 439,959 1,958,272 $ 20.17 $ 394,983 $ 11,462,966 $ 19.47 3,212,104,898 $ 625,237,867 s 636,700,833 3,266,901,607 $ 19.49 $ 0.024 

2013 11/1/2013 53,625,440 43,687,272 $ 22.12 $ 9,663,625 4,402,497 $ 20.76 $ 913,958 3,546,970 $ 18.83 $ 667,894 1,988,701 $ 20.52 $ 408,081 $ 11,653,559 $ 20.00 3,160,081,007 $ 632,009,895 s 643,663,453 3,213,706,447 $ 20.03 $ 0.029 

2013 12/1/2013 53,943,196 45,933,296 $ 22.29 $ 10,238,532 4,434,892 $ 21.66 $ 960,598 1,738,975 $ 18.95 $ 329,536 1,836,033 $ 21.54 $ 395,482 $ 11,924,147 $ 20.48 3,347,317,449 $ 685,492,058 s 697,416,205 3,401,260,645 $ 20.50 $ 0.026 

2014 1/1/2014 56,292,098 48,461,970 $ 23.40 s 11,340,101 4,492,110 $ 22.21 $ 997 ,698 1,544,061 $ 21.15 $ 326,569 1,793,957 $ 22.29 $ 399,873 $ 13,064,241 $ 21.91 3,535,682,079 $ 774,615,545 $ 787 ,679,785 3,591,974,177 $ 21.93 $ 0.020 

2014 2/1/2014 46,180,169 41,063,879 $ 23.94 $ 9,.830,693 3,134,038 $ 23.73 $ 743,707 507,714 $ 23.35 $ 118,551 1,474,538 $ 23.46 $ 345,927 $ 11,038,878 $ 23.49 3,305,002,929 $ 776,415,882 s 787,454,760 3,351,183,098 $ 23.50 $ 0.006 

2014 3/1/2014 50,778,402 43,214,642 $ 25.56 s 11,045,662 3,636,267 $ 24.22 $ 880,704 1,257,729 $ 23.33 $ 293,428 2,669,764 $ 23.66 $ 631,666 $ 12,851,461 $ 23.79 3,706,096,117 $ 881,541,176 s 894,392,637 3,756,874,519 $ 23.81 $ 0.021 

2014 4/1/2014 50,395,400 40,894,197 $ 25.57 s 10,456,646 4,826,430 $ 24.74 $ 1,194,059 1,380,551 $ 24.31 $ 335,612 3,294,222 $ 23.34 $ 768,871 $ 12,755,188 $ 24.16 3,577,429,783 $ 864,269,151 $ 877,024,339 3,627,825,183 $ 24.17 $ 0.016 

2014 5/1/2014 48,639,163 35,889,115 $ 26.39 $ 9,~71,137 5,630,393 $ 24.44 $ 1,376,068 2,597 ,652 $ 22.57 $ 586,290 4,522,003 $ 22.65 $ 1,024,234 $ 12,457,729 $ 23.21 3,633,943,274 $ 843,579,631 $ 856,037,360 3,682,582,437 $ 23.25 $ 0.032 

2014 6/1/2014 43,636,009 31,410,737 $ 24.78 $ 7,783,581 6,160,282 $ 23.94 $ 1,474,772 3,534,583 $ 21.36 $ 754,987 2,530,407 $ 23.13 $ 585,283 $ 10,598,622 $ 22.61 3,435,240,467 $ 776,701,308 s 787,299,930 3,478,876,476 $ 22.63 $ 0.021 

2014 7/1/2014 38,205,275 26,658,306 $ 24.94 $ 6,648,582 5,932,819 $ 24.41 $ 1,448,201 3,347,001 $ 21.60 $ 722,952 2,267 ,149 $ 23.78 $ 539,128 $ 9,358,863 $ 22.98 3,422,354,511 $ 786,470,448 s 795,829,311 3,460,559,786 $ 23.00 $ 0.017 

2014 B/1/2014 39,585,946 27,160,795 $ 25.79 $ 7,004,769 8,013,133 $ 25.34 $ 2,030,528 2,167,529 $ 22.25 $ 482,275 2,244,489 $ 23.89 $ 536,208 $ 10,053,781 $ 23.51 3,339,084,988 $ 785,082,791 s 795,136,571 3,378,670,934 $ 23.53 $ 0.022 

2014 9/1/2014 44,847 ,965 34,176,877 $ 25.55 $ 8,732,192 7,811,143 $ 26.11 $ 2,039,489 1,429,690 $ 24.60 $ 351,704 1,430,255 $ 22.58 $ 322,952 $ 11,446,337 $ 24.29 3,178,833,881 $ 772,258,687 s 783,705,024 3,223,681,846 $ 24.31 $ 0.017 

2014 10/1/2014 41,934,020 32,576,811 $ 26.11 $ 8,505,805 7,238,427 $ 21.93 $ 1,587,387 757,792 $ 23.82 $ 180,506 1,360,990 $ 21.35 $ 290,571 $ 10,564,270 $ 23.24 3,322,831,966 $ 772,082,171 s 782,646,440 3,364,765,986 $ 23.26 $ 0.024 

2014 11/1/2014 42,174,896 31,347,010 $ 25.98 $ 8,143,953 7 ,817 ,934 $ 19.91 $ 1,556,551 1,776,289 $ 21.94 $ 389,718 1,233,663 $ 18.21 $ 224,650 $ 10,314,872 $ 21.12 3,246,258,753 $ 685,696,329 s 696,011,201 3,288,433,649 $ 21.17 $ 0.043 

2014 12/1/2014 44,064,256 32,624,564 $ 24.45 $ 7,976,706 6,711,998 $ 19.09 $ 1,281,320 3,274,589 $ 17.82 $ 583,532 1,453,105 $ 16.70 $ 242,669 $ 10,084,227 $ 18.44 3,361,867,921 $ 619,800,290 $ 629,884,517 3,405,932,177 $ 18.49 $ 0.058 



Cooperatives Table 9.A. !/ 
Added Pool Value With Milk Produced Out of State and Marketed In California Included In the Proposed FMMO Pool 
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hhlblt 64 Table 
5.CColumn I 

Exhibit 64 hhlbit64 Top line 
CDFA#61 Table 5.A CDFA #61 Table 5.A CDFA #61 Table E>hiblt 64 Table CDFA #61 Table Exhibit 64 Table Estimated FMO CDFA #61 Table 

COFA #61 Table Z Table Z ColumnD (D/100)' E Table Z ColumnH (G/100) • H z 5.AColumnO (J/100) • K z 5.AColumn Q (M/100) • N F+l+L+O Blend D (R/100) • Q P +S R+ C TI (U/100) V-Q 

Volum e of Monthly Pounds Cl Class I Price New Value Pounds Cll Class II Price New Value Pounds Clll Class 111 Price New Value Pounds CIV Oass IV Price New Value Total Computed Existing Computed New New Computed Difference 

Production New Value FMMO Blend CSO Pool FMMOBlend FMMO Pool FMMO New FMMO Blend New FMMO Blend 

Vear Date Entering Price Pounds Total Dollars Value Pool Pounds Price Price 

2015 1/1/2015 45,109,800 32,494,295 $ 20.50 $ 6,661,330 7,673,099 $ 16.18 $ 1,241,507 3,357,424 $ 16.18 $ 543,231 1,584,982 $ 13.23 $ 209,693 $ 8,655,762 $ 15.71 3,407,055,000 $ 535,201,528 $ 543,857,290 3,452,164,800 $ 15.75 $ 0.045 

2015 2/1/2015 40,121,726 29,219,226 s 18.16 $ 5,306,211 5,771,668 $ 14.48 $ 835,738 3,311,419 $ 15.46 $ 511,945 1,819,413 $ 13.82 $ 251,443 $ 6,905,337 $ 15.15 3,174,807,000 $ 480,972,657 $ 487,877,994 3,214,928,726 $ 15.18 $ 0.026 

2015 3/1/2015 48,422,901 33,894,339 $ 17.48 s 5,924,730 7,163,275 s 14.50 $ 1,038,675 4,304,097 $ 15.56 $ 669,717 3,061,190 $ 13.80 $ 422,444 $ 8,055,567 $ 15.10 3,613,367,000 $ 545,570,431 $ 553,625,999 3,661, 789,901 $ 15.12 $ 0.020 

2015 4/1/2015 55,348,934 34,973,142 $ 17.42 $ 6,092,321 8,332,094 $ 14.98 $ 1,248,148 7,602,567 $ 15.81 $ 1,201,966 4,441,131 $ 13.Sl $ 599,997 $ 9,142,432 $ 15.13 3,560,313,000 $ 538,687,711 $ 547,830,143 3,615,661,934 $ 15.15 $ 0.021 

2015 5/1/2015 53,556,304 34,632,815 $ 17.75 $ 6,147,325 7,651,527 $ 14.81 $ 1,133,191 7,213,130 $ 16.19 $ 1,167,806 4,058,832 $ 13.91 $ 564,584 $ 9,012,905 $ 15.49 3,658,818,000 $ 566,827,231 $ 575,840,136 3,712,374,304 $ 15.51 $ 0.019 

2015 6/1/2015 47,413,637 32,328, 227 $ 18.06 $ 5,838,478 7,993,309 $ 14.77 $ 1,180,612 4,242,983 $ 16.72 $ 709,427 2,849,118 $ 13.90 $ 396,027 $ 8,124,544 $ 15.82 3,426,983,000 $ 542,282,877 $ 550,407,421 3,474,396,637 $ 15.84 $ O.Q18 

2015 7/1/2015 44,651,871 32,847,887 $ 18.45 $ 6,060,435 7,895,461 $ 14.65 $ 1,156,685 2,132,202 $ 1631 $ 347,762 1,776,321 $ 13.16 $ 233,764 $ 7,798,646 $ 15.51 3,271,884,458 $ 507,375,475 $ 515,174,121 3,316,536,329 $ 15.53 $ 0.026 

2015 8/1/2015 

2015 9/1/2015 

2015 10/1/2015 

2015 11/1/2015 

201 5 12/1/2015 

Average 10,213,208 Average s 0.029 



Cooperatives Table 9.B. l 
Classification Percentage of Milk Produced Out of State and Marketed in California 

CDFA 61 Table Z 

1 2 3 4A 4B Cl 

Total Product Pounds 

2009 01 67,257,334 56,713,869 4,742,530 1,435,944 2,610,062 1,754,929 84.3% 

2009 02 64,832,627 56,239,253 3,782,315 1,259,423 2,115,809 1,435,827 86.7% 

2009 03 74,411,167 64,806,798 4,283,081 1,407,196 2,088,672 1,825,420 87.1% 

2009 04 64,055,849 55,789,250 3,960,434 1,473,734 1,693,665 1,138,766 87.1% 

2009 05 65,297,510 57,230,633 2,678,378 2,035,801 1,641,875 1,710,823 87.6% 

2009 06 67,172,535 59,240,687 2,190,844 2,267,313 1,870,616 1,603,075 88.2% 

2009 07 64,118,534 54,926,598 3,124,457 2,630,741 1,473,007 1,963,731 85.7% 

2009 08 61,793,170 53,385,072 2,643,771 1,980,638 1,644,700 2,138,989 86.4% 

2009 09 59,963,159 50,070,918 3,321,110 1,675,768 2,023,932 2,871,431 83.5% 

2009 10 59,942,741 50,508,642 3,440,924 1,206,044 1,868,854 2,918,277 84.3% 

2009 11 54,008,925 45,702,439 2,382,869 931,946 2,238,774 2,752,897 84.6% 

2009 12 53,975,665 44,550,383 3,753,278 1,145,879 1,441,798 3,084,327 82.5% 

2010 01 51,449,394 43,453,666 3,462,364 848,444 2,424,263 1,260,657 84.5% 

2010 02 45,403,412 38,965,283 2,056,571 812,200 2,206,920 1,362,438 85.8% 

2010 03 51,641,803 47,340,394 1,278,384 978,360 575,531 1,469,134 91.7% 

2010 04 51,159,648 46,725,850 1,267,493 1,229,608 1,108,462 828,235 91.3% 

2010 05 55,343,979 50,752,731 1,291,038 1,199,012 1,473,449 627,749 91.7% 

2010 06 54,245,171 49,790,990 1,182,992 1,196,239 1,397,217 677,733 91.8% 

2010 07 56,978,682 50,981,213 1,426,534 1,546,048 2,400,532 624,355 89.5% 

2010 08 53,726,739 47,573,357 1,948,452 2,039,728 1,237,017 928,185 88.5% 

2010 09 50,399,310 46,069,060 1,043,261 1,265,848 1,167,892 853,249 91.4% 

2010 10 54,099,915 46,174,559 3,313,491 1,394,553 636,179 2,581,133 85.4% 

2010 11 53,852,304 47,085,948 3,221,546 1,193,114 875,666 1,476,030 87.4% 

2010 12 55,655,561 48,240,102 3,763,610 1,127,985 1,321,909 1,201,955 86.7% 

2011 01 59,818,992 52,931,485 2,770,114 1,214,555 1,733,589 1,169,249 88.5% 

2011 02 56,336,045 49,332,215 3,072,464 1,377,958 1,590,486 962,922 87.6% 

2011 03 54,403,186 48,078,209 2,518,460 1,547,066 1,736,719 522,732 88.4% 

2011 04 55,209,826 49,743,020 1,380,995 1,633,492 1,775,049 677,270 90.1% 

2011 05 57,445,414 50,806,962 1,905,404 1,536,410 2,248,114 948,524 88.4% 

2011 06 58,077,222 52,444,895 1,220,157 1,057,784 1,861,580 1,492,806 90.3% 

2011 07 63,419,807 56,258,040 1,797,827 1,672,884 2,630,975 1,060,081 88.7% 

2011 08 58,675,525 50,696,841 2,492,836 2,044,520 2,862,034 579,294 86.4% 

2011 09 53,364,590 46,682.,723 2,126,085 1,382,084 2,534,741 638,957 87.5% 

Cll Clll CIV 

Pct 

9.2% 2.6% 3.9% 

7.8% 2.2% 3.3% 

7.6% 2.5% 2.8% 

8.5% 1.8% 2.6% 

7.2% 2.6% 2.5% 

6.6% 2.4% 2.8% 

9.0% 3.1% 2.3% 

7.5% 3.5% 2.7% 

8.3% 4.8% 3.4% 

7.8% 4.9% 3.1% 

6.1% 5.1% 4.1% 

9.1% 5.7% 2.7% 

8.4% 2.5% 4.7% 

6.3% 3.0% 4.9% 

4.4% 2.8% 1.1% 

4.9% 1.6% 2.2% 

4.5% 1.1% 2.7% 

4.4% 1.2% 2.6% 

5.2% 1.1% 4.2% 

7.4% 1.7% 2.3% 

4.6% 1.7% 2.3% 

8.7% 4.8% 1.2% 

8.2% 2.7% 1.6% 

8.8% 2.2% 2.4% 

6.7% 2.0% 2.9% 

7.9% 1.7% 2.8% 

7.5% 1.0% 3.2% 

5.5% 1.2% 3.2% 

6.0% 1.7% 3.9% 

3.9% 2.6% 3.2% 

5.5% 1.7% 4.1% 

7.7% 1.0% 4.9% 

6.6% 1.2% 4.7% 



Cooperatives Table 9.B. 2 
Classification Percentage of Milk Produced Out of State and Marketed in California 

CDFA 61 Table Z 

1 2 3 4A 4B Cl 

Total Product Pounds 

2011 10 56,049,420 48,855,504 2,569,154 1,428,968 2,457,239 738,555 87.2% 

2011 11 55,899,619 47,044,749 2,823,214 1,680,323 3,011,388 1,339,945 84.2% 

2011 12 53,103,783 46,480,178 2,471,673 1,058,269 2,553, 700 539,963 87.5% 

2012 01 57,391,073 50,382,003 2,851,697 1,194,488 2,468,588 494,297 87.8% 

2012 02 52,619,357 46,144,711 2,319,534 1,135,285 2,333,709 686,118 87.7% 

2012 03 62,478,119 53,951,551 2,599,991 1,846,472 3,118,483 961,622 86.4% 

2012 04 63,368,709 53,125,578 3,225,689 2,034,018 3,129,309 1,854,115 83.8% 

2012 05 63,771,532 55,531,109 2,663,187 1,734,826 2,063,955 1,778,455 87.1% 

2012 06 62,074,467 54,022,192 2,819,694 1,589,457 2,274,118 1,369,006 87.0% 

2012 07 64,178,968 55,216,320 3,190,487 1,590,117 2,385,405 1,796,639 86.0% 

2012 08 60,407,683 49,247,126 3,625,398 1,068,192 2,549,392 3,917,575 81.5% 

2012 09 57,488,214 50,363,731 2,648,371 1,145,3S8 2,276,755 1,053,999 87.6% 

2012 10 55,611,332 50,250,297 1,621,081 1,095,239 1,693,797 950,918 90.4% 

2012 11 49,017,247 42,981,578 1,711,369 862,098 1,897,785 1,564,417 87.7% 

2012 12 52,041,656 45,007,273 2,660,860 1,237,381 1,906,694 1,229,448 86.5% 

2013 01 52,886,854 44,689,462 3,848,818 1,447,117 2,146,824 754,633 84.5% 

2013 02 49,598,422 43,374,688 2,832,840 1,099,712 1,494,842 796,340 87.5% 

2013 03 57,398,966 49,513,586 3,091,972 1,940,002 1,876,704 976,702 86.3% 

2013 04 58,528,363 51,460,538 2,577,418 2,086,768 1,633,734 769,905 87.9% 

2013 05 59,813,509 51,929,216 3,435,897 2,135,259 1,492,326 820,811 86.8% 

2013 06 56,545,609 48,684,191 3,232,289 1,875,629 1,657,451 1,096,049 86.1% 

2013 07 54,259,151 45,954,327 2,934,409 2,000,847 1,702,589 1,666,979 84.7% 

2013 08 51,665,691 45,213,318 2,661,045 1,722,541 1,099,846 968,941 87.5% 

2013 09 48,760,269 41,738,443 2,379,940 1,502,041 1,841,943 1,297,902 85.6% 

2013 10 54,796,709 46,590,081 2,339,365 1,494,287 1,958,272 2,414,704 85.0% 

2013 11 53,625,440 43,687,272 3,075,766 1,326,731 1,988,701 3,546,970 81.5% 

2013 12 53,943,196 45,933,296 3,024,247 1,410,645 1,836,033 1,738,975 85.2% 

2014 01 56,292,098 48,461,970 2,988,389 1,503,721 1,793,957 1,544,061 86.1% 

2014 02 46,180,169 41,063,879 1,624,015 1,510,023 1,474,538 507,714 88.9% 

2014 03 50,778,402 43,214,642 2,264,393 1,371,874 2,669,764 1,257,729 85.1% 

2014 04 50,395,400 40,894,197 2,913,476 1,912,954 3,294,222 1,380,551 81.1% 

2014 05 48,639,163 35,889,115 3,635,901 1,994,492 4,522,003 2,597,652 73.8% 

2014 06 43,636,009 31,410,737 3,659,561 2,500,721 2,530,407 3,534,583 72.0% 

Cll Clll CIV 

Pct 

7.1% 1.3% 4.4% 

8.1% 2.4% 5.4% 

6.6% 1.0% 4.8% 

7.1% 0.9% 4.3% 

6.6% 1.3% 4.4% 

7.1% 1.5% 5.0% 

8.3% 2.9% 4.9% 

6.9% 2.8% 3.2% 

7.1% 2.2% 3.7% 

7.4% 2.8% 3.7% 

7.8% 6.5% 4.2% 

6.6% 1.8% 4.0% 

4.9% 1.7% 3.0% 

5.3% 3.2% 3.9% 

7.5% 2.4% 3.7% 

10.0% 1.4% 4.1% 

7.9% 1.6% 3.0% 

8.8% 1.7% 3.3% 

8.0% 1.3% 2.8% 

9.3% 1.4% 2.5% 

9.0% 1.9% 2.9% 

9.1% 3.1% 3.1% 

8.5% 1.9% 2.1% 

8.0% 2.7% 3.8% 

7.0% 4.4% 3.6% 

8.2% 6.6% 3.7% 

8.2% 3.2% 3.4% 

8.0% 2.7% 3.2% 

6.8% 1.1% 3.2% 

7.2% 2.5% 5.3% 

9.6% 2.7% 6.5% 

11.6% 5.3% 9.3% 

14.1% 8.1% 5.8% 



Cooperatives Table 9.B.3 

Classification Percentage of Milk Produced Out of State and Marketed in California 

CDFA 61 Table Z 

1 2 3 4A 4B Cl 

Total Product Pounds 

2014 07 38,205,275 26,658,306 3,524,401 2,408,418 2,267,149 3,347,001 69.8% 

2014 08 39,585,946 27,160,795 4,819,126 3,194,007 2,244,489 2,167,529 68.6% 

2014 09 44,847,965 34,176,877 4,489,227 3,321,916 1,430,255 1,429,690 76.2% 

2014 10 41,934,020 32,576,811 5,098,078 2,140,349 1,360,990 757,792 77.7% 

2014 11 42,174,896 31,347,010 5,583,930 2,234,004 1,233,663 1,776,289 74.3% 

2014 12 44,064,256 32,624,564 4,568,366 2,143,632 1,453,105 3,274,589 74.0% 

2015 01 45,109,800 32,494,295 5,450,817 2,222,282 1,584,982 3,357,424 72.0% 

2015 02 40,121,726 29,219,226 3,675,764 2,095,904 1,819,413 3,311,419 72.8% 

2015 03 48,422,901 33,894,339 4,389,554 2,773,721 3,061,190 4,304,097 70.0% 

2015 04 55,348,934 34,973,142 5,618,022 2,714,072 4,441,131 7,602,567 63.2% 

2015 05 53,556,304 34,632,815 5,354,097 2,297,430 4,058,832 7,213,130 64.7% 

2015 06 47,413,637 32,328,227 5,910,987 2,082,322 2,849,118 4,242,983 68.2% 

2015 07 44,651,871 32,847,887 5,229,844 2,665,617 1,776,321 2,132,202 73.6% 

Cll Clll CIV 

Pct 

15.5% 8.8% 5.9% 

20.2% 5.5% 5.7% 

17.4% 3.2% 3.2% 

17.3% 1.8% 3.2% 

18.5% 4.2% 2.9% 

15.2% 7.4% 3.3% 

17.0% 7.4% 3.5% 

14.4% 8.3% 4.5% 

14.8% 8.9% 6.3% 

15.1% 13.7% 8.0% 

14.3% 13.5% 7.6% 

16.9% 8.9% 6.0% 

17.7% 4.8% 4.0% 



Cooperatives Table 9.c.l 
Added Pool Value With Milk Produced In the State and Marketed Out of California Included In the Proposed FMMO Pool 

A B ( D E F G H I J K L M N 0 p Q R s T u v w 
Exhibit 64 Table 

5.C Column I 

CC"operatives Exhibit 20 Cooperatives Exhibit 64 Cooperatives Cooperatives Top Line 

119.B % Class I Table l.B3/4 119.B % Class II Table S.A 119.B % Class Ill Exhibit 64 Table 119.B % Class IV Exhibit 64 Table CDFA 1161 Estimated FMO 

CDFA /1 Use X 50% Column C (D/100) * E Use X 50% Column H (G/100) * H Use X 50% 5.A Column o (J/100} * K Use X 50% S.A Column Q (M/100) * N F+l+L+O Table D Blend (R/100) * Q P+S R+c T / (U/100) V-R 

Tota! Poun~s Pounds Cl Class I Price New Value Pounds Cll Class II Price New Value Pounds Clll Class Ill Price New Value Pounds CIV Class !V Price New Value Total Existing Computed Computed Revised Revised Revised Difference 

Yuma County New Value C50 Pool FMMO Blend FMMO Pool FMMO Pool FMMO FMMO Blend New FMMO Blend 

Year Date Arizona Pounds Price Total Dollars Total Dollars Pool Pounds Price Price 

2009 1/1/2009 42,724,000 18,013,228 $ 17.84 $ 3,213,560 1,962,382 $ 10.41 $ 204,284 557,394 $ 10.78 $ 60,087 828,997 $ 9.59 $ 79,501 $ 3,557,432 3,185,788,199 $ 11.29 $ 359,547,992 $ 363,105,424 3,207,150,199 $ 11.32 $ 0.036 

2009 2/1/2009 41.,050,000 18,238,198 $ 1)._8, $ 2,338,137 1,635,019 $ 10.25 $ 167,589 465,634 $ 9.31 $ 43,351 686,150 $ 9.45 $ 64,841 $ 2,613,918 2,896,116,750 $ 9.94 $ 287,886,690 $ 290,500,608 2,917,141,750 $ 9.96 $ 0.018 

2009 3/1/2009 48,990,000 21,333,391 $ 11.53 $ 2,459,740 1,873,151 $ 10.36 $ 194,058 600,900 $ 10.44 $ 62,734 687,559 $ 9.64 $ 66,281 $ 2,782,813 3,232,973,051 $ 10.28 $ 332,244,526 s 335,027,339 3,257,468,051 $ 10.28 $ 0.008 

2009 4/1/2009 45,807,000 19,947,735 $ 12.46 $ 2,485,488 1,943,015 $ 10.49 $ 203,822 407,172 $ 10.78 $ 43,893 605,579 $ 9.82 $ 59,468 $ 2,792,671 3,165,271,579 $ 10.63 $ 336,421,111 s 339,213,782 3,188,175,079 $ 10.64 $ 0.011 

2009 5/1/2009 40,493,000 17,745,241 $ 13.07 $ 2,319,303 1,461,704 $ 10.71 $ 156,548 530,467 $ 9.84 $ 52,198 509,089 $ 10.14 $ 51,622 $ 2,579,671 3,240,437,458 $ 10.48 $ 339,530,315 s 342,109,986 3,260,683,958 $ 10 49 $ 0.014 

2009 6/1/2009 40,540,000 17,876,484 $ 12.18 $ 2,177,356 1,345,295 $ 10.79 $ 145,157 483,745 $ 9.97 $ 48,229 564,478 $ 10.22 $ 57,690 $ 2,428,432 3,023,658,215 $ 10.44 $ 315,773,992 $ 318,202,424 3,043,928,215 $ 10.45 $ 0.010 

2009 7/1/2009 38,614,000 16,539,178 $ 12.36 $ 2,044,242 1,732,972 $ 10 87 $ 188,374 591,308 $ 9_97 $ 58,953 443,544 $ 10.15 $ 45,020 $ 2,336,589 2,985,848,167 $ 10.46 $ 312,375,554 $ 314,712,143 3,005,155,167 $ 10.47 $ 0.011 

2009 8/1/2009 37,089,000 16,021,180 $ 12.14 $ 1,944,971 1,387,813 $ 10.86 $ 150,716 641,924 $ 11.20 $ 71,895 493,585 $ 10.38 $ 51,234 $ 2,218,817 2,983,939,675 $ 11.02 $ 328,692,414 $ 330,911,231 3,002,484,175 $ 11_02 $ 0.006 

2009 9/1/2009 34,536,000 14,419,264 $ 13.03 $ 1,878,830 1,438,985 $ 11.01 $ 158,432 826,906 $ 12.11 $ 100,138 582,846 $ 11.15 $ 64,987 $ 2,202,388 2,820,771,945 $ 11-83 $ 333,568,130 $ 335,770,518 2,838,039,945 $ 11.83 $ 0.006 

2009 10/1/2009 36,563,000 15,404,263 $ 14.45 $ 2,225,916 1,417,245 $ 11.93 $ 169,077 890,024 $ 12.82 $ 114,101 569,968 $ 11.86 $ 67,598 $ 2,576,693 2,950,019,796 $ 12.66 $ 373,380,790 $ 375,957,483 2,968,301,296 $ 12.67 $ 0.009 

2009 11/1/2009 35,181,000 14,885,110 $ 14.96 $ 2,226,812 1,079,623 $ 13.24 $ 142,942 896,608 $ 14.08 $ 126,242 729,160 $ 13.25 $ 96,614 $ 2,592,611 2,886,548,239 $ 13.83 $ 399,231,761 s 401,824,372 2,904,138,739 $ 13_84 $ o_oo5 

2009 12/1/2009 36,120,000 14,906,346 $ 16.09 $ 2,398,431 1,639,235 $ 14.25 $ 233,591 1,032,001 $ 14.98 $ 154,594 482,419 $ 15 01 $ 72,411 $ 2,859,027 3,031,220,901 $ 15.08 $ 457,076,163 $ 459,935,189 3,049,280,901 $ 15 08 $ 0 004 

2010 1/1/2010 35,943,000 15,178,557 $ 17.13 $ 2,600,087 1,505,784 $ 15.22 $ 229,180 440,353 $ 14.50 $ 63,851 846,806 $ 13.85 $ 117,283 $ 3,010,401 3,088,823,230 $ 14.68 $ 453,542,417 $ 456,552,818 3,106,794,730 $ 14_70 $ 0.012 -

2010 2/1/2010 31,504,000 13,518,393 $ 16.94 $ 2,290,016 995,275 $ 15.65 $ 155,761 472,677 $ 14.28 $ 67,498 765,656 $ 12.90 $ 98,770 $ 2,612,044 2,827,588,207 $ 14.25 $ 402,883,590 $ 405,495,634 2,843,340,207 $ 14.26 $ 0.013 

2010 3/1/2010 37,305,000 17,098,875 $ 16.44 $ 2,811,055 815,113 $ 14.46 $ 117,865 530,637 $ 12.78 $ 67,815 207,876 $ 12.92 $ 26,858 $ 3,023,593 3,187,716,702 $ 13.52 $ 430,929,952 s 433,953,545 3,206,369,202 $ 13.53 $ 0.016 

2010 4/1/2010 35,658,000 16,283,834 $ 15.32 $ 2,494,683 870,233 $ 13.78 $ 119,918 288,638 $ 12.92 $ 37,292 386,296 $ 13 73 $ 53,038 $ 2,?M,932 3,147,220,623 $ 13.63 $ 428,990,562 $ 431,695,494 3,165,049,623 $ 13 64 $ 0 009 

2010 5/1/2010 35,239,000 16,157,815 $ 15.90 $ 2,569,093 792,741 $ 14.90 $ 118,118 199,853 $ 13.38 $ 26,740 469,093 $ 15.29 $ 71,724 $ 2,785,675 3,246,132,950 $ 14.56 $ 472,758,201 s 475,543,876 3,263, 752,450 $ 14.57 $ 0.007 

2010 6/1/2010 34,182,000 15,687,624 $ 17.38 $ 2,726,509 749,623 $ 16.01 $ 120,015 213,533 $ 13.62 $ 29,083 440,221 $ 15.45 $ 68,014 $ 2,943,621 3,111,048,789 $ 15.01 $ 467,020,51' s 469,964,133 3,128,139,789 $ 15.02 $ 0 012 

2010 7/1/2010 35,078,000 15,692,878 $ 17.76 $ 2,787,055 915,011 $ 17.10 $ 156,467 192,187 $ 13_74 $ 26,406 738,925 $ 15.75 $ 116,381 $ 3,086,309 3,116,549,437 $ 15.28 $ 476,327,089 $ 479,413,398 3,134,088,437 $ 15.30 $ 0.013 

2010 8/1/2010 35,655,000 15,785,697 $ 17.87 $ 2,820,904 1,323,350 $ 16.98 $ 224,705 307,989 $ 15.18 $ 46,753 410,465 $ 15.61 $ 64,074 $ 3,156,435 3,119,948,369 $ 15.88 $ 495,464,649 $ 498,621,084 3,137,775,869 $ 15.89 $ 0 010 

2010 9/1/2010 36,883,000 16,857,028 $ 17.60 $ 2,966,837 844,921 $ 17.60 $ 148,706 312,211 $ 16.26 $ 50,765 427,341 $ 16.76 $ 71,622 $ 3,237,931 3,018,207,823 $ 16.73 $ 505,004,420 $ 508,242,351 3,036,649,323 $ 16.74 $ 0.005 

2010 10/1/2010 39,503,000 16,858,008 $ 18.68 $ 3,149,076 1,718,874 $ 17.57 $ 302,006 942,354 $ 16.94 $ 159,635 232,265 $ 17.15 $ 39,833 $ 3,650,550 3,059,242,820 $ 17 31 $ 529,540,584 $ 533,191,134 3,078,994,320 $ 17.32 $ 0 008 

2010 11/1/2010 41,416,000 18,106,112 $ 19.34 $ 3,501,722 1,697,584 $ 17 21 $ 292,154 567,583 $ 15.44 $ 87,635 336,723 $ 16.68 $ 56,165 $ 3,937,676 2,995,527,263 $ 16.58 $ 495,647,482 $ 500,585,158 3,016,235,263 $ 16.60 $ 0.017 

2010 12/1/2010 42,903,000 18,593,336 $ 19.06 $ 3,543,890 1,885,383 $ 15 77 $ 297,325 463,274 $ 13.83 $ 64,071 509,508 $ 15.03 $ 76,579 $ 3,981,864 3,088,878,890 $ 15.17 $ 468,652,026 $ 472,633,890 3,110,330,390 $ 15.20 $ 0.023 



Cooperatives Table 9.C..i 

Added Pool Value With Milk Produced In the State and Marketed Out of California Included In the Proposed FMMO Pool 

A B c D E F G H I J K L M N 0 p Q R s T u v w 
Exhibit 64 Table 

5.C Column I 

Cooperatives Exhibit 20 Cooperatives Exhibit 64 Cooperatives Cooperatives Top Line 

1<9.B % Class I Table l.B3/4 #9.B%Classll Table 5.A #9.B % Class Ill Exhibit 64 Table #9.B % Class IV Exhibit 64 T3ble CDFA 1161 Estimated FMO 

CDFA /1 Use X 50% Column C (D/100) • E Use X 50% Column H (G/100) * H Use X 50% 5.A Column O (J/100) * K Use X 50% 5.A Column Q (M/100) * N F+l+L+O Table 0 Blend (R/100) • Q P+S R+C TI (U/100) V-R 

Total Pounns Pounds Cl Class I Price r.rew Value Pounds Cll Class II Price New Value Pounds Cl!I Class Ill Price New Value Pounds CIV Class IV Price New Value Total Existing Computed Computed Revised Revised Revised Difference 

Yuma County New Value CSO Pool FMMQ Blend FMMO Pool FMMO Pool FMMO FMMO Blend New FMMO Blend 

Year Oate Arizona Pounds Price Total Dollars Total Dollars Pool Pounds Price Price 

2011 1/1/2011 37,013,000 16,375,678 $ 17.30 $ 2,832,992 1,232,757 $ 16.79 $ 206,980 361,737 $ 13.48 $ 48,762 536,3?.9 $ 16.42 $ 88,065 $ 3,176.799 3,247,116,004 $ 15.27 $ 495,788,265 $ 498,965,064 3,265,622,504 $ 15.28 $ 0.011 

2011 2/1/7.011 34,447,000 15,082,234 $ 17.99 $ 2,713,294 1,360,618 $ 17.97 $ 244,503 294,392 $ 17.00 $ 50,047 486,256 $ 18.40 $ 89,471 $ 3,097,315 3,028,854,495 $ 17 68 $ 535,645,448 $ 538,742,762 3,046,077,995 $ 17.69 $ 0 002 

2011 3/1/2011 38,382,000 16,959,833 $ 20.33 $ 3,447,934 1,434,135 $ 18.83 $ 270,048 184,397 $ 19.40 $ 35,773 612,637 $ 19.41 $ 118,913 $ 3,872,667 3,439,776,345 $ 19.46 $ 669,251,562 $ 673,124,229 3,458,967,345 $ 19.46 $ 0.004 

2011 4/1/2011 41,942,000 18,894,479 $ 21.53 $ 4,067,981 1,145,028 $ 19.66 $ 225,113 257,256 $ 16 87 $ 43,399 674,238 $ 19.78 $ 133,364 $ 4,469,857 3,368,668,650 $ 18.73 $ 631,085,984 $ 635,555,841 3,389,639,650 $ 18.75 $ 0.016 

2011 5/1/2011 38,190,000 16,888,362 $ 21.85 $ 3,690,107 1,144,068 $ 20.63 $ 236,021 315,292 $ 16.52 $ 52,086 747,279 $ 20.29 $ 151,623 $ 4,129,837 3,527,429,161 $ 18.89 $ 666,331,197 $ 670,461,034 3,546,524,161 $ 18.90 $ 0.015 

2011 6/1/2011 40,768,000 18,407,161 $ 22.42 $ 4,126,885 799,514 $ 21.37 $ 170,856 523,947 $ 19.11 $ 100,126 653,379 $ 21.05 $ 137,536 $ 4,535,404 3,361,817,762 $ 20.41 $ 686,155,075 $ 690,690,479 3,382,201,762 $ 20.42 $ 0.011 

2011 7/1/2011 34,460,000 15,284,279 $ 23.13 $ 3,535,254 942,929 $ 21.29 $ 200,749 288,005 $ 21.39 $ 61,604 714,788 $ 20.33 $ 145,316 $ 3,942,924 3,390,297,942 $ 21.20 $ 718,604,977 $ 722,547,900 3,407,527,942 $ 21.20 $ 0.009 

2011 8/1/2011 35,597,000 15,378,264 $ 23.53 $ 3,618,506 1,376,351 $ 21.55 $ 296,604 175,722 $ 21.67 $ 38,079 868,163 $ 20.14 s 174,848 $ 4,128,036 3,356,387,792 $ 21.39 $ 717,849,626 $ 721,977,662 3,374,186,292 $ 21.40 $ 0.010 

2011 9/1/2011 35,883,000 15,695,016 $ 23.88 $ 3,747,970 1,179,468 $ 20.55 $ 242,381 214,821 $ 19.07 $ 40,966 852,196 $ 19.53 $ 166,434 $ 4,197,751 3,174,956,443 $ 20.01 $ 635,343,108 $ 639,540,858 3,192,897,943 $ 20.03 $ 0.019 

2011 10/1/2011 36,030,000 15,702,784 $ 21.66 $ 3,401,223 1,285,048 $ 19.41 $ 249,428 237,381 $ 18.03 $ 42,800 789,788 $ 18 41 $ 145,400 $ 3,838,850 3,282,640,006 $ 18.76 $ 615,779,564 $ 619,618,415 3,300,655,006 $ 18.77 $ 0.014 

2011 11/1/2011 34,620,000 14,567,982 $ 20.55 $_ 2,993,720 1,394,576 $ 19.26 s 268,595 414,931 $ 19.07 $ 79,127 932,513 $ 17.87 $ 166,640 $ 3,508,083 3,205,364,283 $ 18.85 $ 604,363,773 $ 607,871,856 3,222,674,283 $ 18.86 $ 0.008 

2011 12/1/2011 35,619,000 15,588,131 $ 20.57 s 3,206,479 1,183,843 $ 18.08 s 214,039 181,088 $ 18.77 $ 33,990 856,439 $ 16.87 $ 144,481 $ 3,598,989 3,352,871,165 $ 18.23 $ 611,359,635 $ 614,958,623 3,370,680,665 $ 18.24 $ 0.010 

2012 1/1/2012 38,010,000 16,683,953 $ 20.90 s 3,486,946 1,339,891 $ 17.67 $ 236,759 163,686 $ 17.05 $ 27,908 817,471 $ 16.56 $ 135,373 $ 3,886,986 3,503,922,644 $ 17.39 $ 609,478,327 $ 613,365,313 3,522,927,644 $ 17 41 $ 0.016 

2012 2/1/2012 37,291,000 16,351,230 $ 19.13 $ 3,127,990 1)7.4,204 $ 16.94 $ 207,380 243,124 $ 16.06 $ 39,046 826,943 s 15.92 $ 131,649 $ 3,506,065 3,406,725,978 $ 16.43 $ 559,873,462 $ 563,379,528 3,425,371,478 $ 16.45 s 0.013 

2012 3/1/2012 37,824,000 16,331,025 $ 18.40 $ 3,004,909 1,345,936 $ 16.59 $ 223,291 291,081 $ 15.72 $ 45,758 943,959 $ 15 35 $ 144,898 $ 3,418,855 3,695,520,970 $ 15.95 s 589,413,323 $ 592,832,178 3,714,432,970 $ 15.96 $ 0.011 

2012 4/1/2012 35,652,000 14,944,546 $ 17.76 $ 2,654,151 1,479,588 $ 16.20 $ 239,693 521,574 $ 15.72 $ 81,991 880,294 s 14.80 $ 130,283 $ 3,106,119 3,527,542,167 $ 15.64 $ 551,858,704 $ 554,964,823 3,545,368,167 $ 15.65 $ 0.009 

2012 5/1/2012 37,596,000 16,368,962 $ 17.95 s 2,938,229 1,296,407 $ 15.19 $ 196,924 524,237 $ 15.23 $ 79,841 608,394 $ 13 55 $ 82,437 $ 3,297,432 3,632,724,020 $ 14.91 $ 541,546,479 s 544,843,911 3,651,522,020 $ 14.92 $ 0.014 

2012 6/1/2012 33,064,000 14,387,476 $ 17.34 $ 2,494,788 1,174,269 $ 14.32 $ 168,155 364,601 $ 15.63 $ 56,987 605,655 s 13.24 $ 80,189 $ 2,800,119 3,421,683,809 $ 14.82 $ 507,083,095 $ 509,883,214 3,438,215,809 $ 14.83 $ 0.010 

2012 7/1/2012 31,237,000 13,437,363 $ 17.61 $ 2,366,320 1,163,401 $ 14.51 $ 168,809 437,228 $ 16.68 $ 72,930 580,509 $ 14 45 $ 83,883 $ 2,691,942 3,395,054,264 $ 15.81 $ 536,847,321 $ 539,539,263 3,410,672,764 $ 15.82 s 0.007 

2012 8/1/2012 29,156,000 11,884,657 $ 18.65 $ 2,216,489 1,132,690 $ 15.64 $ 177,153 945,417 $ 17.73 $ 167,622 615,237 s 15.76 $ 96,961 $ 2,658,225 3,189,335,715 $ 17.04 $ 543,342,702 $ 546,000,927 3,203,913,715 $ 17.04 $ 0.005 

2012 9/1/2012 22,774,000 9,975,816 $ 19.69 s 1,964,238 751,445 $ 17.04 $ 128,046 208,772 $ 19.00 $ 39,667 450,969 $ 17.41 $ 78,514 $ 2,210,465 3,078,335,025 $ 18.38 $ 565,660,151 $ 567,870,615 3,089,722,025 $ 18.38 $ 0.004 

2012 10/1/2012 25,885,000 11,694,819 $ 20.98 $ 2,453,573 632,173 $ 18.44 $ 116,573 221,309 $ 21.02 $ 46,519 394,200 s 18.54 $ 73,085 $ 2,689,749 3,195,454,758 $ 19.96 $ 637,909,513 $ 640,599,262 3,208,397,258 $ 19.97 s 0.003 

2012 11/1/2012 29,210,000 12,806,634 $ 22.80 $ 2,919,913 766,781 $ 18.81 $ 144,232 466,128 $ 20.83 s 97,094 565,457 $ 18.66 $ 105,514 $ 3,?.66,753 3,154,388,743 $ 20.20 $ 637,297,930 $ 640,564,683 3,168,993,743 $ 20.21 s 0 010 

2012 12/1/2012 31,580,000 13,655,693 $ 23.49 $ 3,207,722 1,182,769 $ 18.30 $ 216,447 373,0l8 $ 18.66 $ 69,607 578,512 $ 17.83 $ 103,149 $ 3,596,924 3,303,044,903 $ 18.96 $ 626,247,147 s 629,844,071 3,318,834,903 $ 18.98 $ 0 018 



Cooperatives Table 9.C.J 

Added Pool Value With Milk Produced In the State and Marketed Out of California Included In the Proposed FMMO Pool 

A B c D E F G H I J K L M N 0 p Q R s T u v w 
Exhibit 64 Table 

5.C Column I 

co.,peratives Exhibit 20 Cooperatives Exhibit 64 Cooperatives Cooperatives Top Line 

tl9.B % Class I Table 1.B3/4 #9.B % Class II Table S.A #9.B % Class Ill Exhibit 64 Table U9.B % Class IV Exhibit 64 Table CDFA ~61 Estimated FMO 

CDFA/1 Use X 50% Column C (D/100) * E Use X 50% Column H (G/100} * H Use X 50% 5.A Column 0 {J/100) • K Use X 50% 5.A Column Q (M/100) • N F+l+L+O Table D Blend (R/100) * Q P+S R+C T / (U/100) V-R 

Total Pounds Pounds Cl Class I Price New Value Pounds Cll Class II Price New Value Pounds Clll Class Ill Price New Value Pounds CIV C!ass IV Price New Value Total Existing Computed Computed Revised Revised Revised Difference 

Yuma County New Value CSO Pool FMMO Blend FMMO Pool FMMO Pool FMMO FMMO Blend New FMMO Blend 

Year Date Arizona Pounds Price Total Dollars Total Dollars Pool Pounds Price Price 

2013 1/1/2013. 31,864,000 13,462.561 s 21.07 s 2,836,562 1,595,384 s 18.19 s 290,200 227,331 $ 18.14 $ 41,238 646,724 $ 17.63 $ 114,017 $ 3,282,017 3,321,974,145 s 18.34 $ 60'l,110,602 $ 612,3'l2,619 3,337,906,145 s 18.35 s 0.011 

2013 2/1/2013 35,58~,000 15,559,416 $ 20.31 $ 3,160,117 1,410,690 $ 18.49 $ 260,836 285,664 $ 17.25 $ 49,277 536,232 s 17.75 s 95,181 s 3,565,412 3,090,633,381 s 17 90 s 553,169,076 $ 556,734,488 3,108,425,381 s 17.91 $ 0.012 

2013 1/1/2013 37,640,000 16,234,538 s 19.90 s 3,230,673 1,649,886 s 18 82 s 310,509 320,242 $ 16.93 $ 54,217 615,335 $ 17.75 s 109,222 s 3,704,620 3,522,624,070 s 17.73 $ 624,449,954 $ 628,154,574 3,541,444,070 $ 17.74 s 0.010 

2013 4/1/2013 36,437,000 16,018,453 s 19.76 $ 3,165,246 1,451,851 $ 18.73 $ 271,932 239,654 $ 17.59 $ 42,155 508,543 s 18.10 $ 92,046 $ 3,571,379 3,471,759,253 s 18 12 s 629,114,183 $ 632,685,562 3,489,977,753 s 18.13 s 0.008 

2013 5/1/2013 36,211,000 15,718,931 s 19.86 $ 3,121,780 1,686,385 s 18.43 s 310,801 248,459 s J8_5;> $ 46,015 451,7'6 $ 18.89 $ 85,331 s 3,563,926 3,567,794,880 s 18.79 $ 670,293,650 s 673,857,576 3,585,900,380 $ 18.79 s 0.005 

2013 6/1/2013 33,128,000 14,261,142 s 21 03 $ 2,999,118 1,496,271 $ 19.14 $ 286,386 321,068 $ 18.02 $ 57,856 485,520 s 18.88 s 91,666 $ 3,435,027 3,345,239,288 $ 18.75 $ 627,233,403 $ 630,668,429 3,361,803,288 $ 18.76 $ 0.010 

2013 7/1/2013 25,225,000 10,682,050 $ 21.01 $ 2,244,299 1,147,197 s 19.22 s 220,491 387,488 s 17.38 $ G7,345 395,766 s 18.90 s 74,800 s 2,606,935 3,232,790,652 s 18.49 s 597,853,757 $ 600,460,692 3,245,403,152 $ 18.50 $ 0.008 

2013 8/1/2013 23,349,000 10,216,507 $ 20.98 s 2,143,423 990,526 s 19 27 $ 190,874 218,944 s 17.91 $ 39,213 248,524 s 19.07 $ 47,394 $ 2,420,904 3,273,269,387 $ 18.80 $ 615,472,188 $ 617,893,092 3,284,943,887 $ 18 81 s 0.007 

2013 9/1/2013 24,306,000 10,402,882 s 21.26 s 2,211,653 967,544 s 19.78 s 191,380 323,489 $ 18.14 $ 58,681 459,086 s 19.43 s 89,200 $ 2,550,914 3,078,337,153 $ 19 11 $ 588,172,626 $ 590,723,540 3,090,490,153 s 19.11 $ 0.007 

2013 10/1/2013 25,036,000 10,643,242 $ 21.30 s. 2,267,011 875,776 $ 20.56 s 180,060 551,626 s 18 22 $ 100,506 447,356 $ 20 17 $ 90,232 s 2,637,808 3,212,104,898 $ 19.47 $ 625,237,867 $ 627,875,675 3,224,622,898 $ 19.47 $ 0.006 

2013 11/1/2013 ;>/.,296,000 9,081,990 $ 22.30 $ 2,025,284 915,220 $ 20.76 $ 190,000 737,367 $ 18.83 $ 138,846 413,424 s 20.52 $ 84,835 $ 2,438,9M 3,160,081,007 $ 20.00 $ 632,009,895 $ 634,448,859 3,171,229,007 $ 20 01 s 0.007 

2013 12/1/2013 26,718,000 11,375,353 $ 22.47 s 2,556,042 l,098,299 $ 21.66 s 237,891 430,656 $ 18.95 s 81,609 454,693 $ 21.54 $ 97,941 s 2,973,483 3,347,317,44'l $ 20.48 $ 685,492,058 $ 688,465,542 3,360,676,449 $ 20 49 $ 0.007 

2014 1/1/2014 25,956,000 11,172,7M $ 23.58 $ 2,634,542 1,035,645 $ 22.21 s 230,017 355,980 s 2115 $ 75,290 413,592 $ 22.29 s 92,190 $ 3,032,038 3,535,682,079 $ 21.91 s 774,615,545 $ 777,647,583 3,548,660,079 $ 21.91 s 0.005 

2014 2/1/2014 30,377,000 13,505,770 s 24.12 s 3,257,592 1,030,775 $ 23.73 $ 244,603 166,986 $ 23.35 $ 38,991 484,971 $ 23.46 $ 113,774 s 3,654,960 3,305,002,929 s 23.49 s 776,415,882 $ 780,070,842 3,320,191,429 $ 23.49 $ 0.003 

2014 3/1/2014 36,191,000 15,400,063 $ 25.74 $ 3,963,976 1,295,828 $ 24.22 $ 313,850 448,207 $ 23 33 s 104,567 951,403 s 23.6G s 225,102 s 4,607,494 3,706,096,117 $ 23.79 $ 881,541,176 $ 886,148,671 3,724,191,617 $ 23.79 s 0.008 

2014 4/1/2014 30,202,000 12,253,961 $ 25.75 $ 3,155,395 1,446,24?. s Z4.74 $ 357,800 413,683 $ 24.31 $ 100,566 987,115 $ 23.34 $ 230,393 s 3,844,154 3,577,429,783 s 24.16 $ 864,269,151 $ 868,113,305 3,592,530,783 $ 24.16 $ 0.005 

2014 5/1/2014 51,690,000 19,070,110 $ 26.57 $ 5,066,928 2,991.777 $ 24.44 $ 731,190 1,380,294 $ 22.57 $ 311,532 2,402,821 s 22.65 $ 544,239 s 6,653,889 3,633,943,274 $ 23.21 $ 843,579,631 $ 850,233,520 3,659,788,274 s 23.23 s 0.018 

2014 6/1/2014 41,757,000 15,029,080 s 24.96 $ 3,751,258 2,947,507 $ 23.94 $ 705,633 1,691,190 s 21.36 $ 361,238 1,210,723 $ 23.13 $ 280,040 $ 5,098,170 3,435,240,467 s 22.61 $ 776,701,308 $ 781,799,478 3,456,118,967 s 1.2.62 s 0.011 

2014 7/1/2014 26,202,000 9,141,420 s 25.12 s 2,296,325 2,034,428 $ 24.41 $ 496,604 1,147,723 $ 7.1-60 $ 247,908 777,430 $ 23.78 $ 184,873 $ 3,225,709 3,422,354,511 $ 22.98 $ 786,470,448 $ 789,696,157 3,435,455,511 $ 22.99 s 0.006 

2014 8/1/2014 39,133,000 13,425,010 s 25.97 $ 3,486,475 3,960,723 $ 25.34 $ 1,003,647 1,071,364 $ 22.25 $ 238,378 1,lO'l,404 $ 23.89 s 265,036 $ 4,993,537 3,339,084,988 s 23 51 $ 785,082,791 $ 790,076,328 3,358,651,488 $ 23.52 $ 0.012 

2014 9/1/2014 45,973,000 17,517,111 $ 25.73 $ 4,507,153 4,003,545 s 26.11 $ 1,045,326 732,778 s 24.60 $ 180,263 733,067 $ 22.58 $ 165,527 $ 5,898,268 3,178,833,881 $ 24.29 $ 772,258,687 $ 778,156,955 3,201,820,381 $ 24.30 $ 0.010 

2014 10/1/2014 42,932,000 16,676,051 s 26.29 $ 4,384,134 3,705,347 $ 21.93 $ 812,582 387,914 $ 23.82 $ 92,401 696,690 $ 21.35 $ 148.743 $ 5,437,860 3,322,831,966 $ 23 24 $ 772,082,171 $ 777,520,031 3,344,297,966 $ 23.25 $ 0.013 

2014 11/1/2014 40,294,000 14,974,506 $ 26.16 $ 3,917,331 3,734,637 $ 19.91 s 743,566 848,536 s 21.94 s 186,169 589,323 s 18.21 s 107,316 s 4,954,381 3,246,258,753 $ 21.12 $ 685,696,329 $ 690,650,710 3,266,405,753 $ 21.14 $ 0 021 

2014 12/1/2014 41,835,000 15,487,027 $ 24.63 $ 3,814,455 3,186,216 s 19.09 s 608,249 1,554,462 $ 17.82 s 277,005 689.796 s 16.70 s 115,196 $ 4,814,904 3,361,867,921 $ 18.44 $ 619,800,290 $ 624,615,194 3,382,'185,421 $ 18.46 $ 0 028 



Cooperatives Table 9.c..!:J-
Added Pool Value With Milk Produced In the State and Marketed Out of California Included In t he Proposed FMMO Pool 

A B c D E F G H I J K L M N 0 p Q R s T u v w 
Exhibit 64 Table 

S.CColumn I 

Cooperatives Exhibit 20 Cooperatives Ex hibit 64 Cooperatives Cooperatives Top line 
#9.B Y. Class I Table 1.83/4 #9.B Y. Class 11 Table 5.A #9.B Y. Class Ill Exhibit 64 Table #9.B % Class IV Exhibit 64 Table CDFA #61 Estimated FMO 

CDFA/l Use X SO% Column C (0/100) • E Use X SOY. Column H (G/100 ) • H Use X 50% S.AColumn O (J/ 100) • K Use X SOY. S.AColumn Q (M/ 100) • N F+l + L+O Tab le D Blend (R/1 00) * Q P+S R+C T I (U/100) V-R 

Total Pounds Po unds Cl Class I Price New Va lue Pounds Cll Class II Price New Value Pounds Clll Class Ill Price New Value Pounds CIV Class IV Price New Value Tota l Existing Computed Compute d Revised Revised Revised Difference 

Yuma County New Value CSO Pool FMMO Blend FMMO Pool FMMO Pool FMMO FMMO Blend New FMMO Blend 

Year Date Arizona Pounds Price Total Dollars Total Dollars Pool Pounds Price Price 

2015 1/ 1/ 2015 42,937,000 15,464,573 s 20.68 s 3,198,074 3,651,755 s 16.18 s 590,854 1,597,854 s 16.18 s 258,533 754,319 s 13.23 s 99,796 s 4,147,257 3,407,055,000 s 15.71 s 535,201,528 s 539,348,784 3,428,523,500 s 15.73 s 0.023 

2015 2/1/ 2015 37,239,000 13,559,920 s 18.34 s 2,486,889 2,678,489 s 14.48 s 387,845 1,536,748 s 15.46 s 237,581 844,345 s 13.82 s 116,688 s 3,229,004 3,174,807,000 s 15.15 s 480,972,657 s 484,201,661 3,193,426,500 s 15.16 s 0.013 

2015 3/1/20 15 51,137,000 17,897,057 s 17.66 s 3,160,620 3,782,388 s 14.50 s 548,446 2,272,671 s 15.56 s 353,628 1,616,385 s 13.80 s 223,061 s 4,285,755 3,613,367,000 s 15.10 s 545,570,431 s 549,856,187 3,638,935,500 s 15.11 s 0.012 

2015 4/ 1/ 2015 51,067,000 16,133,766 s 17.60 s 2,839,543 3,843,751 s 14.98 s 575,794 3,507,207 s 15.81 s 554,489 2,048,777 s 13.51 s 276,790 s 4,246,616 3,560,313,000 s 15.13 s 538,687,711 s 542,934,327 3,585,846,500 s 15.14 s 0.011 

2 015 5/1/ 2015 41,698,000 13,482,252 s 17.93 s 2,417,368 2,978,673 s 14.81 s 441,141 2,808,009 s 16. 19 s 454,617 1,580,068 s 13.91 s 219,787 s 3,532,913 3,658,818,000 s 15.49 s 566,827,231 s 570,360,144 3,679,667,000 $ 15.50 s 0.008 

2 0 15 6/1/ 2015 29,796,000 10,157,962 s 18.24 s 1,852,812 2,511,605 s 14.77 s 370,964 1,333,202 s 16.72 s 222,911 895,231 $ 13.90 $ 124,437 $ 2,571,125 3,426,983,000 s 15.82 $ 54 2,282,877 s 544,854,002 3,441,881,000 s 15 .83 $ 0.006 

2015 7/ 1/ 2015 26,638,000 11,034,662 s 18.63 s 2,055,758 2,652,340 s 14.65 s 388,568 716,275 s 16.31 s 116,824 596,724 s 13.16 s 78,529 s 2,639,679 3,271,884,458 s 15.51 $ 507,375,475 s 510,015,153 3,285,203,458 s 15.52 s 0.017 

20 15 8/1/ 2015 

20 15 9/ 1/ 2015 

2015 10/ 1/ 2015 

2015 11/ 1/2015 

2015 12/ 1/ 2015 

Average s 3,429,333 Average s 0.011 

l This data is not in Exhibit 61. It can be found on the regular CDFA webpage. First navigate to the following link. 

https://www.cdfa.ca.gov/dairy/uploader/oostings/datastats/ 

Then look to the September 2015 Excel table or the Archived Statistical Data Tables. The data is listed on the table Commercial Milk Production in California, Product ion Entering and leaving, by month. 
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Exempt Plant and Producer Handler Language Modifications 

The Cooperatives have a modification to their proposal which will extend exempt plant 

and producer handler status to small plants which process products other than fluid milk products 

or in addition to fluid milk products. After reviewing our initial proposal we have concluded 

there is a benefit to making this change. First, it addresses the matter of administrative 

convenience on the part of the Market Administrator by reducing (but not eliminating) the 

reporting requirements of pooling, pricing and audit over a small volume of milk at small non-

Class I plants. Secondly, it reduces the issues of meeting more detailed reporting requirements 

by a group of small volume processors. 

Additionally, it makes consistent the pool plant characteristics and the exempt plant 

characteristics. Proposal I requires inclusive pooling but allows that requirement to be relaxed 

on certain small producers who process and distribute Class I products. Extending this 

exemption to similarly situated dairy producers who manufacture products other than Class I 

products will make our proposal more equitable. It also addresses issues raised with regard to 

the impact of price level and small processors. 

The language we are proposing will create an additional definition for an exempt plant 

and will be titled in Order I 051 as § 1051.SA Additional Exempt Plants. The language for this 

section (all new language) is as follows: 

§1051.SA Additional Exempt Plants. 

Thefol/o,ving plants shall also be exempt planls. 

(a) A plant which uses milk to produce Class II, III or IV products (as defined in 
§1051 . ../0) and that is exempt fi'om the pricing and pooling provisions of any 
order provided that the operator of the plan/ files reports as prescribed by the 
market administralor lo enable determination of the handler's exempt status; and 
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This language makes it clear this section will apply to a plant that processes 

manufactured dairy products classified as Class II, Class III or Class IV. 

(I) Is a plant that meets the requirements of §1051 . 7 (c) or (cl); and 

(2) Does not process or distribute fluid milk products; and 

(3) Uses 300,000 pounds of milk or less per month to produce products classified 
as Class 11, Class III or IV 

Sub-paragraph (a) (1) establishes that these plants meet the requirements of §1051.(7) (c) 

and (cl). Sub-paragraph (a) (2) further identifies that plant under § (a) is a plant other than a 

distributing plant. Sub-paragraph (a) (3) establishes that the processing volume limitation 

allowed for this class of plant is 300,000 pounds or less per month and those products must be 

classified as Class II or Class III or Class IV. 

We chose to increase the traditional size for an exempt plant to 300,000 pounds in order 

to give recognition to the fact that an exempt plant may process other than fluid milk products 

and to put a limit on the total pounds that may be exempted. This volume approximates the 

315,000 pounds per month estimate of a dairy farm as a small business. 

In order to account for a plant in a similar situation but which processes Class I products 
S°IOS"l.'e>A{b) (b) 

in addition to Class II, III or IV products we created §-105 1.8 (6). Plants in § JPJ also meet the 

requirements of § 1051.7(c) or (cl); but the section adds the additional qualifiers in paragraphs 

(1) through (4) that allow exempt status for a plant with 150,000 pounds or less of route 

disposition and sales of packaged fluid milk products to other plants and, if it chooses to 

manufacture other products, it may do so as long as the sum of the total distribution of packaged 

sales and milk used to manufacture other dairy products does not exceed 300,000 pounds. 
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(b) A plant which processes and distributes packaged.fluid milk products and uses 
milk lo produce Class!!, III or JV products (as defined in §1051.40) and that is 
exempt fiom the pricing and pooling provisions of any order provided that the 
operator of the plant files reports as prescribed by the market ad111inislrator 10 

enable determination o('the handler's exempt status: and 

(I) Is a plant that meets the requirements of §1051. 7 (c) or (cl); 
and 

(2) Has route disposition and sales of packaged fluid milk 
products to other plants of 150, 000 pounds or less during the 
111onth; and 

(3) Uses milk lo produce Class JI, Class !II or Class IV producrs; 
and 

(/) Whose total pounds of usage under sections (2) and (3) above 
does not exceed 300, 000 pounds. 

For the same reasons, we also chose to extend the producer-handler definition to a farm 

that may process its own milk into other than fluid milk products. The language in §I 051.10 

below accomplishes this change by retaining the framework of the existing producer-handler 

language and adding the provision that a producer-handler may also retain its status if it only 

processes Class II, Class III or Class IV products or processes these products in some 

combination with fluid milk products but the total pounds processed into all products cannot 

exceed 3,000,000 pounds. 

§ 1051.10 Producer-handler. 

Producer-handler means a person who: 

(a) Operates a dairy far111 and a milk processing distribulil'lg plant for Class !, 
Class II, Class III or Class JV products in ·which the milk used fi·em which there 
is route disposition in the 1narkeling arcs, endjj·orJ1 il'hich total reutc diSJ3osition 
end peckagctl sales effluid milk pred11cls le ether plant.1· during the month does 
not exceed 3 million pounds: 
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(b) Receives fluid milk ji-om own farm production or milk that is fully subject to 
the pricing and pooling provisions of the order in this part or any other Federal 
order; 

(c) Receives at its plant or acquires for route disposition no more than 150, 000 
pounds of fluid milk or fluid milk products ji-om handlers fully regulated under 
any Federal order. This limitation shall not apply if the producer-handlers own 
farm production is less than 150, 000 pounds during the month; 

(d) Disposes of no other source milk as Class I milk except by increasing the 
nonfat milk solids content of the fluid milk products; 

(e) Provides proof satisfactory to the market administrator that the care and 
management of the dairy animals and other resources necessary to produce all 
Class I milk handled (excluding receipts from handlers fully regulated under any 
Federal order) and the processing and packaging operations (for Class I, II , III 
and IV products) are the producer-handlers own enterprise and at its own risk; 
and 

(/) Any producer-handler with Class I route dispositions and/or transfers of 
packaged fluid milk products in the marketing area described in § 1131. 2 of this 
chapter shall be subject to payments into the Order 1131 producer settlement 
fund on such dispositions pursuant to §1000. 76(a) and payments into the Order 
1131 administrative fund provided such dispositions are less than three million 
pounds in the current month and such producer-handler had total Class I route 
dispositions and/or transfers of packaged fluid milk products from own farm 
production of three million pounds or more the previous month. If the producer
handler has Class I route dispositions and/or transfers of packaged fluid milk 
products into the marketing area described in §1131.2 of this chapter of three 
million pounds or more during the current month, such producer-handler shall be 
subject to the provisions described in §113I. 7 of this chapter or §1000. 76(a). 

C>vlk 
(g) . ..._Trans[ers and diversions to producer-handlers which produce Class II. III, or 
IV products shall be classified in accordance with I000.42(c)(3). 
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The Cooperatives' Proposal Relative to "Call" Provisions 

The Cooperatives support "call" provisions in the proposed California Federal Milk 

Marketing Order (FMMO). We believe our initial position will work as we have offered it but in 

light of the comments we have heard at the hearing feel this modification will improve it. 

It is our position that calls are generally necessary for the market only when wide scale 

market conditions that impact all processing handlers in a region occur. For example, calls are 

not the solution to an individual plant acquiring a new customer, opening a new plant, or a 

complaint relative to ongoing market premiums. The Market Administrator should take these 

factors into consideration when deciding to issue a call. We would define a call as requiring 

handlers with predominantly Class III and IV milk utilization to supply milk to Class I handlers 

pooled by the Order if market conditions under the terms of the call provisions support the need. 

Call provisions would be used to meet short term market conditions when normal milk supplies 

are less than market demand. 

We considered linking the requirement to quota but chose instead to relate it to Class III 

and IV utilization. The distribution of quota pounds among handlers is unknown and a high 

percentage of quota pounds may be held by farms that ship directly to distributing plants - thus 

insulating that volume of milk from filling a call request. Handlers with predominantly Class III 

and IV utilization benefit the most from the added value of Class I prices and should bear the 

burden for filling a call request. 

Call provisions have been included in Federal Orders in previous years, but, except for 

language in the Pacific Northwest Order, are not present in current Orders. The current 

California State Order (CSO) contains call provisions. While their actual use has been limited, 
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the industry is of the opinion that the presence of those provisions can result in shipments being 

made to a requesting call handler above the volumes tied to regular business transactions if a 

supply need is present. We think that the language present in FMMO 124, the language that was 

present in the pre-reform Order 68 and the current language in all Orders granting the Market 

Administrator discretion and flexibility in adjusting performance provisions are a reasonable 

guideline for how these call provisions could be structured. The Order 124 and pre-Reform 

Order 68 language defining call provisions are attached this statement. 

The lack of the provision's actual use in the CSO and its absence in FMMOs make it 

somewhat difficult to evaluate the effectiveness of the provisions and to craft call provisions. 

We will offer guidelines on how "call" provisions should be structured. 

Suggested Guidelines 

I) Definitions of Handlers Which can Initiate a Request for a Call to the Market 
Administrator; and Handlers Which Are Required to Respond to a Call. 

A handler initiating a call must be a §1051.7 (a) or (b) plant. A plant making a call must 

utilize in its plant all the milk for which the plant is the responsible handler and which was 

pooled on its report in the prior two months. A handler making a call cannot direct milk to other 

uses and cannot expect other pool handlers to satisfy a shortfall in their supply needs via a call. 

All pool handlers would be potentially responsible to fill the demands of a call. Only the 

Market Administrator has visibility to all shipments and pool volumes of all handlers and is able 

to craft call requirements specific to each situation. 

2) Definition of Call Regions for the Call Provisions Supported bv the Cooperatives. 

We believe the Northern and Southern California procurement regions, as currently 
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defined by CDFA, with one addition should be used for the purposes of aligning the responses to 

a call with the available supplies to do so. Plants making a call in a procurement region would 

be supplied by handlers with milk production in the same procurement region. These market 

regions have differing supply and demand relationships and could require different provisions for 

making and supplying a call. The regions (termed procurement regions) are defined as: 

Procurement Region I - Southern California Marketing Area and the counties of" 

Fresno, Kern, Kings, Tulare, the Arizona county of Yuma: 

Procurement Region 2 - Northern California Marketing Area, except/or the 

counties of" Del Norte, Fresno, Humboldt, Kern, Kings and Tulare. 

These are correct boundaries based upon current market conditions. We support providing the 

Market Administrator with the discretion to create sub-regions if necessary to provide the most 

efficient response to the market situation. 

3) Procedure for Initiating and Issuing a Call. 

Handlers would notify the Markel Administrator of the request for a call to be issued for 

their procurement region. The Market Administrator would investigate the request and if 

justified would issue a call requiring all handlers in the designated procurement region to deliver 

a specified percentage of pooled milk to §1051.7 (a) or (b) plants in the region. 

If a handler fails to deliver per the terms of a call, a per hundredweight penalty equal to 

the greater of $5 per hundredweight or 25% of the non-quota blend price for the applicable 

month that the call was initiated multiplied by the handler's shortfall in deliveries would be 

assessed. Any penalty would be deposited into the blend price pool. The Market Administrator 

will set the call percentage requirements at levels to generate the milk necessary to satisfy a call. 
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4) Factors to Consider in Defining the Terms of Sale if a Call is Issued. 

The Market Administrator will determine that the handler requesting a call is willing to 

pay the necessary market terms for milk deliveries, when deciding whether to initiate a call. The 

charges for milk subject to a call will be determined by negotiation between the supplying 

handler and the plant. 
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Attachment to Cooperatives' Exhibit 11 

FO 124 ''call'' provision language 

§ 1124.11 Cooperative reserve supply unit. 

Page 1 

Cooperative reserve supply unit means any cooperative association or its agent that is a handler 
pursuant to § 1000.9( c) that does not own or operate a plant. if such cooperative has been 
qualified to receive payments pursuant to§ 1124.73 and has been a handler of producer milk 
under the order in this part or its predecessor order during each of the 12 previous months. and if 
a majority of the cooperative's member producers are located within 125 miles ofa plant 
described in§ 1124.7(a). A cooperative reserve supply unit shall be subject to the following 
conditions: 

(a) The cooperative shall file a request with the market administrator for cooperative reserve 
supply unit status at least 15 days prior to the first day of the month in which such status is 
desired to be effective. Once qualified as a cooperative reserve supply unit pursuant to this 
paragraph, such status shall continue to be effective unless the cooperative requests termination 
prior to the first day of the month that change of status is requested, or the cooperative fails to 
meet all of the conditions of this section. 

(b) The cooperative reserve supply unit supplies fluid milk products to pool distributing plants 
located within 125 miles ofa majority of the cooperative's member producers in compliance with 
any announcement by the market administrntor requesting a minimum level of shipments as 
follows: 

(1) The market administrator may require such supplies of bulk fluid milk from cooperative 
reserve supply units whenever the market administrator finds that milk supplies for Class 1 use 
arc needed for plants defined in§ 1124.7(a) or (b). Before making such a finding. the market 
administrator shall investigate the need for such shipments either on the market administrator's 
own initiative or at the request of interested pe1·sons ifthe request is made in writing at least 15 
days prior to the month for which the requested revision is desired effective. lfthe market 
administrator's investigation shows that such shipments might be appropriate, the market 
adn1inistrator shall issue a notice stating that a shipping announcen1ent is being considered and 
inviting data, views and arguments with respect to the proposed shipping announcement. Any 

January 1,2011 



Attachment to Cooperatives' Exhibit 11 Page 2 

decision on the required shipment of bulk fluid milk from cooperative reserve supply units must 
be made in writing at least one day before the effective date. 

(2) Failure of a cooperative reserve supply unit to comply with any announced shipping 
requirements, including making any significant change in the unit's marketing operation that the 
market administrator determines has the impact of evading or forcing such an announcement, 
shall result in immediate loss of cooperative reserve supply unit status until such time as the unit 
has been a handler pursuant to§ 1000.9(c) for at least 12 consecutive months. 

January 1, 2011 
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FO 68 11 call 11 provision language 
§ 1068.7 Title 7~Agrlculture 

Cdl Any plant Cwhich. if Qualified 
pursuant to this paragraph, shall be 
known as a "pool reserve supply 
pJant'"J that is located in the market
ing area and that is approved by a 
duly constituted regulatory agency for 
the handling of Grade A milk. subject 
to the following conditions: 

OJ A daily average of 25.000 pounds 
or more of Grade A milk from dairy 
farmers is received at the plant during 
the month; 

C2J At least one tank truck load of 
Grade A fluid milk products (not Jess 
than 45.000 pounds) has been shipped 

·from the plant to a pool distributing 
plant or to a comparable plant under 
another Federal order within the last 
12 months, unless the plant is already 
qualified as a pool plant pursuant to 
this paragraph; 

< 3 J The operator of the plant has 
filed a request with the market admin
istrator for pool status at least 15 days 
prior to the first day of the month in 
which such status is desired effective. 
Once Qualified as a pool plant pursu
ant to this paragraph, such status 
shall continue to be effective unless 
the operator requests nonpool status 
for the plant prior to the first day of 
the month for which nonpool status is 
requested, the plant subsequently fails 
to meet all of the conditions of this 
paragraph, or the plant qualifies as a 
pool plant under another order; 

(4) The operator of the plant sup
plies fluid milk products to pool dis
tributing plants located within an area 
designated by the market administra
tor as the "call area" ill compliance 
with any announcement by the 
market administrator requesting a 
minimum level of shipments. as fur
ther provided below: 

(i) The market administrator may 
require such supplies of fluid milk 
products from operators of any pool 
reserve supply plants within the call 
area whenever he finds that milk sup
plies for Class I use at pool distribut
ing plants within the call area are 
needed from plants qualifying under 
this paragraph. Before making such a 
finding, the market administrator 
shall investigate the need for such 
shipments either on his own initiative 
or at the request of interested persons. 
U his investigation shows that such 

shipments might be appropriate. he 
shall issue a notice stating that a ship
ping announcement is being consid
ered and inviting data. views, and ar
guments with respect to the proposed 
shipping announcement; 

(!!J For the purpose of meeting any 
shipping requirement announced by 
the market adnllnJstrator: 

(al Qualifying shipments to pool dis
tributing plants within the call area 
may origin.ate from any plant or pro
ducer milk supplies of the handler 
provided that shipments from sources 
other than the pJant<sJ subject to the 
call must be in addltion to any ship
ments (including shipments directly 
from producers' farms> already being 
made by the handler and may not 
result from shifting milk supplies from 
a pool distributing plant outside the 
call area to one within the call area; 
and 

(b) Shipments from a reserve supply 
plant within the call area to a pool dis
tributing plant outside the call area or 
to a comparable plant regulated under 
another Federal order may count 8.s if 
delivered to a pool distributing plant 
within the call area if the market ad
ministrator is notified of the amount 
of any such commitments to ship milk 
prior to announcement of a shipping 
requirement pursuant to this para
graph. Qualifying shipments to an 
other order plant may not be classified 
pursuant to§ 1068.42<bl<3J; and 

(iii) Failure of a handler to comply 
with any announced shipping require
ment, including ma.king any signifi
cant change in his marketing oper
ations that the market administrator 
determines has the impact of evading 
or forcing such an announcement, 
shall result in immediate Joss of pool 
status for the plant pursuant to this 
paragraph. A plant losing pool status 
in this manner or a plant that requests 
nonpool status may not agaiu qualify 
as a pool plant pursuant to this para
graph for a period of one year from 
the date on which pool status was last 
h."'-'"--~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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Hello. 

My name is Case Van Steyn. I operate 3 dairies in south Sacramento 
County with family support. 

EXHIBIT 

My story is similar to many other dairy farmers in CA and dairy farmers 
who have testified here. 

My parents came from Holland to try to chase the American dream of a 
job, security, and opportunity for the future. I cannot imagine the 
emotions when they left Holland with two small children not knowing if 
they would ever see their parents or if the grandparents would see 
their grandchildren again. This was a big step that most of us cannot 
comprehend. 

My dad got a job milking cows in Tracy, CA. He worked for several 
years to save up a small sum of money to start his own dairy. He 
accomplished this by scrimping and saving every dollar he could, 
putting all he could into a savings account, which came first. Living 
expenses were left over. 

By using the savings and a loan from the bank he gathered up 20 cows 
and rented a place in Lockeford, CA - no days off, no outside activities. 
The goal was committed to seven days a week. Slowly, but surely, he 
added additional cows and moved to another location, still in 
Lockeford. Then in 1956 we moved to a ranch in a partnership with 
another dairy farmer. The cows were merged to form a viable 
operation, which continues to this day. In 1966 my dad bought out the 
partner and proceeded to accomplish his dream of owning his own 
dairy, cows, and land. 

1 



In the early 60's we shipped milk to an independent processor in 
Sacramento. The market prices were stressed. My father met with 
local dairy farmers whom he and his partner rounded up to have a 
discussion on what could be done, possibly even including approaching_ 
the processor for additional money. The processor learned about this 
meeting that my dad had organized. The field man for the company 
came by and told us that at t he end of the month our milk would not be 
picked up anymore - that our contract was canceled. I assume that the 
processor did this to make sure the other farmers at the meeting would 
not proceed with the discussion. 

At that time, my dad's partner had a duck pond at the back of an 
additional ranch, where several of his friends would be invited to go 
hunting. This included a cabin with sleeping quarters. It was far from 
any other structures. The people would hunt there, eat there, sleep 
there, drink there and swap stories as in the proverbial man cave of 
today. 

During these times the topic of our contract's being canceled came up. 
Some of the duck hunting companions included the owners of Raley's 
Superstores, a construction contractor, and people associated with 
Borden's. By the time the discussions ended, an agreement was 
reached that Borden's would supply products to Raley's if Borden's 
would take us on and give us a contract. This would be similar to 
today's contract including pooling and quota. 

Remember that all this took place at a duck club. We received our 
yYI ii"" 

contract and sold
11
to Borden's. Because of this and maintaining our 
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class 1 usage, we were able in to enter the new CA mil~plan and 
receive quota holdings in 1969. 

As you can see, having a secure home for milk was totally at the hands 
of the processors who controlled who shipped where and when. The 
farmers were totally at the mercy of the processors and it was clearly 
apparent that the processors' interests were first. So, thank goodness 
for friends, duck hunting, and commitments made over breakfast that 
we were able to survive in the dairy business in the mid 60's. 

I emphasize that it is extremely critical that we maintain the quota 
system in CA as we have done since 1969. That change allowed many 
dairies to remain viable and participate in the American dream. Since 

.,.. 001" s 
many other dairy families'. r:oute~ trace back to Holland, Portugal, and 

C D1.l 1..f.ov..-.;« oCc::t•Y'I~ ~ 
other places, tl:lere aFe many common goa·ls. 

The dairy business in CA has met with bumps in the road, ups and 
downs, an(sli°'p~t price volatility. But with all the bumps along the 
way the dairy farmers have been able, at a semi-reasonable level, to 
allow for positive cash flow and some expansion. 

In approximately 2007, decisions were made at CDFA in pricing 
formulas that allowed the wheels to fall off the train and the CA 
discount to begin, which continues to this day. The biggest priority, as 
we discuss federal marketing orders in these hearings, is that we find a 
solution to end the volatility and cause CA prices to be in a reasonable 
alignment with prices throughout the rest of the country. 
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A three dollar discount of milk prices compared to other cheese making 
areas is unacceptable if CA is to maintain leadership in the dairy 
industry in the future. It is critical that we address these issues 
including maintaining quota to be able to move forward and stabilize 
the dairy industry in CA. 

We also need to consider California's regulatory climate and its 
consequences on dairies including air, water, labor, environmental, and 

G\ ol"''"~ 
animal care that add significant costs to"~ P&L. 

California has lost approximately 600 dairies since 2008 and has had "on ~oin~ 
sales of dairies going out of business on a regular basis. Currently there 
are shortages of milk in CA at most processors. It is likely to get worse. 

So, as not to repeat previous testimony by the co-ops, trade 
organizations and individual dairymen including Rob Vandenheuvel, 

cu••cl )~'I AiYo.tO 
Rien Doornenbal, a.AG Melvin Medeiro~ I will not try to testify on 
details, some of which I probably do not have personal knowledge. 
However, I can present the CDFA Dairy Review, which clearly points out 
the CA discount over the last six years plus. 

Thank you very much for your attention and accepting this testimony to 
be considered in the federal milk marketing hearing as it moves 
forward. 

? 
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Milk Mailbox Prices in Dollars per Hundredweight· 201 S 
2015 Mailbox Milk Prices 

Reporting Areas MFl,MM@Ml&ffl§ilDfllMMIWWll!,!WMmMMiji!.WUfiiiM·AMM~!.MM·!§M 
Dollars Per Hundredweight 

California 
New England States 

New York 
Eastern Pennsylvania 

Appalachian States 

Southeast States 
Southern Missouri 
Florida 

Western Pennsylvania 

Ohio 

Indiana 
Michigan 

Wisconsin 
Minnesota 

Iowa 

Illinois 

Corn Belt States 
Western Texas 
New Mexico 

Northwest Stales 

All Federal Order Areas 

$15.11 $14.49 $14.45 
$19.33 $18.44 $18.08 

$18.01 $17.05 $16.67 

$17.85 $17.03 $16.56 

$19.09 $17.94 $16.91 

$19.81 $18.29 $17.06 

$18.39 $17.72 $16.79 

$21 .33 $19.55 $17.98 

$17.98 $17.10 $16.73 

$18.19 $17.33 $16.85 

$17.31 $16.43 $15.89 

$16.89 $16.03 $15.56 

$18.18 $17.58 $17.46 

$18.03 $17.41 $17.32 

$17.58 $17.11 $16.74 

$17.74 $17.28 $17.01 

$16.55 $16.01 $15.63 

$16.38 $15.78 $15.47 

$15.19 $14.84 $14.51 

$16.79 $15.39 $16.65 

$17.71 $16.91 $16.60 

California mailbox price calculated by CDFA Dairy Marketing Branch 

$14.43 
$17.97 

$16.55 

$16.41 

$16.54 

$16.61 

$15.95 
$17.77 

$16.72 

$16.79 

$16.04 

$15.58 

$17.51 

$17.36 

$16.65 

$16.79 

$15.56 

$15.49 

$14.39 

$15.69 

$16.44 

All federal milk market order weighted average, as calculated by USDA. 

'SUO!llD!J 

:oi 06 a 

l£996 V'J l 1V8 
OCI INIONVllVd 6£0£ ~ 
l# ACllVO NA31.S NV/\ 

NA31.S NV/\ d '3NllS!CIH'J '3SV'J 
980~£ 

9 ~ 0Z 6l ~:)()LL6v9£~000 

9sv·ooo $ v~e~~ ct~ 

S3N\08 A3Nlld ,:.i:· 38'v'.lSOd ·sn 

$14.72 $15.05 
$18.07 $18.18 

$16.68 $16.74 

$16.48 $16.49 

$16.49 $17.02 

$16.69 $17.28 

$15.99 $16.59 

$17.77 $18.21 

$16.75 $16.67 

$16.84 $16.78 

$15.81 $15.87 

$15.48 $15.47 

$17.65 $17.82 

$17.55 $17.61 

$16.72 $16.97 

$16.84 $16.90 

$15.76 $15.86 

$15.71 $15.70 

$14.63 $14.62 

$16.81 $15.83 

$16.60 $16.62 

$14.62 
$17.74 

$16.44 

$16.28 

$17.53 

$18.05 

$17.88 
$18.96 

$16.54 

$16.66 

$15.75 

$15.33 
$17.49 

$17.06 

$16.68 

$16.75 

$15.68 

$15.55 

$14.90 

$15.33 

$16.43 
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Milk Mailbox Prices in Dollars per Hundredweight-2015 
2015 Mailbox Milk Prices 

Reporting Areas •!11••1•11~Emllll4nDll•~!••11111••mm•i1'1·•lhilll•·m••~1·~••·1=• 

California 

New England States 
New York 
Eastern Pennsylvania 

Appalachian States 

Southeast States 
Southern Missouri 
Florida 

Western Pennsylvania 
Ohio 

Indiana 

Michigan 

Wisconsin 

Minnesota 
Iowa 

Illinois 

Corn Belt States 

Western Texas 
New Mexico 

Northwest States 
All Federal Order Areas 

$15.11 

$19.33 

$18.01 

$17.85 

$19.09 

$19.81 

$18.39 

$21.33 

$17.98 

$18.19 

$17.31 

$16.89 

$18.18 

$18.03 

$17.58 

$17.74 

$16.55 

$16.38 

$15.19 

$16.79 

$17.71 

$14.49 $14.45 

$18.44 $18.08 

$17.05 $16.67 

$17.03 $16.56 

$17.94 $16.91 

$18.29 $17.06 

$17.72 $16.79 

$19.55 $17.98 

$17.10 $16.73 

$17.33 $16.85 

$16.43 $15.89 

$16.03 $15.56 

$17.58 $17.46 

$17.41 $17.32 

$17.11 $16.74 

$17.28 $17.01 

$16.01 $15.63 

$15.78 $15.47 

$14.84 $14.51 

$15.39 $16.65 

$16.91 $16.60 

California mailbox price calculated by CDFA Dairy Marketing Branch 

Dollars Per Hundredweight 

$14.43 $14.72 $15.05 

$17.97 $18.07 $18.18 

$16.55 $16.68 $16.74 

$16.41 $16.48 $16.49 

$16.54 $16.49 $17.02 

$16.61 $16.69 $17.28 

$15.95 $15.99 $16.59 

$17.77 $17.77 $18.21 

$16.72 $16.75 $16.67 

$16.79 $16.84 $16.78 

$16.04 $15.81 $15.87 

$15.58 $15.48 $15.47 

$17.51 $17.66 $17.82 

$17.36 $17.56 $17.61 

$16.65 $16.65 $16.97 

$16.79 $16.82 $16.90 

$15.56 $15.72 $15.86 

$15.49 $15.71 $15.70 

$14.39 $14.63 $14.62 

$15.69 $16.81 $15.83 

$16.44 $16.60 $16.62 

All federal milk market order weighted average, as calculated by USDA. 
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EXHIBIT 

I 16S 
BEFORE THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT ~----" 

OF AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

7 CFR Part 1051 In the Matter of Milk in California; 
Notice of Hearing on a Proposal to 
Establish a Federal Milk Marketing 
Order 

Docket No.: A0-15-0071; 
AMS-DA-14-0095 

Fresno, California, November 16, 2015 

Testimony of Dennis Schad 

(Second statement) 

(Rebuttal) 

In Support of Proposal 1 of California Dairies, Inc., 

Dairy Farmers of America, Inc., and Land O'Lakes, Inc. 

Proposal to Establish a Federal Milk Marketing Order for the 

State of California 

Cooperatives' Exhibit 12 
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Cooperatives' Rebuttal Testimony 

I. Pooling Milk in FMMO 1 

The Dairy Institute entered Exhib it 23 into the record on September 28, 2015 (NT, pg. 

1051 ), an FMMO 1 document, "Non-Pool Handler Listing August 2015." The witness, 

representing Proposal 1, was questioned about the products manufactured in various plants listed 

on the report. The witness was asked, "And being a non-pool plant means that they' re not 

subject to minimum price regulations in the Federal order, conect." The witness answered 

affirmatively. 

The question implies that dairy plants and handlers are routinely de-pooling milk of dairy 

farmers associated with FMMO 1. As an active participant in the marketing of milk in the 

FMMO 1 marketing area, I can note that actually very little milk is de-pooled in the marketing 

area of the Northeast FMMO. That Order contains a provision, Dairy Farmers for Other Markets 

(§ 1001.12 (b) (5) and (6)), which excludes the milk from the pool of a dairy farmer that has been 

de-pooled. This onerous provision assures that virtually all milk associated with the Order 

remains pooled at all times, even when there is a negative PPD. Milk delivered to the plants 

listed on Exhibit 23 is routinely pooled on FMMO l. 

II. Pay Prices and Class Ill Price in Federal Orders 

Dairy Institute Exhibit 102 purports to demonstrate that dairy farmers in Texas, New 

Mexico and Michigan have been and are currently being paid below the Class Ill price. As 

evidence, the witness subtracted from the state' s All Milk price the sum of the state's Class III 

price at test (witness used FMMO monthly tests when state specific milk tests were unavailable) 

plus the month's FMMO Producer Price Differential (PPD), adjusted for the state's location 

differential. Putting aside our reservations as to whether a state 's All Mi lk price less that state's 
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Class III at its component test (or FMMO as a proxy for the state's component test) plus the 

FMMO PPD, adjusted for the state's location, is a proper measure by which to conclude that 

dairy farmers in that state are paid less than the Class III price, the proponents of Proposal 1 offer 
~vice 

Exhibit 12.A. Difference Between All Milk Price and The Class II~ (test) plus Adjusted PPD 
"d.-t 

2009-2015. Using the same measure as the Dairy Institute's, six states: Wisconsin, New York, 

Pennsylvania, Iowa, South Dakota and Minnesota, representing 51 percent of the nation's cheese 

production, have in every month during the last five and a half years paid dairy farmers in excess 

of the Class III price. These pay price levels are further confirmed by Exhibit 12.B. The 

Market Administrator's Bulletin for FMMO 1 for June 2013. On pages 2 and 3, the Market 

Administrator disaggregated the Order's Mailbox Prices for the first quarter of 2013, parsing out 

the effects of transportation, producer PPD payment and producer premiums on the reported 

Mai lbox price. Table 3 of Exhibit 12.B shows that the average premium paid to dairy farmers in 

the Northeast, including Pennsylvania and New York, during the period was $1.06 above Federal 

Order minimums. 

III. Sales Below Federal Order Minimum Prices in FMMO Markets 

Multiple Dairy Institute witnesses have asserted that producer milk that has satisfied its 

class obligation to the FMMO pool, nevertheless is routinely offered to manufacturing plants at 

below Class prices. DIC witnesses assert that this 'cheap milk' would unfairly compete with 

California cheese plants under Proposal 1. Land O'Lakes is a major marketer of milk in FMMOs 

1, 30 and 32. I have asked the Cooperative 's accounting department to aggregate the volumes of 

milk in our two marketing areas that were sold at "distressed" or under-class prices during 2014. 

That year was particularly stressful with increasing milk production in the Cooperative's milk 

sheds and falling commodity prices. Minnesota and Wisconsin, states that dominate LOL's 
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Midwest supply, increased production by 4.3 percent and in LOL's major milk shed in the 

Northeast, Pem1sylvania, milk production grew by 2 percent. From a high of $2.35 in 

September, the NDPSR cheese price fe ll to $1.74, while the NDPSR non-fat powder price 

decreased by $0.83 (40 Percent) from its high in March to its lowest price in December. Last 

year's market envirornnent could hardly be characterized as a "sellers' market." 

As noted, the LOL accounting department reported to me volumes of milk sold at under-

class prices during 2014. In the Northeast 0.68 percent of milk marketed (not including 

deliveries to LOL plants) was sold at under-class or distressed prices, while 1.07 percent of 

LOL's Midwestern marketed milk was sold at under- class prices. The weighted average of 

these below class sales for the two LOL regions is 0.9 percent. If we used Hilmar's weighted 

average below class price of distressed milk sales of $2.24 (Exhibit 98, pg. 5), the value is about 

$0.02 per cwt across the Cooperative's third party milk sales. 

Elvin Hollon 's testimony later in this Heari ng will present DFA's nationwide experience 

which confirms the limited impact of below class sales in Federal order markets. 

o..\-+~ 
Dr. Schiek testified to the existenc)\lack of "willing capacity" during the periods in 2007 

and 20 15 when milk was exported from California at considerable loss to handlers. His 

testimony was confirmed by the Leprino witness. He implied, had the State regulations allowed, 

cheese plants would have taken vo lumes above their supplier contracted volumes, thereby 

mitigating the out-of-market costs incurred by handlers. The proponents of Proposal 2 assert that 

the inclusive pooling provisions of Proposal 1 would again leave its members without a "market 

clearing" pricing alternative fo r incremental volumes. 

The provisions of§ 105 1. 73 "Payments to Producers and to Cooperative Associations" 

require that minimum Class prices are paid. The accounting for the enforcement of this 
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provision is made at month's end and all payments made by the pool plant are summed against 

the volumes and components of milk received at the plant. All handlers have testified that 

premiums above minimum prices are being paid in the California market. Hypothetically, if a 

plant is paying an average premium above minimums of $0.25 per cwt and the price of 

incremental market clearing milk is $2.50 under Class (Hilmar testified that its weighted average 

cost was $2.24 plus transportation - Exhibit 98, pg. 5), the buyer and seller could agree to deliver 

a volume equal to 10 percent of the monthly sales volume as additional milk to the plant at the 

incremental "market clearing" price. If a plant bought 5 million pounds of milk per day, the 

hypothetical example would allow the plant to buy 500 thousand pounds of milk ( 10 truckloads) 

per day at the "market clearing price." Under Proposal I the FMMO audit would reveal that the 

aggregate monthly sale was at or above minimum class prices. 

IV. The Limited Financial Effect of De-Pooling in Federal Orders 

The Hilmar witness, representing the Dairy Institute of California, offered Exhibit I 00 to 

show that there is massive de-pooling of Class Ill milk in the Federal orders. As evidence, the 

witness provided a copy of Table 5 from the Pacific Northwest (FMMO 124) annual report 

showing large decreases in producer receipts allocated to Class III. I suspect the witness is 

correct in assuming that the decreases in Class III receipts in February, April, October and 

November were due to handlers, pooled on that Order, choosing not to report the milk of dairy 

farmers delivered to Class III plants during the month. There are two things to note: first by de

pooling the handler is avoiding a payment into the pool of moneys from the Class III price. In 

effect, the handler is avoiding the sharing of a portion of the Class III price to the pool. If the 

sale is a third party cooperative sale to a cheese manufacturer, when the milk is pooled, the 

cooperative must pay the difference between the sale price received from the cheese 
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manufacturer and the Uniform Price into the pool. The second point is that Order 124 contains 

among the most liberal re-pooling provisions of any order. Therefore, de-pooling of Class Ill 

milk on FMMO 124 would be expected to be the most extensive in the Federal order system and 

reflect the most impacts upon the competitive value of Class III milk. The DIC witnesses 

provided no study of these financial impacts of de-pooling. 

In order to measure the fi nancial significance of de-pooling in the Federal orders, I 

estimated those impacts in the next four Cooperative's Exhibits. For the calendar year 2014, 

Exh. 12.C. Value of De-Pooling FMMO 124 - 2014 estimates the volumes of Class III milk de-

pooled by handlers in FMMO 124 and quantifies the financial effect of de-pooling across the 

milk used to produce cheese in Order 124. In Exhibit 12.C the volume of the months in which 

the PPD was positi ve was summed and divided by the days in those months to estimate the base 

daily average of Class III receipts on the Order. In months where the PPD was negative, the 

order's actual Class III volume was subtracted from the order ' s daily average multiplied times 

the days of the month, estimating the volume of milk de-pooled during the month. At the bottom 

of the table, the month's de-pooled volume was multiplied times the month's FMMO negative 

PPD. Those values were summed and divided by "the milk used to produce cheese" which was 

the sum of annual reported Class III plus the estimated de-pooled volumes. The estimated effect 
l VI ~0\\.\-

0n the total volume of milk used to produce cheese in Order 121'was $0.237/cwt. The next three 

exhibits use the same method. Exh. 12.D. Va lue of De-Pooling FMMO 30 - 2014 shows an 

effect of$0.0 15 in Order 30. Exh. 12.E. Value of De-Pooling FMMO 32-2014 demonstrates 
*O ·O~<" 

an effect of ~/cwt in Order 32, and in Exh. 12.F. Value of De-Pooling FMMO 33 - 2014, 

the effect in Order 33 is $0.040/cwt. The weighted average impact of de-pooling of these large 

( 0Y-O~Yf \')\.\ J 30 J '3 d 1 j 3) 
cheese-producing Federal orders was $0.042/cwt. 

A 
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V. Problems Using California Cheddar Cheese as Proxy for All California Cheese 

At least two witnesses, representing the Dairy Institute, have asserted that California is a 

cheese exporting state. The witness, representing Hilmar, stated that "California produces 

roughly twice as much cheese as it consumes based on a 2014 population value of 38.8 million, 

ERS estimates of cheese consumption per capita (34.2 lbs. per year 2014) and NASS California 

cheese production." (Exhibit 98, pg. 24) However, the same ERS source also reported the annual 

per capita consumption of cheddar cheese was 9.68 lbs. Using the same arithmetic as DIC, the 

estimate of California cheddar cheese consumption is 375,584,000 pounds per year. The same 

NASS Dairy Product Annual Products Report (pg. 32) noted that California cheddar cheese 
yovr-d~ 

production in 2014 was 375,839,00~. Including the statement that the State's largest cheddar 

cheese producer exported "nearly 10% of its cheese" (Exhibit 98, pg. 26), one could conclude 

that California was actually cheddar cheese deficit in 2014. 

The proponents of Proposal 2 would have the Department believe that the manufacture of 

all cheeses in the state incur extraordinary manufacturing and transportation costs. If half of the 

State' s total cheese is exported beyond state lines, then half is remaining within the State 

accruing the home field advantage of less expensive sales and transportation logistics. No 

evidence was provided regarding the manufacturing or transportation costs nor the yields of the 

varieties of cheese, other than cheddar, yet we have had days of testimony regarding the 

inadequacy of the FMMO Other Solids formula to value the whey component of cheese making. 

VI. Make Allowances 

DIC asserts that the make allowances for butterfat, non-fat milk solids and cheese/protein 

in the product formulas for a California Federal Order should be lifted directly from the 2014 

CDF A Survey of Manufacturing Costs, plus a .15 cent allowance for marketing expense. 
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However, my prior testimony quoted CDF A representatives, testifying at the 2000 USDA 

Hearing, expressing another view of price setting at CDF A. They stated that make allowances in 

the CDFA product formulas took account of other factors not included in the Manufacturing Cost 

Surveys and that the price setting formulas are an expression of policy. (Exhibit 70, page 34) Dr. 

Schiek, during cross examination of his testimony contained in Exhibit 122, confirmed that 

characterization of CDF A_ price setting. Not having a CDF A other solids/whey make allowance, 

DIC cobbles a proxy whey make allowance by subtracting the FMMO non-fat dry milk 

allowance from the FMMO whey make allowance ($. 1991 - $.1678) to approximate the 

difference in the cost of drying whey and drying non-fat dry milk. DIC then adds this difference 

to the 2014 CDFA Manufacturing Weighted Average Cost Survey for non-fat dry milk ($.1997), 

plus a marketing cost of .15 cents to approximate a cost to dry whey. 

As noted in my prior testimony, CDFA manufacturing costs are included in all FMMO 

make allowances (Exhibit 12.G. Table 1. 2008 AMS Impact Analysis of Tentative Partial 

Final Decision), except for the cost of drying whey. As California finds it inappropriate fo r a 

CSO order to adopt make allowances directly from the CDFA Manufacturing Survey, so should 

the California Federal FMMO. 

CDF A notes that there are four plants that manufacture cheddar cheese in the form that 

can be priced by NDPSR. Since 20 11 , the disparity in size between the fou r plants precluded 

CDFA's announcement of the average selling price or the volume sold. The cmrent 2014 Survey 

-t-wo o+ 
notes tha}._the four cheddar cheese plants smveyed produce 40 pound blocks, 500 pound barrels 

and 640 pound blocks, yet the DIC proposal would set cheese prices based only on 40 pound 

blocks. Due to the few cheddar cheese plants in the Survey, CDFA has been unable to report 

ranges of costs among the plants, as CDF A does in the butter and nonfat dry milk plants. In 
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v. s.ed 
effect, DIC is proposing that USDA set prices for mill~to produce cheese based on the weighted 

average manufacturing costs of four plants that are dominated by one very large cheese plant. 

DIC fu1iher proposes that USDA recognize "spatial value" of butter, powder and cheese 

by subtracting a western value adjuster (FOB adjuster) from the NDPSR monthly announced 

price. The DIC witness explained that the fixed adjuster for each commodity is based on the 

average of the 5-year historic difference between the price determined by CDFA audits for the 

commodity and the NDPSR prices. There is an immediate problem in this process. CDF A has 

not am1ounced a cheese price since at least 2011. To bypass the lack of CDFA rep01ted 

California specific cheese prices since 2011, DIC cobbled together a complex process to 

approximate an FOB adjuster for cheese based on two time series. 

While there are no published CDFA data to verify it, DIC's prernise is that cheddar 

cheese prices are lower in California than in other areas of the country, notably the Midwest. 

However, recent prices from the Dairy Market NeWS(DMN) indicate that the California price is 

actually higher than the Midwest price for wholesale 40 pound blocks of cheddar cheese 

delivered in less than carload lots. Table 12.H. Average Wholesale Delivered Price of 40 

pound Blocks of Cheddar Cheese in L TL Lots shows the prices reported in DMN for the 

QI 1'1 ol 
above commodity for Wisconsin, the West Coast anci the NortA:sast. DMN reports that for the 18 

/\ 

month period between January 2014 and June 2015 the West Coast price averaged 2.17 cents 

above the Wisconsin price. In the absence any other published sales reports of cheddar cheese, 

the DMN reports ofregional cheese prices must take precedence. 

DIC introduced an alternative proposal to price Other Solids. Noting that only 13 of 

California's 57 cheese plants also process whey, DIC called for a new process of valuing Other 

Solids. Dr. Schiek testified, "The milk price should reflect what the cheesemaker can earn by 
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selling his wet separated whey f.o.b. his cheese plant." (Exhibit 122 pg. 14.) Proposal 2 

describes a pricing formula based on the value of WPC 34, less the cost of drying WPC, less the 

cost of cooling and delivering liquid whey to a whey drying facility. DIC estimated that the total 

cost of these operations was 31. 1 cents. 

While there may be an acceptable yield component to the DlC Alternative Proposal, there 

presently is no transparent and verifiable price series for WPC 34. Likewise there were no cost 

studies by third parties to verify the cost of drying WPC 34, and the DIC Proposal make 

allowance assumes that all whey is cooled and transported to a whey aggregator. 

In essence, the DIC Alternative is a solution in search of a problem. Dr. Schiek util ized 

Exhibit 96 to illustrate the number of cheese plants with whey processing faci lities, however he 

fai led to note the volume of monthly milk pounds that are processed at plants with whey drying 

facilities. Assuming that all plants in Groups 5 thrnugh 8 are of equal size, then one could argue 

that 86 percent of the Class 4b milk was processed at dairy plants that had whey drying 

capabilities. Further, the Cooperatives' Exempt Plant proposal could exempt as many as 25 of 

the 57 cheese plants from minimum class pricing. 

VII. Dairv Price Hedging in California 

Dairy farmers: Jared Fernandes, Dino Giacomazzi and James Netto testified that the 

California pricing system increased the uncertainty of hedging their milk price and inhibited their 

use of commonly used forward milk pricing tools. Mr. Fernandes stated, "The difference 

between the two price series is almost always negative, with the Class 4b price less than the 

Class III. More impo1iantly for hedging and risk management purposes, the basis is highly 

volatile and unpredictable (author's emphasis) month to month." (Exhibit 22). In response to the 

dairymen 's testimony, the witness representing Hilmar stated, "Proponents of Proposal 1 have 
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suggested risk management for California producers is ineffective because of the difference 

between the California 4b price and the FMMO Class Ill." (Exhibit 98, pg. 12) The witness then 

provided statistical evidence that" ... California is neither the best nor the worst." (Ibid.) The 

witness purports to show with Figure S in Exhibit 99 that California is the 4th best in the group of 

ten states, comparing the differences between the states' NASS All Milk Price and the Class III 

price. The chart's footnote explains that for each year the maximum spread among the states' 

All Milk and the Class III was added to the minimum for that year. Those values for the five and 

a half years were averaged. Figure S's footnote also explains that the calculation used the 

absolute value of difference, such that a negative number was treated the same as a positive 

number. 

Figure S of Exhibit 99 shows that California scores 4th best and Pennsylvania last in this 

measure. Exh. 12.1. Difference Between CA All Milk and Class III Prices 2010-2015 

(Exhibit I 03) graphs each of the data points used for Figure S's conclusion and shows that in 33 

months of the 66 months surveyed by the Dairy Institute witness, the difference between the 

California All Milk Price and the Class III price was negative. Exh. 12.J. Difference Between 

PA All Milk and Class III Prices 2010-2015 (Exhibit 104) chmis the data points for the "worst" 

state, Pennsylvania. In all months the difference between the Pennsylvania All Milk price and 

the Class III were positive. 

While a Pennsylvania dairy farmer has a great level of certainty that his farm price will 

always be above the Class Ill price, the California dairyman knows that it is as likely as it is not 

that his farm price will be above or below the Class III price. Smoothing out the positive and 

negative differences with the use of absolute numbers does nothing to reduce the risk that an 

actual California dairyman experiences with the California pricing system. Dairy farmers with 
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actual experience have testified that they have used standard risk management tools and have 

reported that the California prices cannot be successfully hedged. 

Figure 6 of Exhibit 99 is calculated in the same manner comparing the states' Mailbox 

Price and the Class III price. Exh.12. K. Difference Between CA Mailbox and Class III 

Prices 2010-2015 and Exh. 12.L. Difference Between PA Mailbox and Class III Prices 2010-

2015 are the graphs for these variables and reveal similar results as Exhibits 103 and 104. 

VIII. Cooperative Response to Dairy Institute Proposal Concerning Increased Shrinkage 
Allowance in 7(b) Plants 

Dairy Institute provided four witnesses, Messrs. Herbein, Zolin, Meek and Suever to 

testify in support of proposed changes to § 1051.43 to acconunodate purported excessive 

slu"inkage in § I 051. 7 (b) plants. Mr. Herbein provided a study of dairy plants represented as 

federally pooled Section 7 (b) plants and plants pooled on the Califo rnia state order. The 

witnesses testified that the 19 plants manufactured Extended Shelf Life (ESL) or aseptic milk 

products. Mr. Herbein s cross section study, "Shrinkage Ultra Pasteurized and Aseptically 

Processed Milk at 7(b) Distributing Plants," (Exhibit 84) included at least 6 plants: Saputo 

(Frederick); Friendship; Murray; Newington; White Bear Lake and Frazier that are not pooled 

distributing plants and therefore not subject to the shrinkage provisions of Section § 1000. 43. 

Dairy Institute witnesses also cited Table 18 of Exhibit 9, Total 7(a) and 7(b) Plants with 

Excess Shrinkage, All Orders - January 2009 - June 2015. While Dairy Institute witnesses 

insisted during the hearing that California data was needed for a Califo rnia decision, no 

California plants were included in the USDA study. 

ESL products are value added products and should not be granted excessive shrink.age 

consideration under the California order. 
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IX. Similarities between California and Carolina Promulgations 

In observing the 30-some days of this Hearing, I am struck with the similarities between 

this promulgation hearing and the Carolina promulgation decision (55 Fed. Reg. June 22, 1990 

pg. 25,601) in 1990. Like the proponents of Proposal 1, the dairy farmers in Carolina testified 

c;\t\ov...\d 
that the Carolina orde}\ adopt the national manufacturing price levels for Class II and III, at that 

time the Basic Formula Price (BFP.) While describing the determination of the monthly BFP in 

detail (Ibid, at pg. 25,641-3), the Secretary took official notice of Class II Final Decisions (1982 

and 1989) to determine the new Order's Class II price (Ibid. pg. 25,641). The Secretary also 

relied on previous Federal order decisions to determine Classification of Milk, based on its use 

(Ibid. at pg. 25,634). As noted in my previous testimony, the Secretary rejected a proposal that 

would continue the Carolinas' state order pricing of butterfat that conflicted with the butterfat 

pricing in adjacent Federal orders, citing previous FMMO decisions (Ibid. at pg. 25,643). The 

importance of aligning the Class I differentials in the Carolina order and existing orders was also 

noted (Ibid. at pg. 25,639-40). The Carolina order also provided for an other-than uniform 

producer payment system through the approval of base-excess payment in the new order (Ibid. at 

25,643). 

The Carolina Promulgation decision also addressed an issue that is, in my opinion, very 

germane to this proceeding. A handler, Coburg Dairy, proposed a modification to the provisions 

to the Carolina order that charged a handler the difference between the Class III and Class I price 

for a non-fluid milk product reconstituted into a fluid milk product. The witness observed that it 

would be likely that any reconstitution that would occurj.r(at the time of the 1989 Hearing would 

be the result of a reverse osmosis manufacturing process. The witness stated that such 
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concentrated milk product would be priced as Class II in most Federal orders, causing a pricing 

conflict. 

The Secretary ruled: 

The reconstitution charge adopted in the Carolina order is the same as the one 
applicable in most other Federal orders. Thus, if the reconstitution charge were 
modified in the Carolina order, there would not be uniformity of classification of 
the reconstituted milk product with the other Federal orders. It is concluded, 
therefore, that a reconstitution charge at the difference between Class III and the 
Class I price shall apply until such time that this issue can be reviewed on a 
national basis. ( i: bid . :;). 5 J ~ 3 ~) 

Some of the issues raised by the proponents of Proposal 2 including: the appropriateness 
N1)f s ft. 

of combining both block and barrel cheese prices in the DPRSR survey; regional pricing of 
Nl>f s~ 

commodities included in the OPRSR; and the appropriateness of combining manufacturing costs 

of plants both within and beyond Cal ifornia's borders to determine product formula make 

allowances - have been addressed in previous Federal order hearings, which is not to say the 

Secretary could not notice those issues at a future hearing. Others, such as increased slu·inkage 

allowance in § 1 O_. 7(b) plants and a review of whey pricing have not been addressed in a 

national hearing. It should be noted that the Carolina order was not suspended until a national 

hearing could be held to resolve the issue of price conflict, nor should a Cali fornia order be so 

delayed. 
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Exhibits of Dennis Schad 

(Second Statement) 
(Rebuttal) 

In Support of Proposal 1 of California Dairies, Inc., 

Dairy Farmers of America, Inc., and Land O'Lakes, Inc. 

Proposal to Establish a Federal Milk Marketing Order for the 

State of California 

Exhibit Title 

Graph 12.A Difference Between All Milk Price and the Class III (test) plus 
Adjusted PPD 2009-2015 

Graph 12.B Market Administrator's Bulletin for FMMO 1 for June 2013 

Table 12.C Value of De-Pooling FMMO 124 - 2014 

Table 12.D Value of De-Pooling FMMO 30 - 2014 

Table 12.E Value of De-Pooling FMMO 32 - 2014 

Table 12.F Value of De-Pooling FMMO 33 - 2014 

Exh. 12. G Table 1. 2008 AMS Impact Analysis of Tentative Partial Final Decision 

Table 12.H Average Wholesale Delivered Price of 40 pound Blocks of Cheddar Cheese 
in LTL Lots 

Graph 12.I Difference Between CA All Milk and Class III Prices 2010-2015 

Graph 12.J Difference Between PA All Milk and Class III Prices 2010-2015 

Graph 12.K Difference Between CA Mailbox and Class III Prices 2010-2015 

Graph 12.L Difference Between PA Mailbox and Class III Prices 2010-2015 

EXHIBIT 
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Cooperatives ' Exhi bit 12.B. 

The Market Administrator's 

BULLETIN 
NORTHEAST MARKETING AREA 
Erik F. Rasmussen, Market Administrator 

June 2013 Federal Order No. 1 

To contact the Northeast Marketing Area offices: 
Boston, MA: phone (617) 737-7199, e-mail address: MABoston@fedmilk1.com; Albany. NY: phone (518) 452-4410, 

e-mail address: MAAlbany@fedmilk1.com; Alexandria, VA: phone (703) 549-7000, e-mail address: MAA!exandria@fedmilk1.com; 
website address: www.fmmone.com 

June Pool Price Calculation 
The June 2013 statistical uniform price (SUP) for the Northeast 

Marketing Area was announced at $20.20 per hundredweight for milk 
delivered to plants located in Suffolk County, Massachusetts (Boston), 
the pricing point for the Northeast Order. The statistical uniform 
price is calculated at 3.5 percent butterfat, 2.99 percent protein, and 
5.69 percent other solids. If reported at the average tests of producer 
pooled milk, the SUP would be $20.46 per hundredweight. The June 
statistical uniform price was 42 cents per hundredweight above the 
May price. The June producer price differential (PPD) at Suffolk 
County was $2.18 per hundredweight, an increase of 92 cents per 
hundredweight from last month. 

Product Prices Effect 
During June, product prices for butter, cheese, and dry whey 

declined while nonfat dry milk rose. As reported on the National 
Dairy Product Sales Report, butter dropped over ten cents per pound, 
cheese declined almost five cents per pound, and nonfat dry milk 
increased over five cents per pound. As a result, all component prices 
dropped except nonfat solids. The Class III price dropped 50 cents 
per hundredweight due to the lower cheese price. The Class IV price 
only had a slight 1-cent decline even though both the nonfat dry milk 
and butter prices were down. Class I and II prices increased since they 
both are based on prices from the previous month (May) that preceded 
the drop in June. The spread between the higher class prices (I and II) 
versus the lower (III and IV) resulted in a higher PPD value and an 
overall higher uniform price. 

More Records Set 
Total pooled milk receipts were the highest ever for the month of 

June. Daily deliveries per producer were the highest for the month 
of June and the third highest ever under the Order. Class I volume 
was the lowest ever for the Order since its inception. The volume 
of milk used in Classes II and IV each set new records as the highest 
for the month June. The average producer butterfat test for June set 
a new record high. The uniform price was the highest so far for 2013 
and the first time since December 2012 that it has been over $20.00 
per hundredweight.•!• 
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Pool Summary 
}> A total of 12,319 producers were pooled 

under the Order with an average daily 
delivery per producer of 5,808 pounds. 

}> Pooledmilkreceiptstotaled2.147billion 
pounds, a decrease of 2.9 percent from 
last month on an average daily basis. 

}> Class I usage (milk for bottling) 
accounted for 33.7 percent of total milk 
receipts, a decrease of 1.9 percentage 
points from May. 

}> The average butterfat test of producer 
receipts was 3.65percent. 

}> The average true protein test of producer 
receipts was 2.99 percent. 

}> The average other solids test of producer 
receipts was 5.74 percent.•!• 

Class Utilization 

Pooled Milk Percent Pounds 
Class I 33.7 722,876,577 
Class II 26.3 564,046,784 
Class Ill 25.5 548,456,621 
Class IV 14.5 31 1,199,637 
Total Pooled Milk 2,146,579,619 

Producer Component Prices 

2013 2012 
$/lb 

Protein Price 3.3455 2.8952 
Butterfat Price 1.6599 1.4866 
Other Solids Price 0.3859 0.3113 

Class Price Factors 

2013 2012 
$/cwt 

Class I 22.1 8 18.49 
Class II 19.14 14.32 
Class Il l 18.02 15.63 
Class IV 18.88 13.24 



Mailbox Price - What's the Difference? 

Table 1 
Northeast Order Regions 

The market administrator calculates an average 
mailbox price for the Northeast Order every month using 
verified producer payroll data. As the name suggests, 
it is intended to reflect the value per hundredweight a 
producer receives for their milk once the check is in their 
mailbox. To get a mailbox price, we add the value of 
components, producer price differential (PPD) and any 
type of premiums received and then subtract cooperative 
dues, hauling, the market administrator market service 
fee, Cooperatives Working Together (CWT) assessment, 
and national and local promotions. 

Mailbox Price, January-March 2013 

Month 

January 
February 
March 

Average 

Table 2 
Percent of Milk Produced that was 

Received by Differential Zone, January 2013 

Differential 
Zone Range 

>$2.95 
$2.55 - $2.95 

<$2.55 

>$2.95 
$2.55 - $2.95 

<$2.55 
All Zones 

New England 

70.8 
19.9 

9.3 

241,267,253 
67,748,943 
31,755,880 

340,772,076 

New York Pennsllvania 
percent 

10.6 30.1 
16.3 62.7 
73.1 7.2 

pounds 
105,519,094 212,062,035 
162,920,503 441,488,736 
728,751,001 51,059,577 
997, 190,598 704,610,348 

3-Region 
Total 

27.4 
32.9 
39.7 

558,848,382 
672,158,182 
811,566,458 

2,042,573,022 

New England New York Pennsylvania Northeast 
$/cwt 

21.45 20.29 20.40 20.53 
21.00 19.92 20.10 20.17 
20.65 19.73 19.91 19.96 

21.03 19.98 20.14 20.22 

Regional Differences 
For the purpose of reporting mail box 

prices in the Northeast Order, the 
regions of New England, New York, 
and Pennsylvania are broken out. The 
mailbox prices for the first three months 
of 2013, shown in Table 1, reflect only 
milk pooled on the Northeast Order 
(some milk from these areas may be 
pooled elsewhere or not pooled at 
all). The three regions have different 
characteristics with respect to how and 
where milk is marketed and the costs 
involved. In addition, a producer's 
component tests may be different than 
the weighted average that contributed to 

a month's average mailbox price. These differences can lead to an individual producer's mailbox price being 
different from a region's average mailbox price. Of the three major regions within the Northeast Marketing 
Area, the average mailbox price for New England tends 
to be the highest, followed by Pennsylvania, and then 
New York. 

Gross Value 
The gross value makes up the largest portion of the 

mailbox price, and differences in gross value account for 
a majority of the difference that exist between regions. 
The gross value includes the value of producer milk 
components and the PPD. It does not include premiums. 
Since the PPD is part of the gross value, differences in 

Table 4 
Northeast Order Regions Average 

Hauling Cost, January-March 2013 

Month New England New York Pennsylvania Northeast 
$/cwt 

January 0.64 0.67 0.83 0.73 
February 0.64 0.67 0.83 0.73 
March 0.63 0.66 0.84 0.73 

Average 0.64 0.67 0.83 0.73 
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Table 3 

Month 

January 
February 
March 

Average 

Northeast Order Regions Average 
Premiums, January-March 2013 

New England New York Pennsylvania Northeast 
$/cwt 

1.09 1.09 1.04 1.07 
1.05 1.08 1.06 1.06 
1.00 1.06 1.09 1.06 

1.05 1.08 1.06 1.06 

where a region's producers' milk is shipped impacts 
the gross value, and in turn, the mailbox price. PPDs 
are higher along the metropolitan areas closer to the 
coast, and are lower further inland. For the month 
of January 2013, New England producers received 
the highest average PPD ($1.44 per hundredweight), 
followed by Pennsylvania ($1.30per hundredweight), 
then New York ($0.74 per hundredweight). The 
announced PPD at Boston, MA, that month was$1.59 
per hundredweight. 
(continued on page 3) 
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Mailbox Price (continued from page 2) 

·Marketings by Differential Zone 
Dairy Month Highlights 

Table 2 shows what percent and total volume 
of producers' milk from a region went to selected 
differential zone ranges. Daily delivery data, which 
indicate the pickup and final destination of farm milk, 
collected by the market administrator were used to show 
into which differential zone a region's milk ends up. 
The data show that almost three fourths of the milk 
produced in New York is marketed to plants in the 
central, western, and northern parts of the state where 
a lower PPD is received. In Pennsylvania, almost 93 
percent of the milk produced is marketed to plants in 
zones $2.55 and higher, in the southeastern part of the 
state, and to plants in New Jersey and New York City, 
where PPDs are among the highest. In New England, 
a large percentage of the milk produced is marketed 
to plants in metropolitan areas that return some of the 
highest PPDs in the Order. 

The accompanying table highlights selected statistics 
for June ("dairy month") from 2000 and 2013. Even 
though these figures only represent a snapshot of the 
Order, there have been some significant changes over 
the years, especially in daily deliveries per producer and 
milk used in yogurt. For more detail regarding monthly 
Order statistics, refer to the Monthly Statistical Report that 
can be accessed on our webpage www.fmmone.com. •!• 

Premiums and Hauling Costs 
Average premiums and hauling cost per 

hundredweight are depicted in Tables 3 and 4. Average 
premiums for the three regions over the first three 
months of 2013 are similar to the Northeast average, 
with New York premiums averaging a couple pennies 
higher, and those in New England a few pennies 
lower. The value for hauling includes the hauling 
cost and stop charges. New England and New York 
show fairly similar hauling costs per hundredweight 
at averages of 64 and 67 cents per hundredweight for 
the first quarter of 2013, respectively. Pennsylvania 
averaged 19to16 cents higher than New England and 
New York, respectively.•!• 

Northeast Order, Selected Statistics, 
lune, 2000 vs 2013 

Statistic 2000 2013 
Pounds: million pounds 

Class I 819.9 722.9 
Class II 347.8 564.0 
Class Ill 587.6 548.5 
Class IV 193.7 311.2 
Total 1,949.0 2,146.6 

pounds 
Daily Deliveries per Producer 3,808 5,808 

count 
Producers: 17,054 12,319 

Usage in Selected Products: million pounds 
Whole milk 312.1 207.6 # 
Cottage cheese 66.7 35.6 
Yogurt 29.0 * 206.4 
Italian-Type cheeses" 308.0 243.5 
Butter 25.3 19.8 
Dried Milk Products 187.9 299.3 

# Includes organic milk. 
* Includes eggnog. 
" Does not include ricotta. 

Change 
percent 
(11.8) 
62.2 
(6.7) 
60.7 
10.1 

52.5 

(27.8) 

(33.5) 
(46.6) 
612.2 
(20.9) 
(21 .9) 
59.3 

Pool Summary for All Federal Orders, January-June, 2012-2013 
Producer Price Statistical 

Federal Order Total Producer Milk Differential# Uniform Price#* 
Number Name 2012 2013 Change" 2012 2013 2012 2013 

pounds percent dollars per hundredwei~ht 
Northeast 12,4 79,291,644 12,993,203,063 4.7 1.71 1.92 17.61 19:66 

5 Appalachian 3,043,460,999 2,981,901,846 (1 .5) N/A N/A 18.62 20.66 
6 Florida 1,467,498,026 1,439, 141,066 (1.4) N/A N/A 20.88 22.84 
7 Southeast 3,631,879,780 3,249,886,587 (10.0) N/A N/A 18.87 21.04 
30 Upper Midwest 17,040,277, 110 17,326,457,542 2.2 0.24 0.25 16.14 17.99 
32 Central 8,037,090,729 7,660,978,390 (4.2) 0.38 0.62 16.28 18.36 
33 Mideast 9,101,211 ,938 8, 733, 158, 782 (3.5) 0.64 0.91 16.55 18.65 
124 Pacific Northwest 3,912,053,266 4,264,978, 182 9.6 0.23 0.60 16.13 18.34 
126 Southwest 6,079,515,57 4 6,848,370,319 13.3 1.38 1.45 17.29 19.19 
131 Arizona 2,486,611,454 2,432,833,458 (1 .6) N/A N/A 16.32 18.77 

All Market Total/Avera~e 67,278,890,520 67,930,909,235 1.5 0.76 0.96 17.47 19.55 
# Price at designated order location. • Price at 3.5% butterfat. N/A = Not applicable. "Adjusted for leap year. 
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Computation of Producer Price Differential and Statistical Uniform Price* 
Product Pounds Price per cwt.lib. 

Class I- Skim 
Butterfat 

Less: Location Adjustment to Handlers 

Class II-Butterfat 
Nonfat Solids 

Class Ill-Butterfat 
Protein 
Other Solids 

Class IV- Butterfat 
Nonfat Solids 

Total Classified Value 
Add: Overage-All Classes 

Inventory Reclassification-All Classes 
Other Source Receipts 

Total Pool Value 

709,288,056 $16.34 
13,588,521 1.8325 

31,026,582 1.6669 
48,328,231 1.5322 

22,253,056 1.6599 
16,424,612 3.3455 
31,346,260 0.3859 

11,395,901 1.6599 
27, 148,813 1.5048 

270, 190 Pounds 

Less: Producer Component Valuations@ Class Ill Component Prices 

Total PPD Value Before Adjustments 

Add: Location Adjustment to Producers 
One-half Unobligated Balance-Producer Settlement Fund 

Less: Producer Settlement Fund-Reserve 

Total Pool Milk & PPD Value 

Producer Price Differential 

Statistical Uniform Price 

2, 146,849,809 Producer pounds 

$2.18 

$20.20 
• Price at 3.5 percent butterfat, 2.99 percent protein, and 5.69 percent other solids. 

Page4 June 2013 

Component Value 
115,897,668.35 
24,900,964.73 
(2,412,736.31) 

51,718,209.51 
74,048,515.56 

36,937,847.64 
54,948,539.44 
12,096,521.73 

18,916,056.04 
40,853,533.80 

Total Value 

$138,385,896.75 

125, 766,725.07 

103,982,908.81 

59,769,589.84 

$427,905, 120.47 
11,894.33 

(200,254.39) 
9, 124.31 

$427, 725,884. 72 
(392,397,835.22) 

$35,328,049.50 

11,259,583.41 
1,112,074.92 
(898,381.93) 

$46,801,325.90 

Market Administrator's Bulletin 



Cooperatives' Exhibit 12.C 

Value of De-Pooling FMMO 124 - 2014 

2014 Class Ill PPD@ Base Adjust @-S.12 Days 
January 280,877,774 $ 0.58 $ 0.46 31 

February 58,306,338 $ (0.13) $ (0.25) 28 

March 318,599,120 $ 0.35 $ 0.23 31 

April 146,332, 777 $ (0.28) $ (0.40) 30 

May 321,071,307 $ 0.85 $ 0.73 31 

June 313,586,072 $ 1.40 $ 1.28 30 

July 321,158,372 $ 1.55 $ 1.43 31 

August 323,589,127 $ 1.44 $ 1.32 31 

September 299,076,935 $ (0.30) $ (0.42) 30 

October 86,000,990 $ (0.98) $ {1.10) 31 

November 34,076,341 $ {1.76) $ (l.88) 30 

December 297,299,923 $ 1.05 $ 0.93 31 

2, 799,975,076 

Daily Average of Months with no De-Pooling 10,074,915 

Multiply Daily Average Days in Month with De-Pooling 1,501,162,373 

Less Actual (Feb, Apr, Sep, Oct, Nov) 623, 793,381 

Estimated De-Pooled 877,368,992 

Estimated Total Milk Used to Produce Cheeese 3,677,344,068 

Value of FMMO 124 De-Pooling 

Estimated De-Poolec PPD Extension 

February 223, 791,289 $ (0.25) $ 559,478 

April 155,914,681 $ (0.40) $ 623,659 

September 3,170,523 $ {0.42) $ 13,316 

October 226,321,383 $ (1.10) $ 2,489,535 

November 268,171,117 $ {l.88) $ 5,041,617 

877,368,992 $ 8,727,605 

Value of De-Pooling to Total Volume $ 0.237 



Cooperatives' Exhibit 12.D 

Value of De-Pooling FMMO 30 - 2014 

2014 Class Ill PPD@ Base Adjust @-S.15 
January 2,4 71,803 ,882 $ 0.20 $ 
February 1,900,844, 789 $ 0.07 $ 
March 2,410,754,296 $ 0.19 $ 
April 2,219,577,959 $ 0.10 $ 
May 2,631, 730,987 $ 0.43 $ 
June 2,564,617, 733 $ 0.43 $ 
July 2,590,092, 760 $ 0.45 $ 
August 2,558,928,385 $ 0.48 $ 
September 2,369 ,984,972 $ 0.16 $ 
October 1, 711,655,967 $ (0.11) $ 
November 1,830,453,949 $ (0.19) $ 
December 2,364,249,915 $ 0.65 $ 

27,624,695,594 

Daily Average of Months with no De-Pooling 

Multiply Daily Average Days in Month with De-Pooling 
Less Actual(Feb, Apr, Oct, Nov) 

Estimated De-Pooled 

Estimated Total Milk Used to Produce Cheeese 

Value of FMMO 30 De-Pooling 

0.05 

(0.08) 
0.04 

(0.05) 
0.28 

0.28 
0.30 

0.33 
0.01 

(0.26) 

(0.34) 
0.50 

Estimated De-Pooli PPD Extension 
February 371,271,317 $ {0.08) $ 297,017 

April 214,832,154 $ (0.05) $ 107,416 

October 803,901,150 $ (0.26) $ 2,090,143 

November 603,956,164 $ (0.34) $ 2,053,451 

1,993,960, 786 $ 4,548,027 

Value of De-Pooling to Total Volume $ 0.015 

Days 
31 

28 

31 

30 

31 

30 
31 

31 
30 

31 

30 
31 

81,147,004 

9,656,493,450 

7,662,532,664 

1,993,960, 786 

29,618,656,380 



Cooperatives' Exhibit 12.E 

Value of De-Pooling FMMO 32 - 2014 

2014 Class Ill PPD@ Base Adjust @-$.22 --
January 706,948, 763 $ 0.40 $ 0.18 

February 443,091,973 $ (0.14) $ (0.36) 

March 629,597,777 $ 0.35 $ 0.13 

April 467,337,635 s (0.11) $ (0.33) 

May 679,872,851 s 1.01 $ 0.79 

June 641,175,867 $ 1.39 s 1.17 

July 666,864,924 s 1.42 $ 1.20 

August 651,245,060 $ 1.51 $ 1.29 

September 567,871,013 $ 0.23 $ 0.01 

October 405,652,290 $ (0.36) $ {0.58) 

November 413,563,869 $ (0.56) $ {0.78) 

December 637,430,073 $ 1.69 $ 1.47 

6,910,652,095 

Daily Average of Months with no De-Pooling 

Multiply Daily Average Days in Month with De-Pooling 

Less Actual (Feb, Apr, Oct, Nov) 

Estimated De-Pooled 

Estimated Total Milk Used to Produce Cheeese 

Value of FMMO 124 De-Pooling 

Estimated De-Poe PPD Extension 

February 

April 

October 

November 

146,616,064 s 
164,492,405 $ 

247,238, 751 $ 
218,266,171 $ 

776,613,392 

Value of De-Pooling to Total Volume 

{0.36) $ 527,818 

(0.33) s 542,825 

{0.58) $ 1,433,985 

(0.78) $ 1,702,476 

$ 4,207,104 

$ 0.055 

Days 
31 

28 

31 

30 

31 

30 

31 

31 

30 

31 

30 

31 

21,061,001 

2,506,259,159 

1, 729,645, 767 

776,613,392 

7,687,265,487 



Cooperatives' Exhibit 12.F 

Value of De-Pooling FMMO 33 - 2014 

2014 Class 111 PPD @ Base Adjust @-S.12 
January 462,287,081 $ 0.75 $ 0.65 

February 406,265,916 $ 0.02 $ {0.08) 
March 492,888,523 $ 0.62 $ 0.52 

April 438, 762,990 $ 0.17 $ 0.07 

May 546,688,953 $ 1.47 $ 1.37 

June 539,323,620 $ 1.85 $ 1.75 

July 575,195,275 $ 1.88 $ 1.78 

August 566,614,543 $ 1.95 $ 1.85 

September 534,992,591 $ 0.47 $ 0.37 

October 314,552,655 $ (0.51) $ {0.61) 

November 380,299,542 $ {0.74) $ {0.84) 
December 591,608,555 $ 1.92 $ 1.82 

5,849,480,244 

Daily Average of Months with no De-Pooling 

Multiply Daily Average Days in Month with De-Pooling 

Less Actual (Feb, Oct, Nov) 

Estimated De-Pooled 

Estimated Total Milk Used to Produce Cheeese 

Value of FMMO 124 De-Pooling 

February 

October 

November 

Est De-Pooled PPD 

75,451,981 $ 

218,777,874 $ 
135,826, 777 $ 

430,056,632 

Value of De-Pooling to Total Volume 

Extension 

(0.08) $ 60,362 

(0.61) $ 1,334,545 

{0.84) $ 1,140,945 

$ 2,535,852 

$ 0.040 

Days 
31 

28 

31 

30 

31 

30 

31 

31 

30 

31 

30 

31 

17,204,211 

1,531,174,745 

1,101,118,113 

430,056,632 

6,279 ,536,876 
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Introduction 

The Department has performed this analysis in order to provide further information to all 
interested parties regarding the effects of proposed changes to the pricing formulas used 
to price Class IIJ and Class IV milk pooled under Federal Milk marketing orders 
(FMMO). Under this proposal, manufacturing allowances commonly referred to as 
"make allowances," are increased as illustrated in Table I. Additionally, the butterfat 
yield factor is increased from 1.20 to 1.211. 

The current make allowances were established in an interim final rule of December 2006. 
These make allowances are derived from two sources (1) Cost of Processing in Cheese, 
Whey, Butter and Nonfat Dry Milk Plants, by Mark Stephenson, Ph.D., Cornell Program 
on Dairy Markets and Policy, September 1, 2006; and (2) Weighted Average 
Manufacturing Costs for Butter, Nonfat Powder, Skim Whey Powder and Cheddar 
Cheese, California Department of Food and Agriculture, Costs for Calendar Year 2004, 
amended January 2006. 

The make allowances proposed in this tentative partial final decision come from the most 
recent surveys of those same sources: Testimony on Cost of Processing in Cheese, Whey, 
Butter and Nonfat Dry Milk Plants, by Mark Stephenson, Ph.D., Cornell Program on 
Dairy Markets and Policy, July 9, 2007 (Cornell study); and (2) Weighted Average 
Manufacturing Costs for Butter, Nonfat Powder, Skim Whey Powder and Cheddar 
Cheese, California Department of Food and Agriculture, Costs for Calendar Year 2006, 
published September 2007 (CDFA study). The Cornell study encompassed data from last 
quarter of 2005 through the second quarter of 2007, but it was submitted in testimony that 
a large proportion of the data apply to the calendar year of 2006. 

In calculating make allowances for butter and nonfat dry milk (NFDM), weighted 
average costs from both studies are weighted by their respective product volumes for the 
calendar year 2006 to estimate an overall U.S. weighted average. The weighted average 
costs for cheese manufacturing are based solely on the data from the CDF A study and the 
costs for dry whey manufacturing use data only from the Cornell study. An additional 
$0.0015 per pound is added in the calculation of the final make allowance as an estimate 
of sales and administrative costs. 
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Table I. Calculation of Make Allowances as Proposed in Tenative Final Decision 

Butter 

Weighted average cost, $/pound: 

CDFA Study1 

Cornell Study' 

2006 volume', 1000 pounds: 
California 
U.S. other than California 
U.S. 

Weighted average cost per pound: 
Before sales and administrative costs 
Sales and administrative costs 
Proposed make allowance 

Cheese 

0.1373 

0.1846 

448,592 
999,890 

1,448,482 

0.1700 
0.0015 
0.1715 

Weighted average cost, Cheddar cheese, $/pound: 

CDFA Study 

Sales and administrative costs 
Proposed make allowance 

0.1988 

0.0015 
0.2003 

NFDM 

Weighted average cost, $/pound: 

CDFA Study 

Cornell Study 

2006 volume, 1000 pounds: 
California 
U.S. other than California 
U.S. 

Weighted average cost per pound: 
Before sales and administrative costs 
Sales and administrative costs 
Proposed make allowance 

Whe 

Weighted average cost, $/pound: 

Cornell Study 

Sales and administrative costs 
Proposed make allowance 

0.1664 

0.1662 

613,240 
610,832 

1,224,072 

0.1663 
0.0015 
0.1678 

0.1976 

0.0015 
0.1991 

1 Weighted Average Manufacturing Costs/or Butter, Nonfat Powder, Skim Whey Powder and Cheddar Cheese, 

California Department ofFood and Agriculture, Costs for Calendar Year 2006, September 2007 
2 Teslimony on Cost of Processing in Cheese, Whey, Butter, and Nonfat Dry Milk Plants, by Mark Stephenson, 
Cornell Program on Dairy Markets and Policy, July 2007 
3 Source for all volumes: USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2006 values 
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Cooperatives' Exhibit 12.H 

Average Wholesale Delivered Price of 40 pound 

Blocks of Cheddar Cheese in LTL Lots 

Wisconsin West Coast 

JAN, 14 $ 2.4330 $ 2.4383 

FEB $ 2.5166 $ 2.5216 

MAR $ 2.5941 $ 2.5992 

APR $ 2.5795 $ 2.5870 

MAY $ 2.3526 $ 2.3601 

JUN $ 2.3029 $ 2.3117 

JUL $ 2.2795 $ 2.2901 

AUG $ 2.3915 $ 2.4015 

SEP $ 2.6399 $ 2.6499 

OCT $ 2.5200 $ 2.5300 

NOV $ 2.3224 $ 2.3349 

DEC $ 1.9197 $ 1.9809 

JAN, 15 $ 1.8184 $ 1.8796 

FEB $ 1.8185 $ 1.8745 

MAR $ 1.8566 $ 1.8866 

APR $ 1.8778 $ 1.9079 

MAY $ 1.9189 $ 1.9489 

JUN $ 2.0105 $ 2.0405 

Average $ 2.2307 $ 2.2524 

Difference $ 0.0217 
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Difference Between CA All Milk and Class Ill Prices 2010-2015 

$6.00 

$5.00 

$4.00 

$3.00 

$2.00 

$1.00 

$-
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$(1.00) 
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$( 3.00) 

$(4.00) 
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Cooperatives' Exhibit 12.J 

Di erence between PA All Milk and Class Ill Prices 2010-2015 

• 
$5.00 
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Cooperatives' Exhibit 12.1< 
Difference between CA Mailbox and Class Ill Prices 2010-2015 

$2.50 

$2.00 

$1.50 

$1.00 

$0.50 

$-
Jan-10 JU Jan-12 JUN Jan 3 Jan-15 JUN 

$(0.50) 

$(1.00) 

$(1.50) 

$(2.00) 

$(2.50) 
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Differences between PA Mailbox and Class Ill Prices 2010-2015 
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Land O'Lakes, Inc. 

405 Park Drive, Carlisle, FA 17013 
Tel: (717) 486-7000 
Fax: (717) 486-3730 

September 27, 2005 

MS. Dana Coale, Deputy Administrator 
USDA - AMS - Dairy Programs 
1400 Independence Avenue, SW .' 
Washington, DC 20250-0225 

Dairy Foods 

-. ; . . ... 

Re: Request for Emergency Hearing on C~s m ·and IV Make A:llowances 

Dear Ms Coale, 

Land O'Lakes joins Agri-Mark and other parties in requesting a Federal Order hearing. to 
update the cost calculations that determine the Class m and IV make allowances. 

Land O'Lakes is a Capper-Volstead cooperative with a national membership base 00,500 
dairy-farmers, pooled on six federal ·oiders. Land O'Lakes operates numerous dairy 
manufacturing plants throughout the United States and is very aware of the differences in. 
current processing costs from those cited in the hearing record of the May 2000 hearing. 
That hearing record established the current make allowances. Land O'Lakes is prepared to 
testify regarding current costs at its cheese· and butter/powder plants and we believe the 
difference in processing costs justify an emergency hearing. 

The May 2000 Hearing record included 1998 and 1999 costs from federal order and 
Galifornia manufacturing plants. · Current processing costs are not reflective of those base 
surveys. For example, the U.S. Energy Information Administration reports that the national 
average price ofcommeT9ial natural gas was $5.48 per mcf in 199.8, compar¢ to an , 
average price 0[$9.26 in :2004; representing an· increase of aJrnost,'10-percent for. a critical 
processing inpilt. Dtherprocessing inPllts have also increased during the six-year period. 
The California Department of Food and 'Agriculture (®FA) mmually collect and audit · 
processing costs from the state's manufacturing plants. The weighted average processing 
costs for butter, powder and cheese in 1999 we~e $0.096; $0.136 and $0.169,respectively. 
Tne most recent (20D3)CDFA weighted ave~ge processing costs· were $.0.1299;.$.0.156.0 
and $.0.17.06 for the same commodities. Land O'Lakes believes these changes in 
processing costs adequately justify an emergency hearing. 

Specifically Land Q'Lakes requests that the make;allowancel! contained in Section 1.00.0.5.0 
(l), (m), (n), (o) and (q) be updated to reflect current processing costs. These sections 
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define the butterfat, non-fat solids, protein, other solids and advance butterfat prices under 
the federal orders. In order to expedite a decision on this hearing, Land O'Lakes proposes 
that the Hearing Call specifically limit testimony to procesSing costs and leave yield and 
product pricing issues for another hearing. 

In the Federal Order Reform Final Rule and the Final Decision of the May 2000 Hearing 
[Docket No. AO-I4-A69, et al.: DA-00-03] the Secretary outlin_ed a process of collecting 
information from various cost surveys to determine manufacturing and processing make 
allowances. In the Final Decision of the May 2000 Hearing the Secretary relied on the cost 
data contained Rural Cooperative Business Survey (RCBS) and the CDF A Manufacturing 
Cost Survey to determine the current make allowances. Currently the RCBS is collecting 
2004 processing cost data from coopemtives that opemte manufacturing plants and a CDFA 
is expected to release its 2004 Manufacturing Cost Survey before year's end. At the 
Hearing, processing costs were submitted by other parties, but they were found defective 
for various reasons. Land O'Lakes proposes that the Department be open to all 
manUfacturing costs surveys submitted by interested parties engaged in operating cheddar 
cheese and butter/powder plants. 

Through Federal Order Reform and other Decisions, the Secretary has repeatedly stated that 
the Class ill and Class IV prices are meant to represent market clearing prices. To that end, 
the Secretary has adjusted the relative weighting of the cost surveys so that balancing costs 
are reflected in the make allowances. When the make allowance fortnulae no longer 
represent current processing costs, those handlers who provide a market balancing function 
suffer the greatest pain. As already stated, Land O'Lakes opemtes a multiple 
manufacturing plants with in the federal order system. 

-Land O'Lakes respectfully requests that the Secretary convene an emergency hearing to 
address manufacturitlg make allowances for federal order class-prices. If you have any 
questions, please feel free to contact me at (717) 486-2276. 

Dennis J. Schad 
Land O'Lakes 
Director of Regulatory Affairs 
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Before the United States Department of 
Agriculture 

Agricultural Marketing Service 

In the Matter of Proposed Amendments: : Docket Number 

to Tentative Marketing Agreements : AO-14-A74, et al. 

and Orders : DA-06-01 

Testimony of Dennis J Schad 
On Behalf of Land O'Lakes, Inc 

January 24, 2006 
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My name is Dennis Schad and I am here to testify on behalf of Land 
O'Lakes, Inc. My business address is 405 Park Drive, Carlisle PA. I hold a 
bachelors degree in History from the College of Will.iam and Mary and a 
Masters in Business Administration from Virginia Tech. I have worked for 
Land O'Lakes and its predecessor cooperatives for twenty-five years and my 
current title is Director of Regulatory Affairs. Prior to this assignment, I 
have held positions in cooperatives' marketing and transportation 
departments. I have testified at numerous Federal and state milk marketing 
order hearings and before the agriculture committees of several state 
legislatures. 

Land O'Lakes (LOL) is a dairy cooperative with over 4,000 dairy farmer 
member-owners. The cooperative has a national membership base, whose 
members are pooled on six different Federal orders. Land O'Lakes owns 
numerous cheese plants and a butter/powder plant These plants are 
regulated under the Federal orders. 

I testify today in support of Agri-Mark' s proposal to update the 
manufacturing cost indices used to determine butter, nonfat dry milk 
powder, cheese and dry whey powder. 

Background of Determining. Class Prices 

. Through the informal rulemaking process of Federal Order Reform and the 
Final Decision of the 2000 Class III and IV Hearing, USDA has developed a 
process to determine class prices. This process that sets Class III and IV . 
prices replaced the M-W and Basic Formula Price Series. Theoretically 
Class III and IV prices are now the residual of the market price of a 
commodity (butter, NFDM, cheese or whey) less the cost of converting milk 
to that commodity. 

Determining the class prices starts with the NASS price series, which 
describes commodity-specific products, cheddar cheese in 40 pound blocks 
and 500 pound barrels; butter in 25 kilogram and 68 pound boxes and 
NFDM and whey in "bag, tote or tanker sales." NASS reports the total price 
received at plants for the commodities. During the last few years, 
DairyAmerica, a NFDM selling marketing agency-in-common, increased its 
selling price ofNFDM in recognition to increased energy costs. Naively, 
DairyAmerica believed that a line item energy surcharge would not be 
captured in the NASS survey and the surcharge could be passed back to the 
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manufacturing plant. In actual practice, NASS captured the DairyAmerica 
energy surcharge in its reporting of the selling price ofNFDM. 

The manufacturing allowance is fixed; any increases to the selling price to 
capture increased costs are reported to NASS and all dairy farmers, 
regardless of whether their marketing organization incurred the costs, benefit 
from the higher class prices. 

The second step of the process is to detennine the cost of converting milk to 
the commodity whose price is quoted in the NASS survey. The Department 
is scrupulous in making sure that commodity manufacturing costs are tied to 
the product described by the NASS survey. For instance, in the Federal 
Order Reform process and the Final Rule from the 2000 Hearing, USDA 
subtracted the butter packaging cost from the RCBS survey and substituted 
the CDF A butter packaging costs. The reason for the substitution was that 
the CDF A costs better reflected the costs of bulk butter, while the RCBS 
cost represented the costs of packaging print butter. The NASS butter price . 
reports the market selling price of bulk butter. 

The residual of this calculation is the Class ill or IV price. The price is 
designed to be the minimum regulated class price for the commodity. 
Additionally, USDA defines the Class IV price to be the market clearing 
price and explicitly adds a component for balancing costs in the make 
allowance for Class III and IV. 

Background of the Current Make Allowance Calculation 

The Federal Order RefOrni and 2000 Class ill and IV final decisions set 
forth a process to determine make allowances. USDA averaged the costs of 
cooperatively-owned manufacturing plants with the costs reported by the 
plants regulated by the California Department of Food and Agriculture 
(CDFA). The costs at the cooperatively-owned plants are reported by the 
Rural Cooperative Business Service of USDA (RCBS). Manufacturing 
costs were presented at the 2000 Hearing by other interested parties, 
however, USDA found them lacking in specificity or design. 

For the Final Decision of the 2000 Hearing USDA combined the weighted 
average of all California cheese plants with the RCBS weighted average to 
set the make allowance for cheese to be used in the Federal orders. For 
NFDM, the weighted average of the two lower cost subgroups of the CDF A 
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survey were combined to set the NFDM make allowance to be used in the 
Federal orders. For butter, USDA combined the highest cost subgroup of 
California butter plants with th.e RCBS weighted average to set the butter 
make allowance. For whey, USDA adopted a make allowance of$0.159, 
reflecting a higher drying cost compared to NFDM and the NCI reported 
cost. 

USDA recognized that the RCBS survey did not include all relevant 
manufacturing costs. To approximate the costs associated with return on · 
investment and general and administrative costs, USDA added to the RCBS 
costs the reported ROI or G&A costs from the appropriate CDF A group or 
subgroup. Additionally USDA added a $0.0015 cost per pound to the RCBS 
and CDF A costs as an estimate of marketing costs. 

Charles Ling, RCBS,has testified earlier relating to the inadvertent error 
contained in the calculation of the make allowances from the 2000 Hearing.· 
The RCBS Survey from 2000 that was presented to that Hearing included 
two butter and two NFDM plants that were located in California. The 2000 
Manufacturing Cost Annual, published by CDF A, stated that 99.5 percent of 
the butter and 98.9 percent of the NFDM produced in California was 

. manufactured by the plants included in the survey. Obviously these two 
California butter and powder plants were included in both the RCBS and 
CDF A surveys. 

Page A of LOL Exhibit _ is the 1998 Dairy Product Plant Costs, as 
reported by RCBS at the 2000 Hearing. 
Page B ofLOL Exhibit _is the 1998 Dairy Product Plant Costs, as revised 
by RCBS. This report excludes the California Butter and Powder Plants. 
Page C ofLOL Exhibit _is the Calculation of the Butter Make Allowance, 
using the data from Page A. 
Page D of LOL Exhibit _ is the Calculation of the Butter Make Allowance, 
using the data from Page B. 
Page E ofLOL Exhibit _is the Calculation of the NFDM Make 
Allowance, using the data from Page A. 
Page F ofLOL Exhibit _is the Calculation of the NFDM Make 
Allowance, using the data from Page B. 
Page G ofLOL Exhibit _is the Calculation of the NFDM Make 
Allowance, using the data from Page B and with an alternative CDF A 
weighting. 
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When the California plants are excluded from the RCBS survey, the 
resulting make allowance calculation increases. Had the RCBS evidence in 
the 2000 Hearing been correct, it is arguable that the current butter make 
allowance would be $0.1195 (LOL Exhibit_, Page D), instead of the 
current $0.115 per pound, and the NFDM make allowance might be $0.1422 
(LOL Exhibit _. Page F), instead of the current $0.14 per pound. 

Additionally, had this evidence been available to USDA at the 2000 
Hearing, the Department might have decided to weigh the California 
information differently. The Final Decision states: 

The basis for using the two lower-cost groups of California plants is 
that the mid-cost group is of a similar average size as the group 
included in the RCBS survey, and that the lowest-cost California 
group has a very similar total cost to the mid-size group. (Federal 
RegisterNoL 67, No. 216, November 7. 2002, page 67,921). 

Given this revised evidence, the Department may have concluded that the 
average RCBS plant size of29.1 million pounds was not as comparable to 
the average Group II CDF A powder plant; and that the new RCBS cost of 
$0.1711 per pound might have resulted in a different weighting selection. 
LOL Exhibit ----' page G shows the make allowance calculation had the 
Department chose to weigh the RCBS costs with the Weighted Average of 
all the CDF A powder plants. Such a calculation would have set the current 
NFDM make allowance at $0.1451 instead of the current $0.14 per pound. 

USDA Should Include Balancing Costs in the Make Allowances 

In the Final Decision regarding market service payments in the Northeast 
Order for balancing costs, USDA has made it clear that the Class III and IV 
make allowances include recognition for the costs of balancing. To that 
point the Secretary stated: 

The Class IIIIIV Final Decision that adopted product price formulas 
for all Federal milk marketing orders, including the Northeast order, 
gave specific recognition to the costs associated with balancing in the 
make allowance factor in setting the Class III and Class IV milk price. 
ADCNE's exception is not persuasive. As already stated, the Class 
IIIIIV pricing formulae include a factor to offset the cost of balancing 
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performed by butter-powder plants. (Federal RegisterNol. 70, No. 19, 
January 31, 2005, page 4,953). 

The costs of balancing the market are real. At the Federal Order 1 Market 
Service Hearing, Land O'Lakes submitted testimony regarding plant 
utilization at its Carlisle facility (LOL Exhibit ---J Page K). That table 
illustrates the function of a balancing plant to the market. In August 2001 . 
the Carlisle plant had deliveries of total milk solids at 50 percent of capacity 

. and only nine months later in May 2002, the plant received total milk solids 
at 100 percent of its capacity. As stark as this comparison is, monthly data 
actually mask the daily and weekly balancing demands. 

Fixed costs on a per unit basis at a balancing plant are high. They are built · 
to handle the demands of the highest days' balancing and rarely are they 
filled to that level for a sustained period. In most businesses labor is 
considered a variable expense. The firm can add or lay off workers as the 
work load changes. Labor at a balancing plant is treated as a fixed cost. The 
employees are highly trained and mobile. Reducing the work force to . 
accommodate fluctuating milk receipts, opens the balancing plant to the risk 
of being under staffed at a critical time. 

The Secretary acknowledged the balancing function within the butter make 
allowance when he opted for a weighting calculation that resulted in a FMO 
make allowance greater than the RCBSadjusted weighted average cost . 

. However, the NFDM weighting choice resulted in a $0.14 FMO make 
allowance when the RCBS adjusted weighted average cost was $0.1530 per 
pound. In lieu of its stated recognition of the costs borne by some to balance 
the markets, the Secretary might have made a different weighting decision 
for NFDM in 2000 had the Department known the real weighted average 
RCBS cost was $0.1711 per pound. 

Land O'Lakes Supports the Agri-Mark Proposal 

Land O'Lakes owns and operates many dairy plants within the United 
States. Among them are two that are included the RCBS survey . . They are 
the butter/powder plant in Carlisle P A and the cheese/whey plant in Kiel WI. 
Both plants were also included in the RCBS Survey presented at the 2000 
Hearing. The costs supplied to RCBS were costs related specifically to 
manufacturing the commodity product that is contained in the NASS 
surveys. As all know, Land O'Lakes markets value added, branded cheese 
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and butter products. Except for butter packaging costs (which was adjusted 
by USDA in 2000), specific efforts were made to exclude any costs from the 
RCBS survey, related to the marketing of our branded products. 

In 2003 Land 0 'Lakes chose to finance a portion of its business through the 
sale of bonds. As these bonds are currently traded on the open market, Land 
O'Lakes is subject to regulations promulgated by the Securities and 
Exchange Commission regarding insider trading. Simply put, Land O'Lakes 
can make no material statement regarding its operations unless the 
cooperative makes this information available to the general public. Forthat 
reason, I must be somewhat circumspect regarding specific information 
about our operations. Land O'Lakes participated in the RCBS surveys, an 
aggregating process which allowed for our anonymity. With that said, I can 
make some general statements about our various operations. 

On a unit cost basis, Land O'Lakes' costs at its Carlisle butter plant are up 
dramatically compared to the 1999 costs. While our butter plant capacity 
utilization has increased, the per unit cost against almost all categories 
increased over the five year period. 

The same is true at the Carlisle powder plant. Against virtually all 
categories, the unit costs were greater in 2004 compared to 1999. While 
total pounds produced were greater in 2004, the percentage of plant capacity 
declined in 2004 compared to 1999. This is due to the plant expansion at 
Carlisle during 2000. 

The per unit costs at our cheese plant at Kiel increased only marginally 
compared to 1998. There are two obvious reasons for this per unit 
achievement in an environment of increasing costs. First, Kiel is an old 
plant with lower than average depreciation expenses and secondly Kie1 
experienced a large increase in volume through the plant during the period. 
Increased volumes and minimal plant investment drove the unit cost 
equation at the plant. 

RCBS did not report whey costs in 2000, so there can be no comparison with 
the current reported RCBS whey drying costs. Land O'Lakes' cost of drying 
whey in 2004 is less than the average cost reported by RCBS. While our 
costs are fairly presented, we do not think them representative of the 
industry norms. The whey drying operation at Kiel dries the whey produced 
at the Land O'Lakes cheese plants in Kiel, Denmark and Greenwood WI. 
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Denmark and Greenwood ship their condensed whey to Denmark for drying, 
which allows Kiel to run at almost 100 percent capacity. The cost of the 
evaporation activity at Kiel was determined and that cost was used as the 
proxy for evaporating costs at Denmark and Greenwood. We have not had 
the time to test the validity of that assumption. Nevertheless, the per unit 
efficiency of the whey drying activity at Kiel is dependent on the three-plant 
system that has evolved in that area and we believe is not representative of . 
industry norms. 

Recommend~tions for CDFA and RCBS Weighting 

Land O'Lakes supports the recommendations of AgriMark relating to the 
weighting of the various groups and subgroups of the CDF A survey with the 
RCBS survey. In the Final Decision USDA used the criteria of relative plant 
size, comparable per unit costs and a recognition of balancing costs as 
criteria for choosing the appropriate California group or subgroup to 
combine with the RCBS survey in a weighted average.<:alculation. While it 
may be expeditious to use the same group, subgroup weighting as used in 
2000, Land O'Lakes recommends that USDA apply it 2000 criteria to the 
2004 realities. One reason for this recommendation is the fact that the . 

. RCBS evidence from the 2000 hearing was in error, and had the Department 
had the correct RCBS information; it may have weighted the cost data 
differently. 

Butter: Land O'Lakes recommends that USDA combine the RCBS 
weighted average butter cost with the California weighted average cost for . 
all butter manufacturers (LOLExhibit ----J Page H). The average RCBS 
plant produced 36-million pounds in 2004, while the average California 
plant ran 48-million pounds. Adjusting for packaging and applying the 
California ROI and G&A costs plus the marketing expense of $.00 15 per 
pound, the adjusted RCBS cost was $0.1714 and the California cost adjusted 
for marketing expense was $0.1383 per pound. The weighted average of the 
two groups was $0.1515 per pound. Land O'Lakes recommends that USDA 
weight these two groups because the average plant size is comparable. 
Additionally, the result of the weighted average is very close to the current 
California make allowance for butter. 

Non-Fat Dry Milk: Land O'Lakes recommends that USDA combine the 
RCBS weighted average NFDM cost with Group II of the CDF A powder 
survey (LOL Exhibit _, Page I). The average production of the RCBS 
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group, 31-million pounds is closer to any of the subgroups of the CDFA 
survey (Group II is 59-million pounds). Adjusted for ROI, G&A and 
marketing expense the RCBS weighted average cost is $0.1932, while the 
CDFA Group II adjusted average cost is $0.1748. The current California 
make allowance for NFDM is more than a half cent below the most recent 
weighted average cost and two cents below the Group II average cost. Of all 
the commodities in question at this hearing, NFDM plays the strongest role 
in clearing the market of excess milk. Powder plants balance the markets 
and NFDM is characteristically the first product offered to the CCC. For 
these reasons, Land O'Lakes recommends that USDA use the CDF A Group 
II NFDM series as the weighting factor, which would provide a make 
allowance of $0.1867 per pound. 

Cheese: For this hearing RCBS offered two cheese groups, an "all cheese 
group and a 40-pound block group. The CDF A cheese survey reports plant 
costs for 40-pound blocks. In the CDFA survey, the three plants that 
processed 500-pound barrels or 640-blocks had packaging and packaging 
labor costs for 40-pound blocks substituted for the reported costs. 
(California Manufacturing Cost Annual 2004, CDF A, Table 1, Sections 4 
and 5, page 8.) For that reason, Land O'Lakes believes the relevant 
comparison for cheese is the RCBS 40-Pound Block Survey and the CDF A 
weighted average cheese survey (LOL Exhibit .....J Page J). While the Group 
II cheese plants were closer to the RCBS average production, the cost per 
pound between the two groups were too great for comparison purposes. The 
adjusted RCBS cost was $0.1814 and the adjusted unit cost for the weighted 
average CDFA was $0.1784. The weighted average of the two is $0.1794, 
which correlates well with the current California cheese make allowance of 
$0.1710 per pound. 

Whey: The Final Decision used the NCI whey cost data to determine the 
current make allowance for whey. At the hearing there was persuasive 
testimony that the cost of whey drying is greater than the cost of drying 
NFDM. This is the first time RCBS has released a survey of whey drying 
costs. The weighted average cost of drying whey, as reported by RCBS, is 
$0.1155, while CDFA reports a cost of $0.2673 per pound. The average 
RCBS plant produces about lO-million pounds per year while the average 
California plant produces about 31-million. These data is counter-intuitive. 
Land O'Lakes recommends that USDA consider setting the whey make 
allowance based on a value above the NFDM make allowance. We are 
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informed that others will provide data relating to the incremental cost of 
drying whey, compared to NFDM. 

Summary and Conclusions 

Land O'Lakes recommends that the Department increase the butter make 
allowance by $0.0365 per pound, NFDM by $0.0467 per pound and cheese 
by $0.0144 per pound For whey, Land O'Lakes recommends that USDA 
set a make allowan~ above the cost of drying NFDM and at a rate 
consistent with the testimony and recommendations of Northwest 
Dairymen's Association and Leprino Foods. We recognize that this request 
represents a 31.7 percent increase in the butter make allowance; a 33.4 
percent increase in the NFDM make allowance and an 8.7 percent increase 
in the cheese make allowance. We also point out that the testimony today 
represents an updating of costs over a six year period. Additionally, the 
evidence presented in 2000 contained an error, so it is quite reasonable to 
conclude that the make allowances for butter and powder have been 
understated during the entire period. 

In the last Make Allowance Hearing, IDF A spent considerable time arguing 
. that the Department should attempt to err on the high side when calculating 

the make allowances. While Land O'Lakes is a major manufacturer of 
butter, powder and cheese within the Federal Order system, it is also a 
cooperative. Our dairy farmer member-owners rely on a milk price for their 
living and they also expect that their investment in manufacturing assets 
brings a return. I would recommend to the Secretary to be like Goldilocks 
and get the make allowances '~ust right." Given that the CCC clears the 
market of excess butter, powder and cheese, it would be to no one's 
advantage in the industry to seta commodity's make allowance so high that 
milk flows to producing that commodity, irrespective of external market 
signals. On the other hand, setting make allowances too low discourages 
investment in the assets needed to clear the market on a daily, seasonal and 
annual basis. The costs of maintaining market balancing facilities must be 
borne by the market, not only by the owner of the facilities. 

Land O'Lakes is well aware of the class price decreases that would follow 
from our support of the AgriMark proposal is $0.46 in Class ill price and 

. . 

$0.51 in Class IV. While Land O'Lakes membershipisn't happy about the 
changes, they recognize that they are currently paying forthese increased 
plant costs, while the larger producer market avoids them by not owning 
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plants. We also recognize the longer term and more expansive analysis 
provided by USDA in the Notice of Hearing. 

USDA's three scenarios offer insights into the producer price impacts of the 
changes in make allowances. Scenarios two and three increase the cheese 
make by 3.5 cents (from current levels) and 5 cents (from current levels) 
which is far above our proposed increase of 1.44 cents. All three USDA 
scenarios increase the butter make 4.11 cents which is also above our 
proposed change of3.68 cents. Additionally, we propose to increase the 
NFDM make by 4.67 cents and the whey make by 5.27 cents compared to 
USDA's scenarios of an increase of 2.15 cents on NFDM and 1.59 cents on 
Whey. 

USDA's scenarios give us an idea of how varying the cheese make 
allowance impacts producer prices and a bit of an idea of how changing the 
other makes will impact producer prices. 

We would expect the impacts of AgriMark'sproposal on producer niilk 
prices to fall within the ranges estimated by the USDA. Like the USDA 
estimates, we would expect the impact on class prices to be the largest 
immediately following the changes in make allowances. In accordance with 
the Department's model we would expect wholesale product prices to 
increase and get passed along to producers through the classified pricing 
formulas. We would not anticipate the longer term impact of our proposed 
changes to far exceed the price impacts on the all milk price estimated by . 
USDA in Scenarios 2 and 3. We also must point out that any impacts to 
producer blend prices by decreased Class I prices would be mitigated by the 
MILC program, which is not factored in the USDA analysis. 

In anticipation of questions regarding Land a'Lakes financial condition, I 
present the following. During 2004 the Dairy Foods division of Land 
a'Lakes reported pretax earnings of $16.4 niillion. This amount includes 
the operations of the cooperative's value added and industrial divisions. 
While Land a'Lakes has a policy of not reporting in detail of its individual 
plant operations, I can say that each of our butter, powder and cheese plants, 
included in the RCBS survey, lost money in 2004, even given the fact that 
the average selling or transfer price at each of the four plants was above the 
NASS average for the year and assuming no procurement costs were 
allocated to the plant. Even though the whey operation reported a profit, the 
cheese-whey operation reported a loss; and the favorable transfer price 
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between the Denmark and Greenwood plants and Kiel was very likely an 
. important factor in Kiel's whey profitability. 

Need for an Emergency-Expedited Decision on Updating the Cost 
Indices 

The testimony given today highlights the increase in costs incurred by 
butter, powder, cheese and whey plants since 1998-9, when USDA last set 
make allowances based on the manufacturing costs of those years. 
Additionally, the defect in the testimony presented in the 2000 further 
highlights the need for the Department to update the butter and powder make 
allowances based on the most recent cost surveys because there is a question 
whether those make allowances are currently in error. We request that the 
Department issue a nile without a recommended decision. 

Land O'Lakes wishes to thank the Secretary and his staff for the expedited 
manner in which this hearing was called and look forward to a timely 
decision. 
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· My name is Dennis Schad and I am here to testify on behalf of Land 
O~Lakes, Inc_ My business address is 405 Park Drive, Carlisle PA.I hold a 
bachelors degree in History from The College of' WilliilIn and Mary in 
Virginia and a Masters In Business Administration from Virginia Tech. I 
have worked for Land O'Lakes and its predecessor cooperatives for twenty
five years and my current title is Director of Regulatory Affairs. Prior to this 
assignment, I have held positions in the cooperatives' milk procurement, 

· marketing and transportation departments. I have testified at nuinerous 
Federal and state milk marketing order hearings and before the agriculture 
committees of several st.ate legislatures. 

· Land O'Lakes (LOL) is.a dairy cooperative with over 3,000 dairy farmer 
member-owners. The cooperative has a national membership base, whose 
members are pooled on six different Federal orders. Land O'Lakes owns 
three cheese manufacturing plants and a butter/powder plant that receive . 
federally regulated milk. .. . 

Land O'Lakes supports Proposals 1; 2, 12, 14 and 17, while opposing · 
Proposals 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,11,13,15,16,18 and 20. AtthishearingLand 
O'Lakes has no position on Proposals 9 and 10. I will provide evidence for · 
several of the listed proposals and will provide argument through a written 
brief on others. 

Background of Determining Class Prices 

Through the informal rulemaking process of Federal Order Reform, tJie 
Final Decision of the 2000 Class III and IV Hearing and the most recent 

· Temporary Final Decision (TFD), USDA has developed a process to 
determine class prices. This process that sets Class III. and IV prices replaced 
the M-Wand Basic Formula Price Series. Theoretically Clas~ III and IV · . 
prices are now the residual of the market price of a commodity (butter, 
NFDM, cheese or whey) less the cost of converting milk to that commodity . . 

Determining the class prices starts with the NASS price series, which 
describes commodity-specific products, cheddar .cheese in 40 pound blocks 
and 500 pound barrels; butter in 25 kilogram and 68 pound boxes and. 
NFDM and whey in "bag, tote or tanker sales." NASS reports the total price 
received at plants for the commodities. The manufacturing allowance is 
fixed; any increases to the selling price to capture incr~sed costs are 
reported to NASS and all dairy farmers, regardless of whether their 
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marketing organization incmred the costs, benefit from the higheJ class 
pnces. 

The second step of the process is to detennine the cost of converting milk to . 
the commodity whose price is quoted in the NASS survey. The Department 
is scrupulous in making sure that commodity manufacturing costs are tied to 
the product described by the NASS survey. Additionally, the Department 
considers the factors that determine the volume of the commodity product 
that is processed out of a hundred pounds of milk.. . 

The residual of this calculation represents an approximation of the value of 
milk used in Class ill or Class IV products and is used to set Class ill or IV 
prices .. The price is designed to be the minimum regulated class price forthe 
commodity. Additionally, USDA has defined the Class IV price to be the 
market clearing price and has sometimes explicItly added a component for 
balancing costs in the make allowance calculation. . I 

Land O'Lakes Supports Proposals One and -two 

. In the Temporary Final Decision (71 FR 67467) the Secretary p:ublish~d 
product price fonnulas for Class ill and IV milk, based.on a weighted, 
average of the Cornell Price Survey and the price survey published by the 
California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) .. The spirit of . 
Proposal One is to require AMS to update the product price forrillilas when 
an input-survey to the weighted average calculation is updated or changed . 

. On November 29,2006 CDFA released its Summary of Weighted Average 
Manufacturing Costs (Exhibit~. These results update the CDF A 
inaIiufacturing plant cost data to 2005 averages. USDA used the updated 
numbers to calculate the weighted averages contained in Table 4 of the 
Preliminary Economic Analysis, Class ill and Class IV Prices. 

Among the recommendations filed in Land O'Lakes' Exceptions and 
. Comments to the Temporary Final Decision (TFD), are two that are 
especially relevant to Proposal One. First, Land O'Lakes recommends that . 
the CDF A cost of manufacturing whey powder be incorporated into the 

. USDA weighted average calculation that determines Federal order Class ill 
prices. The TFD set the cnFA survey as the "gold standard" of 
manufacturing cost surveys. The Department chose to abandon the Rural 
Business Cooperative Service cost survey because the Cornell survey more 
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closely approXimated the procedure~ of the CDFA survey. The CDFA whey ' 
powder cost surVey includes three plants that aggregately manufacttU-e 98 
million pounds of whey. That volume represents 82 percent of the skim 
whey powder processed iri California. , The CDFA wh~y survey is a valid, 
audited lind representative manufacturing cost study that should be included 
in the Class ill price formula calculation. 

, ' 

The second reco~endatio~ waS to continue the pr~ctice of weightfug the 
CDFA and Cornell Survey data by sample volume. Th,e TFD weighted the 
commodity cost by the entire volume of the commodity produced in 
California or outside of California. For example, the result in the TFD was ' 

, , that the ' averag~ manufacturing costs of four , sampled butter plants in the 
Cornell surVey was weighted by the volume of all of the NASS butter ' ' 
produced by all butter plants located outside of California, rather than the 
actual volume produced by the four plants. While these four sampled butter 
plants produced 125.6 million poimds of butter, the impact in the make .' 
allowance.calculation offue costs of those four plants were weighted as if 
they had manufactured 995 million pounds. The weighting procedure in the 
TDF was neither statically valid 'nor reasonable. 

The following Chart S~arlz~S th~ butter; NFDM, ch~ese and wheym8ke " ' 
allowances had USDA used the sample-weighting procedures used by the , 
2003 F41al Decision. Note that CDFA changed its sample in 2005 NFDM " , 
survey and utilized costs from nine, instead of ten plants. The impact of that. ' 
CDF A procedure change is most striking in the medium cost group~ For that 
reason, the folloWingchart 'used the CDF A NFDM population cost and 
weight. , 
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Calculation of Weighted Average Cost Using 2002 Methodology 

I , 
Butter Volume Wtd. Cost Cheese Volume Wtd. Cost 
CDFA 396,628 $ 0.1408 55,845 CDFA 826,584 $ 0 .. 1914 .158,260 
Cornell 125,600 $ 0.1108 13,916 Cornell 963,568 $ 0.1638 157,832 

522,228 69,762 1,792,412 314,454 

$ 0.1336 $ 0.1765 
. Marketing Allowance $ 0.0015 Marketing Allowance $ 0.0015 

Butter Make Allowance $ 0.1351 Cheese Make Allowance $ 0.1780 

NFDM Volume Wtd. Cost Whey Volume Wtd. Cost 
CDFA 471,894 $ 0.1659 78,287 CDFA • 97,953 1$ 0.2851 ·27,926 
Cornell 440,528 $ 0,1423 62,687 Cornell 568,728 .$0.1941 . .110;390 

912,422 140,974 666,681 138,317 

$ 0.1545 $0.2075 
Marketing Allowance $ 0.0015 Marketing Allowance $ 0.0015 

NFDM Make Allowance . $ 0.1560 Dry Whey Make Allowance $0.2090 

. Land O'Lakes Table. Sources: Cornell Weighted Average Costs and 
Volumes are from TFD and CDFA Manufacturing Cost Survey 
(November 29, 2006). 

Cheese 
Dry Whey 
NFDM 
Butter 

. Summary of Changes .' 

TFD 
$:1682 
$.1956 
$.1570 
$.1202 

'PreEcAnI 

. $.1711 
. $.1956 
$.1662 
$.1216 

1 Preliminary Economic Analysis, USDA, AMS, February, 2007, p 8. 
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While LOL agrees with much of the spirit of Proposal Two, we offer 
specific changes to the language of the Proposal. We would like to replace ' 
the language that giants the Market Administer the authority t.o survey plantS 
to an authority granted to the Director of AMS. Ii is important that the plant 
survey be national in scope. The sampled plants shoul~ be determined by a . 
draw from a nationar popUlation of plants, located outside of California. 

-~----jl\.· .. ~d;kdllitlti90JBaIly, Lor.. belie:v.es-1:hauhe resnltsoftbe national Sllrvey.shollld be 
combmed with the CDFA Plant Manufacturing Survey. . 

. LOL also clisagrees with section (2) of Proposal Two. We don't believe that 
CQnlmodity make allowances should be snubbed at the cost Qfthe highest 
cost region. As class prices are determined from commodity .product sale.s 
from a national market, it is consistent that make allowances be determined 
by the weigbtedaverage of the manufacturing costs of pi ants acr~ss the 
country. NASS breaks out the sales price of cheese between the Upper ... . 
Midwest region and the remainder of the nation. Subbing the cheeSe make . .. , 
allowance at a level that covers the cost of cheese manufactUre in that region . ' 
opens the door to considering the regional price of cheese in deterinllring the · . 
region's Class ill price Land O'Lakes believes the benefits ofa national 
class price far outweigh a consideration of regional manufacturing 'pricesin> 
the make allowance calculation . . 

Land O'Lak~s believes that the Secretary should conduct amanufac~g 
cost survey each year basedon an adequate number of plants, so that·a· . 
representative sample of plants is drawn. If the number of plants and the 
volume produced in those plants is short of the population, then valid 
statistical extrapolation teclmiques should be utilized to estimate the 
population averages. The Secretary should combine the survey of federal .' 
ordermanufacttiring plants with the relevant CDFA survey. . 

Finally, the Secretary, like the CDF A Secretary, should clearly identifY a . 
target percentage of volume of product covered by and a target percentage of 
plants covered by each ofth~ proposed make allowances. For example, the . 

. CDFA has stated, "As a genera! rule, the acceptable level of coverage [by 
the manufacturing cost (make) allowances] ranges from 50 to 80 percent of . 
the product processed." (CDFA Pane! Report, 2/20/05, pg 12) By explicitly 
considering the volume covered by proposed make allowances, the Secretary 
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will make a more informed decision and offer the industry a cleJer sense of 
the impact of the proposed changes: ~ 

Land O'Lakes Opposes Proposal Three 

Proponents of Proposal Three request that the Department revise its TFD 
--~--fr-em-thWanY~(),20.o6 heacing-fww a weighted average arCame]] and 

CDFA manufacturing costs to one that includes only Cornell weighted 
averages. Since the 2000 Federal Order Reform Decision, the Department 
has, as a matter of policy, combined relevant manufacturing cost from 
California and plants outside of California. Inthe Final Decision from the . 

. 2000 Hearing, the Secretary wrote:. . 

The use of ~ufacturing plant data from California p fantsthat do not 
procure any of the milk that would be priced using th;-J.;e costs should 

.,(". not cause concern, The co~tsof manufacturing dairy products may, "'~ '_'.', ,," 
. vary slightly by region, but adoption of representative make.l~· . ", 
allowances in product price formUlas should not fail to use a well: ' . 

. documented study that includes a large amount of audited data, such 
as theCbFA survey. (67 FR67915-6) . 

As long as the bepartment determines product prices from a national NASS 
survey:that includes California commodity prices, it is appropriate for AMS 

. to include California manufacturing costs in the make allowance 
detennination. . 
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The Comparative Cost of Doing Business In California 

For cheese plant manufacturing cost com porions, these U.S. Metropolitan Area Relative Business 

Costs are the most relevant to be considered. The following San Joaquin Valley metropolitan 

areas (highlighted in Table 2 in alphabetical order), which are also home to many of the largest 

cheese manufacturing plants in California, provide more reasonable and competitive costs for 

doing business. 

Bakersfield 
Fresno 
Hanford 
Merced 
Modesto 
Stockton 

I 
I 

Visalia 

Table 2: Cost of Doing Business Index by San Joaquin Valley 
Metro olitan Areas4 

County Cost of Unit Labor Energy State & 
Doing Cost Cost Local Tax 

Business 
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 

Kern 94 96 94 226 143 35 95 119 
Fresno 92 122 92 257 143 35 97 98 
Kings 97 69 108 27 143 35 96 105 

Merced 81 307 81 366 143 35 98 86 
Stanislaus 90 148 91 267 143 35 98 86 

San 98 60 106 47 143 35 98 83 
Joaquin 
Tulare 92 112 104 67 130 64 97 98 

Office Rent 

Index Rank 
73 119 
69 169 
58 289 
51 354 
64 214 
65 206 

55 308 

As the figures from Table 2 clearly indicate, the cost of doing business in the San Joaquin Volley 

falls well below the national average (Index = 100), and well below the Cost of Doing Business 

Index collectively of the state of California. 

Most importantly, Moody's Analytics also provides U.S. Metropolitan Area Relative Business Costs 

for 384 metropolitan areas across the country. The availability of this data has enabled me to 

develop the following Table 3, which compares more specifically the Cost of Doing Business for 

top 25 manufacturing plant locations across the key cheese producing states of California, 

Colorado, Idaho, Michigan, Minnesota, New Mexico, New York, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South 

Dakota, Texas, and of course, Wisconsin. The Index is based upon a National Average of 100; 

the Rank is based upon the relative position among the 384 metropolitan areas measured. 

4 "North American Business Cost Review," Moody's Anolytics, May 2014, and updated October 2014, pg s. 
15- 16. 
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Mankato, 
MN 
Amarillo, TX 
Merced. CA 

Greele ,CO 
Yakima, WA 
Eau Claire, 
WI 
La Crosse, 
WI 
A leton, WI 
Wausau, WI 
Kennewick, 
WA 
Grand 
Rapids, MI 
Janesville, 
WI 
Fond Du Lac, 
WI 

• 
Fresno CA 

Racine, WI 
Visalia. CA 

Sheboygan, 
WI 
Madison, WI 
Bakersf;efd, 
CA 

Oshkosh, WI 
Rochester 
MN 

Stockton, CA 

Milwaukee, 
WI 

Doing 
Business 

Rank 
77 352 

78 335 
81 307 
83 274 
84 260 
85 252 

85 241 

87 207 
87 203 
87 200 

89 174 

89 165 

90 158 

90 148 
92 122 
92 119 
92 112 
94 104 

94 98 
94 96 

94 95 
95 76 

97 69 
98 60 
99 57 

Index Rank 

83 358 

89 296 
81 366 
97 182 
99 152 
96 207 

100 145 

101 127 
99 154 
103 90 

97 193 

103 91 

102 99 

91 267 
92 257 
104 77 
104 67 
107 37 

105 61 
94 226 

106 39 
106 43 

108 27 
106 47 
1 1 1 16 

The Comparative Cost of Doing Busine~~ In California 

Tax 

Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank 
89 261 101 42 79 69 

65 374 68 334 73 115 
143 35 98 86 51 354 
92 212 70 329 60 262 
79 330 83 232 54 322 
92 236 98 80 59 271 

92 236 99 79 54 328 

90 245 100 64 59 269 
90 245 101 39 62 230 
62 383 82 239 67 185 

115 102 100 59 55 310 

107 129 101 51 54 331 

107 129 101 46 56 305 

143 35 98 86 64 214 
143 35 97 98 69 169 
11 2 118 102 30 58 281 
130 64 97 98 55 308 
107 129 100 63 62 237 

106 141 100 66 67 183 
143 35 97 119 73 1 19 

107 129 100 62 64 217 
89 261 101 57 81 63 

143 35 96 105 58 289 
143 35 98 83 65 206 
112 1 18 101 55 70 148 

5 "North American Business Cost Review," Moody's Analytics, May 2014, and updated October 2014, pgs. 
9-16. 

-_._- -_._------------------- ........ _ .. -
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The Comparative Cost of Doing Business In California 

Once again, as the data from Table 3 indicates, the Cost of Doing Business in San Joaquin Valley 

Metro Areas (as noted in gold) compare favorably with other cheese producing metro areas 

a round the country. 

V "t rther Examination and Compartson of the Specific Components that 

'llake D the Cost of DOing Business Index 

A further examination and comparison of the specific components of Unit labor Cost, State and 

local Tax, and Office Rent reveal even more competitive positioning of San Joaquin Valley Metro 

areas. It is also clear that Son Joaquin Valley Metro areas' overall Cost of Doing Business Indices 

would be much lower if it were not for the high cost of energy in these communities, which rank 

among the highest Energy Cost<> areas in Table 3. Nevertheless, according to the most recent 

California Department of Food and Agriculture Dairy Manufacturing Cost Exhibit for the period 

of January through December 201 3, the weighted average Electricity Cost in cheddar cheese 

manufacturing makes up only 2.9% of the overall cost of manufacturing cheese.' Therefore, it 

seems clear that Energy Cost has a small impact on the overall Cost of Doing Business, at least in 

California cheese manufacturing Metro areas. 

A much more siginifcant component upon cheese manufacturing costs is Unit Lobor Cost. Again, 

according to CDFA's Cheese Manufacturing Costs exhibit, Processing Labor Costs make up nearly 

25.5% of overall manufacturing costs.s The following Table 4 highlights the compelling cost 

competitiveness of San Joaquin Valley Metro Areas: 

6 Moody's Analytics calculates the Energy Cost Index by comparing the average commercial and industrial 
electricity costs, in cents per kilowatt-hour, with the national average. The data comes from the Energy Information 
Adminsitration, a division of the Deportment of Energy. The EIA reports commercial and industrial prices of all 
major independent and publicly owned utilities, as well as cooperatives. 

7 "Cheese Manufacturing Costs," California Deportment of Food and Agriculture Dairy Manufacturing Cost 
Exhibit for the period of January thorugh December 2013, doted November 12,2014. 

8 "Cheese Manufacturing Costs," California Department of Food and Agriculture Dairy Manufacturing Cost 
Exhibit for the period of January thorugh December 2013, dated November 12, 2014. 
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The Comparative Cost of Doing Bus iness In Ca lifornia 

81 366 
2. Mankata, MN 83 358 
3. Amarilla, TX 89 296 

91 267 
92 257 
94 226 

7. Eau Claire, WI 96 207 
8. Grand Ra ids, MI 97 193 
9. Greele ,CO 97 182 
10. Wausau, WI 99 154 

For purposes of simplicity, I have ranked only the ten Cheese Manufacturing U.S. Metro Areas 

with lowest Unit Labor Costs. Four of the top six are San Joaquin Valley metro areas (as noted in 

gold), with Merced the lowest, followed by Modesto in 4 th, Fresno in 5 th, and Bakersfield in 6 th• 

In short, the vast majority of cheese manufacturing metro areas in other states exceed these 

California areas in Unit Labor Cost. 

Another important cost component measured by Moody's Analytics is State & Local Tax. The 

effective tax rate index is measured as the total state and local tax revenue as a percent of total 

personal income in the area, indexed to the national effective ta x rate. This is a top-down 

measure that uses government revenues to represent the tax burden. This measure includes all 

taxes, including personal, property and corporate, less severance taxes, corporate license taxes, 

education, hospital, and intergovernmental transfers. Business contributions to unemployment 

and workers' compensation programs also are included because they represent costs for 

hired labor. However, only the contributions from employers are included in calculating 

an area's tax burden.1o 

9 Moody's Analytics calculates Unit Labor Cost Total by creating a weighted overage of unit labor costs in 
each three-d ig it NAICS industry. The weights are equal to the national share of employment in each industry. This 
adiustment is necessary since unit labor costs vary across industries as a result of the occupational mix of the 
industry's employment a nd the capita l structure of its operations. However, such a compositional bias can be 
avoided by using the national share of employment for each industry to weight the unit labor cost components. A 
state-specific component we ight system is used in lieu of a uniform fixed component we ighting system. State
specific weights were generated by analyzing interindustry capitol flows via IMP LAN mode ling software. 

10 "North American Business Cost Review," Moody's Analytics, May 2014, and updated October 2014, pg. 4. 
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The Comparative Cost of Doing Business In California 

Table 5 highlights the top ten Cheese Manufacturing U.S. Metro Areas with the lowest State & 

Local Tax Index: 

1. Amarillo, TX 68 334 
2. Greele ,CO 70 329 
3. Kennewick. WA 82 239 

4. Yakima. WA 83 232 
95 1 19 

,~ T ~ "~ j, ' (', 96 105 

97 98 
97 98 
98 86 

1 \) i, '-'(' , -, (, ' 98 86 

Once again, San Joaquin Va lley metro areas are among the lowest in State and Local Tax, with 

six areas out of the top ten (as noted in gold). For comparison purposes, it was impossible to 

determine the State and Local Tax component for California cheese plants since CDFA's Cheese 

Manufacturing Costs Exhibit does not break it out for those expenditures. Nonetheless, Table 5 

illustrates the competitive position of San Joaquin Valley metro areas and that State and Locol 

Tax burdens are higher in most other cheese manufacturing metros areas across the U.S. 

Lastly, I examined the Office Rent component of the Cost of Doing Business Index . According to 

CDFA's Cheese Manufacturing Costs exhibit, Office Rent makes up nearly 6.3% of overall 

manufacturing costs. The following Table 6 highlights the compelling cost competitiveness of San 

Joaquin Valley Metra Areas: 

11 "North American Business Cost Review," Moody's Analytics, May 20 14, and updated October 2014, pg. 4 . 
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51 354 
2. Janesville, WI 54 331 
3. La Crosse, WI 54 328 
4. Yakima, WA 54 322 
5. Grand Ra ids, MI 55 310 

55 308 
7. Fond Du Lac, WI 56 305 

58 289 
9. Racine, WI 58 281 
10. Eau Claire, WI 59 271 

San Joaquin Valley metro areas are among the lowest in Office Rent, with three areas included 

within the top ten (as noted in gold). Merced is far and away the lowest cost metro area among 

all considered. 

V. Conclusion 

The dairy industry is an important and vital contributor to the agricultural and overall economy of 

the great state of California, and reflected in the industry's overall productiveness. As my 

analysis of the Cost of Doing Business has shown, the major cheese manufacturing metro areas 

located in California's San Joaquin Valley are among the most cost competitive as compared to 

other metro areas across the country. Contrary to incorrect popular belief, there are important 

regions within California that remain among the lowest metro areas with regard to Unit Labor 

Cost, State and Local Tax, and Office Rent. Moreover, the Cost of Doing Business when combined 

with the creation of a federal milk marketing order wi ll not place California cheese makers at a 

competitive disadvantage with the rest of the nation. 

12 Moody's Analytics Office Rent index compares the cost of renting office space in a metropolitan area with 
the national average. The Torto Wheaton office rent index from CBRE forms the basis of the office rent index. 
Further, the index standardizes the rental measure to a 1 O,OOO-square-foot building of average age and class 
for five years in an average area of the market. Again, this standardization avoids compositional bias caused by 
differing mixes of buildings and terms of individual contracts in a given period. 
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BEFORE THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT '----~ 

OF AGRICULTURE 
AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

7 CFR Part 1051 In the Matter of Milk in California; 
Notice of Hearing on a Proposal to 
Establish a Fedel'al Milk Marketing 
Order 

Docket No. : AO-15-0071; 

AMS-DA-14-0095 

Fresno, California, November 17, 2015 

Testimony of Pete Garbani 

(Rebuttal) 

In Support of Proposal 1 of California Dairies, Inc., 

Dairy Farmers of America, Inc., and Land O'Lakes, Inc. 

Proposal to Establish a Federal Milk Marketing Order for the 

State of California 

Cooperatives' Exhibit 13 
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My name is Pete Garbani, Director Member Relations for Land O'Lakes, Inc. I have 

worked for Land O'Lakes in different capacities over the last 15 years. I began my career with 

Land O'Lakes within their accounting organization and have performed a variety of roles 

including strategy, milk sourcing and sales, ranch to plant transportation, regu latory and 

government affairs within California and general advocacy for our dairymen member/owners. 

I've served as a member of the California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) Dairy 

Advisory Committee, a board member and Chairman oflhe Milk Producers Security Trust Fund, 

and a board member for the Dairy Council of California. Prior to joining Land O'Lakes in 2000, 

I spent nearly 11 years with the public accounting firm Deloitte & Touche, LLP, during which I 

obtained my CPA license. 1 have a Bachelor of Science degree, with an emphasis in accounting, 

from California State University Fresno. 

I have attended many of the Federal Milk Marketing Order (FMMO) in California 

hearing sessions conducted thus far and have learned a great deal about FMMOs. This is my 

first experience with an FMMO hearing although I have participated in CDFA milk hearings in 

the past. 

I'm here to testify in support of Proposal I offered by Land O'Lakes, Inc. , Dairy Farmers 

of America, Inc. , and Califomia Dairies, Inc. My work as Director, Member Relations, with 

Land O'Lakes means that I am in daily contact with dairy producers in Califomia. To know and 

understand their circumstances is my job. With that background, I have heard some testimony 

and seen several pieces of evidence provided in thi s hearing in opposition to Proposal I which I 

would like to discuss further from a producer's point of view. I wi ll discuss three topics: first, 

the relationship between class prices and producer prices in Califomia; second, the supply of 
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milk in California and its expansion or contraction; and, third, cost of production and dairy farm 

numbers in California. 

Class Prices and Over Order Premiums 

At the top of page 8 of exhibit 98, Mr. Dejong points out that ·' ... California's recent milk 

production slowdown is an expected response given the global over-supply of milk powder and 

lower California Class 4a price." Current lower producer prices may have contributed to the 

most recent milk production slow-down; however during the time period January 2008 - June 

2015, California Class 4a minimum prices have contributed more to the California blend price 

than the California Class 4b price has, for the majority ofthe months. See Exh. 13.A. Class 

Price & CA Blend Price Comparison, 2008 - 2015 (Source: Exh. 61 (CDFA-A; CDFA-C)) In 

essence, during the timeframe when the 4b discount has had its largest impact in California, the 

cheese processors have drawn money from the California pool, which has allowed them to pay 

their producers the Quota and Overbase values; at the same time they have retained the proiits 

ii'om their 4b discounted milk price to pay over order premiums to their producers. 

During the period of January 2008 - June 2015, I estimated Hilmar's draw from the 

California pool to be $244.3 million. See Exh. 13.B. Estimated Hilmar Pool Draw, 2008-

2015. The estimate was based on processing 12 million pounds of milk per day, 353 days per 

year, multiplied by the difference between the 4b price and the statewide blend, per the CD FA 

data indicated on Exhibit 61. While the cheese manufacturers in California would like to take 

credit for keeping the pay price to producers as high as possible, it is actually the butter/powder 

manufacturers who have contributed the bulk of the value that makes up the regulated price paid 

to all California's producers. 
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On exhibit 98, page 10, Mr. Dejong indicates Hilmar has paid $120 million in premiums 

over several years. Since he chose not to quantify the time represented by "several years", I 

estimated the value that Hilmar has gained from the difference between the California Class 4b 

and the FMMO Class III using 12 million Ibs . per day of milk processed over a ninety-two 

month period from January 2008 to August 20 15. See Exh.13.C. Estimated Annual Hilmar 

Benefit based on CA Class 4b vs. FMMO III, 2008 - 2015. This represents the discounted 

value Hilmar was able to pay for their milk vs. the FMMO Class III price from January 2008 

through August 2015 . The estimated value of the 4b discount is $467.2 million-just under one

half billion dollars. 

Assuming Hilmar paid $120 million in premiums to supplier/producers, that left $347 

million for Hilmar's return on investment over the eight plus years presented. Hilmar' s ability to 

pay $120 million in premiums results directly from the regulated 4b price being too low. 

Continuing to give Hilmar Cheese Company and other cheese processors the ability to retain this 

4b discount will only lead to more rapid consolidation and reductions in the supply of California 

milk. 

California Milk Supply Growth and Contraction 

During Mr. James Dejong' s testimony on behalf of Hilmar Cheese Company, he showed 

us the growth of Hilmar's gross receipts, however he didn't show us how much of the growth 

came from their own contract producers and owners. As I understand, Hilmar used to contract 

annually for milk from cooperatives; but currently Hilmar purchases from cooperatives only on a 

spot basis. In fact, the extra milk needed for their soon-to-open powdered milk plant is coming 

from internal growth and producers they have garnered from the market which include former 

members of Land O'Lakes, Inc., Dairy Farmers of America, Inc. and California Dairies, Inc. 
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Dr. Bill Schiek provided a graph in Exhibit 80, Figure 3 page 7, beginning in 1970 

through 2014 depicting the grow1h in California milk supply. Without more recent information 

from Hilmar representatives during the FMMO hearing, I turned to the following statement hom 

David Ahlem, CEO, Hilmar Cheese, at the CDFA hearing held June 15,2015, page 227: 

"Hilmar Cheese - our year over year milk supply of milk has increased. We are 
not having trouble sourcing milk or fulfilling commitments in the current 
environment. We have maintained our non-summer contract caps." 

Mr. Ahlem went on to say, 

"Hilmar Cheese Company shipped nearly 400 loads out of state this spring 
because we were unable to find available processing capacity and willing buyers 
for milk in California." 

During the questions from the CDFA hearing panel when asked about their new powdcr plant 

being built in Turlock, CA, Mr. Ahlem replied, page 240 & 241: 

"Well it certainly creates capacity so we have a growing supply. As we illustrated 
that our milk supply is up and we have been trying to grow it in preparation for 
this new asset coming on." 

However he went on to answer the following question on page 243, 

"Mr. Shippelhoute: As you have started growing your milk supply has that 
contributed to the 400 loads that you mentioned that you had to ship out of state to 
find a home? 

Mr. Ahlem: Yes, I think this spring that did contribute to that some." 

Based on Mr. Ahlem's testimony it appears that, while the Dairy Institute and its 

members would argue that any over-supply situation in California was due to the Cooperative 

(LOL, DFA & COl) members growing their milk beyond processing capacity, leading to sales of 

distressed milk that finds its way into other states to compete with California finished goods, 

Hilmar in fact also contributed to the over-supply of milk in California and has shipped its excess 
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milk to their plant in Texas to convert lower priced milk into cheese that competes with 

California cheese. 

Clearly, the growth has been attributable to Hilmar as well, based on the following 

Testimony from Mr. Jolm Jeter, CEO, Hilmar Cheese, during the 2007 CDFA hearing, pages 219 

&220: 

"You know, the old way we did it as we grew, and we've averaged almost 20 
percent growth a year, although it slowed down dramatically recently, you know, 
we would let people ship what they wanted because we had markets for that 
milk." 

As a result of this production growth, Hilmar by its own admission has instituted production 

limits with its milk suppliers. Exhibits 13.0. Letter from Hilmar dated October 18,2007 and 

13.E. Letter from Hilmar dated August 21, 2009 are two letters distributed by Hi lmar to their 

producer suppliers. The letter dated October 18,2007, outlines the initiation of Hilmar 's mi lk 

production limits to their producers, including penalties . In the letter dated August 21 , 2009, 

Hilmar describes its need for additional milk above the then-contracted volumes, as long as the 

production is received prior to December 31,2009. Hilmar then cautions its suppliers against 

making any major growth changes on their dairies that cannot be reversed in January 2010. This 

type of whipsaw growth opportunity has limited, if any, value to producers when it takes nearly 2 

years to raise a calf into milk production and certainly could contribute to an over-supply 

situation, and to shipments of milk out of state. 

I'd like to expand a bit on California milk production volumes using previously presented 

information in the hearing. The opponents of Proposal 1 have indicated Califomia production 

growth has been significantly higher than other states in the U.S. as depicted in Exhibit 80, 

Figure 4, page 9. In the attached graphs, I've used the same information Dr. Schiek presented in 

Exhibit 80, Table 4, page 10 and Table 8, page 16, but have changed the index period to be 2008 
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instead of 1985 or 2003, respectively. I chose 2008 as an index period because 2008 is the year 

within Dr. Schiek's Exhibit 80, Figure I, page I, when the whey factor in the 4b formula was 

fixed by CDFA at $.25. 

While Exh. 13.F. Milk Production Index, Selected States and U.S. 2008 - 2014 

(2008 = 100%) has been entered into the record earlier in the hearing testimony, Exh. 13.C. 

Dairy Farm Numbers by State as a Percent of 2008 Levels, 2008 - 2014 is new. Both Exhibit 

13.F and Exhibit 13. G show a bit different picture of growth and dairy farm declines than Dr. 

Schiek suggested during his testimony, Exhibit 79, page 31, and Mr. Greg Dryer of Saputo also 

suggested on Exhibit 91 page 14. In their testimony, Dr. Schiek and Mr. Dryer both suggested 

that California growth has been larger than in all other states in the U.S., and the decreases in 

dairy farm numbers are not abnormal, and are a slower decline than in Idaho or Wisconsin. 

Their conclusions depend largely on the timeframe that the data represents and, more 

importantly, on the base year chosen. Using 2008 as the index for measurement of both growth 

in milk volumes and decline in dairy farm numbers, it is apparent I) that California is not the 

leader in growth nor the state losing the least amount of dairy farms and 2) that market signals 

from the 4b price paid to producers in California have had an impact on both measurements. 

In exhibit 98, page 8, towards the bottom of page, Mr. Dejong wrote, "In such instances, 

processing capacity can be needlessly shut down, resulting in loss of investment, lost jobs for 

plant workers, and lost avenues for dairymen to orderly and economically market their milk." 

But from a dairyman's perspective, if minimum milk prices are set too low, dairy farms will be 

needlessly shut down, (as we have heard from Mr. Fluegel, Mr. Medeiros, Ms. Medeiros, Ms. 

Lopes and other producers) resulting in loss of investment by dairymen, lost jobs for dairy and 

farm workers, and an opportunity for processors to enhance their profits. The Dairy Institute and 
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its members suggest it is better to have lower minimum mandatory prices than minimum 

mandatory prices that are set too high. The assumption is that over order premiums wi ll be 

offered to producers from manufacturers to supplement the minimum mandatory prices and that 

producers wi ll ultimately receive a fair value for their milk. While the theory indicates 

manufacturers wi ll "do the right thing" and pay add itional premiums when warranted, there is no 

market mechanism to ensure it will happen. 

Cost of Production (COP) and Producer Margins 

Dairy Institute witnesses have used ERS and CD FA cost of production data to suggest 

farm net income is adequate, in spite of the basically unanimous testimony of the dairy farmers 

that things are not do ing well on the farm in Cal iforn ia. The Dairy Institute data should not over 

shadow the producer witnesses. First and fo remost, use of ERS information to depict the COP in 

California and other states is minimally useful, whether trying to show total cost per 

hundredweight or relativity across selected states as depicted in Dr. Schiek's Exhibit 80, Figure 

11, page 24 and the graphs within Mr. Greg Dryer's testimony, Exhibit 91, pages 10& II. 

Exh. 13.H. 2014 Selected States Margin / cwt illustrates the fo ll y of relying on ERS COP 

information. It shows 20 14 margin/cwt using Federal Order Mailbox Prices 2014 from 

www.fmma30.com/Homepage/F030-MailboxPrices.htmlplus marketing costs, including a 

$.SO/cwt estimate for hauling, less ERS COP from 

www.ers.usda.gov/datafi les/Milk Cost of Production Estimates/Milk CostofProduction Estim 

ates20 I 0 Base/ Arll1uallMilkState20 I 0%20base.xls. As several witnesses have testified, 20 14 

was one of the best years in recent history for dairy farm margins. Since the graph included on 

Exh. 13 .H of my exhibits suggests excessive negative margins that year, it underlines the fact 
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that ERS COP may not be a good source to use in assessing COP or resulting margins for 

producers. 

Alternatively, review of CD FA COP feedback forms for Q4 2012, not adjusted for high 

components or organic operations, is captured on Exh, 13.1 CDFA's COP, Q4 - 2012 of my 

testimony. The variance between high and low COP is almost $30, fl'om a high of $45.24 per 

hundredweight to a low of $15.39 per hundredweight. Correspondingly, the difference between 

the highest calculated margin of $11.89 per hundredweight and lowest calculated margin of 

minus $10.23 per hundredweight, shown on Exh, 13,J CDFA's Net Margin Q4 - 2012 is in 

excess of $22 per hundredweight. 

The reason for utilizing a different period than Dr. Schiek and including all dairies in the 

CDFA COP data is to underscore that indeed the COP and estimated margin in California have a 

wide range, especially depending on the period selected. 

Fair and Equitable 

The proponents of Proposal 1 are not trying to increase the milk price in California to 

cover the wide range of COP in the state. We are simply asking for prices available to other 

producers in FMMOs in the nation. This is in stark contrast to what the Dairy Institute supports 

in Proposal 2, which provides for additional shrink for extended shelf life products, a whey price 

that eases the burden within minimum milk prices for smaller cheese plants, freight costs to 

subsidize the spatial value oftheir finished goods, and processor-favorable changes to make 

allowances. In other words, the cooperatives recognize a FMMO isn't expected to cover all the 

costs related to producing milk for all California producers as they mayor may not be efficient 

or may be covering their costs by marketing their milk in a manner that compensates them for 

their milk characteristics (components, organic, rBST fl'eel. At the same time, we do not believe 
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it is appropriate for processors in the contemplated FMMO to deduct their inefficiencies, excess 

sill-ink, lack of whey processing investment, or (contradicting current USDA policy) spatial 

values for finished goods produced in California - from producers ' minimum milk prices_ We 

would point out that whi le producers' cost of production and margins are available within the 

COP data on the CDF A website, we have yet to see an income statement from any of the 

processors within California who claim they can't afford an increase in their milk cost that would 

result from adopting Proposal 1_ 

Summary 

In summary I'd like to recap a few previously mentioned themes_ 

• Hilmar's milk is growing and in the past has added to the oversupply situation in 

California as well as to sales of milk to out of state processors, including themse lves, 

creating a fini shed good product that competes for market share with California products_ 

• Hilmar and other cheese processors have financially benefited from the California pool 

over the last several years_ 

• Over order premiums can be paid by Hilmar due to the 4b discount. 

• COP information available from ERS is misleading and it is difficult to get an accurate 

actual COP and margin value_ 

• As California producers have repeatedly testified, they want to be a part of the national 

milk marketplace with a milk price based on national product values_ 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide thi s rebuttal testimony_ 
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Cooperatives' Exhibi t 13. D 

Odobel" 18,2007 

Dear 

Last month, We sent to our producers" leller explaining the state of the dairy industry and [,!lImA" 
Cheose Company'.- current position. In this lette!', we shared that our strategy moving forward 
would include SOllle type of contl'aet limitation for aH produecl's, After much thought and 
consideration, we arc affecting new contract volumes per your enclosed new contl'ac1. 

p.2 

Our decision to cap producer contracts is based strictly on limited plant eapacity, Over the la,t 23 
y~ars, we have grown OUl' California plant by almost 20 pCl'cent annually. Now, despite contil1ued 
good demand for Ollr products, we have rcached a point where we have vel'y little abllity to 
incrc&lse capacity at the Hilmar site. Conseqltently, we must adjust milk contracts to C~1sure that Olll' 
supply does not exceed'om' ability to process your milk into high quality, value-added dairy 
products, ' 

Enclosed you will find two originals ot' YOLll' new contract with [-]ilmar Cheese Company, Please 
sign and return one" original tlsing the enclosed self-addressed stamped env<:::1opc by 'Wednesday, 
October 31, Z007, If we do not l'eceive the signed contract by Ihis dale, this letter will serve notice, 
that ,Ihe conlract we nowhllye in effect with you will tel'minate effectivc Jan ual'Y 31,2008, 

A common question you mizh11Hlve is] "what happens if L exceed my COllil'RclT' Hilmar Cheese 
Company will enforce the contract volume limitations as they are a VItal part of planning oUt' 
business ,going forward. This means tha.t it'yau exccc.d your contract volume we may take, but are 
not limited tal .such actions as only picking up the contract amount, and/or tcrmi}lating your 
contract, 

I knowihat these are big changes in our relationship with you, Our milk "'?ply and our 
, relationship with you al'e critical to us, But, we must plan fol' the contractual volumes we agree to 

purchase if we are to be successful as the purchasel' and marketer of your milk, This means that we 
will need to work much more closely with you as we move forward. And, this change in our 
contract i1.rrangemcnt is a critical part of working together'. 

\Ve appreciate your understflnding as we move forward togethe.l', Feel free to contact a JIICH1ber of 
the Milk Team with any questions, 

Sincer y, 

9001 North Lander Ave, • P,O, Box 910 • Hilmar. CA 95324 • (209) 667-6075 • Fax (209) 634-1408 



Cooperatives' Exhibit 13.E 

:\ugus't 21 ) :!009 

Dc."r Milk Pro(\uccriSupplier. 

This year certilinly hn s proven to be one of the most difficult rimes fi ll i:lnciJH)' for milk 
producel's. \Vc arc finally seeing some rcliefia terms of prices as suppl}' and demand begin tu 
come inW hgttcf'r bJ-tlauc(,' . 

Not th~t( long ago the stat.c was experiencing an oversupply of olUk thut required ~tdct volum,c 
conslntillts and now, ill July, Califonua production is down. oyer 5% compared to !;\st yenr. 
And because Hilmar Cheese hnd limited processi.ng capacity, in the recent pnst it has het'll ollr 
~lppr()~ldl to purd)::ls(': milk from our direct shippers on a c.outroHerl, cuntr3ctcci basis :.ind 
fulfill the remaining nceO$ of the prant with spot milk £l'om other California sources. This 
;dJmvrd liS to nE!~: with m:lrl~et sHuntions. T he CUJTcnt dranlstic drop in ntilk pl'oduction ha~ 
caused tiS to re-evaluate OUT procurement strategy. Tuclay, we are simply unable to meet the 
needs of our customers \vilhout incrcnsiug ou r supply of raw mjlJ.:. In the 10 "Yeel{s from J uly 
1.1 through Septcmher 14 we have significantly ~horted our conlwcrcial cheese (:ustomcrs 
simpl)' ncc.lusC we c:annnt I!et the milk 'Wl' need. WiTh 'Visconsill mill.;: procluetion up 5~'~ in 
. Jul~' ~ our concern is tlJat uur customers \ .... m queslion our ability to supply their 'growing n~ed."i 
;md look to U,e Midwest inst~al.J. As ·a result we need IO 'make some adju stments .. Then.:foJ'c, in 
the short term we will ~IIJO\,· our contracted miJJ\ produc~rs (0 ship over theil' con tract caps 
thi·ollgh [he end of rllis year, I)ecember 3], 2009. 

During th~s time of relaxed yolume caps, we will work to de,:elop a more c.omplete approach tv 
supplyin g the plane for tbe next severa.1 years that reflects curren t and anticipated rcaUtics as 
we see [hem. As che California milk ~uppJy adjusts over th e Dext few months, we "ill better 
understanct'long-tenn milk aV:'lilfi bility. It is likely we will decrease (Hit- dependence Oll 

outside, spot ntilk arid increase our dil-cct ship supply_ However , th is is not' guanmtced. \\/e 
caution ~'ou against making nny major grow lb changes on yo ur dai ry that C3n 110~ be I"cvuscd 
in January 20107 at least until we give you morc (tircction. 

IT our fUHire miU" proclln:.menC strategy docs tnduc!c incl'casing nwJi cfmtrncts n~x~ yenr~ th('sc 
will be given h:rsed on objective criteria used to r ank prod ucers, such 3S high ~lilk quality: 
high chee.se yield 3n<1 environmental certification. If gro~'1~1 is in your dairy's Jong-tel'n1 prans~ 
we enco'urage you' to foc.u~ on fhese areas durin 'g this panse from volume controls. \Vc will a lso 
u se tills 'time to review an:y unused contract volumes indi ... ;du~lJy. 

Thalli, you for your continued supporc of ollr C(lorcs to pruvide high quality dairy pmducts to 
meet marl.;c[ demands; "ye kllOW it is not an easy t:l s k. If ) ' 011 have any qucstio~s, pleilsc 
contact" member of the Milk Team at 209-667-6076. 

\-- _. ------- _. 
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Cooperatives' Exhibit 13.G 

CA ID WI us CA ID WI us 
Year Number of Herds Index 2008 = 100% 

2008 1,905 635 13,730 57,127 100% 100% 100% 100% 
2009 1,820 600 13,170 54,932 96% 94% 96% 96% 
2010 1,715 585 12,710 53,132 90% 92% 93% 93% 
2011 1,675 575 12,100 51,291 88% 91% 88% 90% 
2012 1,650 565 11,490 49,331 87% 89% 84% 86% 
2013 1,535 550 10,860 46,975 81% 87% 79% 82% 
2014 1,485 530 10,290 45,344 78% 83% 75% 79% 

Dairy Farm Numbers by State As a % of 2008 Levels 
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Cooperatives' Exhibit 13.H 

2014 Selected States Margin/ cwt 

CA FL !1 IN !A MI MN NY OH PA WI 

Mailbox Pr $ 21.83 $ 27.13 $ 24.52 $ 23.55 $ 24.52 $ 23.47 $ 24.28 $ 24.54 $ 24.20 $ 24.48 $ 24.27 
Add Back: 

Mktg & H $ 0.68 $ 0.65 $ 0.68 $ 0.65 $ 0.65 $ 0.69 $ 0.69 $ 0.77 $ 0.70 $ 0.71 $ 0.71 
Tota l Reve $ 22.51 $ 27.78 $ 25.20 $ 24.20 $ 25.17 $ 24.16 $ 24.97 $ 25.31 $ 24.90 $ 25.19 $ 24.98 
COP *'II $ 23.90 $ 27.00 $ 35 .24 $ 26.69 $ 31.04 $ 27.47 $ 33.68 $ 33.68 $ 29.76 $ 38.00 $ 32.28 
Net Incor $ (1.39) $ 0.78 $ (10.04) $ (2.49) $ (5.87) $ (3.31) $ (8.71) $ (8 .37) $ (4.86) $ (12.81) $ (7.30) 

* Source Federal Order Mailbox Prices 2014 Table, www.fmma30.com/Homepage/F030~MailboxPrices.htm l 

*. Source ERS COP for 2014, www.ers.usda.gov/ datafiles/Milk_CoscoCProduction_Estimates/Milk_CostofProduction_Estimates2010_Base/An nuaI/MiIkState2010%20base.xls 
... Mktg costs from the ERS COP, hauling estimate of $.50/cwt 

2014 Selected States Margin/cwt 
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CDFA's COP Q4 - 2012 
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Cooperatives' Exhibit 13.1 

CDFA's Net Margin Q4 - 2012 
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PUlGAO.oMlHm 

A I B I c I D I E I F I G I H I J K~ L 

~ Quota input values (exhibit 54, p. 16) -Total quota value $ 1,163,38B,062 -(E,,)l\..' b i ~ f;;l/.1 f. 1'+) .0 
m ~ >< 

~ Annual quota cost $ 139,329,759 :I: 
iii 

~ Interest rate 5.51% - :::j 

~ 
r2- California market milk 

Quota payoff 

schedule and Quota producer 

r2.. 2013 monthly pounds repeated, leap year adjusted CA quota costs amortization checkoff deducts 

Quota payoff Market wide 
schedule: payoff checkoff deduct 

~ Quota SNF Non Quota SNF Total5Nf CA 5NF test Monthly costs Value per lb. SNF balance + interest percwt 
9 Jan~17 66729512 230373795 297103307 8.94% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 1,151,554,575 $ 0.36 

'10 Feb-17 60286538 215216625 275503163 8.92% $ 10,688,310 $ 0.1773 $ 1,145,733,712 $ 0.35 f-it Mar~17 66769893 246139358 312909251 8.88% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 1,139,261,946 $ 0 .34 
~ Apr-17 64589298 243645832 308235130 8 .88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 1,132,969,637 $ 0 .33 
~ May-17 66765871 249260702 316026573 8 .86% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 1,126,438,138 $ 0 .33 I-ti' Jun~17 64583107 230608664 295191771 8 .83% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 1,120,087,753 $ 0 .34 rt' Ju l-17 66750838 217120301 283871139 8.78% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 1,113,495,970 $ 0 .37 
~ Aug-17 66729285 222807466 289536751 8.85% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 1,106,873,340 $ 0 .36 
~ 5ep-17 64588646 208820747 273409393 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 1,100,434,351 $ 0.37 '1s Oct-17 66781114 221950433 288731547 8 .99% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 1,093,750,596 $ 0.37 
~ Nov~17 64625655 220567201 285192856 9.03% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1772 $ 1,087,252,176 $ 0.36 120' Dec-17 66770804 235312549 302083353 9 .02% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 1,080,506,732 $ 0.35 '2l Jan-1S 66729512 230373795 297103307 8.94% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 1,073,729,721 $ 0.36 
~ Feb-18 60286538 215216625 275503163 8.92% $ 10,688,310 $ 0.1773 $ 1,067,579,905 $ 0.35 
~ Mar-18 66769893 246139358 312909251 8.88% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 1,060,742,400 $ 0 .34 
~ Apr-18 64589298 243645832 308235130 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 1,054,094,494 $ 0.33 ffs' May-18 66765871 249260702 316026573 8.86% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 1,047,193,881 $ 0.33 
~ Jun-18 64583107 230608664 295191771 8.83% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 1,040,484,617 $ 0.34 S Ju l-18 66750838 217120301 283871139 8.78% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 1,033,520,314 $ 0.37 i=-
~ Aug-18 66729285 222807466 289536751 8.85% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 1,026,523,419 $ 0 .36 

~ 5ep-18 64588646 208820747 273409393 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 1,019,720,544 $ 0 .37 

~ Oct-18 66781114 221950433 288731547 8.99% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 1,012,659,070 $ 0.37 

f-# Nov-18 64625655 220567201 285192856 9.03% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1772 $ 1,005,793,406 $ 0.36 

~ Dec-18 66770804 235312549 302083353 9.02% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 998,666,757 $ 0.35 

r# Jan-19 66729512 230373795 297103307 8.94% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 991,506,758 $ 0.36 

~ feb-19 60286538 215216625 275503163 8.92% $ 10,688,310 $ 0.1773 $ 985,009,397 $ 0.35 

~ Mar-19 66769893 246139358 312909251 8.88% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 977,785,485 $ 0.34 

~ Apr-19 64589298 243645832 308235130 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 970,761,887 $ 0.33 
37 May-19 66765871 249260702 316026573 8.86% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 963,471,300 $ 0 .33 

1. 



A 8 I C I 0 I E F G 1 H I J K L 

Quota payoff Market wide 
schedule: payoff checkoff deduct 

,..!- Quota SNF Non Quota SNF Tota l 5Nf CA 5Nf test Monthly costs Va lue per lb. SNF balance + interest per cwt 

~ Jun-19 64583107 230608664 295191771 8.83% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 956,382,876 $ 0.34 

~ Jul-19 66750838 217120301 283871139 8.78% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 949,024,999 $ 0.37 

~ Aug-19 66729285 222807466 289536751 8.85% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 941,632,690 $ 0.36 

~ 5ep-19 64588646 208820747 273409393 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 934,445,364 $ 0.37 

.£ Oct-19 66781114 221950433 288731547 8.99% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 926,984,826 $ 0.37 

~ Nov-19 64625655 220567201 285192856 9.03% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1772 $ 919,731,163 $ 0.36 
44 Oec-19 66770804 235312549 302083353 9.02% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 912,201,767 $ 0.35 

f-;it Jan-20 66729512 230373795 297103307 8.94% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 904,637,135 $ 0.36 
~ feb-20 62439629 222902933 285342562 8.92% $ 11,070,036 $ 0.1773 $ 897,527,427 $ 0.35 
~ Mar-20 66769893 246139358 312909251 8.88% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 889,894,123 $ 0.34 
ffg- Apr-20 64589298 243645832 308235130 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 882,472,485 $ 0.33 
~ May-20 66765871 249260702 316026573 8.86% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 874,768,728 $ 0.33 
Cst Jun-20 64583107 230608664 295191771 8 .83% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 867,278,591 $ 0.34 
~ Jul-20 66750838 217120301 283871139 8.78% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 859,503,731 $ 0.37 
'52 Aug-20 66729285 222807466 289536751 8.85% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 851,692,487 $ 0.36 
fJ' 5ep-20 64588646 208820747 273409393 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 844,097,842 $ 0.37 
~ Oct-20 66781114 221950433 288731547 8.99% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 836,214,503 $ 0.37 r-ss Nov-20 64625655 220567201 285192856 9.03% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1772 $ 828,549,762 $ 0.36 
~ Dec-20 66770804 235312549 302083353 9.02% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 820,593,662 $ 0.35 
~ Jan-21 66729512 230373795 297103307 8.94% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 812,600,329 $ 0.36 
Ts feb-21 60286538 215216625 275503163 8.92% $ 10,688,310 $ 0.1773 $ 805,346,758 $ 0.35 
fg- Mar-21 66769893 246139358 312909251 8.88% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 797,282,074 $ 0.34 
To Apr-21 64589298 243645832 308235130 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 789,441,017 $ 0.33 
rt- May-21 66765871 249260702 316026573 8.86% $ 11,833,486 $ 0. 1772 $ 781,301,899 $ 0.33 
f62 Jun-21 64583107 230608664 295191771 8.83% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 773,388,472 $ 0.34 
f-6J Jul-21 66750838 217120301 283871139 8.78% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 765,174,232 $ 0.37 
~ Aug-21 66729285 222807466 289536751 8.85% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 756,921,551 $ 0.36 
I-fs- 5ep-21 64588646 208820747 273409393 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 748,897,712 $ 0.37 
~ Oct-21 66781114 221950433 288731547 8 .99% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 740,568,861 $ 0.37 
f-fr Nov-21 64625655 220567201 285192856 9.03% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1772 $ 732,470,964 $ 0.36 
ffs' Oec-21 66770804 235312549 302083353 9.02% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 724,065,241 $ 0.35 f=-
~ Jan-22 66729512 230373795 297103307 8.94% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 715,620,182 $ 0.36 

~ feb-22 60286538 215216625 275503163 8.92% $ 10,688,310 $ 0.1773 $ 707,956,690 $ 0.35 

~ Mar-22 66769893 246139358 312909251 8.88% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 699,436,247 $ 0.34 

~ Apr-22 64589298 243645832 308235130 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 691,152,070 $ 0.33 

~ May-22 66765871 249260702 316026573 8.86% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 682,552,986 $ 0.33 

~ Jun-22 64583107 230608664 295 191771 8.83% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 674,192,348 $ 0.34 

~ Jul-22 66750838 217120301 283871139 8.78% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 665,513,897 $ 0.37 
76 Aug-22 66729285 222807466 28953675 1 8.85% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 656,794,834 $ 0.36 

• 
• 
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Quota payoff Market wide 
schedule: payoff checkoff deduct 

8 Quota SNF Non Quota SNF Total5NF CA SNF test Monthly costs Value per lb. SNF balance + interest percwt 
f1i 5ep-22 64588646 208820747 273409393 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 648,317,544 $ 0.37 
'78 Oct-22 66781114 221950433 288731547 8.99% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 639,518,006 $ 0.37 
~- Nov-22 64625655 220567201 285192856 9.03% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1772 $ 630,962,473 $ 0.36 
r--st Oec-22 66770804 235312549 302083353 9,02% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 622,081J18 $ 0.35 
's1 Jan-23 66729512 230373795 297103307 8.94% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 613,159,403 $ 0.36 
~ Feb-23 60286538 215216625 275503163 8.92% $ 10,688,310 $ 0.1773 $ 605,062,826 $ 0.35 
~ Mar-23 66769893 246139358 312909251 8.88% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 596,060,867 $ 0.34 
~ Apr-23 64589298 243645832 308235130 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 587,308,527 $ 0.33 
f-t- May-23 66765871 249260702 316026573 8.86% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 578,223,484 $ 0.33 
~ Jun-23 64583107 230608664 295191771 8.83% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 569,390,362 $ 0.34 
fit Jul-23 66750838 217120301 283871139 8.78% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 560,221,467 $ 0.37 
~ Aug-23 66729285 222807466 289536751 8.85% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 551,009,663 $ 0.36 
~ 5ep-23 64588646 208820747 273409393 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 542,053,297 $ 0.37 1-= 

66781114 221950433 288731547 8.99% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 532,756,471 $ 0.37 ~ Oct-23 

~ Nov-23 64625655 220567201 285192856 9.03% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1772 $ 523,717,440 $ 0.36 

rE- Dec-23 66770804 235312549 302083353 9.02% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 514,334,808 $ 0.35 

~ Jan-24 66729512 230373795 297103307 8.94% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 504,908,268 $ 0.36 

~ Feb-24 62439629 222902933 285342562 8.92% $ 11,070,036 $ 0.1773 $ 496,048,624 $ 0.35 

~ Mar-24 66769893 246139358 312909251 8.88% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 486,536,509 $ 0.34 

~ Apr-24 64589298 243645832 308235130 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 477,288,158 $ 0.33 

~ May-24 66765871 249260702 316026573 8.86% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 467,688,250 $ 0.33 

~ Jun-24 64583107 230608664 295191771 8.83% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 458,354,540 $ 0.34 
99 Jul-24 66750838 217120301 283871139 8.78% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 448,666,027 $ 0.37 

ffo'o Aug-24 66729285 222807466 289536751 8.85% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 438,932,175 $ 0.36 
~ 5ep-24 64588646 208820747 273409393 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 429,468,235 $ 0.37 F-= 
~ Oct-24 66781114 221950433 288731547 8.99% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 419,644,543 $ 0.37 

~ Nov-24 64625655 220567201 285192856 9.03% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1772 $ 410,093,254 $ 0.36 

~ Oec-24 66770804 235312549 302083353 9.02% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 400,178,892 $ 0.35 

~ Jan-25 66729512 230373795 297103307 8.94% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 390,218,133 $ 0.36 

~ Feb-25 60286538 215216625 275503163 8,92% $ 10,688,310 $ 0.1773 $ 381,179,216 $ 0.35 

~ Mar-25 66769893 246139358 312909251 8.88% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 371,129,544 $ 0.34 

~ Apr-25 64589298 243645832 308235130 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 361,358,542 $ 0.33 

~ May-25 66765871 249260702 316026573 8.86% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 351,216,115 $ 0.33 

~ Jun-2S 64583107 230608664 295191771 8.83% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 341,354,930 $ 0.34 

~ Jul-25 66750838 217120301 283871139 8.78% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 331,118,891 $ 0.37 

F Aug-25 66729285 222807466 289536751 8.85% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 320,834,950 $ 0.36 

~ 5ep-25 64588646 208820747 273409393 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 310,836,176 $ 0.37 

~ Oct-25 66781114 221950433 288731547 8.99% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 300,457,317 $ 0.37 
115 Nov-25 64625655 220567201 285192856 9.03% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1772 $ 290,366,258 $ 0.36 

3 
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Quota payoff Market wide 
schedule: payoff checkoff deduct 

8 Quota SNF Non Quota SNF Tota l SNF CA 5NF test Monthly costs Value per lb. SNF balance + interest percwt 

frt6 Dec~25 66770804 235312549 302083353 9.02% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 279,891,606 $ 0.35 

~ Jan-26 66729512 230373795 297103307 8.94% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 269,367,935 $ 0.36 
~ Feb-26 60286538 215216625 275503163 8.92% $ 10,688,310 $ 0.1773 $ 259,818,203 $ 0.35 

~ Mar-26 66769893 246139358 312909251 8.88% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 249,200,594 $ 0.34 rrn Apr-26 64589298 243645832 308235130 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 238,877,405 $ 0.33 
~ May-26 66765871 249260702 316026573 8.86% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 228,161,799 $ 0.33 

'ill Jun-Z6 64583 107 230608664 295191771 8.83% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 217,743,330 $ 0.34 

fffi Jul-26 66750838 217120301 283871139 8.78% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 206,928,823 $ 0.37 
'124 Aug-26 66729285 222807466 289536751 8.85% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 196,063,706 $ 0.36 
'ill 5ep-26 64588646 208820747 273409393 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 S 185,499,872 S 0.37 

ruG Oct-26 66781114 221950433 288731547 8.99% S 11,833,486 S 0.1772 S 174,534,474 S 0.37 
~ Nov-26 64625655 220567201 285192856 9.03% $ 11,451,761 S 0.1772 S 163,873,139 S 0.36 
~ Dec-26 66770804 235312549 302083353 9.02% $ 11,833,486 S 0.1772 S 152,806,534 S 0.35 

~ Jan-27 66729512 230373795 297103307 8.94% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 141,688, 141 S 0.36 
~ Feb-27 60286538 215216625 275503163 8.92% $ 10,688,310 $ 0.1773 $ 131,598,725 $ 0.35 rrn Mar-27 66769893 246139358 312909251 8.88% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 120,381,084 $ 0.34 
~ Apr-27 64589298 243645832 308235130 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 109,474,501 $ 0.33 rw May-27 66765871 249260702 316026573 8.86% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 98,153,325 $ 0.33 
~ Jun-27 64583107 230608664 295 191771 8.83% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 87,146,078 $ 0.34 
'ill Jul-27 66750838 217120301 283871139 8.78% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 75,720,411 $ 0.37 
~ Aug-27 66729285 222807466 289536751 8.85% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 64,241,276 $ 0.36 
~ 5ep-27 64588646 208820747 273409393 8.88% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1773 $ 53,080,448 $ 0.37 
fit! Oct-27 66781114 221950433 288731547 8.99% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 41,495,364 $ 0.37 
~ Nov-27 64625655 220567201 285192856 9.03% $ 11,451,761 $ 0.1772 $ 30,231,526 $ 0.36 
~ Dec-27 66770804 235312549 302083353 9.02% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1772 $ 18,539,515 $ 0.35 rw Jan-28 66729512 230373795 297103307 8.94% $ 11,833,486 $ 0.1773 $ 6,792,788 $ 0.36 rw Feb-28 62439629 222902933 285342562 8.92% $ 6,792,788 $ 0.1088 $ - $ 0.21 
'W Mar-28 

• 



A B I c I D I E F G I H I J K L 

Quota payoff Market wide 

schedule: payoff checkoff deduct 

~ Quota SNF Non Quota SNF TotalSNF CA SNF test Monthly costs Value per lb. SNF balance + interest per cwt 

Starts with 

$1,163,388,062 and 

deducts quota 

monthly cost. Next 

month takes Total quota cost 
ba lance, adds versus total milk 

Takes annual quota interest, deducts production per cwt 

cost and adjusts for Monthly quota cost monthly quota (total SNF pounds 

From CD FA pool From CD FA From CD FA number of days in divided by monthly cost, repeats this divided by SNF 

144 Feb-27 From CDFA pool data data pool data pool data month pounds last sequence test) 
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Transportation Credit Testimony 

The Cooperatives amend our proposal with regard to transportation credits to allow milk 

from farms located inside or outside of the marketing area to receive transportation credits. At 

the same time we support reducing the limit fo r applying a payment to a maximum of 175 miles. 

As we have further analyzed the milk suppl y available, 175 miles is a sufficient area to attract 

\ ';, 0. s-
necessary supplies. The language supporting thi s change follows : 

./\ 

§J 051. 55 Transportation credits. 

(b) Transportation credits shall apply to the following' 

(1) Bulk milk delivered directly from dairy farms to pool plants described 
in (b)(2) in the following Transportation Zones: 

(i) Transportation Zone J - deliveries to plants located in the 
counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San 
Diego and Ventura originating ji-om dairy farms located in the 
counties of River side, 8ml Diego, or San Bernardino; 

(ii) Transportation Zone 2 - deliveries to plants located in the 
counties of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, San 
Diego and Ventura originating from dairy farms located in all 
counties with ill the mIlJ .. ~etillg lIJ'ell except Riverside, 8all Diego, 
and San Bernardino; 

(iii) Transportation Zone 3 - deliveries to plants Located in the 
counties of ALameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, Santa Clara, 
San Francisco, Santa Cruz, San Mateo, Sacramento, SoLano and 
Sonoma Counties originating from dairy farms Located in all 
counties within the marketing (trea,' 

(2) PooL pLant(s) which for the month have utilization of greater than 50 
percent in Classes J and/or 11. The utilization requirement may be met jor 
the current month or it may be met on the basis of utilization during the 
preceding 12-month period ending with the current month. 
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(c) Transportation credits shall be calculated at the following rates: 

(1) With respect to each delivelJl described in paragraph (b) (1) of this section, 
the market administrator shall: 

(i) Determine the shortest hard-swface highway mileage between 
the shipping/arm and the receiving plan!. The mileage determined 
by this calculation shall not be ~(!,€/f than 175; 

'3 V<'oM<'V /\ 
-B-t3fS 

This concludes the Cooperatives' proposed transportation credit language amendments. 
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DFA Ingredients Plants 

INGREDIENT PRDTBN 

'" Aorla" I.4lch. 
B: Beater, Lhal 
c: (ass CI{),. I.4ICh 
0: faUon , tlw. 
E: Fan M:ngan, ColO. 
F,Goshal, lnll. 
G: HUJrnOl\ Clilt 
H: UrT~ood. N.Y. 
l: MICldellury tenler, Pa. 
J: ~nal~ N.M 
K: Rmlng, P, 
l.: Wlmrnop, "'1m 
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My name is Dennis Lund, and I am Foster Dairy's Director of Cost 

Accounting. I appear before you today on behalf of all of the exempt quota 

holders, and the Califol11ia Producer Handlers Association for the limited purpose 

of addressing a question raised by Judge Jill Clifton regarding valuation of exempt 

quota. It remains the position of CPHA that we would like to preserve the exempt 

quota treatment along with the preservation of any quota system in a Califol11ia 

Federal Milk Marketing Order. We do not want to sell our exempt quota or have it 

cashed out. We offer this valuation only in the event that it is the only method the 

Secretary deems to value the quota system in Califol11ia. 

If Quota is to be diminished through a purchase of some sort, CPHA 

understands that Lon Hatamiya has presented testimony that establishes the regular 

quota value. The testimony in these proceedings is uncontroverted that exempt 

quota has a value above and beyond that of regular quota. I am here to offer one 

way to recognize and value exempt quota. 

For purposes of valuing the exempt quota, we adopt the valuation method 

proposed by Ted DeGroot discussed last week. Exempt quota has a value above 

and beyond regular quota that can be measured as the difference in price between 

Class 1 and Quota. Class 1 prices are set differently in Southel11 Califol11ia than 

they are in Northel11 Califol11ia, so the valuation of exempt quota is slightly 

different between these two regions. 

Attachment 1 to my testimony shows the monthly cwt values for Class I 

prices in N orthel11 and Southel11 Califol11ia. I use the Class I price for each region 

and subtract the Quota price for each corresponding month. The calculated 

difference between the two determines the additional value of exempt quota over 

regular quota for each month from October 20 I 0 through September 2015. I 

averaged the exempt quota value for those last five years. I took that exempt quota 
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vaue and divided it by the quota premium of $1. 70/cwt to determine the ratio of 

exempt quota value above and beyond that of regular quota. 

Using this methodology, I calculated the ratio of the values of exempt quota 

to regular quota for Northern California to be 1: 1.96. The ratio of the values of 

exempt quota to regular quota for Southern California is 1 :2.12. In Northem 

Califomia, every pound of exempt quota is the equivalent in value to 1.96 pounds 

of regular quota. In Southem Califomia, every pound of exempt quota is the 

equivalent to 2.12 pounds of regular quota. 

Using $525 per pound of Quota valuation, that would mean that each exempt 

quota pound in Northem Califomia is equal to $1,029 per pound and each exempt 

quota pound in Southern California is equal to $1,113 per pound. 

According to the California Department of Food and Agriculture, there is a 
ok .e":'~tv1p-\::. . 

total of 57,914.10 pound~SNF quota as of August 2015 (CDFA Exhibit 61, Table 

AC). Of the total SNF exempt quota, 40,244.51 pounds of SNF exempt quota are 

produced in Northern California, which equates to a value of $41,411,600.79. 

There are 17,669.59 pounds of SNF exempt quota in Southern California, which 

equates to a value of$19,666,253.67. If exempt quota were to be purchased, these 

amounts reflect what should be paid to the farms who own the exempt quota. 

Northern California Southern California Total 

Regular Quota : Exempt 
I : 1.96 1 : 2.12 

Quota 

$1,029 I pound EQ SNF $1,11 3 I pound EQ SNF 

EQ = Ratio x $525/SNF 

69.49% (40,244.51) 30.51 % (17,669.59) 57,914.10 

Exempt Quota SNF 

Total 
$41,411,600.79 $19,666,253.67 $61,077,854.46 
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Thank you for allowing me to testify before you today. 
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Month Year 

Calculation 

Sept 2015 

Aug 2015 

July 2015 

Juna 2015 

May 2015 

Apr 2015 

Mar 2015 

Feb 2015 

Jan 2015 

Dec 2014 

HoY 2014 

Oct 2014 

Sept 2014 

Aug 2014 

July 2014 

June 2014 

May 2014 

Apr 2014 

Mar 2014 

Feb 2014 

J8f1 2014 

Dec 2013 

HoY 2013 

Oct 2013 

Sept 2013 

Aug 2013 

July 2013 

June 2013 

May 2013 

AprIl 2013 

March 2013 

Feb 2013 

Jan 2013 

Dec 2012 

NO'! 2012 

Oct 2012 

Sept 2012 

Aug 2012 

July 2012 

June 2012 

May 2012 

Apr 201 2 

Mar 2012 

Feb 2012 

Jan 2012 

Clsaa ' 
Northern 
Cslifomla 

SlCWT 

Quote 
CWT Difference 

A 8 
518.08 $16.68 

517.66 $16.33 

518.42 516.02 

517.47 516.34 

517.06 515.94 

516.94 5Hi.55 

$16.66 $15.52 

$17.08 $15.53 

$19.49 515.85 

523.72 518.22 

$24.33 520.70 

526.09 $23.19 

$25.39 $24.15 

525.28 $23.34 

525.13 $22.53 

525.10 522.75 

$25.88 $22.n 
$24.88 $24.04 

525.38 524.17 

$23.11 $23.39 

522_" S22.S3 

$21 .73 $20.98 

A-8 

51.40 

51.33 

$2_"" 
51 .13 

51 .12 

$1.39 

$1.14 

$1 .55 

$3.64 

55.50 

$3.63 

$2.90 

51.24 

51 .94 

$2.60 

52.35 

$3.11 

50.84 

51.21 

-50.28 

$0.31 

SO.75 

$21.74 $20.31 $1.43 

$20.79 $19.80 $0.99 

520.28 $19.44 50.84 

520.21 $19.01 51.20 

$19.59 518.55 51 .04 

$20.84 518.78 $2.06 

$19.39 $19.13 $0.26 

$19.49 $18.99 $0.50 

519.33 518.03 51 .30 

$19.83 $18.36 51 .41 

$20.24 $18.30 $1.94 

$23.08 518.97 $4.1 1 

$23.17 $20.19 $2.98 

$20.55 $20.17 SO.38 

519.34 518.42 SO.92 

$18.01 $11.48 $0.53 

$11.60 $16.14 $1.46 

$16.81 $15.67 $1 .14 

$16.94 $15.35 $1 .59 

511.21 $15.80 $1.41 

511.60 $16.28 $1.32 

$18.52 $ 16.29 $2.23 

5t9.88 $17.25 "_63 

Cia .. 1 
Southsm 
CalifornIa 

'ICWT 

a~~ 

cm 

C 8 

$18.35 516.68 

$17.93 516.33 

518.70 516.Cl2 

Sl7.74 516.34 

517.34 51 5.94 

517.21 515.55 

$16.93 $15.52 

$17.36 $15.53 

519.76 $15.85 

523.99 518.22 

524.60 $20.70 

$26.36 $23.19 

525.66 $24.15 

525.55 $23.34 

$25.40 $22.53 

525.37 $22.75 

$26.15 $22_n 
$25.15 524.04 

$25.65 $24.17 

523.38 $23.39 

523.11 522.53 

$22.00 520.98 

$22.01 520.31 

$21.06 519.80 

$20.56 $19.44 

$20.48 519.01 

519.86 518.55 

521.12 $18.78 

$19.66 $19.13 

$19.77 $18.99 

$19.60 $18.03 

$20.10 $18.36 

$20.51 $18.30 

$23.35 518.97 

523.44 $20.19 

$20.82 $20.17 

$19.61 $18.42 

518.28 $11.48 

$17.87 $16.14 

517.08 $15.67 

$17.21 $15.35 

$17.48 $15.80 

$11.81 $16.28 

$18.79 $16.29 

$20.15 517.25 

Difference 

C-8 

5t.67 

$1.60 

52.68 

51.40 

SI .40 

$1 .66 

$1.4 1 

'1.'3 
53.91 

$5.77 

$3.90 

53.17 

51.51 

52.21 

52.87 

$2.62 

$3.38 

$1.11 

$1 .48 

-$0.01 

50.58 

51.02 

51.70 

$1.26 

$1.12 

SI .47 

$1.31 

$2." 

50.53 

$0.18 

$1.57 

5t.74 

52.21 

$4.38 

$3.25 

$0.65 

$1.19 

SO.80 

$1.73 

$1.41 

$1.86 

$1.68 

$1 .59 

$2.50 

$2.90 

Cian I 
Horth/South CA 

DIfference 

It verage( A·B, CoB) 

51 .54 

$1.47 

52.54 

51.27 

$1 .26 

51.53 

SI .28 

51.69 

$3.78 

55.64 

53.77 

$3." 
51.38 

$2.06 

52.74 

$2.49 

53_25 

SO.98 

$1.35 

-$0.15 

SO.44 

SO.89 

51.57 

51.13 

$0.98 

$1.34 

$1.18 

$2.20 

50.40 

SO.64 

$1.44 

$1.61 

$208 

$4_25 

53.12 

SO.51 

$1.06 

$0.61 

51.60 

51.28 

51.73 

$1.SS 

$1.46 

52.37 

$2.77 

Annual Average 
(NorthemCAj 

81 .68 

12,11 

.,.11 

.1.13 
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Annual AYeflIIge 
(Southern CAl 

$1.9~ 

$2.38 

$2.00 

Avel1!lge 
of last 5 
yrs(N 
CAl 

$1.83 

Average H CA 
of last 5 Valuation 
~ (5 DIffe rential 
CA) Rallo 

SCA 
Valuation 

Differential 
Retlo 

$1.10 1.te 2.1a 

_;'----;-';2S~_;-____:C'~2~5 MarXet Value Quota 
1,029 5 1,11 3 Retslive Market Vs lue of Exempt Ouota 



Clas l t CIa. l t 
ClaSlt 

A_go AV8(lge NCA SCA 

Month Year 
No"",", 0 , ... 

DIfference 
Southern Quota 

DIfference NorthlSouth CA 
Annual AV8(sge Annual AV8(age of 1a11 5 of la &1 5 Valuallon Valuallon 

Calilomla CWT California CWT 
Difference 

(Northern CAl (Southern CAl yrs(N yre (S Differentia l DIfferentia l 
$/CWT SlCWT CAl CAl Rello Rallo 

CSlcula tlon A B A·B C B C·B Aversge(A·B,C·B) 

Do< 20" $20.67 517.80 52.87 $20.94 $17.80 53.14 $3.01 "045 $1 .72 

N~ 20" $20.26 519.31 SO.95 $20.54 $19.31 $1.23 51 .09 

Cd 20" 521.50 518.91 52.59 S21.n $18.91 $2.88 $2.73 

Sepl 20" S23.56 519.87 53.69 $23.84 $19.87 $3.97 $3.83 

A" 20" 523.24 $21.23 52.01 $23.51 $21.23 5228 $2.15 

J", 20" $22.38 $21.24 51.1 4 $22.65 521 .24 $1.41 $1.28 

.N~ 20" $21 .41 $21.19 SO.22 $21.68 $21 .19 $0.49 SO.35 

Moy 20" $20.90 $18.97 51 .93 $21.17 S16.97 $2.20 52.07 

Ap< 20" $21.66 516.70 $2.96 $21.93 $16.70 $3.23 $3.10 

"" 20" $19.24 $19.01 $0.23 $19.51 $19.01 SO.50 SO.38 

Fob 20" $16.88 $16.44 -$1 .58 $1 7.15 $1 8.44 ·$1 .29 ·$1 .43 

J .. 20" $16.45 $16.12 SO.33 $16.72 $16.12 SO.OO SO.46 

D" 2010 $16.26 $ 15.42 $2.66 $18.55 $15.42 $3.13 $3.00 $1.32 $1.69 

N~ 2010 $18.71 $16.45 $2.26 $18.98 51 6.45 52.53 52.40 

"" 2010 518.44 $17.94 SO.50 $18.71 $17.94 SO.n $0.64 

"'pI 2010 517.15 $1725 ·$0.10 $1 7.43 517.25 SO.1 8 SO." 

A", 201. 517.33 $16.54 $0.79 $ 17.60 516.54 51.06 SO.93 

July 2010 $17.1 4 $1 5.94 51.20 $17.42 $1 5.94 $1.46 51.34 

Juna 201. $15.68 $15.17 $0.51 $15.95 $15.17 $0.78 $0.65 

May 201. $15.37 $1 4.65 SO.72 515.64 $14.65 SO.99 SO.86 

Ap< 201 . $14.37 $14.33 SO." $14.64 $14.33 SO.31 SO.18 

Ma, 201. $16.44 $14.11 $2.33 $16.71 $ 14.11 $2.60 $2.47 

Fob 2010 $16.46 $1 4.61 $1 .65 516.74 $14.81 $1.93 $1.79 

J .. 2010 $18.22 $15.18 $3.04 $18.49 $15.18 $3.31 53.18 
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